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For Pat, Jim, Kristen, Helen, and George.
 No better inspiration was ever needed.





Preface


I am writing this in my living room on a balmy winter’s day. From my window, I can see a host of different trees and plants. From my back window, I gaze out on woods surrounding a stream, through which deer occasionally wander. Our cat, James, occasionally nuzzles my legs or decides to see what fun he can have by jumping on my keyboard before going to stare longingly at the birds in the woods.

In short, I am surrounded by nature.

I value this nature. Its mere existence gives me pleasure and contributes to my sense of well-being. There are very few people who do not appreciate a cool breeze on a summer’s day, the lap of the waves on a beach, or the view from the top of a forested hill. We all marvel at God’s creation.

I enjoy a relatively low-carbon lifestyle. My family of four emits less carbon dioxide than the average family of four, according to a host of different calculators. Many of our meals are home-cooked from scratch. We eat leftovers rather than  order in. I work from home to minimize travel when I can. My car is a 2000 Saturn that gets twenty-seven miles per gallon.

Yet I am not an environmentalist. I do what I do because I am free to do so, and the virtues of thriftiness and the economic incentive of frugality compel me to use less than I could.

Since I started working on environmental regulation five years ago, I have come to the conclusion that the liberal environmental movement is grounded in the idea that freedom is detrimental to the environment. My experience—as a government regulator, as a student, and as a policy expert—shows me that the exact opposite is the case. The dogmatic ideologies and restrictive policies pushed on us by the environmental Left have harmed nature more than helped it, but the environmentalists have never borne the blame.

That is why this book had to be written. America needs to know that laws and policies that were introduced in the name of saving the environment are hurting it, and that we can expect more of the same if liberal environmentalists continue to have a free run.

In this election year, Republican politicians tell us that conservatives need to adapt and develop an “environmental” policy. In truth, no adaptation is needed. As this book will show, conservative principles of freedom, local democracy, and tradition serve to help the environment whenever they are allowed to work. Growing wealth allows people to bank some of their wealth in the form of environmental quality, as I have done. Wealthier is healthier, and richer is cleaner. As long as certain principles of stewardship are applied, the conservative agenda is an environmental agenda.

By turning the nature that surrounds us into some separate, distinct object called the “environment,” liberals have cut us off from nature. Conservatives live within nature, and know they are part of it. It is time to strike back at the idea that humanity is a  cancer on the planet and to reveal just how damaging liberal policies have been.

The liberal caricature would suggest that all the trees I see out of my window would have been cut down were it not for liberal rules and regulations. Yet if the liberals truly had their way, I would not be sitting here, even with my low-carbon lifestyle.

Environmentalism deserves to be as discredited as Marxism. Humanity—and the planet—would be better off without either of them.


 



Woodbridge, Virginia
January 7, 2008






I.

Al Gore Is Bad for the Planet
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Part I Introduction

Al Gore

Savior of the Planet?

 



 



 




Former vice president Albert Gore Jr. may be one of the most powerful people in the world today. Despite the Nobel Laureate’s failure to win the presidency of the United States, he leads a movement that transcends borders and commands massive amounts of political power and wealth. He is the undisputed global head of the environmental movement and as such directs much of the modern liberal agenda. Modern “green” environmentalism is up there alongside radical feminism, racial demagoguery, and anti-globalization as one of the driving forces of the liberal coalition.

Indeed, it is probably safe to say that the environment has replaced the working man as the rallying point for the Left on economic issues. With labor unions reduced to insignificance outside the government sector, environmentalists are shaping much of liberal economic thinking.

The goal has not changed: socialist-style central control of the economy. But the justification is no longer the struggle to “free” the working class from the “chains” of capitalism (capitalism,  ironically, has ruined that little crusade by empowering the working class to free itself) but by the need to “free” the environment from the oppression of ruthless, unthinking, exploitative markets. Environmentalism validates intrusive regulation, punitive taxes, massive bureaucracy, and even world government.

Global warming, Al Gore’s current crusade, shows this most clearly. Global warming, naturally, requires global action. We in the industrial world must make massive sacrifices—particularly in America. Coal (our primary source of electricity today) must be abolished and replaced with “greener” renewable sources such as solar and windmills—but nuclear power is verboten. Americans are “addicted” to cars and oil (a misrepresentation shamefully legitimized by President Bush1), so we should all take public transit; if we have to drive, we need to use biofuels to fill our gas tanks.

With this justification (and capitulation by their conservative opponents), liberals demand control over all forms of energy use, and therefore over the entire American economy.

That is why, when gas prices, driven up by global instability and the OPEC cartel, pinch the budgets of their constituents, liberal politicians do not look at ways to bring down the price of gas. They can’t, because green economic theory wants to see gas prices rise, in turn because using gasoline releases greenhouse gases that are “bad for the planet.” Instead, they use the classic stage magician’s trick of diverting attention. They rail against “Big Oil,” accuse the gasoline manufacturers and retailers of “price gouging,” and then hold high-profile hearings where they can lecture oilmen on their impropriety when all they have done is follow the basic laws of supply and demand. They do this every year, despite the Federal Trade Commission’s reporting every year that no “price gouging” has occurred. Meanwhile, they continue to pass environmental regulations leading to more and more requirements being placed on the oil companies, which in turn lead to higher and higher prices. If anyone is “gouging” the public, it’s liberal politicians—both federal and local.

So global warming forms a perfect case study if we want to examine the lies, hypocrisy, and incompetence that characterize modern environmental liberalism and which have led to environmental disaster. Al Gore’s crusade is based on misrepresentation of fact. It exposes his desire for others to do what he is unwilling to do himself. And Al Gore’s crusade is already beginning to lead to a massive human and environmental tragedy.




Science Fiction 

The scientific case for global warming alarmism is based on a series of truths that, far from being inconvenient, are actually trivial.2 First is the basic physical principle that certain gases absorb heat, and so, all things being equal, the more of these “greenhouse” gases like carbon dioxide there are in the atmosphere, the warmer it will be. Second, greenhouse gases, particularly carbon dioxide, have steadily increased in the atmosphere since the industrial revolution. Finally, we have indeed seen a small increase in global average temperatures—about one degree Fahrenheit—over the last one hundred years.

