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Praise for The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming and Environmentalism


“Future generations will wonder in bemused amazement that the early twenty-first century’s developed world went into hysterical panic over a globally averaged temperature increase of a few tenths of a degree, and, on the basis of gross exaggerations of highly uncertain computer projections combined into implausible chains of inference, proceeded to contemplate a roll-back of the industrial age.

“Chris Horner takes us through this story, including fascinating investigations into the role of major industries and the muzzling of science, with verve, humor, and a genuine concern for accuracy. His descriptions will provoke laughter as well as recognition that tears are more in order.”


—Dr. Richard S. Lindzen, Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Atmospheric Sciences, MIT; member of the National Academy of Sciences; and former lead author, UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change


 


“The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming combines the scientific truths and a sobering
 perspective that Hollywood, the media, and environmental extremists don’t want you to know.
 Chris Horner’s book should be required reading by every high school and university student in
 America. Finally, someone has written a definitive resource to debunk global warming alarmism.”


—Senator James Inhofe (R-Okla.), former chairman of the Environment & Public Works Committee


 


“In The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming and Environmentalism, Chris Horner
 exposes the myths about the most topical topic of today—and tomorrow. He reveals the
 inconvenient truths raised by the skeptics and exposes the convenient lies used by warmoholics.
 This accessible book will arm you to cut through the hot air in this ongoing national debate.
 Highly recommended also as source material for letter-writers to congressmen and senators—
 and to newspapers. A must for high school and college debaters.”


—Dr. Fred Singer, former director of the U.S. Weather Satellite Service; professor emeritus of environmental sciences, University of Virginia


 


“Chris Horner has been a staunch champion for common sense in the face of mounting media hysteria about the climate. The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming takes a hard-headed, realistic look at both the science and the politics of the issue. It will be an invaluable handbook for all of us who want to leave our grandchildren not only a sustainable world, but also a viable economy.”


—Roger Helmer, member of European Parliament; American Legislative Exchange Council 2006 International Legislator of the Year
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For Max. The future is yours. May it remain free, and full of energy.
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PREFACE


Al Gore and his friends—social, corporate, and media elites, Europeans, and UN aficionados—declare “global warming” an unprecedented global crisis. Hyped as an environmental nightmare, global warming hysteria is truly the environmentalist’s dream come true. It is the perfect storm of demons and perils, and the ideal scare campaign for those who would establish “global governance” (Jacques Chirac’s words in praise of the Kyoto Protocol) with strict control over corporate actions and individual behavior.

Environmentalism has served for decades as the best excuse to increase government control over your actions, in ways both large and small: It’s for Mother Earth! It’s for the children! It’s for the whales! But standard, run-of-the mill environmental scares of the past proved to be of finite utility. Most pollution issues are relatively local—confined to individual sites or even regions. The bigger-ticket items—acid rain, the ozone hole—had been addressed and simply weren’t ripe for revisiting until the next generation.

Global warming possesses no such weaknesses. Not only is planetary existence on the line, but with global warming, the greens can argue that greenhouse gas emissions in Ohio threaten people in Paris. Global problems demand global solutions, they argue, thus helping to bypass the irritating obstacles posed by sovereignty and democratic decision-making.

Upon review, however, it turns out that if global warming were as bad as they say then no policy imaginable—much less currently on the table—could “solve” it. According to the greens’ own numbers, worldwide deindustrialization is absolutely critical—given available and even foreseeable energy technologies—if we are to save the planet. This explains the mantra honed during prior alarms, that “we must act now!”

Indeed, with “global warming,” no matter how much we sacrificed there would still be more to do. It is the bottomless well of excuses for governmental intervention and authority.

Finally, real pollution problems can be addressed through technological improvements. Burn the fuel more efficiently and you reduce smog. Slap on a catalytic converter, and you cut down the carbon monoxide. But, as with catalytic converters, improving technology and increasing efficiency of combustion tend to increase carbon dioxide production. Maniacal green opposition to dams and nuclear plants—and windmills where there might be birds or a wealthy Massachusetts politician’s view—ensures the only established way to significantly cut CO2 emissions is to significantly cut energy use. What a wonderful new excuse for finally obtaining governmental—preferably supranational—control over energy. Control over energy means control over the economy and your life as you know it (as anyone who has lived through blackouts and brownouts can attest).

Governmental “solutions” to global warming would not be a matter of merely paying more to swap out some light bulbs and skipping a few trips. Al Gore has likened his crusade against CO2 to World War II. World War II featured internment camps, food and fuel rationing, and conscription. What will Al Gore’s Global Warming War entail? He won’t tell us. But, after calling for a commitment on a par with a world war, or at least the Apollo moon-shot, he does intimate that it’s just waiting for us on the shelf. Yet expert opinion remains clear: at the least we’ll see massively  higher costs and direct or indirect energy rationing. (Europe is already proving this.) At worst . . . it’s scary to imagine.

This is the key to “global warming” hysteria: unless you are distracted by threats of the Apocalypse, you might question what they demand.

It is obvious that much depends on the outcome of this battle over energy and economic sovereignty, over free and open debate on science and policy—which is why the alarmists do whatever they can to avoid actual debate. They declare there is “consensus,” a political concept generally alien to the scientific method. They liken skeptics to Holocaust deniers and demand “Nuremberg-style” trials of the disbelievers. They want to control our lifestyles—and they don’t want you to question their cause.

This book will give you the details and the debate that they don’t want you to know about.

But beware—the following facts are not acceptable in polite company. If my own experience and that of my colleagues is a guide, by uttering these (pardon the expression) inconvenient truths, you will first be accused of being a shill for evil industry. They might call you a criminal. They will suggest you gas yourself in your garage. If they ever grant the accuracy of your statements, they will warn you not to repeat them, lest you deflate the fear of global warming.
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The environmentalist coin has two sides, as I learned in my own introduction to this issue.

As Spring, 1991, neared I was tasked with advancing a particular environmental issue while working as a congressional fellow—essentially a glorified intern—for an up and coming U.S. Senator from the Northeast who sat on the Environment Committee. This involved legislation to regulate the lawn care and pesticide industries. Green groups were mobilized, and victims of all ages were promptly identified for a hearing, at which the horrors of these chemicals would be aired.

