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By James Hoare

On September 20, Environmental 
Defense—an environmental activ-

ist group whose Web site encourages 
Americans to give up their gasoline-pow-
ered automobiles to curb global warm-
ing—issued a study raising concerns 
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By James M. Taylor

F
ormer Vice President Al 
Gore’s movie, An Incon-
venient Truth, is too “par-
tisan” and “political” and 

riddled with misleading exaggera-
tions and factual errors to be shown 
in public schools without an explicit 
disclaimer, a British High Court 
ruled on October 2.

The issue reached the courts after 
the U.K. Department for Education 
and Skills (DES) made a decision to 
purchase and distribute copies of 
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Gore Film Is Partisan, Riddled 
with Errors, U.K. Court Rules

By John Dale Dunn, M.D., J.D.
The number of days in which ozone 
levels in New England states exceeded 
federal standards continued a long-
term decline this year, according to 
information released by the U.S. Envi-
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On October 2, a British High Court ruled 

former Vice President Al Gore’s movie, An 

Inconvenient Truth, could not be shown in 

public schools without an explicit disclaimer 

warning students of the partisan, political, 

and misleading nature of the fi lm. Gore is 

shown here at a January 14, 2007 book sign-

ing for the Japanese edition of the book on 

which his fi lm was based.

Must be accompanied by disclaimer if shown to school children



CAP AND TRADE: 
THE OPPOSITE OF 
A BRIGHT IDEA.
Congress is threatening to mandate carbon dioxide emission reductions through a cap and trade program. 

What would that mean? More expensive energy. How? By forcing the coal-fired power plants that generate most 

of our electricity to cut back. In Europe, cap and trade programs have already failed miserably. They’ve raised 

energy prices, have led to large-scale business fraud, and have done little to reduce CO2 emissions. All pain—

no gain. Why would a cap and trade program in the U.S. be any different? American consumers would pay higher 

electric bills, some businesses would make out like bandits, and there wouldn’t be any environmental benefits. 

So what exactly is the bright side?

www.cei.org/energy.htm
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By James M. Taylor

University of Montana forestry profes-
sor Steven Running has interjected 

himself into the global warming debate by 
actively lobbying for expensive greenhouse 
gas restrictions and criticizing those who 
oppose his view.

In an interview that ran in the Octo-
ber 25 Missoula Independent, Running 
labeled “ridiculous” those who have pub-
licly corrected his many false and mislead-
ing statements about global warming. A 
brief examination of Running’s state-
ments, however, indicates he has either 
an embarrassing lack of knowledge about 
the facts or a disturbing willingness to 
play fast and loose with the truth.

Temperature Trends
Running frequently cites warming tem-
peratures in Missoula and then misleads 
people into thinking those trends are typi-
cal for the state. But the U.S. Historical 
Climatology Network reports most tem-
perature stations across Montana show 

steady or cooling temperatures in recent 
decades.

In a September presentation before the 
Montana Environmental Quality Coun-
cil, a bipartisan committee consisting of 
Montana legislators and members of the 
general public, Running asserted Antarc-
tic temperatures are rising dramatically, 
and he presented a temperature chart 
appearing to support his claim. However, 
Antarctic temperatures have been cooling 
for decades.

Running failed to mention his chart 
applied only to the West Antarctic Penin-
sula—one of only a few small areas in the 
Antarctic where temperatures are warm-
ing.

Melting Ice
Running also claimed the Greenland ice 
melt is accelerating. He presented a map 
showing a sharp spike in ice melt during 
the fi nal two years of the chart.

Running conveniently failed to mention 
his chart presented data only through 
2005. Yet Greenland ice data exist 
through 2007 ... and the 2005-2007 data 
confi rm Greenland’s ice melt has returned 
to normal.

Either Running was unaware of the 
freely available data or was more con-
cerned with spreading propaganda than 
speaking the truth.

Montana tax dollars are being spent to 
employ Running as a university profes-
sor. How many taxpayers would approve 

of that expenditure if they knew Running 
was dishonest or ill-informed?

James M. Taylor (taylor@heartland.
org) is a senior fellow of The Heartland 
Institute and managing editor of Environ-
ment & Climate News.
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“University of Montana 
forestry professor Steven 
Running ... has either an 
embarrassing lack of 
knowledge about the facts 
or a disturbing willingness 
to play fast and loose with 
the truth.”
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By James M. Taylor

Antarctic sea ice set a new record in 
October 2007, as photographs dis-

tributed by the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration showed pen-
guins and other cold-weather creatures 
able to stand farther north on Southern 
Hemisphere sea ice than has ever been 
recorded.

The news of expanding Antarctic sea 
ice stole headlines from global warming 
alarmists who asserted Arctic sea ice had 
reached its lowest extent since 1979.

NASA scientists revealed in an October 
4 study that the contracting of Arctic sea 
ice was due to localized wind patterns. 
According to a news release accompany-
ing the study, “the rapid decline in win-
ter perennial ice the past two years was 
caused by unusual winds,” NASA report-
ed.

“Unusual atmospheric conditions set 
up wind patterns that compressed the 
sea ice, loaded it into the Transpolar Drift 
Stream and then sped its fl ow out of the 
Arctic,” NASA scientist Son Nghiem con-
fi rmed in the news release.

The record Antarctic sea ice and the 
revelation that recently shrinking Arctic 
sea ice is unrelated to global warming 
should have defl ated sensationalist media 
reports, but global warming mania proved 
diffi cult to stop.

An October 2 Reuters article typifi ed 

the alarmist and inaccurate nature of 
media coverage. “Arctic sea ice declined 
this year to the lowest levels registered 
since satellite assessments started in 
the 1970s, extending a trend fueled by 
human-caused global warming,” Reuters 
asserted on October 2.

James M. Taylor (taylor@heartland.
org) is a senior fellow of The Heartland 
Institute and managing editor of Environ-
ment & Climate News.

Antarctic Sea Ice Sets Records in Oct.