Out of this molehill of scientific truth has been built a mountain of catastrophe theory that Al Gore and the green lobby use to advance their case for a complete realignment of the world’s economic system.

This mountain-building starts with scientists who use the correlations they have identified between greenhouse gases and temperature rises to build computer models of what might happen to global temperatures if greenhouse gas concentrations accelerate as fast as some other economists and scientists estimate they will. These models find different suggested increases, based primarily on what happens to global development this century.

On top of these models, other scientists develop yet more computer models, trying to determine—if the first models are correct—what might happen to say, pine trees, sea levels, crops,  or tropical storms. In turn, economists have developed computer models that assess whether the world will suffer or be better off.

From these computer simulations, Al Gore and his colleagues have advanced the argument that we face catastrophe very soon if we do not drastically curtail our use of the fossil fuels that release greenhouse gases when we burn them. They have suggested national emissions caps, taxes on energy use, and even personal carbon dioxide rations.3 (Want to drive Junior to his Little League game? Tough luck, you used all your monthly CO2  rations on your flight to grandpa’s funeral last week.)

Yet it doesn’t take a genius to realize that all those computer models are guesswork based on guesswork. Let’s go back to the very first step, the correlation identified between greenhouse gases and temperature rise. While it looks quite strong, there’s uncertainty even there (and other factors seem to correlate better—see Figure One). As the National Academy of Sciences reported in 2001:
Because of the large and still uncertain level of natural variability inherent in the climate record and the uncertainties in the time histories of the various forcing agents ... a causal linkage between the buildup of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and the observed climate changes during the twentieth century cannot be unequivocally established.4






Even the United Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change still cannot conclusively link greenhouse gases to the observed temperature rises. Its latest report in 2007 says there is a 90 percent chance that the one-degree increase in temperature seen in the twentieth century was caused by man’s greenhouse gas emissions. That leaves a 10 percent chance that it was not, which may seem small, but which actually represents a massive uncertainty in scientific terms. For instance, in a medical study  trying to find whether a disease was caused by certain bacteria, the study would not be regarded as convincing unless there was less than a 5 percent chance of there being another explanation.
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FIG 1: Possible Alternative to Greenhouse Gases as the Cause of Global Warming. Arctic surface air temperature compared with total solar irradiance as measured by sunspot cycle amplitude, sunspot cycle length, solar equatorial rotation rate, fraction of penumbral spots, and decay rate of the 11-year sunspot cycle (8,9). Solar irradiance correlates well with Arctic temperature, while hydrocarbon use does not correlate.5


These sorts of uncertainties exist throughout the science. It only takes a moment’s thought to realize that heaping uncertainties upon uncertainties results in a much greater uncertainty at the end. Even so, these uncertainties are routinely dismissed by Al Gore and his friends.6 Uncertainty cannot be an excuse for inaction, they say. It’s a line worthy of the Wizard of Oz, even as Toto was pulling his curtain away; even though you don’t know if that giant floating head is real, you should still do what it says.

Yet it’s not just uncertainty that should make us doubt the hysteria about global warming. It’s outright misrepresentation by Al Gore and his colleagues. For instance, my friend and colleague Marlo Lewis spent months fact-checking the claims made by Al Gore in his Oscar-winning film, An Inconvenient Truth. You’ll note I didn’t say “documentary,” because Marlo found so many inaccuracies in the vice president’s script that it should have qualified under the “Drama” category, not “Documentary.”

Marlo identified almost fifty clear examples where An Inconvenient Truth, in its presentation of the evidence, was one-sided, misleading, exaggerated, speculative, or just plain wrong.7 A few examples:
■ Gore clearly links global warming to the destruction of New Orleans by Hurricane Katrina. No reputable scientist has linked Katrina directly to global warming. Gore also misrepresents the state of the active scientific debate over the role of global warming in hurricanes generally.8 

■ Gore suggests that global warming might trigger a mini-Ice Age in Europe resulting from the disruption of the Gulf Stream, which brings warm water to Northern Europe. Clearly having been impressed by the laughable global warming disaster film  The Day After Tomorrow, Gore ignores the strong scientific consensus that such an event is highly unlikely.9 


■ Gore suggests that sea levels might rise twenty feet, drowning Manhattan and other cities. He argues that the Greenland ice sheet might “slip” into the sea, which is impossible as it sits in a bowl-shaped depression caused by its own weight.10 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change assesses that likely sea level rise this century even with large increases in temperature is in the order of twenty inches, not twenty feet.11 





Marlo is not the only one to have identified these errors. The British government was so happy that the movie backed its political stance that it sent a copy to every publicly run high school in the country, to be used in geography, science, and citizenship classes. One parent and school governor, a truck driver named Stuart Dimmock, took Her Majesty’s Government to court over this. He won.

Dimmock alleged that the use of the movie breached the Education Act of 1996, which forbids the promotion of “partisan” political views. The judge, Justice Burton, interpreted “partisan” as meaning “one-sided” rather than promoting any particular political party, and the Court found for Dimmock. It ruled that there were nine instances in which Vice President Gore went so outside the scientific mainstream that it deemed his presentation “alarmist” and “apocalyptic.” Students would have to be informed of the actual state of the science when the film was shown in the classroom, so drawing attention to the fact that the Nobel Laureate was being somewhat economical with the truth.

Here are the nine errors, together with Justice Burton’s comments:
1. Sea level rise of up to 20 feet (7 metres) will be caused by melting of either West Antarctica or Greenland in the near future.





In what the judge called “one of the most graphic parts of the film,” Gore says as follows: 
If Greenland broke up and melted, or if half of Greenland and half of West Antarctica broke up and melted, this is what would happen to the sea level in Florida. This is what would happen in the San Francisco Bay. A lot of people live in these areas. The Netherlands, the Low Countries: absolutely devastation. The area around Beijing is home to tens of millions of people. Even worse, in the area around Shanghai, there are 40 million people. Worse still, Calcutta, and to the east Bangladesh, the area covered includes 50 million people. Think of the impact of a couple of hundred thousand refugees when they are displaced by an environmental event and then imagine the impact of a 100 million or more. Here is Manhattan. This is the World Trade Center memorial site. After the horrible events of 9/11 we said never again. This is what would happen to Manhattan.

