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ADVANCE PRAISE FOR  The Truth About Energy

“Corsi’s new book is a trove of information, especially about the people and motives that have driven the current climate frenzy. The discussion of climate science, especially the dominant role of the sun and clouds, is very good. There are also fascinating discussions of unfashionable and perhaps incorrect scientific theories like abiogenic hydrocarbons or alternatives to plate tectonics. These help to clarify the all-too-human nature of science, and how hard it is initially to distinguish between a paradigm shift and a mistake, like today’s alarm over ‘carbon pollution.’”

—Dr. William Happer, professor emeritus in the Department of Physics, Princeton University; chair of the university research board, 1995–2005; winner of the Thomas Alva Edison Patent Award in 2000

“Corsi, a bestselling author of books about mainstream political issues, proved to be a powerful enough mind to brilliantly deconstruct a seemingly scientific topic, the fight against climate change. He sees the fear as wildly exaggerated. Sunspots, cosmic rays, and oceans as more important for the climate than carbon dioxide. The book is not afraid of delicate scholarly topics such as chaos theory, the chemistry of Earth’s core, and the extinction of dinosaurs. But for Corsi, the movement is primarily a social phenomenon that arose through the integration and evolution of several left-wing factions and ideologies including Malthusians who neglect the human intellect. The tampering of the data by the favored researchers, failed green economic policies, limitations of electric cars and other hyped technologies, as well as natural processes such as the carbon cycle are described in a way that is as detailed and sourced as it is devastating. Corsi’s decision to dedicate the book to Marc Morano also proves his profound understanding of this vitally important ongoing conversation.”

—Dr. Luboš Motl, physicist, former faculty at Harvard University

“Corsi provides an eye-opening history of the contextual background for the hysteria accompanying climate change as well as descriptions of a wide range of thinking about the history of the planet—thinking that illustrates both the insights and fallibility of the scientific enterprise.”

—Dr. Richard S. Lindzen, professor emeritus of Atmospheric Sciences at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; former Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Meteorology at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology

“Corsi’s book is a must-read to discover just how unserious, inept, and over-certain proponents of global warming of doom are. Their ‘solutions,’ like battery-powered airplanes, ranging from comical to scandalous. None of them would do a thing to fix what doesn’t need to be fixed.”

—Dr. William M. Briggs, climate statistician who served on the American Meteorological Society’s Probability and Statistics Committee

“Many books have been written on what I believe is a phony climate war. Dr. Corsi’s treatment of this situation with across-the-board irrefutable facts and impeccable sources is a primer on how to blow away any argument on this matter. His attack seems to be on two fronts: 1) showing there is no emergency and then 2) exposing the why behind the what on the matter, the evil intentions of destroying the freedom of the individual. With twenty-five books under his belt and a man known for standing his ground when the truth is on his line, there is no better source to have than this book. I do not believe there is a climate war (it’s nature and not man in control), but I do believe there is a battle raging using climate and weather to take down our way of life. I can think of no better source to have in the trenches than Dr. Corsi and his book. In fact, let’s flip that around: I hope I am worthy to just be around someone like this as his writings and actions are light in a world filled with the darkness of non-truths.”

—Joe Bastardi, chief forecaster at WeatherBELL; author of The Climate Chronicles and The Weaponization of Weather in the Phony Climate War

“Corsi has achieved the almost impossible. He shows how partisan politics and incompetent climate science have combined to distort energy economics. He describes how different views about population, hydrocarbons, capitalism, and racism have complicated the use of truth in climate science and politics. He shows how nature, not our carbon dioxide, controls the Earth’s temperature. Corsi explains why we must think clearly in politics, science, and energy if we are to safeguard our economy, our freedom, and our lives.”

—Dr. Ed Berry, physicist and American Meteorological Society Certified Consulting Meteorologist

“Corsi’s work is sorely needed, exposing the climate lies and disinformation in government, university, environmental and UN official reports, and the media. With a half-century of work on climate and weather attribution studies, I find as Jerome showed incontrovertible evidence that sunspots, cosmic rays, and short and longer term cycles in the oceans are far more important for the climate than carbon dioxide. The true dangers come from the remedies being pushed, not the natural cycles in weather and climate.”

—Joseph D’Aleo, certified consultant meteorologist; first director of meteorology at the Weather Channel and the former chairman of the American Meteorological Committee on Weather Analysis and Forecasting
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Foreword

by Marc Morano

I FIRST MET JERRY CORSI back in 2004, and I was immediately struck by how he was a focused and prodigious investigative journalist. Corsi cited my investigative reporting on John Kerry’s military service during the Vietnam War in his 2004 NYT bestseller with John O’Neill: Unfit for Command: Swift Boat Veterans Speak out Against John Kerry.

Corsi has been an investigative machine over the past several decades, exposing, revealing, and debunking the major news events of our time, including books on climate and energy matters.

This book, The Truth about Energy, Global Warming, and Climate Change: Exposing Climate Lies in an Age of Disinformation on Climate and Energy, is perhaps Jerry’s career tour de force. Jerry masterfully tackles the alleged climate “crisis” and the folly of the green energy “solutions.”

I was honored to find out that Jerry dedicated this book to me. I have been working as an environmental reporter since the early 1990s and have been on the climate change beat for over two decades. I battled climate hysteria, groupthink, and the meaningless “solutions” while working in the U.S. Senate Environment & Public Works Committee when Senator James Inhofe of Oklahoma was chairman. It was a pleasure to work for Senator Inhofe, who literally had the courage to stand alone against the climate establishment and oppose then-President Barack Obama’s cap-and-trade climate taxes.

I founded the CFACT’s Climate Depot website in 2009, and I have strived to make the website serve as a balance for the atrocious climate and energy reporting by the mainstream media. I also produced and appeared in 2016’s Climate Hustle film and the sequel in 2020, Climate Hustle 2.

In a nutshell, anthropogenic climate change threats and so-called “solutions” are one of the biggest cons being imposed on the public in recent decades. It has never been about the climate, energy, or the environment. The climate agenda is about the takeover of our economy using an unscientific climate scare to achieve their ends. The climate scare is a backdoor way for progressives to impose central planning, socialism, and progressivism on the once-free West.

Everything we cherish, from our homes to the foods we eat, the vehicles we drive, our ability to travel, and our freedoms, is at stake if the manufactured climate fear campaign succeeds. Luckily, we don’t face a climate emergency, but if we did and had to rely on meaningless United Nations climate pacts or the Green New Deal to save us—we would all be doomed.

It is a pleasure to be part of this book and to have Jerry’s great reporting acumen once again injecting science and logic into the climate change and energy debate. Jerry spares no aspects of the climate and energy debate and takes a deep dive into the complexities of the issues. He is unafraid to reexamine controversial scientific theories that may ruffle feathers on all sides of the climate and energy debate.

The goal is to get Jerry’s book into the hands of as many citizens, journalists, and policymakers as possible. Only armed with the facts can we unite and defeat the well-funded, embedded, and scientifically twisted climate change movement.





INTRODUCTION

The Twenty-First Century “Save the Earth” Climate Delusion

No longer are cap-and-trade, carbon (dioxide) taxes, and more solar and wind the promoted solutions to alleged global warming. Now we can add gender justice and defunding the police!

—Marc Morano, Green Fraud, 20211

In this book, you will learn why most of what you think you know about energy—and what our kids are being taught about energy—is flat-out wrong. In one of the worst ironies of history, a frantic global movement to eliminate fossil fuels—the foundation of modern life—has achieved comprehensive power throughout the developed world at the very moment when the supply of those resources, especially in the United States, has exploded.

—Stephen Moore and Kathleen Hartnett White, Fueling Freedom, 20162

Having first experienced and then studied the phenomenon for fifteen years, I believe that secular people are attracted to apocalyptic environmental movements because it meets some of the same psychological and spiritual needs as Judeo-Christianity and other religions. Apocalyptic environmentalism gives people a purpose: to save the world from climate change, or some other environmental disaster. It provides people with a story that casts them as heroes, which some scholars, as we will see, believe we need in order to find meaning in our lives.

—Michael Shellenberger, Apocalypse Never, 20203

IN 1895, FRENCH CONSERVATIVE THINKER Gustave Le Bon wrote a seminal book entitled The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind.4 In the introduction to that book, Le Bon clarified that profound changes in people’s ideas are the actual cause of great upheavals that preceded civilization changes, like the fall of the Roman Empire. He explained that the transformation humanity was then experiencing had a base cause in the destruction of the religious, political, and social beliefs that grounded civilization. He felt his era was in transition and anarchy as modern scientific and industrial discoveries created new conditions of existence. He observed that the past ideas, although half destroyed, were still compelling, while the new ideas replacing them were yet in the process of transformation. Le Bon could have written that exact introduction today.

In chapter 4, “A Religious Shape Assumed by All the Conviction of Crowds,” Le Bon expressed his disdain for democracy. He felt crowds whipped democracies through irrational historical moments where bizarre secular ideas assumed a religious-like popular devotion. The following paragraph from chapter 4 summarized his concerns as follows:

We have shown that crowds do not reason, that they accept or reject ideas as a whole, that they tolerate neither discussion nor contradiction, and that the suggestions brought to bear on them invade the entire field of their understanding and tend at once to transform themselves into acts. We have shown that crowds suitably influenced are ready to sacrifice themselves for the ideal with which they have been inspired. We have also seen that they only entertain violent and extreme sentiments, that in their case sympathy becomes adoration, and antipathy almost as soon as it is aroused is transformed into hatred. These general indications furnish us already with a presentiment of the nature of the convictions of crowds.5

Today, the Western world is in the grip of a similar turmoil caused by the idea that we are our greatest enemy. The self-hatred extends to the belief that we are also the enemy of our mother, Earth.

This self-hatred focuses on a molecule, carbon dioxide (CO2), which we despicable humans exhale. Even worse, we desecrate organic life itself by burning fossil fuel, releasing into the atmosphere more CO2 the earth had preserved from living organisms that had passed away through the ages. Powering our industrial society with these hated hydrocarbon fuels, we have created an economic system, capitalism, that is inherently evil. The evil of capitalism extends social injustice to new heights as the racially privileged white race perpetuates their luxury by subjugating people of color and emitting enough CO2 into the atmosphere to destroy the planet. The only way to save planet Earth, and in the process protect ourselves, is to decarbonize. But even that is not enough unless we also dismantle capitalism, supplanting the economics of greed with a new vision of living and working together without prejudice to sustain Earth’s limited resources for the benefit of all.

In 1841, Scottish journalist Charles Mackay wrote another seminal book, Extraordinary Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds.6 Mackay, like Le Bon, was fascinated by how crazed ideas can drive whole populations into actions motivated by a bizarre, self-destructive, mass psychosis that is hard to comprehend. In the preface to the 1852 edition of his book, Mackay boiled his thesis down to the following sentence:

We find that whole communities suddenly fix their minds on one object, and go mad in its pursuit; that millions of people become simultaneously impressed with one delusion, and run after it, till their attention is caught by some new folly more captivating than the first.7

Mackay focused his attention on a series of fascinating crazes. He puzzled over the tulip craze that prompted Hollanders in the 1600s to spend fortunes on exotic roots producing color variations of the famous flower. He was amazed at the Crusades where Europeans left their homes and families to seize the Holy Land for Christianity. He was astounded by the grotesque witch mania during which those believed to be possessed by Satan were hunted down and made to suffer horrific deaths. Today, the Western world is on the precipice of abandoning the economic progress hydrocarbon energy has fueled since the Industrial Revolution to save Earth from catastrophic warmth by reducing the greenhouse gas emissions that plants depend upon for life.