“NASA Examines Arctic Sea Ice Chang-
es Leading to Record Low in 2007,” 
October 1, 2007: http://www.nasa.
gov/vision/earth/lookingatearth/
quikscat-20071001.html

INTERNET INFO

“The record Antarctic sea 
ice and the revelation that 
recently shrinking Arctic sea 
ice is unrelated to global 
warming defl ated sensation-
alist media reports.”

Montana forestry professor Steven Running 

promotes an unfounded, alarmist view of 

global warming.



By Joseph Bast

The August 13 issue of Newsweek fea-
tured an article on its front cover 

titled “Global Warming Is a Hoax.*” The 
text following the asterisk at the bottom 
of the page read, “Or so claim well-funded 
naysayers who still reject the overwhelm-
ing evidence of climate change. Inside the 
denial machine.”

Wow, a front cover story devoted to 
attacking scientifi c debate! Newsweek’s 
publisher must be very proud.

Similarly, the August 28, 2007 issue 
of Editor & Publisher carried an essay 
by letters editor Steve Outing, telling 
reporters to stop being “objective” and 
become strong advocates of global warm-
ing alarmism. He writes, “the few critics 
of the consensus are a small and shrink-
ing group, who to most observers seem 
irrelevant. To the mainstream, they may 
as well be fl at-earthers.”

You might well ask yourself, is there 
really a “consensus” on global warming? 
And what, exactly, does that consensus 
say?

Survey Says ...
There have been only two recent sur-
veys of scientists on the issue of global 
warming, one an international survey of 
530 climate scientists conducted in 2003 
by German scientists Dennis Bray and 
Hans von Storch (http://www.heart
land.org/Article.cfm?artId=20861), 
and the second a 2006 survey of U.S. 
members of the National Registry of Envi-
ronmental Professionals (http://www.
globalwarmingheartland.org/Article.
cfm?artId=20512).

The surveys come to similar conclu-
sions. Most scientists (more than 80 per-
cent) believe some global warming has 
occurred. The best estimate is that global 
temperatures have risen about 1 degree 
Fahrenheit during the past 100 years.

A majority of scientists, but certainly 
not all, believe the human presence is 
responsible for some part of the warming 
that occurred after 1940. Most scientists, 
however, don’t agree on how much of the 
modern warming is the result of natural 
cycles and how much is due to human 
activities.

The scientifi c community is split down 
the middle on whether future warming 
would be moderate and benign or severe 
and harmful. 

Most scientists don’t believe we can 
predict what future climates will look 

like: They are deeply skeptical of the reli-
ability of computer models, the basis for 
all claims that future warming will be 
any different from the moderate warm-
ing of the past century. And there is no 
agreement at all on what, if anything, we 
should about global warming.

Trust the United Nations?
Claims of a consensus that global warm-
ing is man-made and will be a crisis rest 
mainly on the assertions by a United 
Nations agency, the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), that its 
reports represent the consensus of some 
2,000 scientists. But the United Nations 
is a political body, not a scientifi c one, and 
its assertion in this case is simply false.

The great majority of scientists who 
participate in the IPCC comment on 
or contribute to only a few pages of the 
much larger report. Many do not address 
the question of whether human emissions 
are likely to have any impact on the global 
climate. They expressly do not endorse 
the claims that appear in the “Summary 
for Policymakers,” which they do not help 
write or approve.

Scientists Criticize IPCC Claims
Some of the scientists who participate in 
the IPCC process are, in fact, outspoken 
skeptics of manmade global warming. The 
peer review comments submitted dur-
ing production of the latest IPCC report, 
which are available online, show exten-
sive dissent from the “party line” that 
global warming is manmade or would be 
harmful.

The IPCC reports are also odd because 
the executive summaries are written by a 
small group of government offi cials, envi-
ronmentalists, and government scientists 
before the full studies are fi nished. The full 
reports are revised and edited after the 
fact to agree with the “fi ndings” claimed 
by the executive summaries. Obviously, 
that’s not how real scientifi c reports are 
produced.

The best that can be said about the 
latest IPCC report is that it represents a 

negotiated political state-
ment by about 50 scientists 
and many politicians, U.N. 
bureaucrats, and green 
activists.

Literature Surveys
There is one empirical 
study claiming to sup-
port a consensus that 
global warming is man-
made. It is a widely 
cited (but seldom 
examined) study by 
Naomi Oreskes, a his-
tory professor in the 
Department of Gen-
der Studies at the 
University of Cali-
fornia-San Diego.

Starting with the 
odd credentials of its author, this 
study falls well short of showing that a 
scientifi c consensus on global warming 
exists.

Oreskes examined abstracts of 928 
articles published from 1993 to 2002 and 
found “none of the papers disagreed with 
the consensus position” that the recent 
warming of the Earth was due to human 
activities. Note she didn’t claim a consen-
sus in support of the idea that warming 
would be severe or harmful, or even that 
all of the papers agreed with the consen-
sus position. No literature survey has ever 
shown consensus on those claims.

When other researchers tried and failed 
to replicate Oreskes’ fi ndings, she was 
forced to admit she had mis-identifi ed 
the search terms used in her study. One 
scientist, Benny Peiser, reported his own 
analysis of the scientifi c abstracts sup-
posedly studied by Oreskes found only 
13 (1 percent) explicitly endorse what she 
called the “consensus view,” while 470 (42 
percent) of the abstracts include the key-
words “global climate change” but do not 
fi nd or endorse any link to human activi-
ties.

In August, DailyTech.com reported 
new research by Klaus-Martin Schulte, 
accepted for publication by the journal 
Energy and Environment, fi nds no con-
sensus on global warming in academic 
journal articles appearing between 2004 
and early 2007. Nearly as many articles 
explicitly refute the theory of manmade 
global warming as endorse it, while most 
articles are simply silent on the issue.

What Consensus?
Despite the lack of evidence of a true sci-
entifi c consensus, we are inundated with 
claims such a consensus exists. They typi-
cally come from fi ve sources:
• The news media, including Newsweek, 
The New York Times, writers for The 
Associated Press, and others, are fi lled 
with claims that global warming is man-
made and a crisis, and that the scientifi c 
debate is over.