The night before the hearing, CBS Evening News helpfully presented a package on the topic. To illustrate the point—chemicals bad—they introduced the piece with a voice-over narrative accompanied by images of Adolf Hitler, then Saddam Hussein reviewing his missiles on parade—this being the height of Operation Desert Storm, and his WMDs not the question they are today—followed by a gentleman driving a little truck of the sort ChemLawn might trundle onto your lawn, local park, or golf course.

The subtlety and nuance left something to be desired. The aggressive public affairs campaign behind the scenes, however, did not. The entity behind this push? Another lawn care products manufacturer, one that had decided its fortune lay in marketing “green” products. They were ably assisted by their hired gun, the PR firm behind most every green scare, from Alar to global warming (and Mother Sheehan for good measure).

Several years later I left a very brief relationship with a little energy company out of Houston you may have since heard of. It turned out that I had unwittingly joined a full-scale effort to make a fortune off of advancing the “global warming” scare. Mere months after I had raised uncomfortable—and unsuccessful—questions about this internally, on August 4, 1997, company CEO Ken Lay joined British Petroleum’s (then-Sir) John Browne in an Oval Office meeting with the President of the United States, Bill Clinton, and his VP Al Gore.

The agenda was to ensure the U.S. joined up to the Kyoto Protocol, an international treaty capping carbon dioxide emissions, in the name of catastrophic Manmade “global warming”—and, as it happens, to make these gentlemen an awful lot of money.

These examples do not exactly match the stories you are told. Welcome to green politics and policy.





Part I
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ENVIRONMENTALISM AND AUTHORITARIANS





Chapter One
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GREEN IS THE NEW RED


THE ANTI-AMERICAN, ANTI-CAPITALIST,  
AND ANTI-HUMAN AGENDA OF  
TODAY’S ENVIRONMENTALISTS



Guess what?


❅ Environmentalism is big business, and greens conspire with industry to raise prices for you.

❅ Green extremists engage in “terrorist activities” according to the FBI.

❅ Wealthy capitalist countries have the best environmental performance: wealthier is healthier and cleaner.






This is not your father’s environmental movement. Your hippie uncle certainly wouldn’t recognize it. While it bears the same name, and now controls the same institutions as the tree-huggers of old (as well as numerous others), its true pedigree is less green than red. Most importantly for you: environmental causes always include—and often are primarily—campaigns to gain more government control over the economy and individual activity. They are never fights for less control or greater liberty.

When communism didn’t work out, environmentalism became the anti-capitalist vehicle of choice, drawing cash and adoration from business, Hollywood, media, and social elites. Environmental pressure groups have boomed into a $2 billion industry.1 Much of their budget comes directly from the wallet of taxpayers through grants for public “education” and congressional schemes designed to subsidize the greens’ lawyers.2


Spawned from the 1970s split of anti-modernists from the decades-old conservationist movement, “environmentalism” has matured into a nightmare for anyone who believes in private property, open markets, and limited government. Environmental pressure groups have no use for limiting governmental powers or expanding individual liberties. Instead, environmental claims are without fail invoked to advance the statist agenda.

Environmentalist cries are now hackneyed staples of political rhetoric at the national level. Green lunacy has so run amok that respectable political figures (and former president Clinton) say that modern energy use poses a “greater threat than terrorism.”
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Green Wisdom

“Giving society cheap, abundant energy . . . would be the equivalent of giving an idiot child a machine gun.”

 




Paul Ehrlich, “An Ecologist’s Perspective on Nuclear Power,” Federation of American Scientists Public Issue Report, 1978



As with other political crusades that fail in the arena of representative democracy, the greens now see the courts and supranational bodies as their best hopes.

“Big Business” feels the heat not only from environmentalist groups but also from clever greens in the garb of institutional investors. Yet this outpouring of lucre from industry to greens is only partly a weak-kneed response to pressure, vainly seeking to buy approval through cash gifts wrapped in apologies for their chosen profession. Big Business actually promotes green alarmism in order to disadvantage competitors or gain “rents”—income from governmental policy favors. Industry and greens join forces to lobby for special preferences and mandates, sometimes to raise energy taxes and other times to limit all consumers, rich and poor, to more expensive product lines that would otherwise not have a viable market for years, if ever. It’s a sweet deal that sure beats trying to make a buck through competition.




Well-connected greens 

Environmentalist sanctimony has gone from simply smug to dangerously dogmatic, resembling other tragic “isms” of the last hundred years. Debate and dissent are intolerable: No honest person could disagree with the catastrophists, therefore dissenters must be dishonest. On the flip  side, because the green cause is so noble, deception and outright falsehood are permitted means of operation.

Far from being a grassroots phenomenon driven by the scruffy teen tapping for contributions at your door, this elite-driven movement lards the coffers of pressure campaigns with wealth—commonly inherited, often corporate, and far too frequently looted from the taxpayer. Often at the first threat, industry falls all over itself to pay protection money for an elusive peace with pressure groups, only to guarantee itself regular dings for tribute and a noisy mob should the payoffs cease.3


The demands that greens place upon businesses extend into the smallest minutiae and the broadest business decisions. Meanwhile, green groups operate in a world free from accountability. To meet payroll, they need only to find new targets and new ways of declaring that the sky is falling.

Alger Hiss would blush at the support network of fellow travelers pushing this agenda from perches throughout domestic and international institutions. Most notable is the access the greens have gained to the wealth of the Rockefellers, the Fords, and the Sun Oil Company among many others. Three generations removed from the entrepreneurs and businessmen who created the wealth, the charitable foundations made in their names have been perverted to wage war on the ability of today’s entrepreneurs and businessmen to replicate such industrial fortunes.4



Green Wisdom

“If you ask me, it’d be a little short of disastrous for us to discover a source of clean, cheap, abundant energy because of what we would do with it. We ought to be looking for energy sources that are adequate for our needs, but that won’t give us the excesses of concentrated energy with which we could do mischief to the earth or to each other.”

 




Amory Lovins in The Mother Earth—
 Plowboy Interview, 1977
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“I have noticed a disturbing trend. With each passing school year, my children are more convinced that humans and technology are bad for the planet. . . . While teachers are helping to insure a ‘greener’ future, I do not think they understand that my children may infer a condemnation of humanity.”