In 2007, noted British columnist Christopher Booker and political analyst Dr. Richard North coauthored a book that took up these themes, entitled Scared to Death.8 Booker and North marveled that Western society since the 1980s had been “in the grip of a remarkable and very dangerous psychological phenomenon.”9 Booker and North were astounded that one mysterious threat to human health and well-being after another gave rise to society-wide fear. The list of these fear crazes was extensive: salmonella in eggs, listeria in cheese, bovine spongiform encephalopathy in beef, dioxins in poultry, and so forth. In the following paragraph in their introduction to the book, Booker and North identified why these periods of psychological insanity continue to occur among today’s supposedly well-educated and technologically sophisticated populations:

Each was based on what appeared at the time to be scientific evidence that was widely accepted. Each has inspired obsessive coverage by the media. Each has then provoked a massive response from politicians and officials, imposing new laws that inflicted enormous economic and social damage. But eventually the scientific reasoning on which the panic was based has been found to be fundamentally flawed. Either the scare originated in some genuine threat that had become widely exaggerated, or the danger was found never to have existed at all.10

Booker went on to examine the pattern behind these scares, finding the elements in common. One was that the supposed danger had to be something universal, to which we might all be exposed, like global warming and climate change. The threat must be novel, like the assumption that the developed world is bent on warming up Earth to hazardous levels by burning more and more hydrocarbon fuels until they are all exhausted. The threat must be plausible, but there must also be a powerful element of uncertainty. The uncertainty allows alarmist speculation to run wild, imaging the damage that might result, e.g., the warming of Earth caused by anthropogenic CO2 until Earth is hazardous to human life. Finally, society’s response to the threat must be disproportionate, e.g., when the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) demands that all governments agree to implement decarbonization schemes devised by international agreements, e.g., the Paris Climate Accords. Even when the threat is not wholly imaginary, the response eventually seemed out of proportion to reality.

The dawning of the Internet promised to bring a new era of free speech. The open access to information quickly developed into easily created blogs to express dissident views of all kinds. But ironically, the technology welcomed as a liberating tool has transformed into a tool giving totalitarian governments increased ability to suppress speech that deviates from the government-approved version of the truth. The United States justice and intelligence agencies now can monitor all electronic communications, including the keystrokes made on a laptop computer in writing a book.

Australian geologist Professor S. Warren Carey, who propounded the expanding Earth theory we will examine in chapter 8, warned that challenging orthodox beliefs in science promised no glory. In the epilogue to the 1988 book Theories of the Earth and Universe that he wrote as a professor emeritus, Carey warned that “the more radical the advance from the current orthodoxy, the more certain will it be scorned and rejected.”11 Carey understood this in personal terms. Carey suffered the scorn of those geologists, who were wedded to plate tectonics as their continent formation paradigm, for articulating and defending his theory of an expanding Earth. Yet, Carey had the wisdom to understand that not all challenges to orthodox thinking are necessarily correct in their views. In his last paragraph to the book, he wrote the following:

Should we then give credence to every heretic and iconoclast with the naïveté or the zeal or persistence to challenge the established order? Of course not! Most heresy is doubtlessly false—yet latent there are the gems of the age. To discriminate unerringly within doctrine and within heresy needs a keener mind than any yet—but this must be our ever-unattainable goal.12

I have dedicated this book to Marc Morano, the creator of ClimateDepot.com. For decades now, Marc has challenged global warming and climate change orthodoxy. International global warming conferences have thrown Marc out and closed their doors to him. Books by global warming enthusiasts have printed the vilest denunciations of Marc’s views and arguments. Marc has suffered the scorn Carey warned was inevitable for those who do not go along with what we will argue in this book is a mass delusion of Charles Mackey proportions.

Yet, Marc Morano has persisted, determined to pursue scientific truth about the climate with a purpose to prevent the Western world, and in particular the United States, from committing economic and political suicide over a scientific hoax of historic proportions. When the government mandates and subsidies run out, the fields of rotting wind turbines and rusting solar panels will be a monument to the folly of decarbonization. Should a new ice age come within our lifetimes, we will be around to lament the folly that sought to reduce atmospheric CO2 by destroying capitalism. But should that day arrive, we fully expect the IPCC to blame the new ice age on the global warming that anthropogenic CO2 caused.
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CHAPTER 1

Julian L. Simon: Eco-Sage and Natural Resources Optimist

Why is there so much false bad news about the subjects of the environment, resources, and population?… An even tougher question is this one: Why do we believe so much false bad news about the environment, resources, and population?

—Julian Simon, Hoodwinking the Nation, 19991

AFTER A CAREER AS AN ECONOMICS and business professor, Julian Simon passed away prematurely at sixty-five years old in 1998 in Chevy Chase, Maryland. At the end of his life, Simon held a position as a senior fellow at the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C., his last job after a longtime career at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, followed by an academic position at the University of Maryland. Born in 1932 in Newark, New Jersey, and educated at Harvard University, Simon received his Ph.D. in business economics from the University of Chicago in 1961. Among “Green Energy” true believers, Simon has become infamous for taking a contrarian position on energy resources, arguing that our perception of scarcity is a psychological fear, one not validated by the current or historical factual record of energy abundance.

In the 1999 foreword to Simon’s first book to be published posthumously, Hoodwinking the Nation, author Ben Joseph Wattenberg, then a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington, D.C., commented that Simon often felt angry that he was being ignored or ridiculed by opponents who belonged to a vast Malthusian population-environment-resources conspiracy of crisis. Today, Malthusians have captured the politically correct mainstream media, rejecting Simon’s contention that supplies of natural resources, including energy, are not finite and exhaustible. Simon saw the human intellect as the ultimate, infinitely renewable resource, and its potential as unlimited. He argued we would never run out of energy resources, including oil, coal, and natural gas, provided our energy resources are “mixed…with intellect.”2

What distinguishes Simon from the Malthusians was that Simon saw human beings as the solution, not the problem. In direct contrast, Malthusians see human beings as a menace that threatens the very survival of the planet itself. Wattenberg understood this precisely, noting the attacks on Simon were often intensely personal. Simon’s detractors demeaned him by stating his doctorate was “merely in business economics” and that he taught business-oriented subjects like advertising and marketing. Simon was ridiculed for starting a mail-order business and daring to write a book on how to run a successful and profitable one. “Never mind that he studied population economics for a quarter of a century and the mail-order book is still in print and in its fifth edition,” Wattenberg commented.3 Simon was perplexed that the environmental movement did not appreciate his extensive research and many publications about natural resources. What drove the “enviros” crazy, Wattenberg explained, was the following:

But, irony again, it was Simon’s knowledge of real-world commerce that gave him an edge in the intellectual wars. He knew first-hand about some things that many environmentalists of the time had only touched gingerly, like prices. If the ultimate resource was the human intellect, Simon reasoned, and the amount of human intellect was increasing both qualitatively and quantitatively, thanks to population growth, education, and technology, why, then, the supply of resources would grow, outrunning demand, pushing prices down, giving people more access to what they wanted, with more than enough left over to deal with pollution—in short, the very opposite of a crisis.4

Wattenberg calculated correctly that Simon’s knowledge of the business world gave him an edge over the Malthusians in the intellectual wars. Suppose Simon is correct that the ultimate human resource was the human intellect. In that case, Wattenberg argued, it could also be right that our supply of natural resources would grow over time, outpacing demand, pushing prices down. Wattenberg correctly understood that Simon’s vision is a severe threat to the supposed crisis in natural resources that the Malthusians desperately want us to believe is inevitable. Simon’s argument is simple: scientifically proven facts contradict the Malthusian doom-and-gloom narrative we see pervasive today in popular culture.

Appropriately, Simon titled his autobiography, published posthumously, A Life Against the Grain: The Autobiography of an Unconventional Economist.5 Contrary to everything Simon argued in his numerous published writings, today’s politically correct popular culture demands universal acquiesce to the proposition that human beings have created the conditions of our demise as a species. About energy resources, the politically correct popular culture requires an agreement that our wanton burning of hydrocarbon fuels has tossed so much toxic carbon dioxide into the atmosphere that we have created a greenhouse effect that will result in catastrophic climate change.

In characteristic prose, Simon began Hoodwinking the Nation with an essay summarizing the human history of utilizing natural resources, including energy as follows:

Every resource economist knows that all natural resources have been getting more available rather than more scarce, as shown by their falling prices over the decades and centuries. And every demographer knows that the death rate has been falling all over the world; life expectancy almost tripled in the rich countries in the past two centuries and almost doubled in the poor countries in just the past four decades. This is the most important and amazing demographic fact—the greatest human achievement in human history. It took thousands of years to increase life expectancy at birth from just over 20 years to the high 20s about 1750. Suddenly, about 1750, life expectancy in the richest countries began to rise so that the length of a life that could be expected for a baby or an adult in the advanced countries jumped from less than 30 years to perhaps 75 years. Then starting well after World War II, the length of life that could be expected in the poor countries leaped upwards by perhaps 15 or even 20 years because of advances in agriculture, sanitation, and medicine. It is this decrease in the death rate that has caused there to be a larger world population nowadays than in former times.6

Today, the politically correct mainstream media would brand anyone daring to publish an argument favoring continued global use of hydrocarbon fuels as an “environmental lunatic” or possibly even an “ecological criminal.” At the end of his life, Simon realized his optimism regarding the human capacity to utilize natural resources for our betterment as a species would brand him as a fringe nut case. “I was not cut out to be a Mafia boss,” Simon wrote in the preface to his autobiography. “I am more like a competent and hard-working plumber or building contractor or burlesque-show baggy pants comedian, though I have more kooky ideas than most of them.”7 Yet, throughout his life, Simon insisted the results of his studies and his writings would turn out to be correct.

Over the years, I managed to acquire a student-used copy of Simon’s 1981 book, The Ultimate Resource.8 On the title page of the book, the student handwrote her assessment of Simon’s work: “[The author is] a rich white male who has never left his office—world of graphs, equations, and charts that he bases all his theories on. Graphs, e.g., charts that are not comprehensive and only tell if population is up, if aggregate output is up, if fertility, mortality is up…but none of the other factors—environmental consequences, inequalities, humans are a resource—no limits to their abilities and innovations. Exploit the Earth and other planets if necessary to serve humans, income up…no intrinsic value in nature—only there to serve man.” The polemical tone of these comments clarified that already by the 1980s, these arguments on the left were entering the realm of ideology.

Reading those comments today, I am not surprised that in this age of the neo-Marxist critical race theory, the student began her analysis of Simon’s work with an ad hominem attack, pointing out that he was a white man and an academic? The student dismissed the research Simon documented in the book by insisting today’s natural resource policies have produced no adverse environmental consequences and economic inequality. So, what system would the student have preferred? Would using fewer resources to preserve a more pristine environment be better, even at the cost of shortening life expectancies? Would that have been fairer to all races, all sexes, all cultures, and all religions? Today university courses rarely teach Simon’s economics. Why? Because he refused to accept the orthodox conviction that we humans apply our limited intellects only to exploit, for our selfish good, the precious and scarce natural resources of our mother, Earth.

The Malthusian view has convinced millions that Earth has entered a new and final hypothesized era of geological time, the Anthropocene era. Malthusians insist that anthropogenic carbon dioxide will cause such catastrophic global warming and subsequent climate change that human activity is responsible for bringing about a coming sixth extinction. Malthusians argue that the sixth extinction will dwarf the previous “Big Five” extinctions in which nearly all life on Earth disappeared, rivaling even the giant meteorite that caused the extinction of the dinosaurs in the Late Cretaceous Period, some sixty-six million years ago. Malthusians warn us that the sixth extinction will be the last this time, and we will have no one to blame but ourselves.

Simon took a lot of abuse during his life for running against the politically correct popular culture by not adhering to Malthusian views. However, in his final analysis, Simon understood it was more important to be right about natural resources than to have a mass audience applaud his genius. That was especially true when we appreciate that the need to “decarbonize” and move to a “zero emissions” world if we are to “Save the Planet” are all views Julian Simon found hopelessly uninformed.