• Politicians and former politicians—
most obviously former Vice President 
Al Gore and leading Democrats but also 
including many Republicans and even 
President George W. Bush—proclaim 
their deep concern over global warming 
and propose solutions that will cost tax-
payers or consumers hundreds of billions 
of dollars a year.
• Liberal advocacy groups such as 
Greenpeace, Union of Concerned Scien-
tists, and Pew Center on Global Climate 
Change generate daily news releases 
claiming new evidence that global warm-
ing is going to be worse than we thought 
and that immediate action is necessary.

Anatomy of a Fake Consensus

“Wow, a front cover story 
devoted to attacking 
scientifi c debate! 
Newsweek’s publisher 
must be very proud.”
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“Most scientists don’t 
believe we can predict what 
future climates will look like: 
They are deeply skeptical of 
the reliability of computer 
models ...”

CONTINUED on right



• Government agencies, including 
NASA and NOAA (the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration), 
feed the notion of a false consensus by 

producing news releases claiming recent 
temperatures and ice melts are setting 
new records, while only quietly admitting 
to errors in their own data and ignoring 

contradictory evidence appearing in peer-
reviewed journals.
• Some corporations, such as BP and 
DuPont, and entire industries, such as 
the solar and wind power industries and 
to a lesser extent the natural gas indus-
try, are quick to recognize profi ts can be 
made from the public panic over global 
warming. They paint themselves “green-
er” than their competitors and lobby for 
subsidies, tax breaks, and mandates forc-
ing consumers to use their products.

The Real Consensus
Climatology is a relatively young disci-
pline, and some of its practitioners say 
the more they learn, the more they realize 
how much they do not know. Science, par-
ticularly at this stage of the game, doesn’t 
advance through a show of hands or other 
demonstrations of “consensus.”

But there is a real consensus in the 

global warming debate. It exists among 
the global warming alarmists, and it has 
nothing to do with science.

The alarmists, whether they speak 
for Greenpeace or BP, all agree on two 
points. First, they argue the coming crisis 
is so dire that conventional cost-benefi t 
or risk-risk analysis has to be suspended, 
meaning no sacrifi ce made now would 
be too great in light of the great danger 
we face. Second, they claim only govern-
ment action can save us from a climate 
apocalypse. Private-sector initiatives and 
responses are dismissed as inadequate, 
“too little and too late.”

Neither of these points is justifi ed by 
the facts of the situation, yet they go to 
the heart of the public policy question 
that global warming raises: What should 
we do about it? Rather than debate these 
points, the media and all the other advo-
cates of global warming “consensus” sim-

ply assume a bigger role for government 
is the answer.

Big-Government Agenda
This “fl ight to government” is proof, if any 
more is needed, that very few advocates 
of global warming alarmism are sincere 
about why they are so concerned about the 
issue. Bigger government is, in fact, the 
reason they care about global warming in 
the fi rst place. Everything else—the sci-
ence, the predictions, the computer mod-
els, and all the rest—is just eyewash.

The assertion of a consensus on global 
warming supports an ideological agenda, 
making it practically immune to scientifi c 
refutation.

Joseph Bast (jbast@heartland.org) is 
president of The Heartland Institute and 
publisher of Environment & Climate 
News.

By Natasha Altamirano and Peter J. Sepp

As House and Senate leaders work to resolve diff-  
 erences in energy bills that passed each chamber 

this summer, 234 economists, including a Nobel Laure-
ate, wrote Congress with a single message: More taxes, 
regulations, and subsidies will harm, not help, Ameri-
can energy policy.

“We write to strongly advise against the inclusion 
of damaging anti-market provisions in the energy bills 
moving through Congress,” the statement began. “His-
tory has shown that attempts by the federal govern-
ment to tax, regulate, and subsidize our way to more 
plentiful and secure energy have failed miserably.”

There are considerable differences between the House 
and Senate energy legislation, though both include 
severe restrictions on energy choice. The House ver-
sion proposes punitive tax treatment for oil, while the 
Senate bill would impose new automobile mileage stan-
dards. Both chambers propose heavy taxpayer backing 
for certain forms of energy such as ethanol and wind.

Market Superiority
The 234 signatories of the open letter include econo-
mists from the academic and professional sectors. In 
addition to Nobel Laureate Edward C. Prescott of Ari-
zona State University, distinguished economists from 
institutions such as Harvard University, The Univer-
sity of Chicago, University of Michigan, and University 
of California at Los Angeles endorsed the statement.

The signatories also included representatives of some 
of the most prestigious research institutions in the 
country, including The Brookings Institution, Hoover 
Institution, and Institute for Research on the Econom-
ics of Taxation.

The statement recommends, “Congress ... ought to 
reduce government interference in the markets that 
are capable of delivering innovative energy solutions 

to consumers.” The economists note current energy 
legislation falls short because it “distribute[s] funding 
based on political concerns rather than sound science 
or economics.”

The statement also says provisions that would raise 
taxes on the oil industry, propose unwise mandates on 
alternative fuel usage, and subsidize so-called “alterna-
tive energy” would fail to accomplish their desired ends 
because “political forces cannot replicate the results of 
market forces.”

Practical Advice
The economists conclude their statement with practical 
advice: “By easing regulatory burdens, ending distor-
tions that divert productive capacity, and allowing the 
price mechanism to do its job, Americans will have far 
more energy security at a lower cost than any package 
of taxes, regulations, and subsidies could ever hope to 
create.”

Natasha Altamirano (naltamirano@ntu.org) is com-
munications manager and Peter J. Sepp (pressguy@
ntu.org) is vice president for communications at the 
National Taxpayers Union.

Economists Warn Congress Against Energy Legislation

“An Open Letter to Congress: Current Energy Legis-
lation Will Weaken Supplies, Worsen Tax Burdens,” 
October 17, 2007: http://www.ntu.org/main/letters_
detail.php?letter_id=538

INTERNET INFO
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“As House and Senate leaders work to 
resolve differences in energy bills that 

passed each chamber this 
summer, 234 economists, including a 
Nobel Laureate, wrote Congress with 

a single message: More taxes, 
regulations, and subsidies will harm, 
not help, American energy policy.”