They can measure this precisely, just as scientists could predict precisely how much water would breach the levee in New Orleans.





Judge’s comments: “This is distinctly alarmist, and part of Mr. Gore’s ‘wake-up call.’ It is common ground that if indeed Greenland melted, it would release this amount of water, but only after, and over, millennia, so that the Armageddon scenario he predicts, insofar as it suggests that sea level rises of seven metres might occur in the immediate future, is not in line with the scientific consensus.”


2. Low-lying inhabited Pacific atolls are being inundated because of anthropogenic global warming.



Gore states, “that’s why the citizens of these Pacific nations have all had to evacuate to New Zealand.”

Judge’s comments: “There is no evidence of any such evacuation having yet happened.” In other words, this is a flat-out fabrication.


3. Shutting down of the “Ocean Conveyor.”



Gore says:
One of the ones they are most worried about where they have spent a lot of time studying the problem is the North Atlantic, where the Gulf Stream comes up and meets the cold wind coming off the Arctic over Greenland and evaporates the heat out of the Gulf Stream and the stream is carried over to western Europe by the prevailing winds and the earth’s rotation ... they call it the Ocean Conveyor.... At the end of the last ice age ... that pump shut off and the heat transfer stopped and Europe went back into an ice age for another 900 or 1000 years. Of course that’s not going to happen again, because glaciers of North America are not there. Is there any big chunk of ice anywhere near there? Oh yeah [pointing at Greenland].





Judge’s comments: “According to the IPCC, it is very unlikely that the Ocean Conveyor (known technically as the Meridional Overturning Circulation or thermohaline circulation) will shut down in the future, though it is considered likely that thermohaline circulation may slow down.”


4. Direct coincidence between the rise in CO2 in the atmosphere and in temperature, by reference to two graphs.



Gore shows two graphs relating to a period of 650,000 years, one showing rise in CO2 and one showing rise in temperature, and, as the judge says, “asserts (by ridiculing the opposite view) that they show an exact fit.”

Judge’s comments: “Although there is general scientific agreement that there is a connection, the two graphs do not establish what Mr. Gore asserts.”


5. The snows of Kilimanjaro.



Mr. Gore asserts that the disappearance of snow on Mt Kilimanjaro is expressly attributable to global warming.

Judge’s comments: “It is noteworthy that this is a point that specifically impressed Mr. Milliband [the then British environment secretary]. However, it is common ground that the scientific consensus is that it cannot be established that the recession of snows on Mt. Kilimanjaro is mainly attributable to human-induced climate change.”


6. Lake Chad, etc.



Judge’s comments: “The drying up of Lake Chad is used as a prime example of a catastrophic result of global warming. However, it is generally accepted that the evidence remains insufficient to establish such an attribution. It is apparently considered to be far more likely to result from other factors, such as population increase and over-grazing, and regional climate variability.” We’ll discuss this in more detail later.


7. Hurricane Katrina



Judge’s comments: “Hurricane Katrina and the consequent devastation in New Orleans is [sic] ascribed to global warming. It is common ground that there is insufficient evidence to show that.”


8. Death of polar bears



By reference to what the judge calls “a dramatic graphic of a polar bear desperately swimming through the water looking for ice,” Mr Gore says:
A new scientific study shows that for the first time they are finding polar bears that have actually drowned swimming long  distances up to sixty miles to find the ice. They did not find that before.





Judge’s comments: “The only scientific study that either side before me can find is one which indicates that four polar bears have recently been found drowned because of a storm. That is not to say that there may not in the future be drowning-related deaths of polar bears if the trend of regression of pack-ice and/or longer open water continues, but it plainly does not support Mr Gore’s description.” We’ll look at this issue in more detail later as well.


9. Coral reefs



Gore says:
Coral reefs all over the world because of global warming and other factors are bleaching and they end up like this. All the fish species that depend on the coral reef are also in jeopardy as a result. Overall species loss is now occurring at a rate 1,000 times greater than the natural background rate.





Judge’s comments: “The actual scientific view, as recorded in the IPCC report, is that, if the temperature were to rise by 1-3 degrees Centigrade, there would be increased coral bleaching and widespread coral mortality, unless corals could adapt or acclimatise, but that separating the impacts of climate change-related stresses from other stresses, such as over-fishing and polluting, is difficult.”

 



Take away these dramatic images and there is very little left in the film beyond the trivial truths we have already noted (and a lot of flannel about Al Gore himself). An analysis by my colleagues at the Competitive Enterprise Institute found that the  nine errors accounted for over half of the scientific content of the movie. An Inconvenient Truth has been weighed in the balance and found wanting.

I could go on, but this book cannot be about the science of global warming or it will be 40,000 pages long. In fact, the science question is probably responsible for a good proportion of global deforestation, given how much has been written about it. Interested parties would be well served to consult one of the many lengthy treatments of just how badly informed the public has been on the subject. Two good examples are The Politically Incorrect Guide™ to Global Warming by my colleague Chris Horner, and Meltdown: The Predictable Distortion of Global Warming by Scientists, Politicians and the Media by Pat Michaels of the University of Virginia.




Gore’s Destruction 

I’ve found that when you start to poke too many holes like these in the alarmists’ case, they resort to a sort of “what the heck?” argument. “Well, even if industrial emissions of greenhouse gases are not going to cause all of these disasters—or even make the planet noticeably warmer,” we’re often told, “what is lost if we abandon dirty sources of power, reduce our energy consumption, and embrace clean fuels?”

This “no regrets” argument is telling in two ways. First, it shows that the doomsday talk is really a justification for the policies—government control of the energy industry—the environmentalists would want anyway. Second, it shows how liberals can be completely blind to the positive effects of prosperity and the deadly effects of poverty.

Indeed, Gore’s policies are more damaging to the world than global warming. That was the conclusion of Yale economist William Nordhaus, who has been developing economic models of  climate since the 1970s.12 Models, of course, are always suspect, but his models should be no more suspect than the ones Al Gore relies on, because they are intrinsically linked. If Gore’s right, so is Nordhaus. Professor Nordhaus’ results are illuminating.