Why We Will Never Run Out of Oil

In his revised 1996 book, The Ultimate Resource 2, Julian Simon devoted chapter 11 to the question: “When Will We Run Out of Oil?” In the chapter title, Simon gave a one-word answer to his question: “Never!” Simon argued that energy is the master resource because “energy allows us to convert one material to another.”9 He argued that the low energy costs afforded by hydrocarbon fuels enable modern technological society to thrive. “On the other hand, if there were to be an absolute shortage of energy—that is, if there were no oil in the tanks, no natural gas in the pipelines, no coal to load onto the railroad cars—then the entire economy would come to a halt,” he wrote. “Or, if energy were available, but at a very high price, we would produce much smaller amounts of most consumer goods and services.”10 Simon proceeded to elaborate: “The history of energy economics shows that, in spite of troubling fears in each era of running out of whatever source of energy was important at that time, energy has grown progressively less scarce, as shown by long-run falling energy prices.”11

Simon traced fears of energy resource exhaustion back to an 1865 book published in London by W. Stanley Jevons, one of the nineteenth century’s most outstanding social scientists, entitled The Coal Question: An Inquiry Concerning the Progress of the Nation and the Probable Exhaustion of our Coal-mines.12 Jevons argued Great Britain’s industrial progress would halt because industry would soon use all available coal. Jevons filled his book with detailed analyses of coal mines showing mine by mine the estimated amount of coal remaining, the annual consumption of that coal (depletion ratio), and the duration of the supply. He anticipated with uncanny precision the bell-shaped curve that in the next section of this chapter we will see was typical of M. King Hubbert’s 1950s peak oil graphs. In his despair that the U.K. would soon run out of energy, Jevons further concluded (obviously incorrectly) that there was no chance oil would be an alternative resource able to solve the running-out-of-coal problem.

“What happened to Great Britain in 1865?” Simon asked. “Because of the perceived future need for coal and because of the potential profit in meeting that need, prospectors searched out new deposits of coal, investors discovered better ways to get coal out of the earth, and transportation engineers developed cheaper ways to move the coal,” Simon explained.13 Today, the U.K. still has thirty-three tons of economically recoverable coal reserves available at operational and legally permitted mines, plus another 344 tons at mines in planning. The use of coal in the U.K. had declined from a leading position in 1990, when coal accounted for 64.6 percent of the U.K.’s energy needs, to last place today, providing only 4.4 percent of the country’s current energy needs.14

The reduced use of coal to produce energy in the U.K. has primarily resulted from the “Green Energy” politics there. Many coal-fired power plants in the U.K. have been closed in recent years, mainly due to the country’s carbon taxes. Carbon taxes on coal-generated power plants have doubled under the U.K.’s carbon price support mechanism, which began placing punitive levies on coal-fired electrical generation in April 2013. Contrary to Jevons’s expectations in 1865, the U.K. is nowhere near running out of coal after more than a century in which coal was the U.K.’s principal source of energy. Today, the use of coal for power in the U.K. is severely limited. England has not run out of coal, but neo-Marxist politics in the U.K. have focused on eliminating coal-fired electric plants as part of their unrelenting campaign to demonize the use of all hydrocarbon fuels.15

Similarly, Simon traced similar fears in the United States back to an 1885 U.S. Geological Survey that declared “little or no chance” of finding oil in California. In 1939, the U.S. Department of the Interior argued that U.S. oil resources would be exhausted in thirteen years. When that prediction proved a false alarm, the Interior Department revised their estimate and declared once again in 1951 that U.S. oil would be exhausted in thirteen years. All these dire oil deprecation predictions were wrong.16

Simon articulated many reasons why gloomy predictions about running out of coal, oil, natural gas, or any other energy resource can be presumed wrong. We summarize Simon’s thinking in the following points:


	Typically, all energy resources exist on Earth in quantities much more extensive than initially estimated.

	Productivity improvements lead to more efficient use of energy resources over time.

	Advances in technology make the exploration and recovery of previously difficult-to-develop energy resources more efficient and more economically affordable.

	Innovators and entrepreneurs will always find alternative sources of energy, even while predominately used energy resources remain abundant.

	Previously dominant energy resources, such as coal, become less prevalent as more efficient energy resources, such as oil, become more understood and utilized. Simon believed liquefied natural gas would replace many oil uses, culminating in new, safer nuclear energy technologies that ultimately replace many current uses of coal, oil, and natural gas.



Simon’s energy resource analysis essentially maintains that we will be running automobiles with safe miniaturized nuclear batteries (or with yet-to-be-developed safe, portable, and efficient fission technology) long before we run out of oil. Today, the U.S. Navy runs its various fleets of ships, including submarines, predominately on nuclear power. Simon wrote: “Of course nuclear power can replace coal and oil entirely, which constitutes an increase in efficiency so great that it is beyond my powers to portray the entire process on a single graph based on physical units.”17 Simon concluded this discussion by noting that while it seems impossible to keep using energy and still never begin to run out, that is the truth of what happens. He said that the “historical facts entirely contradict the commonsensical Malthusian theory that the more we use, the less there is left to use and hence the greater the scarcity.” He added that in economic terms, “energy has been getting more available, rather than more scarce, as far back as we have data.”18

Worldwide petroleum reserve statistics compiled by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of the U.S. Department of Energy prove Simon’s optimism that we will not run out of oil is well justified. According to EIA statistics, worldwide petroleum reserves totaled over 1.6 trillion barrels in 2020, factually demonstrating there are more proven crude oil reserves today worldwide than ever in recorded history, despite the worldwide consumption of oil doubling since the 1970s.19

M. King Hubbert and the Theory of Peak Oil

Peak oil true believers regard Shell Oil geologist M. King Hubbert as their theoretical deity. In 1956, Hubbert drew a bell-shaped curve that he said showed U.S. oil production peaking in the 1970s and declining from there until U.S. oil would be nearly depleted in 2050. Subsequently, Hubbert’s adherents expanded his analysis into a worldwide prediction that we are inevitably doomed to run out of oil.

Born in San Saba, Texas, in 1936, Hubbert was too young to fight in World War I and too old to fight in World War II. Hubbert attended the University of Chicago, where he received a Ph.D. in 1937. During World War II, Hubbert served on the U.S. government’s Board of Economic Warfare. In 1943, he joined Shell Oil Company, where he developed his peak oil theory. In his professional career, Hubbert worked as a highly respected geologist for oil companies while teaching geophysics at Columbia University. Upon retiring from Shell Oil in 1964, he served as a senior research geophysicist for the United States Geological Survey until his retirement in 1976. In his later years, he held positions as a professor of geology and geophysics at Stanford University and subsequently at UC Berkeley. Hubbert was well respected, and his educational background was extensive, given that his studies included advanced work in mathematics, physics, and geology.

Throughout his career, Hubbert published various professional papers in academic journals dealing with multiple aspects of Earth’s crust, including studies of rock permeability as it affects underground oil and water reservoirs. Hubbert’s academic publications were commonly cited in the university textbooks of the day. For instance, A. I. Levorsen, an American geologist who served as the dean of the School of Mineral Sciences at Stanford University, acknowledged Hubbert’s work. Levorsen, in his 1954 college-level textbook entitled Geology of Petroleum, cited two academic papers Hubbert had in 1940 and then in 1953 on the subject of oil and water movements in defining oil traps in sedimentary rock.20

In 1956, at the spring meeting of the American Petroleum Institute in San Antonio, Texas, Hubbert presented a paper on his seminal work on peak oil, arguing oil was a finite natural resource such that oil production would peak in the United States between 1965 and 1970. It was his most famous paper called “Nuclear Energy and the Fossil Fuels,” written as a consultant in general geology to the Shell Development Company, Exploration and Production Research Division in Houston, Texas.21 Hubbert argued that oil depletion would accelerate such that eventually, the world supply of oil would be exhausted. Almost instantly, Hubbert’s peak oil theory became the universally definitive oil theory among petroleum geologists.

Hubbert premised his 1956 paper by embracing the idea that hydrocarbon fuels are all organic products. He explained this as follows:

The fossil fuels, which include coal and lignite, oil shales, and tar and asphalt, as well as petroleum and natural gas, have all had their origin from plants and animals existing upon the Earth during the last 500 million years. The energy content of these materials has been derived from that of the contemporary sunshine, a part of which has been synthesized by the plants and stored as chemical energy. Over the period of geological history extending back to the Cambrian, a small fraction of these organisms have become buried in sediments under conditions which have prevented complete deterioration, and so, after various chemical transformations, have been preserved as our present supply of fossil fuels.

He continued to explain why fossil fuels would inevitably be exhausted:

When we consider that it has taken 500 million years of geological history to accumulate the present supplies of fossil fuels, it should be clear that, although the same geological processes are still operative, the amount of new fossil fuels that is likely to be produced during the next few thousands of years will be inconsequential. Therefore, as an essential part of our analysis, we can assume with complete assurance that the industrial exploitation of the fossil fuels will consist in the progressive exhaustion of an initially fixed supply to which there will be no significant additions during the period of our interest.22

For Hubbert, these conclusions were obvious. He used historical graphs to show that the production of all hydrocarbon fuels had increased over time. He then applied an integral calculus function to assume hydrocarbon production began seriously in the 1850s, starting at a zero point of production. From there, he reasoned hydrocarbon fuel production would end sometime soon. At that time, hydrocarbon fuels would be thoroughly exhausted, such that hydrocarbon fuel production would again return to zero. This analysis produced a bell-shaped curve from which Hubbert deduced there was a limit to the rate of increase in which hydrocarbon fuels could be produced. Once we reached the maximum point of oil production, hydrocarbon depletion would accelerate. The production rate would begin decreasing, finally ending up at zero production once all hydrocarbon fuels on Earth had been thoroughly mined or otherwise exploited to the point of exhaustion. By examining available estimates of known and anticipated world reserves of hydrocarbon fuels, Hubbert calculated “the culmination of world production of these products should occur within about half a century [i.e., by approximately the year 2000], while the culmination for petroleum and natural gas in both the United States and the state of Texas should occur within the next few decades.”23

Hubbert ended his 1956 paper assuming energy from nuclear sources would begin ascending in importance starting in 1980, such that by 2060 nuclear fuel would power a world that had exhausted all petroleum resources available. On a chart that began 5,000 years ago, at the dawn of recorded history, to a point 5,000 years in the future, Hubbert ended the paper commenting that on this time scale, “the discovery, exploitation, and exhaustion of the fossil fuels will seem to be but an ephemeral event in the span of recorded history.” He felt confident that nuclear fuel would be the solution, “provided mankind can solve its international problems and not destroy itself with nuclear weapons and provided the world population (which is now expanding at such a rate as to double in less than a century) can somehow be brought under control.”24

The Demise of the Peak Oil Theory

The logical structure of Hubbert’s peak oil theory is a tautology. His conclusion is nothing more than a restatement of the assumptions he postulated as his starting point. By assuming oil and all other hydrocarbon fuels are organic “fossil fuels,” Hubbert had no choice but to conclude the world would eventually deplete hydrocarbon fuels to the point of exhaustion. Hubbert assumed ancient organic material in the form of plant life produced oil, not dinosaurs. But since the supply of ancient plant life was finite, hydrocarbon fuels also had to be limited.

Yet, the logical structure of the argument as a tautology remains intact. Suppose a finite amount of ancient organic material was available in geological time (regardless of whether the organic material was plant or animal). In that case, there can only be a limited amount of hydrocarbon fuels available on Earth, even if we cannot ever know for sure how many hydrocarbon fuels are yet to be discovered. Since the peak oil theory was based entirely on logic, Hubbert felt no need to prove that ancient organic material can transform into hydrocarbon fuels in sedimentary rock structures. He simply assumed hydrocarbon fuels were “fossil fuels.” Nor did he feel he had to know for sure the exact amount of hydrocarbon fuels truly available today and in the future. He just assumed we would run out of hydrocarbon fuels because there were only so many plants and animals on Earth in geological time. For those who believe in peak oil, there is no way to refute the argument. When hydrocarbon production fails to peak at the predicted time, adherents of the peak oil theory simply revise their predictions to move the depletion dates out to a more distant time in the future. The point is that the logic that hydrocarbon fuels come from prehistoric organic material demands we conclude the quantity of hydrocarbon fuels available on Earth has to be limited.