 



Letter from a concerned parent to the New
 York Times, after dealing with the fallout of
 one too many “Earth Days,” cited in Facts,
 Not Fear. Discover, October 1989



The green network extends to the upper reaches of supranational bodies, funded by western wealth and dedicated to redistributing—and ultimately ending—said wealth. Foremost among these is the United Nations. Consider the UN’s “Global Compact,”5 which aspires “to end capitalism,” in the words of one well-placed aide speaking to a colleague of mine. The UN’s population control efforts operate out of a different office.6 Elsewhere, the UN advocates energy rationing and wealth redistribution. 7 French president Jacques Chirac praised the UN’s Kyoto Protocol as “the first component of an authentic global governance.”8


Other UN and European Union officials have made equally illuminating admissions about their aspirations for this regime, as discussed in these pages. In the words of Maurice Strong, founder of the UN Eco-Summits and undersecretary general of the UN, “Isn’t the only hope for the planet that the industrialized civilizations collapse? Isn’t it our responsibility to bring about?”9


Strong is no fringe figure, but one of the most respected and influential leaders the greens have on the international and supranational stages. Testifying beside him before the U.S. Senate Committees on Foreign Relations and Environment and Public Works, I found him to be a charming, erudite oil magnate who just happens to possess extreme views sadly representing the mainstream of the environmentalist establishment.




Green on the outside, red to the core 

This raises the question of the company that greens keep and their shared bond. Communists and socialists may be environmental activists, and environmental activists may be communists or socialists, though to be one does not necessarily mean being the other. These birds of a feather do however flock together as simpatico wings of the modern Global Salvationist movement.

The political parties bearing the “Green” name have earned the nickname “watermelons”: green on the outside, red to the core. In the U.S., the Green Party’s agenda goes well beyond fighting pollution, and includes dramatic plans for wealth redistribution. The Green Party courted perennial Communist Party vice presidential candidate and Black Panther Angela Davis. Germany’s Green Party leaders such as Petra Kelly and her ilk opposed membership in NATO, and professed to be “very tolerant” of their Communist neighbors, the Soviet Union, during the height of the Cold War.10


While the American media’s strident anti-anti-communism prevents it from taking seriously any comparisons to communism, the commonality between the greens and the Reds runs deep, beyond the realms of depopulation and inhibiting individual freedoms and capital formation.

Consider that communism and anti-Americanism remain vibrant and complementary political forces in those same areas of the world where environmentalists hold their greatest sway: mainly Europe. Like old-line Reds, senior environmentalists deeply believe in the destructiveness of capitalism—in this case (despite the evidence) they believe that through capitalism we are destroying our only planet (the data tell another story, of course). Indeed some of the most virulent, home-grown America haters such as Susan Sontag and Betty Friedan made their bones spewing environmentalist dogma, presaging the movement’s future split.


Green Wisdom

“I got the impression that instead of going out to shoot birds, I should go out and shoot the kids who shoot birds.”

 



Greenpeace co-founder
 Paul Watson, quoted in
 Access to Energy, Vol. 10,
 No. 4, December 1982



 In plain terms, for modern environmentalism as practiced, the enemy is capitalism. More precisely, the enemy of the modern environmentalist  is capitalism, and environmentalism is just the chosen vehicle.

The irony of this hits home when you remember communism’s environmental record. Huge stretches of the former Soviet Union have been declared “ecological disaster areas.” The USSR, we now know, pumped into the ground, often near major rivers, nearly half of all the nuclear waste the regime produced over thirty years. The Reds also pumped nuclear waste into the Sea of Japan. Then there was that incident at Chernobyl, a deadly disaster unimaginable in free nations. (P. J. O’Rourke explained that Communists couldn’t build a toaster that wouldn’t destroy the breakfast nook.)


Green Wisdom

“Us homo sapiens are turning out to be as destructive a force as any asteroid. Earth’s intricate web of ecosystems thrived for millions of years, as natural paradises, till we came along. . . . The stark reality is that there are simply too many of us. And we consume way too much. Especially here at home....The solutions are not a secret: control population, recycle, reduce consumption. . . . ”

 




Matt Lauer, MSNBC
 Countdown to Dooms-
 day, June 2006



Regarding Communist China, the U.S. Energy Information Agency writes: “A report released in 1998 by the World Health Organization (WHO) noted that of the ten most polluted cities in the world, seven can be found in China. Sulfur dioxide and soot caused by coal combustion are two major air pollutants, resulting in the formation of acid rain, which now falls on about 30 percent of China’s total land area.”11


Facts not withstanding, environmentalists generally hew toward the larger blame-America-first crowd, ignoring and even denying that the wealthiest nation in the world has superior environmental performance to the poorer, less free nations. It is  more important to them to attack wealth and espouse the superiority of primitive, er,  indigenous lifestyles (which our environmental elites notably elect not to live). Very few environmentalists, unfortunately, have relocated to primitive Eden unspoiled by non-indigenous lifestyles. Instead, they are disproportionately found in tony ZIP codes with vistas that simply must be protected from the blight of windmills.
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Books You’re Not Supposed to Read


Hard Green: Saving the Environment from the Environmentalists, by Peter W. Huber; New York, NY: Basic Books, 2000.

 




Toxic Terror: The Truth behind the Cancer Scares, 2nd Ed., by Elizabeth Whelan; New York, NY: Prometheus Books, 1993.



Environmentalism was not always just a flavor of anti-capitalism. Environmental advocacy was strongly bipartisan until the early 1970s, when Rachel Carson wrote Silent Spring12 and energized the crowd of chemophobes and other extremists, radicalizing the movement and putting the “mental” in “environmental.” Indeed, conservatives were the forerunners of conservationism, from Edmund Burke down through Russell Kirk. The conservative philosophy about natural conservation is still summed up by the line: “Every day is Earth Day if you own the land.” Nothing has changed but the movement.

To committed greens, the environment is just another demonstration that capitalism doesn’t work, that too many people are consuming too much of our planet’s resources, and sooner or later our planet will violently react. If capitalism is the force behind “too many people” and their access to “too many resources,” then capitalism is the problem.