He finds that unchecked global warming of about 3 degrees Celsius would cost the world about $22 trillion in damages this century. By avoiding emissions and checking growth, Al Gore’s package of measures—no new coal power plants, lower household energy use, and so on—would reduce global warming’s toll to $10 trillion. Yet precisely because the policies limit economic growth and impede development, they would come at a high cost: $34 trillion, to be exact. So the world would suffer a total of $44 trillion worth of damage from the combination of residual warming and Al Gore’s self-inflicted economic wounds. Yes, $44 trillion; twice the cost of unchecked global warming.

How does Gore characterize the cost of his policies? He doesn’t really. In An Inconvenient Truth he plays it as a moral issue, saying:
Now it is up to us to use our democracy and our God-given ability to reason with one another about our future and make moral choices to change the policies and behaviors that would, if continued, leave a degraded, diminished, and hostile planet for our children and grandchildren—and for humankind.





Let’s ignore the inelegance of that sentence (are our children not part of humankind?) and consider whether it is really the moral choice to adopt policies that are going to leave the world twice as poor as it would be if what they are aimed at preventing actually occurs. More honest environmentalists occasionally admit the conflict here: wealth vs. the environment. Yet, not only do they exaggerate the threat to the environment, they underestimate the positive effects of wealth. It’s not about Cadillac  Escalades vs. Lodgepole Pines. It’s about access to energy vs. continued poverty.

Access to energy is crucial to development. Gore’s preferred policies, by making energy more expensive and less available, will steepen the climb faced by those in the developing world, where billions of people have never turned on an electric light, and women in particular are condemned to back-breaking labor, gathering firewood to carry it for miles to burn in poorly ventilated huts.

As we’ll see in more detail later, access to affordable energy would be a godsend in liberating the developing world. Yet Gore would prefer to leave Indians and Africans in the dark unless they use expensive alternative energy. I wonder what Mother Teresa would have thought of that?

Suffice it to say that Al Gore’s case for a rapid realignment in our energy system is based on a series of half-truths and exaggerations. Yet that is nothing compared to the hypocrisy he and his friends display when it comes to their personal energy use, or to the damage the policies advanced in An Inconvenient Truth will cause the world.




Al Gore’s Big Fat Carbon Footprint 

At the end of An Inconvenient Truth,13 Al Gore outlines some things the individual can do to “make a difference” about global warming. First and foremost among these is cutting the energy you use at home. For instance:
Choose energy-efficient lighting.... Choose energy-efficient appliances when making new purchases.... Heat and cool your house efficiently.... Get a home energy audit.14






You might therefore suppose that Al Gore himself would practice what he preaches.

Of course not. The Tennessee Center for Policy Research performed a home energy audit on the former vice president and revealed him to be a Class A hypocrite. In Tennessee, utilities bills are public records. The Center was therefore able to discover the following:
The average household in America consumes 10,656 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year, according to the Department of Energy. In 2006, Gore devoured nearly 221,000 kWh—more than twenty times the national average.

Last August alone, Gore burned through 22,619 kWh—guzzling more than twice the electricity in one month than an average American family uses in an entire year. As a result of his energy consumption, Gore’s average monthly electric bill topped $1,359. [Emphasis added]

Since the release of An Inconvenient Truth, Gore’s energy consumption has increased from an average of 16,200 kWh per month in 2005, to 18,400 kWh per month in 2006.

Gore’s extravagant energy use does not stop at his electric bill. Natural gas bills for Gore’s mansion and guest house averaged $1,080 per month last year.15






That’s an exceptional amount of energy. For the average household, for instance, running an air conditioner all summer uses about 4,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity, and that represents one of the biggest energy outlays any household has.

The energy use is all the bigger when you consider that, if Al Gore had indeed followed the helpful tips he gave us all in An Inconvenient Truth, his energy use would be all the lower.

Al Gore’s office was unable to deny the charges. His spokesperson pointed out that, “The bottom line is that every family has a different carbon footprint. And what Vice President Gore has asked is for families to calculate that footprint and take steps to reduce and offset it.” Indeed, every family has a different  carbon footprint, but you would think that when you calculated that footprint and discovered it was the equivalent of a Sasquatch track, you would follow your own advice and try to reduce your energy use rather than increasing it.

Gore’s office still had another way to weasel out of the accusation. The Gores, it transpired, purchased Green Power from Nashville Electric. The energy from Green Power comes from alternative sources such as windmills, which kill birds but at least do not emit too much carbon dioxide. At $4 extra per kilowatt-hour, it only cost the vice president an extra $5,893 a year for the privilege. Tennessee’s median household income is $38,945,16 which means that Gore spent 15 percent of the average household income in his home state for the privilege of being green.

Yet Gore’s slipperiness didn’t stop there. His office also claimed that he “offset” his greenhouse gas emissions. An offset is when you pay a firm to somehow neutralize your emissions. They do this in various ways. Some firms plant trees, which when grown absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. Others invest in emission-reduction schemes in the developing world, essentially paying Asians and Africans not to emit. Yet others engage in financial deals reminiscent of the Enron scandal. If this reminds you of the medieval idea of indulgences, you’ve got the right idea.

Even offset companies admit that their products aren’t much use in helping the environment. The Carbon Neutral Company, for instance, admits that offsets “will be unable to reduce greenhouse gas emissions ... in the short term.” Instead, it suggests that people should buy emissions for the following reasons: “(1) demonstrate commitment to taking action on climate change; (2) add an economic component to climate change; (3) help engage and educate the public; and (4) may provide local social and environmental benefits that help to encourage the use of low-carbon  technologies.” In short, carbon offsets merely help their purchasers feel good about themselves. Unsurprisingly, the main purchasers of offsets are committed environmentalists.17


As far as Al Gore is concerned, the story gets stranger. Gore gets his offsets from a company called Generation Investment Management. That company was founded by and is part-owned by none other than Al Gore. So Gore buys his offsets from himself? No, that—unusual as it sounds—is not as strange as what really happens. He gets his offsets as part of his benefits package from the company.18 Gore therefore doesn’t even pay for his offsets. He gets them free because he has persuaded other people they need to buy offsets.