We should also appreciate that the peak oil theory developed by Hubbert as a logical tautology has a psychological impact. Once we accept that hydrocarbon fuels, including coal, oil, and natural gas, are organic products of prehistoric time, we lock ourselves into a Malthusian fear that inevitably we must run out, if not today, then tomorrow. The complete psychological impact is that as population increases and the world becomes more dependent on burning hydrocarbon fuels, we become the cause of our demise. We are doomed because we have locked ourselves into the conclusion that the tautology demands: namely, that hydrocarbon fuels of ancient organic origin are, by definition, not renewable.

To both Julian Simon and M. King Hubbert, nuclear fuels were the ultimate energy solution because, again, by definition, nuclear fuels are renewable. The psychological rub is that for Malthusians, the nuclear energy solution is not psychologically satisfying. Malthusians view nuclear energy as inherently dangerous because it involves hazardous, radioactive energy. The Malthusian “solution” to their hypothesized exhaustion-of-natural-resources doomsday scenario demands finding a limit to the human experience.

“Hubbert’s Peak” was the label that peak oil advocates derived Hubbert’s famous bell curves. One of the more interesting critics of Hubbert’s Peak logic was the prominent oil and gas analyst Michael C. Lynch, known for his record of producing long-term oil and natural gas market forecasts.25 In a 2010 published paper entitled “The New Pessimism about Petroleum Resources: Debunking the Hubbert Model (and Hubbert Modelers),” Lynch argued that Hubbert’s initial analysis was anything but rigorous or scientifically formal, even though Hubbert documented his 1956 paper with numerous graphs and equations:

The initial theory behind what is now known as the Hubbert curve was very simplistic. Hubbert was simply trying to estimate approximate resource levels, and for the lower-48 US, he thought a bell-curve would be the most appropriate form. It was only later that the Hubbert curve came to be seen as explanatory in and of itself, that is, geology requires that production should follow such a curve. Indeed, for many years, Hubbert himself published no equations for deriving the curve, and it appears that he only used a rough estimation initially. In his 1956 paper, in fact, he noted that production often did not follow a bell curve. In later years, however, he seems to have accepted the curve as explanatory.26

One of those who agreed with Lynch was Kenneth Deffeyes, who went to work at Shell Oil’s research lab in 1958 when Hubbert was the top dog. Despite his admiration for Hubbert, Deffeyes had to acknowledge that Hubbert’s peak oil argument had the feel of a “back-of-the-envelope” drawing. In his 2001 book, Hubbert’s Peak: The Impending World Oil Shortage, Deffeyes, then a professor at Princeton, recalled Hubbert at Shell Oil as follows:

The numerical methods that Hubbert used to make his predictions are not crystal clear. Today, 44 years later, my guess is that Hubbert, like everybody else, reached his conclusion first and then searched for raw data and methods to support his conclusion. (Despite sharing roughly 100 lunches and several long discussions with Hubbert, I never had the guts to cross-examine him about the earliest roots of his prediction. Lunch discussions were more cheerful when Hubbert chose the topic.) Guessing the answer first and then searching for supporting arguments is a common scientific procedure; it is not cheating. Hubbert had a message; he packaged his message in a format that he found convincing.27

Yet, despite any reservations he may have had, Deffeyes could not resist the stampede as Hubbert’s peak oil theory became dogma among mainstream professional geologists working in the oil industry. Even when Hubbert’s original prediction that oil depletion would begin between 1965 and 1970 was proved wrong, adherents like Deffeyes just kept moving the goalposts further out in time. For instance, in the first paragraph of his 2005 book, Beyond Oil: The View from Hubbert’s Peak, Deffeyes boldly predicted that world production of crude oil would peak on Thanksgiving Day 2005. He wrote:

The supply of oil in the ground is not infinite. Someday, annual world crude production has to reach a peak and start to decline. It is my opinion that the peak will occur in late 2005 or in the first months of 2006. I nominate Thanksgiving Day, November 24, 2005, as World Oil Peak Day. There is a reason for selecting Thanksgiving. We can pause and give thanks for the years from 1901 to 2005 when abundant oil and natural gas fueled enormous changes in our society. At the same time, we have to face up to reality: World oil production is going to decline, slowly at first then more rapidly.28

But the critical point here is that Deffeyes was wrong. World oil production did not reach a zenith on Thanksgiving Day 2005, nor anytime soon after that.

Peak Oil Theorists Fold Their Tent

Another prominent peak oil adherent is the British petroleum geologist Colin J. Campbell. He was an internationally respected petroleum geologist born in 1931 and received a Ph.D. in geology from Oxford. Among his most influential papers was an article he coauthored with Jean Laherrère entitled “The End of Cheap Oil” that Scientific American published in 1998.29 Like Campbell, Laherrère had also spent more than forty years working in the oil industry. In 2000, Campbell founded the Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas (ASPO). At its height, ASPO published a newsletter (mainly authored by Campbell) that published one hundred issues, with the last one published in 2009.

In 2019, Ugo Bardi, a professor of chemistry at the University of Florence in Italy, published a paper in Energy Research & Social Science. He credited Campbell with proposing the term peak oil for the highest global oil production level. In his article, Bardi explained why Campbell, his theory of peak oil, and ASPO have folded their tents and essentially disappeared. In his article, Bardi reported the following:

The expected world peak has not arrived, at least in terms of a reduction of the global supply of liquid fuels and, in general, the concept of peak oil has faded from the mainstream discussion as well as from the scientific literature. ASPO international seems to have disappeared as an active association around 2012-2013, although some national branches of the organization still exist. The generally accepted explanation for the fading interest in the concept attributes it to “wrong predictions” of the date of the peak and, from there, most mainstream reports tend to define the whole concept as wrong and misleading.30

Under President Donald Trump’s strong support of hydrocarbon fuels, the United States defied all peak oil predictions, becoming once again a net exporter of oil and a world leader in the production of oil and natural gas.

On August 20, 2019, the Energy Information Administration (EIA), the statistical agency of the U.S. Department of Energy, announced that the United States established new production records, with U.S. petroleum and natural gas production increasing in 2018 by 16 percent and 12 percent, respectively. The EIA further announced that the United States surpassed Russia in 2011 to become the world’s largest natural gas producer and surpassed Saudi Arabia in 2018 to become the world’s largest petroleum producer. The EIA report noted that the 2018 increase in the United States, which boomed under the Trump administration, constituted “one of the largest absolute petroleum and natural gas production increases from a single country in history.”31

On October 9, 2020, the EIA further reported that the United States led the world by holding 22 percent of the world’s proven coal reserves. Russia was in second place with 15 percent of the world’s proven coal reserves.32 On April 13, 2021, the EIA reported that in 2020, the last year of the Trump administration, the United States became an annual net exporter of petroleum, a position the peak oil advocates never imagined would ever again be possible. The same EIA report noted that in 2020, the United States imported the least amount of petroleum since 1991. “After generally increasing every year from 1954 through 2005, U.S. total gross and net petroleum imports peaked in 2005,” the EIA noted. “Increases in domestic petroleum production and in petroleum exports helped to reduce total annual petroleum net imports every year except one since 2005. In 2020, annual petroleum net imports were negative (at -0.65 million barrels/day), the first time this occurred since 1949.”33

Conclusion

These U.S. achievements in producing hydrocarbon fuels again validate Julian Simon’s analysis that despite peak oil predictions, the U.S. was not running out of oil, natural gas, and coal. As Simon would have pointed out (had he lived to see the U.S. resurgence in hydrocarbon fuel production): first, the U.S. had more reserves than were previously estimated; and second, technological advances, including fracking and hydraulic drilling, have made it economically feasible to obtain energy resources that were once largely unexplored and typically underdeveloped.

The peak oil theory has been debunked by the resurgence of the U.S. petroleum industry under President Trump.34 In 2019, the Energy Information Administration published five charts that showed how wrong doomsday projections had been. The forecast in 2010 was that by 2019, we would have 5.8 thousand metric tons of CO2 emissions in the atmosphere; the actual figure was 5.3 thousand metric tons. The projection in 2010 was that U.S. natural gas in 2019 would be 19.8 trillion cubic feet: the U.S. natural gas production in 2019 was 30.6 trillion cubic feet. The projection in 2010 was that the U.S. in 2019 would produce 6.1 million barrels of oil per day; the U.S. oil production in September 2019 was 12.5 million barrels per day.

Yet, the failure of oil to be completely depleted, as the peak oil theory predicted, has done nothing to destroy the organic theory of the origin of oil—the premise upon which petroleum doomsayers like Colin Campbell based their peak oil proclamations. In its heyday, the adherents of peak oil were highly opinionated, dismissive of any critic who dared challenge their rigid beliefs that the world had to be running out of oil. In truth, the peak oil theory was nothing more than an ideology based on a tautology, a secular, religious-like belief that tolerated no discussion or criticism. Yet despite the demise of the peak oil theory, conventional wisdom still continues to insist coal, oil, and natural gas are fossil fuels. In other words, while coal, oil, and natural gas appear as abundant as Julian Simon predicted, conventional wisdom has not challenged the idea that the origin of hydrocarbon fuels must be more abundant than accounted for by the limited amount of organic material that did not decompose into constituent chemicals. Given how hard the peak oil theory died, the demise of the fossil fuel theory will undoubtedly be another prolonged and brutal battle. Surprisingly, even today, conventional wisdom proceeds uncritically on the largely unquestioned assumption that running out of oil is inevitable.

The Biden administration has set out on a course that should prove the reality that the amount of hydrocarbon fuel produced worldwide and the price of hydrocarbon fuels has much more to do with politics than it has to do with the principles of economics or with petroleum geology being understood. The likelihood is that if the production of petroleum ever peaks worldwide, the cause will be politics and ideologically driven arguments that demonize the use of hydrocarbon fuels precisely because hydrocarbon fuels are abundant, powerful, easy to use, relatively cheap, and central to the economic abundance the capitalist system produces. As we will see in the next chapter, ecologists and environmentalists demonize hydrocarbon fuels because they view population growth as threatening. At heart, ecologists and environmentalists tend to be miscreants and misanthropes. Why is it that anyone would see human society as better off for abandoning hydrocarbon fuels? But then, why would anyone start with the view that Earth would be a fine place if only we could get rid of people? Or that our lives would be more fulfilled if we destroyed the capitalist system?

As one of its first acts in office, the Biden administration reversed a key Trump administration policy and canceled the Keystone Pipeline. The cancellation of this pipeline evidenced the Biden administration’s decision to move away from U.S. reliance on hydrocarbon fuels as part of the administration’s support of the Green New Deal’s push toward solar and wind power. On June 17, 2021, three days short of five months in the White House, the Biden administration had to acknowledge that oil imports from Russia set a record high in March 2021. According to the International Energy Agency (IAE), U.S. imports of crude oil and petroleum products from Russia reached 22.9 million barrels in March 2021, despite strained relations between Washington and Moscow.35

On July 6, 2021, the Biden administration implored the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) oil cartel to pump more oil so U.S. gasoline prices would stop rising on Biden’s watch.36 In June and July 2021, after OPEC and Russia disagreed on increasing production quotas, the cost of gasoline at the pump in the United States began exceeding three dollars a gallon nationwide and with the price of crude oil surpassing seventy dollars per barrel on world markets. Wall Street investors began taking seriously the concern that the Biden administration’s plan to cut U.S. oil production and to engage in a $7 trillion deficit-spending spree would trigger a wave of global inflation not seen since the 1970s presidency of Democrat Jimmy Carter.

Peak oil will once again have its day in court under the Biden administration. Under this administration, neo-Marxist ecologists and left-leaning environmentalists will convince the world that we are climate criminals. A significant indictment will be against those who want to use Earth’s abundant hydrocarbons for our economic betterment, understanding that hydrocarbon fuels are the most potent form of available and affordable energy used by humans in the history of the world to date.





CHAPTER 2

John P. Holdren: Eco-Malthusian Wizard Extraordinaire

My personal opinion is that we have to keep geoengineering on the table. We have to look at it very carefully because we might get desperate enough to want to use it.