People: The enemy 

It is important not to glaze over the green antipathy toward people. In the eyes of an environmentalist, people are pollution.

The left-wing and massively pro–nanny state UK press is wonderful in illuminating for us what our elite betters think. Consider “Attenborough:  people are our planet’s big problem,” citing the famed naturalist Sir David Attenborough, and Professor Chris Rapley’s, “Earth is too crowded for Utopia.” This latter piece on the BBC by the director of the British Antarctic Survey was nastily accompanied, as is so often the case, by pictures of squalid-living brown people in case you missed the point.

When normal humans look at another human, we see a mind, a soul, and a set of hands. The greens see only a stomach. Our species’ proliferation is no small aggravation to our green friends, who long have predicted outlandish population figures and concomitant nutritional disaster, and adamantly insist that current population is “unsustainable,” a claim they have been making for decades. According to doomsayers like Paul Ehrlich, the proper or “sustainable” population of the Earth is between one and two billion; above that, famine is guaranteed. Somehow, on a “starving” planet housing well over six billion, obesity is declared an epidemic.


Security Is Overrated

Green activists insist that “world leaders must not allow concern for energy security to distract them from taking promised action on global warming.”

 




Reuters,
 June 14, 2006



Despite this abhorrence of population, there is little evidence that environmentalists disproportionately depopulate themselves (notwithstanding their proclivity to chain smoke). They generally suggest instead that others  serve as the human sacrifices necessary to save the planet.

This reality, combined with the view of people as pollution, explains why environmental groups now assess a politician’s “environmental” fitness in part on the abortion issue.13 When the League of Conservation Voters issued its 2001 scorecard, giving members of Congress a score on environmental friendliness, it counted as “pro-environment” a vote to extend U.S. foreign aid to abortion providers.

Our alarmist friends are undeterred by being proved more wrong every year. Meanwhile, not capitalism and wealth, but bureaucracy, governmental corruption, and failures to allow economic liberties impede worldwide nutrition.

The issue of green antipathy for the human race has warranted deeper treatment in many volumes. The greens’ philosophy can be described by the shorthanded IPAT, or Impact (bad) = Population x Affluence x Technology (often interpreted as per capita energy use). Naturally, Ehrlich had a hand in introducing this formula, (which tells us all we need to know about its predictive value). IPAT is so reliable that, as the Cato Institute’s Jerry Taylor has pointed out, it demands that Americans should be migrating en masse to Botswana, Albania, Namibia, Gabon, Laos, Armenia, Moldova, and other garden spots where IPAT scores outrank those generated by our own miserable existence here at home.14





Your friends and neighbors 

It seems fair to say that most middle-class Americans who consider themselves “environmentalists,” particularly those who are not professional environmentalists, sincerely believe that human development and prosperity severely harm the environment in general, and climate in particular. Busy people relying upon superficial if breathless media treatments of the issues succumb to this view although their education and experience permit them, upon the slightest scrutiny, to understand that wealthier is indeed healthier—and cleaner.


Green Wisdom

“We’ve already had too much economic growth in the U.S. Economic growth in rich countries like ours is the disease, not the cure.”

 



Green guru Paul Ehrlich, author of the spectacularly disproven Population Bomb and Population Explosion, and therefore esteemed environmentalist and academic




Environmental policies come with a cost, often to the society as a whole, decreasing wealth, and so harming health. The average environmentalist, however, ignores this danger by assuming the policies’ costs will fall on someone else’s shoulders (multinational corporations, wealthier people, or if the environmentalist is a European: Americans). Environmental sympathies seem to offer cheap virtue.

American green activists confront a public that nonetheless remains more skeptical of government and state interventionism than the subjects of the European Union, who readily turn to the state once they are convinced a problem exists. This European faith in interventionism also yields a lower threshold of skepticism to alarmism. When government is already as big and intrusive in one’s daily life as in Europe, shrugging one’s way deeper into the morass seems small beer.
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“Lest you doubt the left’s pieties are now a religion, try this experiment: go up to an environmental activist and say ‘Hey, how about that ozone hole closing up?’ or ‘Wow! The global warming peaked in 1998 and it’s been getting cooler for almost a decade. Isn’t that great?’ and then look at the faces. As with all millenarian doomsday cults, good news is a bummer.”

 



Columnist
 Mark Steyn




This is not to say that Americans are broadly disposed against calling on government to fix something believed to be a problem. (And we certainly harbor sub-populations prone to Euro-think.) Consider the response, or rather lack thereof, of some communities as Hurricane Katrina approached, and the apparent expectation that Washington would take care of it (and then the post-Katrina response of seeking a government-funded rebuild in the same storm-prone, sub-sea level location). If you expect the government to keep you safe from hurricanes while you live on the coast below sea level, you are probably willing to give the government whatever powers it claims to need to control the weather.

Still, Americans generally maintain a vibrant tradition of private solutions, including to the issue of conservation.15 As a result, American greens have a tougher row to hoe in that they must both convince the general public that the alleged problem is real and that their prescribed policies limiting individual freedoms and taking away their money are the answer.

 
Nothing to Fear but Fear Itself


“Has it ever occurred to you how astonishing the culture of
 Western society really is? Industrialized nations provide their
 citizens with unprecedented safety, health, and comfort. Average life spans
 increased 50 percent in the last century. Yet modern people live in abject
 fear. They are afraid of strangers, disease, of crime, of the environment.
 They are afraid of the homes they live in, the food they eat, the technology
 that surrounds them. They are in a particular panic over things they can’t
 even see—germs, chemicals, additives, pollutants. They are timid, nervous,
 fretful, and depressed. And even more amazingly, they are convinced that
 the environment of the entire planet is being destroyed around them.
 Remarkable! Like the belief in witchcraft, it’s an extraordinary delusion—a
 global fantasy worthy of the Middle Ages. Everything is going to hell, and
 we must all live in fear.”

 



An increasingly rare academic who doesn’t ride the
 green gravy train but rejects it, as fictionalized by
 Michael Crichton in State of Fear, New York:
 HarperCollins, 2004, 455.