So how did Gore’s liberal supporters react when they heard about what can only be described as his hypocrisy? Did they condemn Al Gore and demand he change his ways? No, they bombarded the Tennessee Center with vile, hate-filled e-mails. Some accused the Center of stealing Gore’s utility bills, which as already explained are public records. Others issued death threats. Still others, bizarrely for supposedly inclusive liberals, questioned the Tennessee Center staff’s sexuality: “You guys are the faggiest fags I’ve ever come across.”19 (This is surprisingly common. I myself received an e-mail accusing me of being a “limp-wristed neocon” after publishing a letter in the New York Times. For the record, I am neither.)

Yet Gore’s hypocrisy doesn’t end there. The Nashville mansion is not Al Gore’s only residence. He owns a house in the Northern Virginia suburbs and a condo on the San Francisco waterfront, which should tell you something about Gore’s own belief in predictions of sea level rise.

Beyond real estate, The Smoking Gun Web site found that he demands First Class airfare whenever he flies places to deliver his lectures on global warming.20 Sean Hannity of FOX News has broadcast footage of Al Gore traveling on private jets, which is  even worse by his professed standards. Yet in An Inconvenient Truth, Gore gives the following advice on air travel:
Flying is another form of transportation that produces large amounts of carbon dioxide. Reducing air travel even by one or two flights per year can significantly reduce emissions.... If your airplane travel is for business, consider whether you can telecommute instead.





Private jets emit about sixteen times more CO2 per passenger than a Boeing 777.21 They come in for particular scorn from other environmentalists. Lester Brown of the Earth Policy Institute told the Wall Street Journal:22 
Carbon offsets and these other things are feel-good solutions ... I’m always interested in people who buy a carbon offset for their jet to fly between their four big homes. These kinds of programs postpone more meaningful action.





Yet Gore and his friends have their defenders. Eric Carlson of the Carbon Fund tried to defend the poor dears in the same article:
Obviously these people have different lifestyles from yours or mine ... At the same time, they’re not obligated to do anything. We praise those who are doing things. We’re trying to get to a market where the superwealthy are leaders in reducing their [carbon dioxide] footprint and playing a major role in changing this market.





So that’s all right, then.

Well, of course it isn’t. It illustrates the aristocratic attitude of so many of today’s liberal environmentalists and their fellow  travelers. If the super-rich aren’t obligated to reduce their actual carbon emissions on the grounds that their lifestyles require it, why in Heaven’s name should the middle class and the poor be obliged to sacrifice more of their small incomes in the name of stopping global warming? One of the reasons these people are so enamored of punitive taxes and useless carbon offsets is because they can afford them. The rest of us can’t and that, incredibly, is described as selfishness.

Perhaps Al Gore could take a lesson from one unlikely convert to the cause of global warming alarmism. In his September 2007 rant from the cave, Osama bin Laden repeated what many liberal environmentalists believe:
[T]he life of all mankind is in danger because of global warming resulting to a large degree from the emissions of the factories of the major corporations; yet despite that, the representative of these corporations in the White House insists on not observing the Kyoto accord, with the knowledge that the statistics speak of the death and displacement of millions of human beings because of global warming, especially in Africa.





Now, unlike Gore, Osama is walking the walk. As my colleague Myron Ebell pointed out, he’s cut down on his air travel, telecommutes from home, and it appears he doesn’t use a car at all. Myron concludes, “Osama appears to have adopted the ideal radical environmentalist lifestyle down to the very last detail—it really is back to the cave.”




Live Earth: A Global Fiasco 

One thing Osama certainly wouldn’t have watched, even if he has a carbon-consuming TV in his cave, is Gore’s Live Earth concerts of July 2007. Not just because of his contempt for western  pop culture (Live Earth London headliner Madonna was called a prostitute by al Qaeda in Iraq in September 2007), but because barely anybody watched it anywhere. In fact, the story of the Live Earth concerts is a perfect case study of the liberal transnational idea accompanied by environmentalist incompetence.

The idea was simple. As he turned from failed politician to movie star, Al Gore got to know a whole bunch of environmentally concerned celebrities. He persuaded a group of musicians and impressarios that it would be a good idea to emulate the 1980s Live Aid concerts, which had drawn attention to famine in Africa. The Live Earth concerts would be held all over the world, rather than just in the UK and U.S., as had been the case with Live Aid. By grabbing the attention of young people who tuned in to hear the music, they would spread the word and also raise money for their cause. They would become the first truly global lobby group.

Logistics experts must have been staggered at the proposed scale of the endeavor. Concerts were scheduled for nine cities on six continents for the day of July 7, 2007. Wealthy sponsors like Microsoft contributed to the publicity. MSN, Microsoft’s Internet arm, made arrangements for live video streaming of all the concerts over the World Wide Web. Artists agreed to appear in the location nearest where they were touring in order to reduce the emissions associated with traveling. It was a beautiful ideal, it seemed.

Yet from the beginning, it was tainted by politics, accusations of hypocrisy, and incompetence.

Roger Daltrey, lead singer of veteran rockers, The Who, was annoyed about the hypocrisy he saw involved. He told The Sun  newspaper:
The last thing the planet needs is a rock concert. I can’t believe it. Let’s burn even more fuel. We have problems with global warming, but the questions and the answers are so huge I don’t know what a rock concert’s ever going to do to help.





Daltrey also showed that he understood more about the economics of alternative fuels (see below) than Al Gore:
My answer is to burn all the [expletive deleted] oil as quick as possible and then the politicians will have to find a solution.





Daltrey’s concerns about hypocrisy were echoed by the front man for award-winning British band Muse. Matt Bellamy told the BBC:
Private jets for climate change, not sure about it, that seems to be a bit on edge really—that’s an issue really, so we need to think about it.





Bellamy’s peers in the young British supergroup Arctic Monkeys were equally non-plussed. In an interview with French news agency Agence France Presse (AFP), they expressed their bemusement at the concerts:
“It’s a bit patronizing for us twenty-one-year-olds to try to start to change the world,” said Arctic Monkeys drummer Matt Helders, explaining why the group is not on the bill at any of Al Gore’s charity concerts.

“Especially when we’re using enough power for ten houses just for (stage) lighting. It’d be a bit hypocritical,” he told AFP in an interview before a concert in Paris.