—John Holdren, Associated Press interview, April 8, 20091

IN DIRECT CONTRAST TO JULIAN SIMON’S experience of elite academics and mainstream media marginalizing him, John Holdren has been a celebrated academic and a mass media favorite for decades. Holdren was born in 1944, twelve years after Julian Simon, with his birthplace in Sewickley, a small town in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, that sits on the Ohio River northwest of Pittsburgh. Holdren’s early studies were in aeronautics, astronautics, and plasma physics. Holden received his bachelor’s degree at MIT in 1965, where he was drawn in his early years to study plasma physics. Plasma in nuclear physics is considered the fourth state of matter, comparable to solids, liquids, and gases.

Plasma is superheated gas that, in its highly electrified/magnetized state, causes atoms to dissociate into positively charged ions and negatively charged electrons.2 The sun’s mass, making up over 99.85 percent of the solar system, consists of a plasma state in which hydrogen and helium gas are completely ionized into hydrogen and helium ions. After graduating from MIT, Holdren went to Stanford University. He received a Ph.D. in 1970, studying under Oscar Buneman, a genius in plasma physics who played a role during World War II in developing radar. Had Holdren stayed with plasma physics as his professional career, he might have played a role in developing nuclear fusion, an elusive technology based on the nuclear reactions that power the sun. While yet unrealized, nuclear fusion can create on Earth nearly limitless quantities of carbon-emission-free energy.

Harrison Brown: Why Holdren Abandoned Plasma Physics

Holdren records two turning points in his early life that determine why he abandoned nuclear physics to pursue a career in ecology and environmental studies. The first occurred while in high school. He read Harrison Brown’s 1954 book The Challenge of Man’s Future.3 In 1986, more than three decades after reading that book, Holdren helped edit a volume of essays dedicated to Harrison Brown’s lifetime of work. “By the time I read it [Brown’s book] as a high school student,” Holdren noted in his foreword, “the book had been widely acclaimed as a monumental survey of the human prospect, illuminated through analysis of the interaction of population, technology, and the resources of the physical world.”4

Holdren acknowledged that reading Brown’s book played a crucial role in shaping his subsequent professional career. “I knew even before high school that science and technology held a special interest for me, and I suppose I had some prior interest in the larger human condition. But The Challenge of Man’s Future pulled these interests together for me in a way that transformed my thinking about the world and about the sort of career I wanted to pursue.”5

Brown’s impact on Holdren was truly formative. Regardless of the topic, whether it be vital statistics, food, or natural resources in general, Brown was cautious about how much we could accomplish. He warned there were “fundamental physical limitations to man’s future development and of the hazards which will confront him in the years and centuries ahead.”6 In The Challenge of Man’s Future, Brown wrote that “both Malthus’s reasoning and the principles he enunciated were sound.”7 In writing about Brown in 1986, Holdren praised him for understanding that “the problems of population, the rich-poor gap, and the prospects for war and peace” are interrelated issues.8 “Thirty years after Harrison Brown elaborated these positions, it remains difficult to improve on them as a coherent depiction of the perils and challenges we face,” Holdren stressed.9 He commented that he includes himself among those “who have been restating his [Brown’s] points (usually less eloquently) in the three decades since he first made them.”10

As recently as February 15, 2007, Holdren gave a presidential address entitled “Science and Technology for Sustainable Well-Being” to the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). Holdren headed the AAAS from February 2006 to February 2008.11 In that address, Holdren singled out Brown as one of the “several late mentors” to whom he was thankful for “insight and inspiration.” Holdren’s embrace of Brown as a mentor could not have been more complete. “My preoccupation with the great problems at the intersection of science and technology with the human condition—and with the interconnectedness of these problems with each other—began when I read The Challenge of Man’s Future in high school. I later worked with Harrison Brown at Caltech,”12 he acknowledged in a slide that accompanied his presentation. Brown was a professor of geochemistry at the California Institute of Technology (Caltech) from 1951 to 1977, coinciding with Holdren’s years as a graduate student at Stanford.

In 1995, Holdren delivered the Nobel Peace Prize lecture as chair of the executive committee of the Pugwash Council on behalf of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, a group dedicated to pursuing nuclear disarmament. Holdren acknowledged Brown and Russian physicist Andrei Sakharov in the lecture, noting both were Pugwash participants. Holdren shared Brown’s Malthusian views on a variety of subjects, including natural resource limitations and overpopulation, but also on nuclear weapons.13

Harrison Brown Urges World Government to End Overpopulation

Holdren’s selection of Harrison Brown as his mentor gives us a good hint of how radical Holdren himself was as a young man. Consider the type of solutions Brown proposed in The Challenge of Man’s Future. Brown proposed using eugenics to “prevent the long-range degeneration of human stock.” He recommended implementing the “science of human genetics” in a two-step process designed to improve the species. Brown wrote the following:

First, man can discourage unfit persons from breeding. Second, he can encourage breeding by those persons who are judged fit on the basis of physical and mental testing and examinations of the records of their ancestors. A small start has been made in this direction in the cases of childless couples where the male is sterile and artificial insemination is utilized to impregnate the female. It is quite likely that artificial insemination will be used with increasing frequency during the coming decades, and increasing care will be taken to insure the genetic soundness of the sperm.14

Brown doubted humans had the intelligence today needed to breed the desired characteristics of a “super-race.”15 “We can carry out selection processes satisfactorily with sheep, cows, horses, and dogs, for in all cases we are able to examine the animals objectively and decide upon desirable characteristics,” he wrote. “Unfortunately man’s knowledge of human genetics is too meager at the present time to permit him to be a really successful pruner,” he lamented. “The science of human genetics is not very old, and reliable facts and figures which enable one to differentiate satisfactorily between genetic effects and environmental effects are few and far between.” Still, he looked forward to a day when our knowledge would advance. “And it is quite possible that by the time another ten or fifteen generations have passed, understanding of human genetics will be sufficient to permit man to do a respectable job of slowing down the deterioration of the species,” he wrote.16 These passages suggest that Brown would be very enthusiastic about eugenics applied to developing a race of superior humans, given the advances in understanding DNA so far as to experiment with gene-splicing technology.

Still, while we were waiting for these scientific advancements in genetics, Brown felt we had even then “sufficient information to permit man to make a start toward pruning, however small it may be.”17 Brown was determined to begin the process of “pruning” the human race, even though our understanding in the 1950s of genetics was limited:

Is there anything that can be done to prevent the long-range degeneration of human stock? Unfortunately, at the present time there is little, other than to prevent breeding in persons who present glaring deficiencies clearly dangerous to society and which are known to be of a hereditary nature. Thus we could sterilize or in other ways discourage the mating of the feeble-minded. We could go further and systematically attempt to prune from society, by prohibiting them from breeding, persons suffering from serious inheritable forms of physical defects, such as congenital deafness, dumbness, blindness, or absence of limbs. But all these steps would be negligible when compared with the ruthless pruning of man that was done by nature.18

Here Brown left no doubt he endorsed Darwin’s evolutionary principles to suggest we could perfect nature and advance the process of natural selection by engaging in eugenics once our scientific understanding of genetics had advanced.

“A ‘super-race’ of men or a panel of gods could examine us objectively and plan a wise pattern,” he continued. “But in the absence of either, we will probably remain pretty much as we are for hundreds of thousands of years.”19 Still, Brown remained concerned that “it does appear that the feeble-minded, the morons, the dull and backward, and the lower-than-average persons in our society are outbreeding the superior ones at the present time. Indeed, it has been estimated that the average Intelligence Quotient of Western population as a whole is probably decreasing with each succeeding generation.”20

Earlier on in the book, Brown had recommended controlling overpopulation by a combination of the following methods:


	Restriction of sexual intercourse;

	Abortion;

	Sterilization; and

	Fertility control, “either through the practice of coitus interruptus or through the use of chemicals or devices designed to prevent contraception.”21




Despite expressing concerns that humans possessed the foresight and intelligence to apply eugenics to shape a “super-race,” in the conclusion to his 1954 book Brown appeared to be enthusiastic about the project. “A broad eugenics program would have to be formulated which would aid in the establishment of policies that would encourage able and healthy persons to have several offspring and discourage the unfit from breeding at excessive rates,” he commented.22 “Precise control of population can never be made completely compatible with the concept of a free society; on the other hand, neither can the automobile, the machine gun, or the atomic bomb,” he continued. “Just as we have rules designed to keep us from killing one another with our automobiles, so there must be rules that keep us from killing one another with our fluctuating breeding habits and with our lack of attention to the soundness of our individual genetic stock.”23

Brown concluded that “population stabilization and a world composed of completely independent sovereign states are incompatible.” He insisted that “population stabilization” is a goal “with which a world government must necessarily concern itself.” Brown called for world government authorities to set “maximum permissible population levels” for all world regions. Each world region could then be self-sufficient in both agriculture and industry.24 Brown even contemplated that infanticide is an acceptable solution to overpopulation in extreme situations. He insisted that “if we cared little for human emotions and were willing to introduce a procedure which most of us would consider being reprehensible in the extreme, all excess children could be disposed of much as excess puppies and kittens are disposed of at the present time.”25

Brown suggested “a substantial fraction of humanity” was reproducing as if “it would not rest content until the earth is covered completely and to a considerable depth with a writhing mass of human beings, much as a dead cow is covered with a pulsating mass of maggots.”26 He believed there are “physical limitations of some sort which will determine the maximum number of human beings who can live on the earth’s surface.”27 Brown regretted “there can be no escaping the fact that if starvation is to be eliminated, if the average child who is born is to stand a reasonable chance of living out the normal life span with which he is endowed at birth, family sizes must be limited.”28

As far as Brown was concerned, government-mandated population control was necessary to prevent overpopulation. He cautioned: “Either population-control measures must be both widely and wisely used, or we must reconcile ourselves to a world where starvation is everywhere, where life expectancy at birth is less than 30 years, where infants stand a better chance of dying than living during the first year following birth, where women are little more than machines for breeding, pumping child after child into an inhospitable world, spending the greater part of their adult lives in a state of pregnancy.”29 Ultimately, Brown accepted limiting human freedom as a necessary condition of entrusting a world government to “stabilize” population. Brown concluded, “it is difficult to see how the achievement of stability and the maintenance of human liberty can be made compatible.”30

Brown proposed a rule government officials would have to follow to mandate birth control measures. “Let us suppose that in a given year the birth rate exceeds the death rate by a certain amount, thus resulting in a population increase,” he postulated. “During the following year the number of permitted inseminations is decreased, and the number of permitted abortions is increased, in such a way that the birth rate is lowered by the requisite amount.” Next, Brown insisted that in a year where the death rate exceeds the birth rate, “the number of permitted inseminations would be increased while the number of abortions would be decreased.” Brown formulated his rule as follows: “The number of abortions and artificial inseminations permitted in a given year would be determined completely by the difference between the number of deaths and the number of births in the year previous.”31 His ideal solution was dystopian. “If all babies were born from test tubes, as in Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World, the solution would be fairly simple: The number of babies produced on the production line each year could be made to equal the number of deaths,” he concluded.32

Nothing on the record indicates John Holdren ever abandoned his admiration for Harrison Brown or rejected Brown’s ideas.

Harrison Brown Agrees: The World Is Running Out of Fossil Fuels

In The Challenge of Man’s Future, Brown fully embraced the organic theory of the origin of petroleum. Brown explained that “oil, like coal, was formed slowly over long periods of time from living matter that became trapped in sediments.” He suggested that “the evidence strongly supports the theory that marine organisms living in shallow coastal waters were the basic stuff from which most petroleum deposits evolved.” He believed petroleum traced back to “dead organisms carried into the oceans by rivers and streams were, along with the mud of the ocean floor, subsequently compacted into shale.”33

While his explanation of the organic origin of petroleum is simplistic even for petroleum geology at that time, he fully embraced the idea that oil was a fossil fuel:

Later the folding of mountain ranges elevated the shale, and the organic material, in the liquid form of petroleum, flowed, under the influence of gravitation, gas pressure, and the circulation of water into pools or pockets. Thus, the locations of oil deposits are determined by the locations of ancient shorelines, mountain upheavals, and overlying rocks suitable for the trapping of pools of displaced oil.34

Two years before Hubbert expounded his famous bell-curve peak, Brown had concluded that since oil was a fossil fuel, humans would eventually run out of hydrocarbon fuels. He expressed this concern as follows:

Consumption of the earth’s stores of fossil fuels has barely started; yet we can see the end. In a length of time which is extremely short when compared with the span of human history, and insignificant when compared with the length of time during which man has inhabited the earth, fossil fuels will have been discovered, utilized, and completely consumed. The “age of fossil fuels” will be over, not to be repeated for perhaps another 100 million years. Will its passing mark the end of civilization and perhaps the beginning of the downward path to man’s extinction? Or can we expect other sources of energy to fulfill the need?35

Brown concluded the last available source of energy would be the sun converted into solar energy. He despaired that atomic energy would be sufficient for the seven billion people he estimated would be on Earth by 2000. Why? The answer was predictable. Brown felt we would eventually run out of uranium, just as he figured we would exhaust all available hydrocarbon fuels, as well as nearly every other natural resource he discussed.