The same faith in the government to solve any perceived environmental problem prompts European greens to also be slightly more focused on proclaiming disaster—which their populace will also more readily blame on capitalism. With capitalism as the cause of the alleged malady, that malady is easier for Europeans to accept as real.

This does not mean we ought to pity the plight of American greens, with their enormous fundraising advantage over their ideological opponents, sympathetic and enabling media, and the willingness to make most any claim and viciously attack heretics. Still, the relatively poor performance of American greens in enacting the agenda prompts them to appeal to the authority of Europe as proof that America is somehow misbehaving by not aping their decisions.

With scowls from our international betters guaranteed, greens find it advantageous to move most major environmental issues to the international arena. Though American resistance to a statist agenda is thereby diluted, it is not liquidated, so long as U.S. leaders remember America’s long-designated role: play the adult; be the bad cop, say “no” to things that others feel it is their part to demand.16


Yet greens are persuasive in their passion. Outside of sympathetic media to carry their message, the environmentalists’ greatest strength is that their adherents do really believe in what they preach—at least in their cause if not the claims. That is not to say that the greens’ motives are pure or even pro-human, but a convicted missionary is far more likely to convert others, or at least persuade them of the justness of his mission.
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“Special interest extremists continue to conduct acts of politically motivated violence to force segments of society, including the general public, to change attitudes about issues considered important to their causes. These groups occupy the extreme fringes of animal rights, pro-life, environmental, anti-nuclear, and other political and social movements. Some special interest extremists—most notably within the animal rights and environmental movements—have turned increasingly toward vandalism and terrorist activity in attempts to further their causes. . . . ”

 



Congressional testimony of then director of the FBI Louis B. Freeh, May 2001




Offsetting all these advantages, the greens have one great weakness: they are wrong both in the economics and science of most every issue they now pursue. Truth does eventually come out. For example, in less than a decade their zealous, anti-“genetically modified foods” campaign appears destined to finally peter out, given that there remains no demonstrated harm from crops designed to resist threats from climate and pests. Such technological advances, under way for centuries despite green mythology of futuristic “Frankenfood,” are indispensable in fighting hunger. It also seems possible, despite the massive sums at stake, that over the same span of time and once the public confronts the scope of the global warming agenda that issue, too, will be a mere footnote that the greens seek to run away from as they do “global cooling.”


Green Wisdom

“To feed a starving child is to exacerbate the world population problem.”

 




Lamont Cole (as
 quoted by Elizabeth
 M. Whelan in her
 book Toxic Terror)






The familiar goal: Global salvation 

The green movement’s radicalization pits it opposite those who recognize that “wealthier is healthier . . . and cleaner.” They rail against wealth in the face of oppressive evidence demonstrating that short of a certain level of societal (per capita) wealth, misery is ensured, and miserable environmental effects follow. Once a certain standard of living is maintained, societies increasingly can afford to “care” about the environment in the form of pollution regulations. The richer the society (and at any point in time the stronger the economy), the more stringent and numerous the environmental regulations its citizens will tolerate or even demand.

Today’s wealthiest countries regulate “parts per billion” of this substance or that and spend billions of dollars in the name of hypothetical risks.

Despite this correlation between wealth and expensive environmental indulgences, greens worship from afar primitive lifestyles while those mired in such lifestyles would kill to escape them. (Many doubtless do and many others die trying.) The proper response to hearing of the loss of an indigenous lifestyle is “good!” Instead, greens wince at the thought of “indigenous” populations obtaining electricity, automobility, and residential comforts that these same greens would not do without. Beneath this hypocrisy is the arrogant belief that, as the enlightened, they know what’s good for these poor people. That only 5 percent of Malawi has electricity is apparently good cause for Madonna to bring a Malawian child home, but not to export the horrors of our prosperity to them.

Meanwhile the greens, as with the Left generally, bemoan not poverty, but the gap between wealthy and poor, typically refusing to acknowledge that the poor (in rich countries) are getting richer such that poverty is continually being redefined upward. It is poverty that kills, not inequality,17 but today’s poor in wealthy countries have those amenities that a century ago only the truly wealthy possessed: automobility, indoor plumbing and other modern conveniences, indoor climate control, telephones and cable television, no shortage of food and even obesity. (Presumably, widespread gout among welfare recipients would be either ignored or decried as further proof of global warming.) Even the Inuit Eskimos complain, from modern homes, of a “Right to be Cold” and that “global warming” is ruining their traditional way of life, while carping about the cost of gasoline and that their airport runway has buckled.18 What’s Inuit for “chutzpah”?


Green Wisdom

“We must make this an insecure and uninhabitable place for capitalists and their projects. This is the best contribution we can make towards protecting the earth and struggling for a liberating society.”

 




Ecotage (as in sabotage), an offshoot of Earth First!




In other words, forget the increasing wealth of the poor—it’s the disparity, and the wealth of the wealthy, that they hate (despite the generosity of the wealthy in free societies). That is to say they hate wealth. Again, the source of wealth is capitalism.


Green Wisdom

“This is as good a way to get rid of them as any.”

 




Charles Wursta, chief
 scientist for the Environmental
 Defense Fund, in response
 to the likely millions to die if
 DDT were banned (as quoted
 in Toxic Terror)



Consider another aspect of environmentalism’s devolution to its present, knuckle-dragging stage. With the religious tradition in Europe and much of the United States despairing, two idols were advanced to fill the void in Man’s need to worship, to believe, to find authority and meaning to life: the state and the environment. The author of the Index of Environmental Indicators, the American Enterprise Institute’s Steven Hayward, cites New Republic  columnist James Ridgeway offering one interpretation of this gravitation, as the greens’ internal schism developed in the early 1970s and before the Soviet collapse: “Ecology offered liberal-minded people what they had longed for, a safe, rational and above all peaceful way of remaking society . . . [and] developing a more coherent central state . . . .”19


With the subsequent collapse of communist regimes, environmentalism finally emerged as a major vehicle for “remaking society” through a supreme “central state.”

Former chief economist for the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) David Henderson called this impulse “global Salvationism.” One branch of the salvationists, Henderson explained, consists of “deep-green” environmentalists, who wish to assert the rights of other living creatures, and of the earth as a whole, against what they view as the damaging and destructive activities of human beings.