Bass player Nick O’Malley chimes in: “And we’re always jetting off on airplanes!”





Nevertheless, artists swarmed to be associated with the event. Yet more than a few were reformed 1980s bands like Crowded House, Duran Duran, or The Police. These bands tended to have new albums out or concert tours scheduled and might be suspected of needing publicity. Madonna, who headlined the London  concert, had her first UK hit in 1983, before much of the intended audience was born. While a testament to Madonna’s staying power, it was like Doris Day headlining Woodstock.

The concert series had run into some trouble before July 7, but on the big day things didn’t get much better. Live Earth kicked off in Sydney, Australia. The Sydney Football Ground saw a capacity crowd of 45,000 assemble to watch, among other artists, the reunion of New Zealand popsters Crowded House. Yet within the first couple of hours, the crowd began to dwindle. It was apparently very difficult to purchase a beer and the lack of Australia’s favorite liquid refreshment began to bite. The Sydney Morning Herald called the event “Livid Earth,” reporting:
Scores were seen leaving within the first two hours of the nine-hour festival, fed up with the lack of basic services, cutting their losses on a $99 ticket. Gate attendants were heard telling the human tide that they should complain to the promoter. It was “unAustralian,” one spectator protested. “This is what happens when you let hippies organise a big event,” another said. One woman, asked by Missy Higgins “how you all are back there,” earned a wry round of applause from the stands when she shouted: “Sober.” 23






During Crowded House’s set at the end of the concert, in a bizarre echo of the likely consequences of Al Gore’s policies, the lights went out.

Things were not much better elsewhere in the globe. The Johannesburg, South Africa, concert was very poorly attended, with only 2,000 people in the Coca Cola Dome as the first artists began to sing.24 Organizers for the global warming concert blamed the low turn-out on, erm, cold weather and resorted to handing out tickets for free.

Attendances at the two main concerts in London and Giants Stadium, New Jersey, were certainly respectable, but a couple of days later, the viewership numbers came out.

The British Broadcasting Corporation had a week before Live Earth broadcast uninterrupted live coverage of the Concert for Diana, organized by her sons Princes William and Harry to commemorate the tenth anniversary of the tragic death of Diana, Princess of Wales. That concert and Live Earth London were relatively equal in star power. The Diana concert proved very popular, drawing 11.4 million viewers. Live Earth was a total flop by comparison, attracting only 3.1 million viewers at its peak.

Not only was this figure about a quarter of its nearest direct competitor in terms of spectacle, it was below average for a normal Saturday in July. Unsurprisingly, the organizers blamed the good summer weather. Given the excuse used in Johannesburg, it seems that the perfect performer for a Live Earth concert would have been a band called Goldilocks and the Three Bears: the weather needed to be not too cold, not too warm, but just right.

It was a similar story in the U.S. The blanket coverage by NBC, Bravo, and other affiliate cable stations drew a peak audience of just 4.5 million. Similar coverage for the Live 8 concerts in 2005 drew a peak audience twice as high, at 9.6 million. The most charitable interpretation of the audience figures is 19 million, which includes anyone who watched the event for six minutes before changing the channel. Anyone watching the event might well have been disposed to switch over quickly. In between the acts, the viewers were given lectures as to how to live “greener” by installing bamboo flooring, for instance. Before the events, the organizers claimed that two billion people worldwide would see them. They fell only about 1.98 billion short.

What about the revenues from the concerts? Given that the money would be raised from all over the world, it would be  interesting to see how the proceeds would be allocated and for what purposes. A nonpartisan British group called Intelligent Giving was interested to find out exactly what would be done with the money. According to their Web site they were given quite the runaround in trying to find out.25


The story goes like this. Live Earth’s UK agent told Intelligent Giving that the proceeds of the concerts would be split between the Alliance for Climate Protection, “an American outfit backed by Al Gore,” and other non-governmental organizations. The Alliance did not respond to further inquiries. Another group associated with the concerts, Stop Climate Chaos, contradicted the UK agent and told the web site that all funds would go to the Alliance. However, the group had seen a claim on the BBC news Web site that suggested that proceeds would be split between the Alliance, Stop Climate Chaos, and another organization called The Climate Group. The Climate Group passed the buck to a communications firm that said that, in fact, all money would go to the Alliance. With me so far?

This time, the Alliance responded to a phone call. The spokesman told Intelligent Giving that the proceeds would be sent back to the countries. They reported, “The nice spokesman told us that there was a Plan which detailed how the money was to be split up. But it hasn’t been published yet, apparently.” Just to be sure, the group consulted the Alliance’s web site. The web page declared that all proceeds would be used to “lobby the U.S. government to change the laws on climate change in America.”

Intelligent Giving concluded the following on July 6:
There are, we think, two possible conclusions to be drawn from this experience:

1. Live Earth is badly run. We wanted the answer to a basic question. Several representatives thought they knew the answer but they all told us different things.

2. Live Earth is primarily a publicity stunt. We could have got an instant answer, we suspect, if we wanted to know what Madonna will be wearing on Saturday. But there was no clear response when it came to the basic question of how Live Earth will use its cash (or concerts) to stop climate change.

We spent a lot of time on this wild-goose chase but we still know as little about Live Earth as we did last week. It doesn’t bode well. This is at best, the most confused, and at worst, the most secretive charitable outfit we’ve come across.





I’d add a third possibility. That Live Earth was a massive wealth-transfer scheme, designed to channel money from concerned citizens across the globe into the pockets of wealthy Washington lobbyists.

The Alliance for Climate Protection is an interesting organization, by the way. In 2005, it had receipts of only $70,000.26 Yet in January 2008, it awarded a contract to The Martin Agency, a top advertising agency that created the famous GEICO “cave-man” ads, for a TV campaign costing about $100 million. That’s a pretty fast expansion.

And just how much money was raised by Live Earth? I have been unable to find out. On Monday, July 9, the Associated Press reported that, “figures for the money raised will be available later in the week.” 27 Those figures were never released, as far as I can tell from searches of news databases.