“The best that can be said 
about the latest IPCC report 
is that it represents a negoti-
ated political statement by 
about 50 scientists and many 
politicians, U.N. bureaucrats, 
and green activists.”
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ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) on 
October 1.

EPA documented 26 days this year 
when ozone monitors exceeded federal 
standards somewhere in New England. 
The 26 days exceeded the record low of 
16 days reported in 2006, but “over the 
longer term, however, the air quality 
in New England continues to improve,” 
EPA reported.

Preceded by Record Decline
The increase in above-standard ozone 
days from the 2006 record low was due to 
warmer-than-usual weather during the 
summer ozone months, EPA reported.

“The increase in the number of days 
with unhealthy air this year was directly 
related to the increase in the number of 
hot days this year,” EPA reported. “Sun-
light and high temperatures speed the 
formation of ground-level ozone smog; 
many areas of New England had more 
days exceeding 90 degrees this summer 
than during last summer. August and 
September were especially hot, dry and 
sunny for much of New England.”

Recording stations in Connecticut 
and Massachusetts exceeded federal 

ozone standards most often, but neither 
state reported more than 20 incidents 
of exceeding federal ozone standards. 
Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, 
and Vermont reported fewer than 10 
days in which stations exceeded federal 
ozone standards.

Improvement Continues
“Although warm temperatures this 
summer led to an increase in unhealthy 
days, over the long-term New England 
has experienced a decreasing number of 
unhealthy ozone days,” EPA observed. 
“Also, peak ozone concentrations have 
decreased signifi cantly over the last 30 
years. In 1983, New England had 90 
unhealthy days, compared with 26 this 
summer. Overall, peak ozone concentra-
tions in New England have decreased by 
more than 20 percent since 1980.”

EPA also noted that on the 26 days 
when one or more stations exceeded 
federal ozone standards, fewer stations 
exceeded federal ozone standards than 
in the past.

“Another measure of air quality in 
New England is the geographic extent of 
the unhealthy air quality. This is deter-
mined by counting the number of air 
quality monitors that recorded exceed-
ances of EPA’s health-protective 8-hour 
ozone standard,” EPA explained.

“A higher number of monitor exceed-

ances means a more extensive area 
of unhealthy air quality,” the report 
continued. “When comparing the 2007 
ozone season to the 2001 ozone season, 
a New England summer with tempera-
ture data similar to this summer, the 
total number of monitored exceedances 
dropped from 349 in 2001 to 175 this 
past summer. This is an approximately 
50 percent decrease in the number of 
areas exceeding the standard over this 
six year period.”

Improvement Should Continue
Clean air experts note the federal stan-
dards refl ect an exceedingly cautious 
EPA mindset, where there is little evi-
dence of signifi cant health risks even 
on days when ozone exceeds the federal 
standards. There is, at this time, no 
clinical evidence that ozone levels of 0.08 
parts per million, or more, cause disease 
or death.

“Assertions that reducing ozone will 
lead to fewer cases of asthma and other 
alleged health problems are contradict-
ed by the scientifi c evidence,” said Joel 
Schwartz, a visiting fellow at the Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute.

In an October 1 news release, EPA 
promised to keep the public abreast of 
small particle (dust) pollution, which 
is independent of temperature, and to 
aggressively regulate the emission of 

diesel, particulate, and ozone precur-
sors. Requirements being phased in 
between 2004 and 2009 will result in 
reduced vehicle emission of particulates 
and ozone precursors.

The result will be vehicles that are 77 
to 95 percent cleaner than older models. 
The program also imposes a 90 percent 
reduction in sulfur in gasoline and a 90 
percent reduction of nitrogen oxide and 
particulate emissions.

John Dale Dunn, M.D., J.D. (jddmdjd@
web-access.net) is a policy advisor for 
The Heartland Institute and a member 
of the Board of Science and Policy Advi-
sors of the American Council on Science 
and Health.

“New England Experienced More 
Smog Days During Recent Sum-
mer, But Long-Term Trend Is Still 
Toward Cleaner Air,” U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Octo-
ber 1, 2007: http://yosemite.epa.
gov/opa/admpress.nsf/eebfaeb-
c1afd883d85257355005afd19/c10421f
5c183d7e985257367006072f6!Open
Document

INTERNET INFO

By James Hoare

Pointing out that solar and wind 
power are heavily subsidized and 

expensive, Idaho Gov. Butch Otter (R) 
is stumping across the state for nuclear 
power.

“Alternative energy, clean energy—
those are all great ideas,” Otter told the 
University Presidents Council of Idaho 
universities on October 2. “But when you 
take a look at the impact they have and 
the subsidy they need, solar and wind 
both are tremendously subsidized. I 
think there are other clean energy alter-
natives. I think nuclear is one of them. 
I’m behind nuclear.”

Alternative Power Ill-Suited
Idaho does not rank in the top 10 states 
for wind power suitability, according to 
the U.S. Department of Energy. More-
over, the state’s northern latitude makes 
it ill-suited for solar power. Even in the 
ideal location of southern California’s 
Mojave Desert, solar power cannot be 

produced at prices anywhere near being 
cost-competitive with conventional 
power plants.

Noting the differences between the 
states and their comparative ability to 
produce power from alternative sources, 
“Part of the problem is that federal solu-
tions tend to be one-size-fi ts-all,” Otter 
noted at an October 1 sustainable devel-
opment symposium at the University 
of Idaho. “That’s something the states 
seem to do better than the federal gov-
ernment.”

Nuclear Power Less Expensive
Otter’s stumping for nuclear power is like-
ly to boost the chances for construction of 
the proposed Grand View nuclear power 
plant. The facility, which will generate 
1,600 megawatts of power at a construc-
tion cost of $3.5 billion, is being touted as 
a more cost-effective means for Idaho to 
reduce its greenhouse gas emissions.

By comparison, a state-of-the-art solar 
power plant currently being proposed in 

Florida by Florida Power & Light will 
cost nearly half as much money as the 
proposed Idaho nuclear power plant 
and will produce less than one-fi fth as 
much power. A similar solar plant in 
Idaho would be even less effi cient than 
the proposed Florida solar power facil-
ity, as Idaho gets far less solar energy 
than Florida.