Environmentalism as religion 

This is a topic on which much has been written. It has even been litigated as an Establishment Clause issue: do governmental regulations instituted in the name of environmental causes impermissibly intertwine the state with religion—in this case the faith of “deep ecology”?20 The issue itself has never been judged on the merits but we can hope that, when it is, the court will give the issue respectful consideration.

This book does not attempt to recreate the well-articulated arguments on the matter. A riveting treatment of environmentalism as religion is offered by popular novelist and now enemy of the green state Michael Crichton, in his September 15, 2003, speech, “Environmentalism as Religion” to the Commonwealth Club of San Francisco .21 For an academic treatment of the economic and regulatory aspects of this conundrum, see Robert Nelson’s “How Much Is God Worth?”22



Green Wisdom


“The truth is that Mozart, Pascal, Boolean algebra, Shakespeare, parliamentary government, baroque churches, Newton, the emancipation of women, Kant, Marx, Balanchine ballet et al., don’t redeem what this particular civilization has wrought upon the world. The white race is the cancer of human history. It is the white race and it alone—its ideologies and inventions—which eradicates autonomous civilizations wherever it spreads, which has upset the ecological balance of the planet, which now threatens the very existence of life itself.”

 




Susan Sontag, Partisan Review, Winter 1967, 57







Confused priorities 

Capitalism is the enemy but so, too, is logic, it seems. Environmentalism is riddled with so many contradictions and paradoxes that its adherents simply cannot maintain the green religion in good faith. Green hypocrisy runs far deeper than jet-setters deriding American automobility or celebrities who day-trip into Third World poverty—which motivates our Hollywood friends like little else this side of a red carpet. It extends beyond the Kennedys and Heinz-Kerrys of the world believing that windmills must be placed everywhere else than offshore their Cape Cod manses as that would despoil their view.
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A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read:


Eco-Imperialism: Green Power, Black Death, by Paul Driessen; Bellevue, WA: Merril Press, 2003.



For example, for decades the green activists and their useful idiots in our state and federal legislatures have tirelessly worked to ensure passage of endless prohibitions and mandates with the inevitable and typically intended consequence of decreasing the availability or usability of “fossil fuels” such as coal, oil, and natural gas, raising the price of gasoline at the pump and ensuring rolling blackouts during periods of increased demand, electricity’s equivalent of gas lines.

Greens cry: we need to eliminate our dependence on foreign oil . . .  but no drilling here, be it in Alaskan tundra or dozens of miles offshore (we have ceded the latter to Cuba and China, in our wisdom). A green mantra in response to shortages (that they engineer), absurd upon even a moment’s reflection, is some variant of “our greatest proven reserve is conservation.”

Though they try hard not to say it directly, it is undeniable that the demand to reduce our use of “foreign oil” means “any oil”: Don’t use imports, but you can’t drill here. Similarly, insistence that we reduce our use of “(fill-in-the-blank) energy” means “energy.” There’s no need  to fill in the blank. On the first Earth Day in 1970 the U.S. depended about one-quarter on foreign oil. With increasing green-demanded restrictions on domestic production, ensuring that increased domestic demand is met with other-than-domestic supply, this dependence is now pushing 60 percent.
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The greens and their anti-globalization comrades have never actually opposed globalization but have been rabid promoters; for years their ideological brethren vowed to export their philosophy to every corner of the world. Having lost that fight, the “anti-globalists” simply oppose globalization of capitalism.




The green groups that brought us “dependence on foreign oil” by locking up our reserves now have actually seduced conservative hawks into canoodling with them to promote an updated version of Jimmy Carter’s energy policy, ostensibly to impoverish the Middle East and thereby somehow cure terrorism.

It should now be apparent that economic illiteracy and ignorance of energy markets are threshold requirements for environmental activism.

As an example, when gas prices hit three dollars a gallon and oil companies made record profits in 2005 and 2006, why, three dollars is an outrage!  The greens’ responses were highly illuminating. Their mass-emailed missives were a dog’s breakfast of xenophobia, disingenuous bemoaning of the price, and the usual global warming alarmism (their “solution” to which is the same as their “solution” to global cooling and most everything else: make energy even more scarce). Given that the environmentalist agenda is motivated by ensuring higher energy prices and reducing energy use, this smacks of cheap capitalization on an emotional issue to advance an agenda. Because it is.

To test this, consider that Europe’s gas prices have run to over six dollars a gallon, but the overseas affiliates of our domestic greens (our anti-corporate crusaders being typically de facto if not de jure multinational corporations or franchises) have not raised a cry. Europe and the U.S. pay the same price for a barrel of oil. The difference in the price we pay at the  pump is almost exclusively taxes (each nation has its own biases and degree of ethanol or “moonshine” boondoggles distorting the price, but the taxman’s take is generally equivalent to the per-gallon price difference). With the revenue from the higher cost going to the state, and not a corporation, six-plus dollars a gallon is just fine, thank you.23 Who can take issue with a “sin tax” virtuously contributing to the public purse?

In fact, those readers who follow the debate closely know that even the current price in Europe is far too low for the greens’ tastes. Already the European Parliament is making noise about a “Kyoto tax,” while spending millions on a PR campaign to convince their subjects to voluntarily eschew what automotive freedom they have. The little guy somehow got forgotten here.

Consider the policy arguments surrounding “the greatest threat facing mankind, worse than terrorism.”24 That is, for the uninitiated, “climate change.” Global warming due to greenhouse gas emissions will kill millions! But we’ll never allow greenhouse-gas-free25 nuclear power! There is certainly a moral tension in Millions will die . . . but your nuclear power, it . . . frightens  . . . me.


Green Wisdom

“The only real good technology is no technology at all. Technology is taxation without representation, imposed by our elitist species (man) upon the rest of the natural world.”

 




John Shuttleworth,
 Friends of the Earth
 manual writer, quoted
 in Toxic Terror




Dams and even tree farms could help alleviate the alleged climate crisis, but they too are apparently worse than even the CO2-induced apocalypse. Green groups used to advocate hydropower, windmills, and nuclear power, until they started to actually appear. Dams are mean to fish. Windmills, those avian Cuisinarts, were the promised “new” (chuckle) technology if we would only swear off abundant coal. All the wind farms in the world wouldn’t replace fossil-fuel plants, because wind  power’s intermittent nature requires backup generation—typically “fossil fuels”—spinning idly at low-efficiency, below-peak levels.