Al Gore Is Bad for the Planet 

Live Earth revealed Al Gore and the liberal environmental movement to be hypocritical and incompetent, with a tinge of shadiness in the finances. Even if we agreed with Gore’s science and his goals, we would have to count the concert series as a failure. Weighing the costs (in terms of greenhouse gases emitted and fuel  consumed) against the benefits (in terms of raising awareness), Live Earth left the planet worse than it found it.

The same could be said of Al Gore. If he didn’t exist—or if he had taken up his family business of growing tobacco near Carthage, Tennessee—a lot less fuel would have burnt, and fewer greenhouse gases emitted.

These environmental costs, while small in a global sense, are fitting analogies for the impact of Al Gore—and environmentalism and liberalism broadly. Nice ideas combined with arrogance and hatred of industry yield disasters in terms of environment, health, and safety.

In the wake of Live Earth, one African academic quickly pointed out how the philosophy behind the concerts, rather than staving off humanitarian disaster, actually encouraged one.

Kofi Bentil is a lecturer in economics at Ashesi University in Ghana. On July 11, he published an opinion piece in Ghana’s  Accra Mail newspaper that accurately skewered the environmentalist’s pretensions. “Few people in Africa got to see Al Gore and his troupe of rock-star ecologists strutting their stuff two weekends ago,” he began, “because most have neither television nor electricity. That’s just as well, because they would have been aghast at Live Earth’s bizarre message. In Africa, we have much more serious things to worry about than climate change. Indeed, if they achieve their objective the concerts will have done harm to the people of Africa.”

Bentil targeted not just Live Earth but also the old colonial master, Britain. In a new form of imperialism, which author Paul Driessen has styled eco-imperialism,28 the liberal British government has not only swallowed Gore’s argument hook, line, and sinker, but has moved to impose it on Africans who thought they were free of over-educated paternalists from Britain forever. Bentil points out that, motivated by Gore’s climate change alarmism, the British Department for International Development has  sought to encourage “Development by Dung” on the grounds that, “As poor countries develop, it is essential that they do not follow the same failed patterns of energy use.” He comments, “So it’s dung not diesel for Africa—while India and China soar ahead because they are too big, and nuclear-armed, to stop.”

Why have Africans relied on dirty fuels like wood and dung for their power? Bentil asks. The answer he gives is simple: not from some desire to save the earth, but because they don’t have access to diesel and electricity. Dung—“renewable” but primitive—inflicts massive harm on Africans in terms of respiratory damage. Lung damage as a cause of childhood death is followed by diarrhea, caused by dirty water, which is in turn caused by a lack of affordable energy to pump water. Moreover, underlying most of Africa’s health problems is malnutrition. This is caused by inefficient farming and poor food distribution. Efficient farming and better distribution would require more affordable energy and better infrastructure. Better infrastructure would require more affordable energy. Are you beginning to sense a pattern here?

Bentil concludes:
Please, Europe and America, spare us! You can cut your own emissions if you want, but don’t tell us what to do. We really have much more serious and urgent threats to deal with. Unfortunately, our beggarly governments are very susceptible to diktats from on high, especially when they are offered aid (which they use to line the coffers of their bank accounts): don’t encourage them!





This is the authentic voice of the developing world. Africa needs to develop. To develop, it requires affordable energy. At present, the most affordable by far sources of energy are fossil fuels—predominantly coal and oil. Yet those are exactly what  Live Earth was aimed at curbing. The conclusion is inescapable: while the aim of Live Aid was to help Africa, the aim of Live Earth, if achieved, would harm Africa.

John Christy would agree. Christy is professor of atmospheric science and director of the Earth System Science Center at the University of Alabama in Huntsville. He is also Alabama’s state climatologist and has served as a lead author of the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change periodic reports (which shows that not everyone involved in that group is an alarmist). A distinguished climatologist, John also served early in his career as a missionary in Africa. Unlike, it seems, many climatologists who talk about the need for fewer emissions, John has seen firsthand the terrible burdens that energy poverty imposes.

In 2003, he told the Committee on Resources of the U.S. House of Representatives about the reality of energy-starved life in Africa:
I lived upcountry with people who did not have access to useful energy. Put simply, access to energy means life, it means a longer and better life. I watched as women walked in the early morning to the forest edge, often several miles away, to chop wet green wood for fuel. They became beasts of burden as they carried the wood on their backs on the return trip home. Wood and dung are terrible sources of energy, with low useful output while creating high pollution levels. Burning wood and dung inside the homes for cooking and heat created a dangerously polluted indoor atmosphere for the family. I always thought that if each home could be fitted with an electric light bulb and a microwave oven electrified by a coal-fired power plant, several good things would happen. The women would be freed to work on other more productive pursuits, the indoor air would be much cleaner so health would improve, food could be prepared more safely, there would be light for reading and  advancement, information through television or radio would be received, and the forest with its beautiful ecosystem could be saved. Access to inexpensive, efficient energy would enhance the lives of the Africans while at the same time enhance the environment.





If Live Earth was really about helping the poorest of the world, it would be advocating greater use of fossil fuels throughout the world. Thank God nobody watched it.




Liberalism’s Wake of Destruction 

In Africa, we worry about what improvements might be prevented or delayed by Al Gore’s agenda. Around the rest of the world, we can see the destruction reaped by environmentalism and liberalism.

To be precise, environmentalism and liberalism by themselves are not the culprits in the disasters discussed in the following chapters. Love of nature, concern for the quality of air and water, and even worry about man’s impact on the planet can all reflect well on a person’s character, and even yield beneficial fruit.

The problem is that both the environmental movement and the Far Left remain utterly devoted to discredited, harmful ideas: central-planning and government regulation. These are the open enemies of free enterprise and property rights.

The central planners have long argued that “capitalism”—by which they largely mean enterprise and property—is destroying the planet. In this, they have convinced most of the media, and even some conservatives who flippantly advocate “paving the rainforests,” because they buy into the idea that free enterprise and the environment are enemies.

In truth, central planning and big government—just like their champion Al Gore—have proved to be bad for the planet.





Chapter One

Malaria

The Plague of Environmentalists

 



 



 




A headache is the first symptom. Muscle pains set in soon. Then it starts to get really bad.