“Nuclear power is the only economi-
cally feasible means to reduce green-
house gases, if we assume for the sake 
of argument that reducing greenhouse 
gases is a worthwhile public policy goal,” 
said Jay Lehr, science director for The 
Heartland Institute.

“Impressive new technology is also 
making nuclear power safer and less 
expensive all the time,” Lehr added. 
“The future of energy production in this 
country is defi nitely nuclear.”

James Hoare (ljahoare@aol.com) is an 
attorney practicing in Rochester, New 
York.

Idaho Governor Lobbying Hard for Nuclear Power

New England
Continued from page 1

“Pointing out that solar and 
wind power are heavily 
subsidized and expensive, 
Idaho Gov. Butch Otter 
(above) is stumping across 
the state for nuclear power.”
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By James L. Johnston

Legislation altering the pricing struc- 
 ture of electricity took effect in Illi-

nois on August 28, creating an uncertain 
future for electricity prices in the state. 
My take as an energy economist on this 
agreement between electric utilities and 
the political establishment is that whole-
sale prices of power will still return to 
something close to market levels, albeit 
not until 2009.

‘Just and Reasonable’ Past
A decade ago the Illinois Commerce 
Commission established a set of elec-
tricity prices that was deemed “just and 
reasonable.”

At the time, the state legislature, with 
the endorsement of the Commonwealth 
Edison electricity company and the Citi-
zens Utility Board, rolled back those 
rates 20 percent in exchange for allow-
ing the wholesale price of power to go 
to market levels at the end of 10 years. 
This was an alternative to the system of 
setting rates based on historic cost.

We are now at the end of the decade, 
and wholesale electricity prices have 
returned to the “just and reasonable” 
levels that prevailed before the deregula-
tion process began. However, the state’s 
political establishment wants to give 
residential consumers a discount from 
market rates.

New Pricing Structure
The state’s politicians have strong-
armed electricity suppliers Ameren and 
ComEd into giving refunds and drawing 
out the return to market rates. The leg-
islation that came into force on August 
28, 2007 also eliminated the reverse auc-
tion of power and created a new Illinois 
Power Agency to take over the buying of 
electricity from generators.

It is conceivable that a single govern-
ment purchasing agency might exercise 
monopoly power. However, experience 
with a similar agency in California after 
the power market was reregulated there 
in 2001 indicates such an institution 

might very well lock in prices that are 
above market levels.

Moreover, generators in Illinois will 
no longer be locked into the Illinois mar-
ket. If in-state generators do not receive 
near-market prices, they will be led to 
sell power to neighboring states where 
market prices prevail.

Increased Investment Incentives
The substance of the change will be 
about the same under either regime. 
Namely, the prices paid to generators 
will be infl uenced by market forces 
rather than by historic cost as they were 
under regulation. This in turn means 
increased value of electricity from coal-
generating plants and, more important-
ly, power from nuclear plants operated 
by Exelon, the unregulated corporate 
parent of ComEd.

While this means somewhat higher 
prices to residential consumers, it will 
also create investment incentives to 
build new plants and expand old ones, 
which will moderate rate increases in 
the future.

The regime of rates determined by his-
toric costs worked tolerably in the period 
of stable energy prices. Cost-plus regu-
lation served to create an extra margin 
of generation (and distribution) that 
came in handy when there was a surge 
in demand or a power plant had to be 
shut down for maintenance or for other 
reasons. Since generation and distribu-
tion were vertically integrated within 
the same corporate structure, a surge 
could be handled at either stage of pro-
duction.

The point here is that vertical integra-
tion is a hedge.

Uncertain Future
The effect of this new regime on the dis-
tribution and transmission grids is not 
so clear. As time goes on, power will 
increasingly fl ow across state lines. That 
means transmission lines under the reg-
ulation of the Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission will require expansion 

and improved maintenance to meet the 
new demands, including surges.

It is not certain that regional service 
organizations, which manage the grid 
but don’t own it, will be able to coax the 
proper investment from the incumbent 
utilities.

The generators and their large indus-
trial customers that will make up the 
new interstate market ought to supply 
the capital for the enhanced grid. These 
are not necessarily the present grid 
owners. Unless the transmission grids 
are reorganized into joint ventures, like 
interstate oil pipelines and intrastate 
gas pipelines in Texas, the quality of the 
grid will deteriorate over time.

A grid that is not a joint venture by 
users will also be vulnerable to the gam-
ing of capacity reservations like what 
happened during the California electric-
ity crisis.

James L. Johnston (jamesljohnston@
cs.com) is an economist retired from 
Amoco Corporation and a policy advisor 
to The Heartland Institute.

Illinois Adjusts Electricity Price Structure

“Legislation altering the 
pricing structure of electric-
ity took effect in Illinois 
on August 28, creating an 
uncertain future for electric-
ity prices in the state.”
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Review by Jay Lehr, Ph.D.

As a well-informed reader of Envi-
 ronment & Climate News, you 

likely exhibit considerable skepticism 
toward the drumbeat of fear-monger-
ing anti-capitalists who believe the 
world is in a death spiral that can be 
stopped only by increasing the size of 
government programs and reducing 
human freedoms.

However, you may fi nd it diffi cult to 
contradict the fear-mongers if you lack 
the hard data to dispute their pessimis-
tic views.

As regular Environment & Climate 
News readers know, my normal book 
reviews read more like “Cliff Notes” 
for students, because I recognize only 
a small percentage of you will actually 
buy the books I review. Not this time. I 
will only surf across this compendium of 
positive human progress.

You must buy the book, absorb it care-
fully, and present its contents continu-
ally to those who don’t recognize they 
live in the golden days of our nation.

Golden Age
The central premise of It’s Getting Better 
All the Time, published in 2001 by the 
Cato Institute, is that there has been 
more improvement in the human condi-
tion in the past 100 years than in all of 
the previous centuries combined.

That is a diffi cult premise to accept 
for those who hear and read the daily 
news of school shootings, homelessness, 
AIDS, global warming, declining student 
test scores, and a widening gap between 
rich and poor. Yet over the course of the 
twentieth century, by nearly every mea-
sure of the human condition, life has 
improved dramatically.