False Prophecies

“Certain signs, some of them visible to the layman as well as the scientist, indicate that we have been watching an ice age approach for some time without realizing what we are seeing.... Scientists predict that it will cause great snows which the world has not seen since the last ice age thousands of years ago.”

 




Betty Friedan,
 “The Coming Ice Age,”
 Harper’s, September
 1958



In truth, not only have there been numerous “greatest threats,” but the rhetoric surrounding each is increasingly revealed to include the unspoken caveat: “. . . except for the others.”




The betrayal of a movement 

Naturalism wasn’t supposed to mean statism. Naturalism’s modern successor, today’s environmentalism bordering on ecotheism, asserts that the only way to preserve nature is through state control of resources and liberties. By this thinking, the falling Iron Curtain should have revealed a green Eden, but we know that to be far from the case.

Today’s “environmentalist” comes in many varieties, from ill-shaven undergrads to wealthy elites, with myriad motivators driving this activism. The modern environmentalist’s motivation is generally not a love of biological diversity or horticulture, nor a desire to expand animal habitats and so on—though these advocates certainly do exist, in obscurity.

Instead, today’s environmentalist is generally “anti-” something, and that  something is typically related to growth: economic growth, population growth, physical development, or simply the individual property rights necessary for growth. Cute panda logos and other kitsch aside, outside of the rare breeds arguing in favor of one cause or another, today’s environmentalist is removed in scope and degree from his naturalist ancestors.

Again according to AEI’s Hayward, there are “the distinct echoes of Rousseau and his successors . . . in popular environmental thought—the view, in a nutshell, that man is estranged from a benevolent state of nature, that human society and institutions corrupt man’s harmony with nature, and can be changed through a supreme act of will.”26 The Rousseauian ideal does persist in the modern environmental activist, who is equally likely to dreamily imagine that truly wild places exist, that is, places “unspoiled” by human presence.

Although environmentalists have split off from their twentieth-century conservationist predecessors, they continue to lure conservationist groups to aid them in locking up lands as “public” by beguiling them with the prospect of more free places to hunt and fish. The greens don’t let on that they would make such lands “single use,” which turns out to mean lying in bed knowing that these places exist, and may be visited (typically on foot). The greens have steadily lobbied to curtail more and more activities on “public” lands, beginning with anything motorized but ultimately extending to other behaviors the greens find odious, such as application of hooks or small-gauge shot to animals.

In contrasting old-school naturalists and conservationists to today’s environmentalist, the twenty-first-century green begins to look not only anti-American or anti-capitalist, but nearly anti-human. An October 2006 article in New Scientist dreamed about a world in which all humans disappeared tomorrow.27 The author quoted “conservation biologist” John Orrock as saying: “The sad truth is, once the humans get out of the picture, the outlook starts to get a lot better.”
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“Well, excuse me, I’m not dressed for church.”

 



Economist Julian Simon to an audience of environmentalists, none of whom was willing to admit any evidence that might dissuade them from believing that Earth is increasingly polluted and its natural resources are running out




This distaste for man did not so much develop as a result of, but manifested itself in, the advent of Professor James Lovelock’s Gaia theory. That theory of the Earth as a self-regulated living being, though ostensibly scientific, is as much ideological or theological in that it places the Earth not as a creation of God but a goddess in her own right.28


In this world, people are pollution, bringing to reality the party mantra in Orwell’s Animal Farm of “four legs good, two legs bad.” The Reverend Thomas Malthus has overtaken Rousseau as the greens’ dashboard saint, he who is annually proven so spectacularly wrong in his predictions of horror borne of scarcity in a world of finite resources and growing population. Driving the modern environmentalist are not dreams of wide open spaces but nightmares of advancing wealth, population, and technology. More importantly, enticing the modern environmentalist is the promise of central control over businesses and individuals. And who better to be the central planner than the enlightened greens themselves?





Chapter Two
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THE AUTHORITARIAN IMPULSE


ENVIRONMENTALISTS WANT  
TO RUN YOUR LIFE



Guess what?


❅ Environmentalism is usually an excuse for more government power. (Has it ever been an excuse for less?)

❅ Leading greens oppose affordable energy.

❅ Environmentalists want to prosecute those who disagree with them.






Whether you call it interventionist, socialist, or worse, there is little doubt that environmentalists throughout modern history have instilled fear over one looming “crisis” or another with the aim of increasing government control over things big and small. They see state control as a good thing in itself and pursue it aggressively and by any means necessary, because individual liberty is inherently dangerous in their eyes.

Milton Friedman noted in his 1994 introduction to Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom, “[t]he bulk of the intellectual community almost automatically favors any expansion of government power so long as it is advertised as a way to protect individuals from big bad corporations, relieve poverty, protect the environment, or promote ‘equality.’ ”1 Increasingly, each of these elements is present in most environmentalist rhetoric.

If you control how crops may be grown, what sort of crops may be grown and how farmers may deal with threats to crops such as pests and weather, you control quite a lot. Insert onerous “environmental” hurdles in trade agreements to impede commerce between rich nations and poor, and this is further true. Limit use of private property and advance other restrictions through “smart growth” policies, and the control increases further. The list goes on with how the Green Left limits how large a car you may drive, in which lanes you may drive, and how big and where your house may be.
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“The activists, many claiming to be associated with Friends of the Earth, circulated among the villagers before the food was distributed. One activist from Brazil was particularly shameless in his tactics. He kept telling several village women over and over that the food was ‘contaminated’ and ‘toxic’ and would harm their children.”

 




Ron Bailey, Reason magazine, September 17, 2003



This is all piddling nanny-statism, however. If you want real power, you need to dictate acceptable energy supplies and consumption by claiming it is necessary in order to save the human race. Then you’re talking about total control over the whole economy.