Harrison Brown Urges World Government to Prevent Atomic War

Like Holdren, Brown was a scientist, specifically a nuclear chemist, by academic training. During World War II, he worked at the Manhattan Project’s Metallurgical Laboratory at the University of Chicago. Nobel Prize chemist Glenn Theodore Seaborg recruited Brown to the Manhattan Project as Brown’s first job after leaving Johns Hopkins University, where he had received his Ph.D. Seaborg met Brown in 1938 when Brown, then an undergraduate at the University of California, Berkeley, attended a Wednesday evening seminar that Seaborg was giving at the university. At that time Seaborg was a research assistant. Brown joined Seaborg’s chemistry group, where he did lead work conceiving and developing the chemical processes required for the isolation of plutonium produced in what at the time was called “large nuclear piles.” Seaborg later commented that Brown’s work developing the plutonium processes into the Fat Man atomic bomb dropped on Nagasaki was seminal to Brown’s later pacifism. Seaborg commented as follows: “And, I believe, his [Brown’s] work on the processes for producing the nuclear weapon, even though for wartime use against a dangerous enemy, colored his outlook and furnished the background of experience that led later to a lifetime dedicated to the achievement of arms control and arms limitation measures.”36 Brown’s first book, published in 1945, entitled Must Destruction be Our Destiny? A Scientist Speaks as a Citizen,37 warning us of the dangers of nuclear war.

Brown concluded the creation of the atomic bomb made the creation of a world government even more urgent. He felt a world government was necessary for the course of human history to proceed favorably, but not inevitable given the human propensity to pursue selfish goals. “The atomic bomb did not create the need for world government: the need existed long before uranium fission was discovered,” Brown wrote in his 1945 book. “The possibility that technological achievements might ultimately precipitate disaster in the world has become increasingly apparent during the last fifty years. The atomic bomb is but the latest in a series of developments that make political nationalism a senseless concept, and there is every reason to believe that these developments will continue at an ever-increasing pace.”38

Even when contemplating a one-world government, Holdren saw eye-to-eye with his mentor, Brown.

Holdren Meets Paul and Anne Ehrlich, Becomes an Ecologist

The second seminal event in his young life occurred when Holdren met Paul Ehrlich.

Harrison Brown’s thinking on overpopulation molded Holdren’s thinking on the subject. But Brown was of a different generation. Born in 1917, toward the end of World War I, Brown experienced World War II as an adult. When Holdren was born in 1944, too young to remember World War II, Brown was already working on the Manhattan Project. Yet, for John Holdren, Paul Ehrlich was the perfect match to be a potential colleague. When Holdren got his Ph.D. from Stanford in 1970, Brown was teaching at Caltech, where he worked with Holdren as a postgraduate student.

Paul R. Ehrlich was born in 1932 in Philadelphia, the same year Julian Simon was born. Both Ehrlich and Simon were too young to experience the Great Depression as an adult or fight in World War II. Both were too old to have fought in Korea. Ehrlich received his Ph.D. in biology from the University of Kansas in 1957, where he studied etymology and published his dissertation on Lepidoptera (i.e., butterflies). In 1959, he joined the Stanford University faculty and was appointed as a professor of biology in 1966. While in graduate school, Ehrlich met Anne Howland, his future wife, a University of Kansas undergraduate French major, one year younger than Paul. Their first book together, in 1961, was entitled How to Know the Butterflies.39

As a graduate student at Stanford, Holdren not only met Brown, but he also met Paul Ehrlich. Brown may have viewed Holdren as a promising young scholar, but Ehrlich (some twenty-seven years younger than Brown) considered Holdren might be useful as a coauthor. Just twelve years older than Holdren, Ehrlich was on track for making Brown’s thinking about global overpopulation an enduring pillar of popular culture. With the publication of his 1968 book The Population Bomb, Ehrlich achieved international celebrity status.40

During the 1965–1966 academic year in which Paul and Anne had moved to Australia on a National Science Foundation (NSF) fellowship, the two spent a few weeks touring India on a trip that included visits to Thailand and Cambodia. Though officially looking to collect butterfly specimens as part of their NSF grant, the Ehrliches were greatly impressed by the poverty and crowds they saw in Delhi.41 The Population Bomb embraced the original fears expressed by Thomas Malthus in 1989 that population growth outstripping the ability to produce food would be the ultimate undoing of humankind. In a section of chapter 1 subtitled “Too Many People,” Ehrlich wrote:

Americans are beginning to realize that the underdeveloped countries of the world face an inevitable population-food crisis. Each year food production in these countries falls a bit further behind burgeoning population growth, and people go to bed a little bit hungrier. While there are temporary or local reversals of this trend, it now seems inevitable that it will continue to its logical conclusion: mass starvation. The rich may continue to get richer, but the more numerous poor are going to get poorer. Of these poor, a minimum of three and one-half million will starve to death this year, mostly children. But this is a mere handful compared to the numbers that will be starving in a decade or so. And it is now too late to take action to save many of these people.42

Ehrlich was serious: his primary conclusion was that there were too many people in the world. “The battle to feed all of humanity is over,” Ehrlich explained in The Population Bomb. “In the 1970s the world will undergo famines—hundreds of millions of people are going to starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon for now.” Nothing could save the world, Ehrlich argued, except population control, defined as “the conscious regulation of the numbers of human beings to meet the needs, not just of individual families, but society as a whole.”43 In the “Prologue” to The Population Bomb, Ehrlich signaled that Brown was also his mentor: “The birth rate must be brought into balance with the death rate or mankind will breed itself into oblivion.” This sentence appeared lifted almost word-for-word from Brown’s conclusion in The Challenge of Man’s Future, published fifteen years earlier. “We can no longer afford to treat the symptoms of the cancer of population growth; the cancer itself must be cut out,” Ehrlich continued. “Population control is the only answer.”44

As a result of writing The Population Bomb, Ehrlich appeared more than twenty times on NBC’s The Tonight Show Starring Johnny Carson.45 In an appearance on Johnny Carson’s show that aired on January 31, 1980, Ehrlich left no doubt about his Malthusian positions on oil and population. “Do we really want to threaten to blow up the world over a resource which we know damn well is going to be gone in twenty or thirty years anyway?” Ehrlich asked regarding the Middle East conflict. “In other words, it’s not like we are not sucking that oil out of the ground. All we’re doing is moving the timetable up.”46 Ehrlich’s “running out of oil” by 2000 or 2010 predictions were wrong.

Regarding people, Ehrlich explained to Carson that every country is now overpopulated. “If U.S. population started to decline slowly, if we got our death rate a little above our birthrate and held it there for a couple hundred years, the fact that we were moving back to 150 or 100 million people would not scare me a bit. Everybody’s lives would get better in the long run because there would be more of everything to go around. There is a finite pie. The more mice you have nibbling at it, the smaller every mouse’s share.”47 When he met Ehrlich, Holdren dropped any idea of pursuing a career in plasma physics. Even while he was finishing his graduate studies, Holdren began publishing with Ehrlich. If achieving notoriety was Holdren’s goal for judging career success, he made the right decision.

In December 1969, Holdren’s first publication with Paul Ehrlich was a paper entitled “Population and Panaceas: A Technological Perspective,” published in an academic journal, BioScience.48 By working with Holdren, Ehrlich added a coauthor who was about to be a Ph.D. with an impressive scientific pedigree, advanced plasma physics. Holdren’s academic credentials were a considerable enhancement to the pedigree of Ehrlich’s Ph.D. in biology, studying butterflies. By working with Ehrlich, Holdren realized an opportunity to change careers. He leapfrogged the interest in overpopulation that he had developed from Brown into a working collaboration with Ehrlich.

Predicting doomsday disasters with Paul and Anne Ehrlich as his coauthors, Holdren launched a dazzling career in academics and politics. Consider his job credits: professor of environmental policy at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University; director in the Science, Technology, and Public Policy Program at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University; professor of energy and resources emeritus at the University of California, Berkeley; director at the prestigious Woods Hole Research Center; and “science czar” director in the Office of Science and Technological Policy during the Obama administration. Compare this to the academic disdain Julian Simon endured in an academic career that ended mainly in obscurity. As any successful Hollywood director knows, disaster stories sell, while the type of reassuring “feel good” stories Simon told, even if true, tended to languish on the vine of public interest. For a moment, please consider how Simon, in his autobiography, characterized his academic career:

What others don’t notice when they kindly praise me is that in my entire professional life, spanning more than three decades, I have never (I mean literally never, truly an amazing statistic) had a single standard mark of professional respect (let alone honor) in my academic professions. I’ve never held an office in a professional association (not even membership on the committee that nominates other people for offices and honors or on the committee that counts the ballots for candidates); never been offered a prestigious teaching job; never been asked to give a to-be-published paper at an annual economics association meeting. Any scholar must be amazed that anyone could publish as huge a pile of books and papers as I have over many years and never be asked to referee a paper for the major “official” journal in my three fields of economics, demography, and statistics, or with two or three exceptions in 30 years, by almost any other top journal. Shake your heads at that, brothers and sisters. You can hardly get any less formally distinguished than that.49

Simon again was right. False bad news about the environment, natural resources, population, and the climate sells. Since the 1950s, Harrison Brown, Paul Ehrlich, and John Holdren prove the path to writing bestselling books, achieving academic success, and achieving international fame remains Malthusian, whether the underlying arguments are valid or not, or whether the doomsday predictions happen or not.

A Radical Textbook Proposing Planetary Population Control

In 1977, John Holdren teamed up with Paul and Anne Ehrlich to coauthor a revised college textbook entitled Ecoscience: Population, Resources, Environments.50 Paul and Anne Ehrlich originally published the book in 1970 without Holdren under a different title: Population, Resources, Environment: Issues in Human Ecology.51 The new edition of the book was expanded from 383 pages to 1,051 pages. Today, this revised version is extremely hard to obtain. Along with the new “ecoscience” perspective, Holdren introduced his radical solutions to many environmental problems he saw human beings as causing. The emphasis in the revised textbook on the need for an authoritarian world government to aggressively limit population growth became politically inconvenient when Holdren faced Senate confirmation to become Obama’s “science czar.”

The debt the 1977 coauthors felt they owed to Brown was made clear on page 1 of the revised first chapter now called “Population, Resources, Environment: Dimensions of the Human Predicament.” It was headed by the following quote from The Challenge of Man’s Future:

It is clear that the future course of history will be determined by the rates at which people breed and die, by the rapidity with which nonrenewable resources are consumed, by the extent and speed with which agricultural production can be improved, by the rate at which the underdeveloped areas can industrialize, by the rapidity with which we are able to develop new resources, as well as by the extent to which we succeed in avoiding future wars. All of these factors are interlocked.52

Holdren’s contribution with Paul and Anne Ehrlich went beyond Brown to conceptualize Earth’s environment in system theory terms as an ecosystem. Holdren’s recasting of the population concern into ecosystem language added an air of scientific necessity to the solutions to the “population bomb” problem. Holdren’s perspective was that overpopulation risked destroying Earth’s ecosystem. Holdren was not sure in 1977 whether we faced global cooling or global warming. But he was certain we were going to threaten our own survival one way or the other.