Be it health, wealth, nutrition, educa-
tion, speed of transportation and com-
munications, leisure time, the prolifera-
tion of computers and the Internet, or 
gains for women, minorities, and chil-
dren—these all demonstrate an amazing 
improvement of the human condition.

While much of the rest of the world 

lags behind the United States, the same 
trends are nevertheless evident nearly 
everywhere. And of even greater impor-
tance is the fact that freedom is expand-
ing across the globe and tyranny is on 
the defensive wherever it exists.

Woes of Yesteryear
If you are not convinced the human 
condition is improving, the authors call 
your attention to a picture of life but a 
century ago. It was an era of tubercu-
losis, typhoid, sanitariums, child labor, 
horse manure, candles, Jim Crow laws, 
12-hour work days, and premature 
death. One child in four perished before 
his or her 14th birthday.

While 100 years ago parents lived in 
very real fear of their children dying, 
today, the authors point out, middle-
income suburban parents live in fear 
of their child not making the soccer all-
star team.

A hundred years ago, industrial cit-
ies were enveloped in smoke, streets 
smelled of garbage, and the automobile 
was correctly hailed as a pro-environ-
ment invention that would lead to the 
reduction of the fi lth associated with 
horses. Cancer was not a primary cause 
of death then because most Americans 
were doomed by infectious diseases, not 
living long enough to develop degenera-
tive cancers.

Perhaps no fact in this book is more 
impressive than this: Most Americans 
who are considered poor today have 
access to a quality of housing, food, 
heath care, consumer products, enter-
tainment, communications, and trans-
portation that even the superrich Van-
derbilts, Carnegies, and Rockefellers did 
not enjoy in their day.

Numerous Advances
Coauthors Julian Simon and Stephen 
Moore believe the three most important 
developments that made all this pos-
sible are electricity, modern drugs, and 
the microchip. The book chronicles the 
past 100 years through advances in 14 

categories, offering charts and graphs to 
show every signifi cant advance in these 
areas:

Health: Almost all the major killer 
diseases before 1900—tuberculosis, 
typhoid, smallpox, whooping cough, 
polio, and malaria—have been eradi-
cated in the United States.

Nutrition: The price of food is now 
below 10 percent of family income. After 
spending thousands of years trying to 
satisfy man’s caloric needs, we’re now 
trying to eat less, for health reasons.

Children: Child labor has been elimi-
nated in the developed world, and it 
is rare that children do not survive to 
adulthood.

Incomes: Real per-capita income in 
the United States has quadrupled in the 
past century.

Poverty: Poverty, by any measure, is 
declining rapidly in the United States.

Work: Before 1900 most work was 
physically demanding drudgery, low-
paying, and monotonous. Such work is 
the exception today.

Recreation and leisure: Recreation, 
sports, dining out, and enjoying pro-
fessional entertainment are central to 
American life today.

Housing: In 1900, less than one in fi ve 
U.S. homes had running water, fl ush-
ing toilets, a vacuum cleaner, and gas 
or electric heat.

Transportation, computers, educa-
tion, environment, natural resources, 
and the status of women and minorities 
round out the book’s evidence with simi-
lar dramatic advances.

Individualism vs. Statism
The authors note America got rich earli-
er and to a greater extent than all other 
nations because nowhere else has the 
entrepreneurial spirit been nurtured as 
it has been here. Government assistance 
has had little to do with our progress, 
they observe.

While we now have substantial pros-
perity and large government programs, 

the government has been a consequence
of our economic growth rather than a 
cause of it.

In fact, almost every great tragedy of 
the twentieth century has been a result 
of too much government, not too little. 
Nazism, socialism, communism, Marx-
ism, and apartheid were all simply 
fancy names for statism, the unreason-
able government control over the lives 
and liberties of citizens. Over 100 mil-
lion people perished as a result of these 
tyrannical governments in the twenti-
eth century.

Reassuringly, the authors are as 
optimistic about the future as they are 
pleased with recent advances. They 
predict increases in wealth and health, 
declining prices for natural resources, 
improvements in agriculture, further 
reduction in disease, more abundant free 
markets—and the continuing embar-
rassment of doomsayers who routinely 
predict planetary catastrophe.

It is a shame Simon, who died in Feb-
ruary 1998 just a few days short of his 
66th birthday, did not live longer to see 
more of his optimism come true.

Jay Lehr (lehr@heartland.org) is sci-
ence director for The Heartland Insti-
tute.

Book Explains Why the
Good Old Days Are Now

It’s Getting Better All the Time: 
100 Greatest Trends of the 
Last 100 Years
By Stephen Moore 
and Julian Simon
Cato Institute, 2001
293 pages, $29.95, 
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By Kay H. Jones, Ph.D.

The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is currently consider-

ing a further tightening of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 
for ozone, known generically as smog. 

EPA has twice revised its ozone stan-
dards since formulating them originally 
in 1970, with the most recent adjustment 
being a signifi cant tightening in 1997.

A notable pattern is becoming apparent: 
EPA moves the goalposts every time most 
of the nation meets the then-present ozone 
standard. The evidence shows this is not a 
health issue at all, but rather EPA’s strat-
egy to maintain its substantial regulatory 
power over the American public. A review 
of the historical context of ozone regula-
tion confi rms this agenda.

National Pattern
In 1979 I retired from the United States 
Public Health Service. At the time, I 
was the senior advisor for air quality at 
the President’s Council on Environmen-
tal Quality (CEQ). I was responsible for 
reporting on the status and trends of 
the nation’s air quality in the president’s 
annual environment report to Congress.

A professorship at Drexel University in 
Philadelphia followed. My fi rst lecture to 
the faculty and students in the Civil Engi-
neering Department was titled “As Goes 
Philadelphia, So Goes the Nation’s Smog 
Problem.” Philadelphia’s efforts to meet 
ever-shifting EPA ozone requirements 
are illustrative of what most cities have 
faced.