Simon Jenkins updated Milton Friedman’s warning recently in the Sunday Times (UK):


All panics are equal. But some are more equal than others. Present-day government warns us to be very, very afraid, successively of AIDS, Saddam Hussein, BSE, terrorists, SARS, bird flu and now global warming. Rulers were once elected to free us from fear, not to increase it. Now they cry wolf every day and use it to demand more power and money into the bargain. Climate change is a hell of a wolf. Last week the BBC’s resources were marshaled to produce a royal variety performance of usual suspects: retreating Patagonian glaciers, collapsing Arctic ice shelves, starving Africans, burning rain-forests and storm-lashed New Orleans. It was the best of the end of the world, meant to scare us witless.2




Forget for the moment the hideous specter, in the eyes of most environmentalists, presented by personal property rights and open markets. The greens’ latest fetish is avowing an agenda unavoidably aimed at increasing the cost of energy use, while also ultimately shifting energy policy from the sovereign to the multinational level (where they have the greatest influence and, not surprisingly, least accountability). Until such time  as the international global warming regime can be empowered, clever greens in the UK have called for a “third way” of taking the issue out of the democratic process and handed over to an “authoritative independent body” to institute the desired mandates.3 It seems that public resistance to the lifestyle police is getting in the way.

Posturing may indeed be a significant act in the green repertoire, but no one will accuse the movement-greens of being in it merely for show, of not being committed (even though “commitment” might be in order for many of them).


Whatever Happened to “Keep Your Laws Off My Body”?


Four decades ago, scientists were so determined to prevent famines that they analyzed the feasibility of putting “fertility control agents” in public drinking water. The physicist William Shockley suggested using sterilization to impose a national limit on the number of births.

Planned Parenthood’s policy of relying on voluntary birth control was called a “tragic ideal” by the ecologist Garrett Hardin. Writing in the journal Science, Hardin argued that “freedom to breed will bring ruin to all.” He and others urged America to adopt a “lifeboat ethic” by denying food aid, even during crises, to countries with rapidly growing populations.

Those intellectuals didn’t persuade Americans to adopt their policies, but they had more impact overseas. Under prodding from Westerners like Robert McNamara, the head of the World Bank, countries adopted “fertility targets” to achieve “optimal” population size. When an Indian government official proposed mandatory sterilization for men with three or more children, Paul Ehrlich criticized the United States for not rushing to help.

 




John Tierney, “The Kids are All Right,” New York Times, 
October 14, 2006




If the claims of imminent doom were sincere, however, and the greens believed they could back them up (that is, were the science “settled”), it certainly seems they would demand something other than Kyoto or its watered-down progeny circulating through the U.S. Congress. That is, if global warming were as bad as they say it is, the proposed “solutions”—in the form of energy limits, manufacturing controls, and other freedom-restricting and economy-crippling measures—would need to be much more drastic than those proposed. That would force a debate, of course, on the reality of the threat necessitating such draconian intervention; but the true believers should have no problem with that. While they reveal fairly modest “first steps” the greens have much bigger—okay, smaller and fewer—things in mind for you.
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“Every citizen is given a free annual quota of carbon dioxide. He or she spends it by buying gas and electricity, petrol, and train and plane tickets. If they run out, they must buy the rest from someone who has used less than his or her quota.”

 



Proposal by British colum nist George Monbiot, October 31, 2006 presaging what has since been leaked as a government proposal



The greens have learned to merely seek the dose of the poison that seems politically acceptable before moving on to the next step. This is why the “global warming” campaign is so insidious: once one buys into the threat and need to act, and accepts the costly but impact-free demands, one can hardly then object to actually “doing something” in the form of the next twist of the noose. See the discussion of Rio and Kyoto in Part IV, demonstrating that sometimes the greens miscalculate.

With control come conundrums. Power over your daily life is purportedly a means to the end of preventing climate change. Thirty years ago, they needed to limit economic activity in order to prevent global cooling. Today it is global warming that justifies increased governmental nannying and restrictions. But consider the green predicament were  they offered the power to set the Earth’s thermostat:4 where would they set it? The answer would prove to be “nowhere,” as the ultimate sin is to tamper with nature.

The control they seek is over you, not Her. What, if any, interference would the environmentalists brook to stop global warming (or cooling) if it were determined that global warming was entirely due to natural, non-human, causes? What if the predictions of rising temperature were found to be accurate, but the cause was found to be something other than that dastardly Man? What should we do then to prevent global warming?

Again, nothing. We know this because according to our greens the natural state—the mythical natural stability of climate—is the ideal: wherever it is very cold, that is good; wherever it is very hot that, too, is very good. It’s a bit of the Goldilocks syndrome: in the ’70s it was our fault and too cold, in the ’90s it was our fault but too hot; only the world untouched by Man is just right. There is no perfect ambience except that which is natural, and things can only be “natural” by enabling the bossy green establishment to tell you how and where to bug off. (That they presently implicate Man in major weather events has turned the term “natural disaster” into an oxymoron.)
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On August 1, 2006, the BBC reported that “efforts to get households to reduce energy use are being hampered by” family breakdown, adding unnecessary housing units (“appliance packed households of single men”) consuming energy.

The greens will only go so far to promote their agenda, however, so instead of encouraging marriage the proposed responses were collective housing, requiring eco-friendly homes, and an occupancy tax.

The prior month, news broke of a plan under consideration by the UK government to issue each citizen a “carbon swipe card” to ration energy use.







Global warming: So sue me 

As with abortion on demand, homosexual marriage, and some other agenda items of the far Left, the fight to micromanage you in the name of global warming may find its best friends in unelected judges and unaccountable international tribunals.

Many global greens touted the International Criminal Court as an “environmental” treaty.5 Similarly, they continue clinging to white elephants such as the failed “Convention on the Protection of the Environment through Criminal Law.”6 Establishing an international environmental plaintiffs’ bar is a priority for these same greens.7  All of these efforts reveal how some environmentalists see global warming as “the next tobacco.” That is, they hope to use lawsuits to force industry to cede control and profits.8
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“Warming (and warming alone), through its primary antidote of withdrawing carbon from production and consumption, is capable of realizing the environmentalist’s dream of an egalitarian society based on rejection of economic growth in favor of a smaller population eating lower on the food chain, consuming a lot less, and sharing a much lower level of resources much more equally.”
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