Fever kicks in, along with shivers. The fever gets severe, and the infected person starts to sweat profusely, sometimes a cold sweat, sometimes feeling as though she is burning up. As the immune system works in overdrive, the millions of plasmodia—the microscopic creatures causing the illness—swim up the bloodstream into the brain.

The brain begins to swell, but the other organs also struggle. As one journalist told it from Zambia:
This is when the body starts to break down. The parasites have destroyed so many oxygen-carrying red cells that too few are left to sustain vital functions. The lungs fight for breath, and the heart struggles to pump. The blood acidifies. Brain cells die. The child struggles and convulses and finally falls into a coma.1






In more than half-a-million cases every year, the child dies.

Malaria is the leading cause of death in Zambia for pregnant women and children under five, but it strikes across age and sex lines. Each year sees an estimated 500 million cases, and one million deaths.

Governments, international health agencies, and charities are desperately trying to fight the disease. We can’t fight the real culprit—the blood-borne plasmodia—and so we fight the carrier:  2 the mosquito that carries the plasmodia in her saliva.

Bed nets that stop the insect sucking their blood while people sleep, blood screenings, and public-information campaigns all can help prevent contraction or spur early treatment. There is no vaccine, though, and no cure, per se.

There is, however, one highly effective way of preventing the spread of malaria. Dichloro-Diphenyl-Trichloroethane, or DDT, is proven to be very effective at stopping malaria. It could save hundreds of thousands of lives and spare millions from suffering every year—if only it didn’t offend liberal environmentalists and overreaching governments. It has been at the center of environmental campaigns for almost fifty years.

You might think that in retrospect, liberals might regret their war against DDT, or at least look back at it as a well-meaning mistake. On the contrary, the environmental Left persists in its fight against the chemical, and holds up its ban as one of the early crowning achievements of its movement. Indeed, Al Gore regularly cites the war against DDT as one of his inspirations.




The Michael Moore of 1962 

Rachel Carson’s name is invoked by environmentalists as an early prophet and a hero. Her 1962 book, Silent Spring, is one of the founding texts of liberal environmentalism. It also is a shoddy bit of scholarship that may be responsible for millions of deaths, by spurring the ill-considered assault on DDT.

Swiss chemist, Paul Hermann Muller, received the Nobel Prize for Medicine in 1948 for recognizing and unleashing DDT’s high efficiency in killing the insects that spread malaria, yellow fever, and other “vector-borne” diseases. The miracle chemical became widely used as an agricultural pesticide over the next decade. In Egypt and Brazil, the insecticide was instrumental in the eradication of malaria. Attempts to repeat the success in other countries, however, suffered setbacks as some insect populations developed resistance to large-scale spraying because of its widespread agricultural use.

Yet DDT use had been a spectacular success in its primary role: killing the insects that bear terrible diseases. Even before Muller won his prize, it saved thousands of soldiers during World War II from the misery of parasitic infestation that was endemic during World War I.3 Yet there were side effects as a result of its widespread use in agriculture. In particular, large bird life appeared to be affected. This led Carson, a popular naturalist and author, to pen in 1962 a sensationalist account of the impact of pesticides on birds, hinging around an apocalyptic scenario where no birds meant no birdsong, hence her title, Silent Spring. She also included in her book a claim that pesticides were increasing cancer incidence among children (something that the data cannot support) and implausible anecdotes of immediate human harm, such as one about a woman who developed leukemia overnight.

In 1992, a leading entomologist, J. Gordon Edwards, professor of entomology at San Jose State University, wrote a comprehensive account of Rachel Carson’s distortions of the truth for the magazine 21st Century.4 He titled it, provocatively, “The Lies of Rachel Carson,”5 and anyone who reads the full article will come away under no illusions that Rachel Carson was being anything other than deliberately manipulative.

Professor Edwards was himself a committed environmentalist when he first came across Silent Spring, and was eager to read it. He noticed a few inaccuracies in the first few pages, but was  happy to ignore them as he was happy with the message. However, as he got further along in the book, he began to be concerned. Edwards writes:
As I neared the middle of the book, the feeling grew in my mind that Rachel Carson was really playing loose with the facts and was also deliberately wording many sentences in such a way as to make them imply certain things without actually saying them. She was carefully omitting everything that failed to support her thesis that pesticides were bad, that industry was bad,  and that any scientists who did not support her views were bad.






The professor then noted that most of Carson’s sources were “very unscientific” and that, although there were many footnotes and references, these actually all referred to a small number of such sources. When he looked up the actual scientific sources cited, he was surprised to find out that they did not support Carson’s claims about the dangers of pesticides.

Professor Edwards was not alone:
Finally, I began to join the detractors of Silent Spring, and when hearings were held to determine the fate of DDT in various states of this nation, I paid my own way to some of them so that I could testify against the efforts to ban that life-saving insecticide. It was gratifying to find that great numbers of scientists and health officials whom I had always held in high esteem were also testifying at those hearings, in defense of DDT and in opposition to the rising tide of antipesticide propaganda in environmental publications and in the media.





Indeed, Professor Edwards was so certain of the lack of harm that DDT posed to human health that he would regularly consume DDT in his talks, something that former congressman and exterminator Tom DeLay also once did on a dare.

Here are just a few of the lies and misleading statements Professor Edwards enumerated:
■ The book’s dedication, which contains a quotation from Nobel laureate humanitarian Albert Schweitzer, gives the impression that he was worried about pesticides. Yet Schweitzer himself said in his autobiography, “How much labor and waste of time these wicked insects do cause us ... but a ray of hope, in the use of DDT, is now held out to us.”6 

■ After referring to untruthful allegations that persons ingesting as little as one tenth of a part per million (ppm) of DDT will then store “about 10 to 15 ppm,” Carson states that “such substances are so potent that a minute quantity can bring about vast changes in the body.” (She does not consider the metabolism and breakdown of DDT in humans and other vertebrates, and their excretion in urine, and so on, which prevents the alleged “biological magnification” up food chains from actually occurring.) Carson then states: “In animal experiments, 3 parts per million [of DDT] has been found to inhibit an essential enzyme in heart muscle; only 5 parts per million has brought about necrosis or disintegration of liver cells.... ” This implies that considerable harm to one’s health might result from traces of DDT in the diet, but there has been no medical indication that her statements are true.
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