Changing Standards
The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 set the 
framework for establishing NAAQS for the 
fi ve major air pollutants, including ozone. 
It also set the timetable for achieving such 
standards. The original ozone NAAQS 
was set at 85 parts per billion (ppb) for one 
hour, not to be exceeded on more than one 
day per year. The attainment target date 
was unrealistically set for 1975.

The baseline (known as the design 
value) ozone level in Philadelphia was 199 
parts per billion in 1975. The difference 
between 199 ppb and 85 ppb is the reduc-
tion in the ozone level required to achieve 

the NAAQS, or 57 percent. In 1977 the 
standard was revised upward to 125 ppb 
because the single study upon which the 
85 ppb standard was based had been dis-
credited by EPA.

Moving forward, the ozone level in 
Philadelphia had dropped to 156 ppb by 
1986. However, the CAA of 1990 required 
that all metropolitan areas be classifi ed 
by the severity of the ozone level based on 
the three most recent years of data (i.e. 
1988/89/90). The inclusion of 1988 data 
(which was an atypical meteorological 
year) caused Philadelphia’s design value 
to infl ate to 187 ppb.

This highly biased classifi cation scheme 
showed some 98 metro areas outside of 
California were in noncompliance with the 
ozone NAAQS.

EPA Punishing Success
By 1994 only 17 metro areas were out of 
compliance with the NAAQS outside of 
California. The design value for Philadel-
phia was down to 139 ppb, just 10 percent 
above the 125 ppb standard. By 1997 Phil-
adelphia’s design value was 131 ppb, 4.5 
percent above the goal.

What did EPA do to reward such 
improvement? It moved the goalposts. 
EPA lowered the standard to 85 ppb again 
(but measured over eight hours per day 
instead of one).

The Clean Air Science Advisory Com-
mittee (CASAC), which acts as the exter-
nal review body on EPA standard-set-
ting, agreed that changing the standard 
from 125 ppb to 85 ppb was appropriate. 
However, it advised EPA the new stan-
dard should be no more stringent from a 
regulatory perspective. The equivalency 
could have been established by specify-
ing the number of days that 85 ppb could 
have been exceeded per year and still be 
in compliance.

In general, one day above 125 ppb 
equaled about nine days above 85 ppb in 
most urban areas. EPA ignored CASAC’s 
recommendation and set the limit at 
about four days per year above 85 ppb. 
The design value for Philadelphia was 
now 101 ppb, or 16 percent above the new 
ozone NAAQS.

Exaggerating Problems
EPA muddied the picture of national ozone 
levels even further by reporting how many 
counties were noncompliant, instead of the 
number of noncompliant metro regions. 
Rather than focusing on the 17 or so metro 
areas previously discussed, EPA now list-
ed more than 300 counties as noncompli-
ant, giving the impression of greater non-
compliance than is really the case.

EPA has never explained how it would 
implement mitigation plans at the county 
level, as if urban smog plumes don’t cross 
county boundaries. The federal CAA has 
never envisioned regulatory activity at the 
county level.

Unjustifi ed Proposed Reductions
By 2005 the Philadelphia design value was 
86 ppb, only 1.2 percent above the current 
ozone NAAQS. Now appeared to be the 
time for EPA to bow out and let the states 
and local agencies take the last remaining 
steps as appropriate.

Not a chance. EPA has responded by 
trying to move the goalposts once again, 
proposing a revision down to 75 ppb and 
even 65 ppb, which is getting close to back-
ground ozone levels absent any human 
infl uence at all.

Ninety-one percent of all monitored 
counties in the nation would be noncom-
pliant under a 65 ppb NAAQS. Further, 
there are no reasonable control strate-
gies for achieving the further 13 percent 
to 24 percent reduction in ozone precur-
sor emissions necessary to meet these 
two proposed standards. And there is no 
scientifi cally valid information to suggest 
the ozone NAAQS needs revision to pro-
tect the public health.

EPA should return to its mission of pro-
tecting public health from real environ-
mental threats instead of creating imagi-
nary ones to perpetuate the long arm of its 
regulatory reach.

Kay H. Jones (zconsulting@comcast.
net) is head of Zephyr Consulting, a Seat-
tle-based environmental consulting fi rm. 
Dr. Jones was a senior advisor to the pres-
ident’s Council on Environmental Quality 
during the Ford and Carter administra-
tions. He also served as a senior technical 
advisor and research manager at the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. A lon-
ger version of this article appears in the 
Winter 2007-2008 issue of Regulation.

New EPA Rules Punish Areas for Ozone Improvement 

“EPA moves the goalposts 
every time most of the 
nation meets the then-
present ozone standard.”
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at all, but rather EPA’s strate-
gy to maintain its substantial 
regulatory power over the 
American public.”

“Rather than focusing 
on the 17 or so metro areas 
previously discussed, EPA 
now listed more than 300 
counties as noncompliant, 
giving the impression of 
greater noncompliance 
than is really the case.”



By Robert Ferguson

Florida has the dubious distinction of 
holding several not-so-enviable records 

when it comes to hurricane strength, fre-
quency, deaths, and damages.

The Florida Keys Hurricane of 1935 was 
the most intense Atlantic hurricane ever 
to strike the United States when it passed 
over Florida’s Middle Keys on September 
2, 1935, killing 408 people.

In 1928, the Lake Okeechobee Hurri-
cane caused a six- to nine-foot lake surge 
that killed 1,836 people. It ranks second, 
behind the Galveston Hurricane of 1900, 
in the list of most deadly U.S. hurricanes.

Scientists estimate a repeat of the Great 
Miami Hurricane of 1926, the eye of which 
passed directly over Miami as a category 4 
storm, would today cause nearly $160 bil-
lion in damages—more than Katrina and 
Andrew combined.

Much at Stake
Clearly, Floridians have a lot at stake 
when hurricane season approaches each 
year. Hence the question of whether 
human-induced changes in the Earth’s 
greenhouse effect may impact current 
or future hurricane patterns is probably 
nowhere more important than it is in 
Florida, with its 17.3 million coastal resi-
dents (making up half of the vulnerable 
coastal population from Texas through 
North Carolina).