In the textbook, Holdren and his coauthors came to the same conclusions reached by Brown. Namely, the only solution involved massive population control enforced by global governance. The Ecoscience authors urgently called to create a “Planetary Regime” empowered to act as an “international superagency for population, resources, and environment.” Among the various responsibilities of the Planetary Regime would be population control. “The Planetary Regime might be given responsibility for determining the optimum population for the world and for each region and for arbitrating various countries’ shares within their regional limits,” the authors argued. “Control of population size might remain the responsibility of each government, but the Regime should have some power to enforce the agreed limits.”53

The authors argued involuntary birth control measures, including forced sterilization, may be necessary and morally acceptable under extreme conditions, such as widespread famine brought about by climate change. One way to discourage illegitimate childbearing “might be to insist that all illegitimate babies be put up for adoption—especially those born to minors who generally are not capable of caring properly for a child alone.” Alternatively, the authors suggested unwed mothers might place their babies up for adoption, writing: “If a single mother really wished to keep her baby, she might be obliged to go through adoption proceedings and demonstrate her ability to support and care for it.”54

Yet, the authors added the following caveat: “If some individuals contribute to general social deterioration by overproducing children, and if the need is compelling, they can be required by law to exercise reproductive responsibility—just as they can be required to exercise responsibility in their resource-consumption patterns—providing they are not denied equal protection.”55 However, the equal protection caveat was essentially meaningless as long as the government equally treated all persons who are overproducing children severely. The critical point here is that the authors failed to see any constitutional protection for the right to bear children. “Some people—respected legislators, judges, and lawyers included—have viewed the right to have children as a fundamental and inalienable right,” the authors continued. “Yet neither the Declaration of Independence nor the Constitution mentions a right to reproduce.”56

Similarly, the authors argued that a right to privacy did not extend to an unlimited right to have children, elaborating as follows: “Where the society has a ‘compelling, subordinating interest’ in regulating population size, the right of the individual may be curtailed. If society’s survival depended on having more children, women could be required to bear children, just as men can constitutionally be required to serve in the armed forces. Similarly, given a crisis caused by overpopulation, reasonably necessary laws to control excessive reproduction could be enacted.”57 The point was that family size and composition was no longer the responsibility of the parents in the “ideal society.”58

Among the efforts to control the population, the authors thought steps in India to vasectomize all fathers of three or more children and efforts in China to sterilize mothers after their third child were considered justified. The authors also advocated developing a long-term sterilizing capsule implanted under the skin. They discussed that the government could issue a license to entitle a woman to a specified, limited number of children. They went so far as to consider the need to add a sterilant to drinking water or staple foods. “Compulsory control of family size is an unpalatable idea, but the alternatives may be much more horrifying,” the authors concluded. “As those alternatives become clearer to an increasing number of people in the 1980s, they may begin demanding such control.”59

Thus, the pioneering work Brown did in the 1950s to popularize the Malthusian overpopulation nightmare into a likely post–World War II global future reality was advanced in the 1970s by the team of John Holdren working with Paul and Anne Ehrlich. What emerged from these new efforts was the justification for a neo-Marxist dystopian future. An all-powerful, global governance structure would impose strict population control measures, including forced abortions and mandatory sterilization to prevent the “population bomb” from causing ecological/environmental disaster.

In so doing, neo-Marxist “brave new world” enthusiasts found that blaming a hypothesized future ecological/environmental catastrophe resulting from overpopulation was a brilliant social control argument. A frightened global population would willingly consent to planetary government totalitarianism to save humanity from destroying itself. Holdren understood that in a neo-Marxist world, hypothecated ecological/environmental disasters attributed to anthropogenic causation were a potent psychological tool to gain control over humanity on a global scale. A compliant population would abandon even fundamental human rights if an all-powerful dystopian government could save the planet. Under Holdren’s direction, neo-Marxist power-seekers learned that postulating anthropogenic ecological/environmental disasters could serve their ideological goals.

Holdren and Climate Change

A new focus on climate change emerged in the work of Paul and Anne Ehrlich with the addition of Holdren. In the 1970 textbook, Paul and Anne Ehrlich were concerned that overpopulation would soon exhaust the natural resources needed on Earth to sustain human life. But by adding “ecoscience,” Holdren broadened the environmental perspective to the climate. Today, the concepts of ecosystems and ecoscience have taken over academic America to the point where even computer hardware and software talk about “operating systems” as “computer ecosystems.” The concerns Paul and Anne Ehrlich wrote about in their 1970 textbook were virtually identical to the Malthusian population concerns Paul Ehrlich expressed in his blockbuster book published two years earlier, The Population Bomb. The first sentence of chapter 1 in the 1970 textbook, entitled “The Crisis,” reads as follows: “The explosive growth of the human population is the most significant terrestrial event of the past million millennia.”60 Chapter 4, entitled “Limits of the Earth,” asks the authors’ key question: “What is the capacity of the Earth to support people?”61

The 1977 edition makes climate change a genuine concern. Yet, Earth was experiencing a bout of global cooling at that time, and the environmental left was preoccupied with the possible coming of a new ice age. Thus, the 1977 collaborative author team could only equivocate whether the anticipated climate disaster was global warming or global cooling in the form of a new ice age. Still, in the 1970 edition (where the climate was not a primary concern), as in the 1977 revision (where climate change, whether global warming or the coming of a new ice age, was a real threat to human life on Earth), we human beings are the culprit causing our destruction. The point is that Paul and Anne Ehrlich, in the 1970 edition without Holdren, fail to enumerate global warming in the litany of ways humans are self-destructive. Consider the following quotation, taken from the first sentences from the first chapter of the 1970 edition:

The explosive growth of the human population is the most significant terrestrial event of the past millennia. Three and one-half billion people now inhabit the Earth, and every year this number increases by 70 million. Armed with weapons as diverse as thermonuclear bombs and DDT, this mass of humanity now threatens to destroy most of the life on the planet. Mankind itself may stand on the brink of extinction; in its death throes it could take with it most of the other passengers of Spaceship Earth. No geological event in a billion years—not the emergence of mighty mountain ranges, nor the submergence of entire subcontinents, nor the occurrence of periodic glacial ages—has posed a threat to terrestrial life comparable to that of human overpopulation.62

In the 1970 edition of the textbook, Paul and Anne Ehrlich still focused on overpopulation as the Malthusian threat, the same villain of The Population Bomb—a villain the Ehrlich team inherited from Harrison Brown.

While the 1970 textbook edition mentions CO2 as a greenhouse gas added to the atmosphere by burning hydrocarbon fuels, the authors limited the discussion to about four pages. Again, they were ambivalent as to what effect the added CO2 would have. The following paragraph at the heart of the 1970 edition’s discussion on “Pollution and Climate” could never be written by today’s neo-Marxist, global-warming Malthusians:

Unfortunately it is impossible to predict exactly what will happen to the overall temperature of the Earth over the next few decades, or what the local effects of changes will be. It is not even known whether the amount of radiation produced by the sun is a constant—and that is essential information if changes in the heat budget of the planet are ever to be predicted. As a result, although we can be certain that man is affecting the climate (and probably accelerating change), we cannot yet isolate man’s contribution to the changes we observe.63

Paul and Anne Ehrlich appear to have written nothing claiming that there were too many butterflies. Nor in the 1970 edition of their textbook was climate change a genuine concern. But with the addition of Holdren to the team, a new preoccupation with climate change moved center stage, along with the transposition of mere problems with the environment to the higher systems-thinking, scientific-sounding level of “ecoscience.”

A New Ice Age or Global Warming?

The publication of a 1977 blockbuster book entitled The Weather Conspiracy: The Coming of a New Ice Age,64 allegedly based on CIA climate studies, capped off a wave of widespread concern that global cooling, not global warming, was going to kill us all. A close look at Harrison Brown’s 1954 book clarifies that he was not worried about global warming. Arguing that carbon dioxide produces a greenhouse effect, Brown strongly advocated increasing carbon dioxide in the air. He wanted to increase global warming because plants thrive on carbon dioxide. Growing more food was necessary to stave off the overpopulation crisis hypothecated. Brown lamented that Earth’s atmosphere contains only a minute percentage of carbon dioxide, only about 0.03 percent of the total atmosphere. He worried that “in the absence of winds and breezes the air can become depleted locally of carbon dioxide, and the growth rate is lessened.” He advised that a tripling of carbon dioxide in the air would double the growth rate of tomatoes, alfalfa, and sugar beets.65

Brown argued that “controlled atmospheres enriched in carbon dioxide” would be an essential component of the enormous greenhouses built to grow plants in nutrient-rich solutions that would be needed to feed an overpopulated world. His answer was to pump more carbon dioxide into the world. “It would perhaps be easier to adopt methods which would increase the carbon-dioxide concentration in the atmosphere as a whole than to attempt to build elaborate greenhouses to confine the enriched air.” Thus, he concluded: “If, in some manner, the carbon-dioxide content of the atmosphere could be increased threefold, world food consumption might be doubled.” Brown envisioned “on a world scale, huge carbon-dioxide generators pouring the gas into the atmosphere.”66

Brown was clear that world governments should cooperate to generate more carbon dioxide in the air, not reduce human-generated carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. He went so far as to recommend burning more coal to generate electricity, precisely because burning coal emitted carbon dioxide. “There are between 18 and 20 tons of carbon dioxide over every acre of the Earth’s surface,” he noted. “To double the amount in the atmosphere, at least 500 billion tons of coal would have to be burned—an amount six times greater than that which has been consumed during all of human history.” As an alternative, Brown recommended producing the needed carbon dioxide from limestone: “In the absence of coal, the equivalent in energy would have to be provided from some other source so that the carbon dioxide could be produced by heating limestone.”67

In his 1986 book entitled The Machinery of Nature, Paul Ehrlich clarified that John Holdren introduced the climate change concern. Though initially, Holdren’s ideas on climate change were confused. On page 274 of The Machinery of Nature, Paul Ehrlich wrote: “As University of California physicist John Holdren has said, it is possible that carbon-dioxide climate-induced famines could kill as many as a billion people before the year 2020.” Holdren based his prediction on a bizarre theory that human emissions of carbon dioxide would produce a climate catastrophe in which global warming would cause global cooling with a resultant reduction in agricultural production that in turn would cause a widespread disaster. Ehrlich also explained Holdren’s theory by arguing “some localities will probably become colder as the warmer atmosphere drives the climactic engine faster, causing streams of frigid air to move more rapidly away from the poles.” The movement of the frigid air from the poles caused by global warming “could reduce agricultural yields for decades or more—a sure recipe for disaster in an increasingly overpopulated world,” Ehrlich wrote.68

In 1971, Holdren and Ehrlich edited a book of readings entitled Global Ecology. 69 In the book they coauthored a paper, “Overpopulation and the Potential for Ecocide,” in which they predicted the likelihood of a new ice age caused by human activity. They wrote that since 1940, urban air pollution had reduced the incoming light in the atmosphere. They claimed aerosols, agricultural air pollution due to dust, and volcanic ash had created a “screening phenomenon…responsible for the present world cooling trend—a total of about .2°C in the world mean surface temperature over the past quarter century.” They commented that this number seems small “until it is realized that a decrease of only 4°C would probably be sufficient to start another ice age.” They concluded that “a final push in the cooling direction comes from man-made changes in the direct reflectivity of the earth’s surface (albedo) through urbanization, deforestation, and the enlargement of deserts.”70 They summed up the argument as follows:

The effects of a new ice age on agriculture and the supportability of large human populations scarcely need elaboration here. Even more dramatic results are possible, however; for instance, a sudden outward slumping in the Antarctic ice cap, induced by added weight, could generate a tidal wave of proportions unprecedented in human history.71

Equivocating whether human-caused global warming or global cooling was the more likely future trend, the authors concluded that either way would produce an eco-disaster. Any immediate shift in climate, regardless of whether toward global warming or global cooling, would have hazardous effects upon agriculture and food production. Remarkably, in this paper, Ehrlich and Holdren discounted that global warming would come from the “greenhouse effect” of emitting carbon dioxide from burning hydrocarbon fuels. Instead, they argued that global warming could be initiated simply by human-caused excess heat generation from burning fossil and nuclear fuels. Here is Ehrlich and Holdren’s summary paragraph on climate change in this 1986 paper:

If man survives the comparatively short-term threat of making the planet too cold, there is every indication he is quite capable of making it too warm not long thereafter. For the remaining major means of interference with the global heat balance is the release of energy from fossil and nuclear fuels. As pointed out previously, all this energy is ultimately degraded to heat. What are today scattered local effects of its disposition will in time, with the continued growth of the population and energy consumption, give way to global warming. The present rate of increase in energy use, if continued, will bring us in about a century to the point where our heat input could have drastic global consequences. Again, the exact form such consequences might take is unknown; the melting of the icecaps with a concomitant 150 foot increase in sea level might be one of them.72

By 1986, Holdren appears convinced the ultimate ecoscience catastrophe will be climate change, regardless of whether the global climate change is cooling or warming. Holdren’s definition of the resulting catastrophe is relatively undeveloped compared to Al Gore’s 2006 film, Inconvenient Truth. However, by 1986, Holdren had already identified the melting of the ice caps and rising sea levels as the global warming catastrophe. But note, Holdren said the ice caps would melt, and the seas would rise from the heat resulting from burning hydrocarbon and nuclear fuels, not from CO2 emissions.

Paul Ehrlich Loses “Bet” with Julian Simon

In the early 1980s, Julian Simon’s irritation grew because Paul Ehrlich had attracted such tremendous international attention even though his predictions on global overpopulation had failed. Finally, in June 1982, Simon published an article in the Social Science Quarterly entitled “Paul Ehrlich Saying It Is So Doesn’t Make It So.” Simon wrote:

His [Paul Ehrlich’s] predictions of the last decade or so about increasing scarcities and a worsening environment in the United States have proved wrong almost without exception—a track record of poor predictive validity which should lead one to have little confidence in his present predictions.73

In the article, Simon announced that Ehrlich had accepted his offer to bet on whether resource prices would go up or come down in the future. Designed to test Ehrlich’s resource exhaustion thesis, Simon agreed to bet on what the 1990 price would be of any five metals Ehrlich picked. With the assistance of Holdren, Ehrlich picked the following metals: copper, chrome, nickel, tin, and tungsten. The point of the bet was to see if the 1990 value, adjusted for inflation, exceeded or fell below the metal’s value in 1980. Ehrlich bet that the metals would become scarcer in the decade and the prices would go up. Both Ehrlich and Simon agreed that the use of each metal would increase in the coming decade. Simon bet each metal would be cheaper in 1990 than it had been ten years earlier. Simon won the bet. To Ehrlich’s amazement and embarrassment, all five metals cost relatively less in 1990 than they had in 1980.74

Early in his career, Simon would have agreed with Ehrlich about overpopulation and the scarcity of natural resources. To explain his turnaround, Simon cited an epiphany he had in 1969 while visiting the Iwo Jima Memorial in Washington, D.C. While there, Simon recalled a famous eulogy the Jewish chaplain Rabbi Roland Gittelsohn had given at Iwo Jima for a dedication ceremony after the war for the 5th Marine Division’s soldiers who had fought and died there. Gittelsohn’s sermon has become a Marine Corps legend. His eulogy began as follows:

This is perhaps the grimmest, and surely the holiest task we have faced since D-Day. Here before us lie the bodies of comrades and friends. Men who until yesterday or last week laughed with us, joked with us, trained with us. Men who were on the same ships with us, and went over the sides with us, as we prepared to hit the beaches of this island. Men who fought with us and feared with us. Somewhere in this plot of ground there may lie the individual who could have discovered the cure for cancer. Under one of these Christian crosses, or beneath a Jewish Star of David, there may rest now an individual who was destined to be a great prophet to find the way, perhaps, for all to live in plenty, without poverty and hardship for none. Now they lie here silently in this sacred soil, and we gather to consecrate this earth to their memory.75

The eulogy made an essential impact on Simon. He asked himself an important question: “What business do I have trying to help arrange it that fewer human beings will be born, each one of whom might be a Mozart or a Michelangelo or an Einstein—or simply a joy to his or her family and community and a person who will enjoy life?”76 Soon after, on Earth Day 1970, Simon gave a speech at the University of Illinois questioning his original premise that overpopulation posed a scientifically provable threat to the future of humankind on this planet.77 The realization accounts primarily for Simon’s understanding that human intelligence is the “ultimate resource” capable of overcoming perceived natural resource shortages and limitations.

Simon always distinguished that he considered natural resources, including oil, to be “not finite,” but he did not think natural resources were “infinite,” i.e., available without limit. In an appearance with William Buckley on Buckley’s PBS show Firing Line broadcasted on November 8, 1981, Simon explained the distinction as follows:

It seems to me that the notion of something being finite is very much a matter of how we look at it and what we choose to do about it. That is, the food in your larder is finite right now and if you have twice as many guests over tonight, you may crowd it to the limit and you may exhaust it; and you may think of what’s in there now as being finite, but because you know there’s a supermarket down the street, you know that you can replenish the larder and therefore you don’t think of it in another way as being finite and limited.

Simon continued:

In the same way we tend to think about many of the other resources that we deal with, whether it be copper or wheat or oil. We tend to think of the supply as being fixed at a given moment because of any of the many preconceptions that we have about it, and then it seems finite and we think about running out; but if we think instead about our capacities to increase that supply by finding substitutes or by finding better ways to get more of it or by replacing it, just as we in fact grow oil in Illinois, then we begin no longer to think about the supply of oil or copper as being finite.

Simon summed up his position as follows:

I do think there is a distinction between looking at it from the point of view of the word “finite” and the word “infinite.” What I want to do is dispose of the word “finite” and not to bring in the word “infinite” and to argue to you that the supply of anything is infinite. What I want to suggest to you is that we can indeed think of what’s important to us with respect to copper and that is, services that we get from copper, as not being finite in any way, and in fact the whole history of mankind with respect to copper has been one of cooper getting more and more abundant each year.78

Understanding this distinction is key to understanding the fundamental difference between an optimist on natural resources, such as Julian Simon, and a Malthusian pessimist like Harrison Brown, Paul and Anne Ehrlich, and John Holdren.

The Folly of Geoengineering

In contrast to Julian Simon’s commonsense approach to natural resources, John Holdren as Obama’s science czar endorsed several bizarre geoengineering projects. As was made clear by the quotation that started this chapter, Holdren, in a 2009 interview with the Associated Press, made clear he was not about to take off the table exploring geoengineering to save the planet. Under the rubric of geoengineering, several harebrained projects gained prominence. One idea involved placing mirrors in space to reflect sunlight from Earth. Another wanted to fertilize the ocean with iron to encourage the growth of algae to soak up atmospheric CO2. Possibly seeding clouds and the upper atmosphere with metal strips or pollution particles would bounce the sun’s rays back into space, so they do not warm Earth’s surface.79

In the March/April 2009 issue of the Council on Foreign Relations magazine Foreign Affairs, a group of five authors led by David Victor, a professor at Stanford Law School, published an article entitled “The Geoengineering Option: A Last Resort Against Global Warming?”80 In the paper, Victor and his coauthors described their geoengineering strategies as “deploying systems on a planetary scale, such as launching reflective particles into the atmosphere or positioning sunshades to cool the earth.” The article’s fundamental premise was that by increasing the reflectivity of the atmosphere, more of the sun’s rays would reflect into space. “Increasing the reflectivity of the planet (known as the albedo) by about one percentage point could have an effect on the climate system large enough to offset the gross increase in warming that is likely over the next century as a result of a doubling of the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere,” Victors and his coauthors argued.

Another scheme involved launching sulfur particles and other reflective materials into the upper stratosphere using high-flying aircraft, naval guns, or giant balloons. Alternatively, a plan was to shoot air pollution in microscopic particles into the upper atmosphere to reflect the sun’s rays into outer space. As a result, Earth would absorb less carbon dioxide. One of the more bizarre of the proposed geoengineering schemes involved using 1,900 wind-powered “cloud ships” (alternatively called “albedo yachts”). The ships would sail the world’s oceans to suck up seawater and spray it out in minuscule droplets through tall funnels designed to create large white clouds.81

Despite the slim chances any of these schemes might work, Victor and his coauthors still felt geoengineering was essential to prevent climate warming. “The highly uncertain but possible disastrous side effects of geoengineering interventions are difficult to compare to the dangers of unchecked global climate change,”82 Victor and his team insisted. In truth, the magic of geoengineering intrigued Holdren, despite the almost silly nature of the schemes.

Geoengineering schemes returned to fashion as the Green New Deal gained support among neo-Marxist ecologists/environmentalists in the Biden administration. Among the new round of geoengineering is the idea to grind up olivine, a volcanic rock that jewelers know as peridot. By depositing this pea-colored sand offshore along 2 percent of the world’s coastlines, the idea would be to capture 100 percent of CO2 emissions from the ocean. Another brainstorm, “marine cloud-brightening,” calls for spraying a fine mist of seawater into the clouds, so the salt makes them brighter and therefore more reflective of the sun’s heat.83

John Holdren: The Intensity of a True Believer

As Obama’s science czar, Holdren’s pronouncements on global warming became increasingly dogmatic. By 2009, Holdren had no doubt global warming was the climate change catastrophe and anthropogenic CO2 was the culprit. Consider the following congressional testimony Holdren gave in 2009, at the beginning of his term as Obama’s science czar:

We now know that climate is changing all across the globe. The air and the oceans are warming, mountain glaciers are disappearing, sea ice is shrinking, permafrost is thawing, the great land ice sheets on Greenland and Antarctica are showing signs of instability, and sea level is rising. And the consequences for human well-being are already being felt: more heat waves, floods, droughts, and wildfires; tropical diseases reaching into the temperate zones; vast areas of forest destroyed by pest outbreaks linked to warming; alterations in patterns of rainfall on which agriculture depends; and coastal property increasingly at risk from the surging seas.

Having articulated this grim scenario of catastrophic climate change, Holdren next explained to Congress why climate change was happening. Consider his next paragraph:

We know the primary cause of these perils beyond any reasonable doubt. It is the emission of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other heat-trapping pollutants from our factories, our vehicles, and our power plants, and from use of our land in ways that move carbon from soils and vegetation into the atmosphere in the form of CO2. We also know that failure to curb these emissions will bring far bigger impacts from global climate change in the future than those experienced so far. Devastating increases in the power of the strongest hurricanes, sharp drops in the productivity of farms and ocean fisheries, a dramatic acceleration of species extinctions, and inundation of low-lying areas by rising sea level are among the possible outcomes.84

There is no hesitation or doubt in any of these statements. As Holdren expressed it, the truth that Earth was warming because humans were addicted to hydrocarbon fuels demanded no further scientific proof and permitted no room for serious questioning.

A bestselling book published in 1951 when Holdren was six years old was Eric Hoffer’s The True Believer: Thoughts on the Nature of Mass Movements. The book grew out of the era’s fascination that destructive personalities like Hitler and Mussolini had given birth to ideologies that captured the imagination of millions who were, in turn, motivated to create a war that killed more than sixty million people. Hoffer described true believers who adhere to mass movements as having “a proclivity for united action.” He stressed that true believers “breed fanaticism, enthusiasm, fervent hope, hatred and intolerance.”85 As we will see in the next chapter, the global warming/climate change movement has morphed into becoming a secular religion among the political left worldwide.

In a sense, Holdren gave up trying to harness the sun’s energy when he abandoned plasma physics. In becoming a Harrison Brown/Paul Ehrlich true believer, Holdren embraced their enchantment with eugenics, abortion, forced sterilization, and a “planetary government” on a mission to rid humanity of degenerates who did not (in their imaginations) deserve to live. These destructive impulses were the root that led to Holdren’s almost religious-like devotion to the concept that hydrocarbons—the most plentiful, simple, and yet powerful energy ever discovered by humans—must be banned, or we all will most certainly die from global warming.
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