My October 2007 report published by the 
Science and Public Policy Institute, “Hur-
ricane Threat to Florida: Climate Change 
or Demographics?” details the best avail-
able scientifi c evidence concerning anthro-
pogenic climate change and its potential 
impact on Atlantic tropical cyclones.

The report fi nds natural variations, on 
time scales ranging from years to decades, 
largely dominate any small impacts that 
a warming climate may have on the fre-
quency and intensity of Atlantic tropical 
systems. Far and away the most impor-
tant determinant of future vulnerability is 
not changes to the hurricanes themselves, 

but changes to the population, wealth, and 
structure of Florida’s coastal communities, 
many of which rank among the fastest 
growing localities in America.

Observed Trends
Along the Florida coast, according to 
records from the National Hurricane Cen-
ter, the number of total hurricane strikes 

is subject to decadal variations but no real 
long-term trends.

The number of hurricanes affecting 
Florida during the past 10-year period, 
1997-2006, was similar to periods in the 
fi rst half of the twentieth century. Howev-
er, since it followed three decades of rela-
tive quiet, the recent period has seemed 
exceptionally active. In fact, it has not 

been exceptionally active in the greater 
historical perspective.

Nor has there been any long-term trend 
towards greater damages from hurri-
canes—not when changes in infl ation and 
population demographics are correctly 
considered.

New research by a team of scientists 
led by University of Colorado Professor of 
Environment Studies Dr. Roger Pielke Jr. 
examined the historical damage amounts 
from tropical cyclones in the United States 
from 1900 to 2005. After adjustments were 
made for infl ation, growth in coastal popu-
lation, and changes in wealth, they found 
no long-term change in damage amounts.

They determined the Great Miami hur-
ricane of 1926, not Hurricane Katrina, 
would have been the most damaging storm 
in history had it hit in 2005, likely causing 
$157 billion worth of damage.

After the Great Miami hurricane and 
Katrina, the remaining top 10 most dam-
aging storms show no obvious predomi-
nance toward recent years. In fact, the 
updated potential damages from 1926-35 
storms were nearly 15 percent higher than 
those in 1996-2005, the last decade Pielke 
and colleagues studied.

Natural Cycles
Natural cycles dominate the observed 
record of Atlantic tropical cyclones, which 
dates back to the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries. Hurricane activity was 
quiet in the 1910s and 1920s, elevated in 
the 1950s and 1960s, quiet in the 1970s 
and 1980s, and has picked up again since 
1995.

The timing of these oscillations matches 
well with the oscillations of a phenomenon 
known as the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscil-
lation (AMO), which refl ects changes in 
large-scale patterns of sea surface tem-
peratures in the Atlantic Ocean.

While instrumental records of the AMO 
date back little more than 100 years, 
recent research has found indirect evi-
dence for oscillations in the frequency and 
intensity of Atlantic hurricanes dating 
back thousands of years.

Projected Effects
The question of whether human-induced 
climate change will affect future patterns 
of tropical cyclone frequency and/or inten-
sity in the Atlantic basin is currently one 
of the most active research topics in cli-
mate science. There is no general consen-

Hurricane Intensity Trends Are Natural, Not Manmade
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“Along the Florida coast, 
according to records from 
the National Hurricane 
Center, the number of total 
hurricane strikes is subject 
to decadal variations but no 
real long-term trends.”

CONTINUED on right

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1897–1906
1907–1916
1917–1926
1927–1936
1937–1946
1947–1956
1957–1966
1967–1976
1977–1986
1987–1996
1997–2006

Hurricanes Impacting Florida, by decade, 1897–2006

Brickell Key, Miami, 1972

Brickell Key, Miami, today



sus on the matter.
As we head into the future, it is expected 

that human activity will lead to an over-
all climate warming. A warming climate 
is reasonably expected to lead to higher 
sea surface temperatures in the tropical 
Atlantic, which is the spawning ground of 
hurricanes. Sea surface temperatures play 
an important role in the formation and 
intensifi cation of tropical cyclones. There-
fore, some researchers suggest hurricanes 
will become stronger in a warmer world.

Natural Fluctuations
However, some of the climate changes 
that are projected to occur will likely act 
to hinder tropical cyclone formation and 
development. This includes projections of 
increased vertical wind shear and increas-
ing atmospheric stability.

When all of the projected changes are 
incorporated into climate models, they 
generally predict only small increases in 
tropical storm intensity (maximum winds 
increase by just 6 percent) over the course 
of the coming century, and decreases in 
frequency of storm formation.

In addition, the small intensity 

increases are produced by a climate 
model driven by scenarios of future 
carbon dioxide increases that are much 
greater than current trends suggest will 
occur. Thus, even the small projected 
increase in hurricane intensity may well 
be overstated.

The bottom line is that hurricanes 
always have and always will set their 
sights on the Florida coastline. Natural 
fl uctuations in the frequency of such hur-
ricane events will continue to occur. Pre-
paredness and vigilance are the best hur-
ricane defenses—not trying to change the 
climate.

Robert Ferguson (bferguson@sppin
stitute.org) is president of the Science 
and Public Policy Institute. This article 
originally appeared on Foxnews.com on 
September 27.

Robert Ferguson, “Hurricane Threat 
to Florida: Climate Change or Demo-
graphics?” Science and Public Policy 
Institute, October 2007: http://science
andpublicpolicy.org/originals/
hurricanethreat.html

INTERNET INFO

By Steven Milloy

Two new books on global warming 
for kids are out. One is designed to 

reduce anxiety among children; the other 
is designed to heighten it.

September 1 brought the release of The 
Down-to-Earth Guide to Global Warm-
ing, co-authored by Al Gore acolyte and 
An Inconvenient Truth co-producer Laurie 
David and former advertising copywriter 
and environmental activist Cambria Gor-
don.

Two weeks later, The Sky’s Not Falling! 
Why It’s OK to Chill About Global Warm-
ing was published. This book is authored 
by resource economist Holly Fretwell, an 
adjunct professor at Montana State Uni-
versity and a senior research fellow at the 
Property and Environment Research Cen-
ter (PERC).

The two books sharply disagree on 
whether humans are causing global warm-
ing. If rising amounts of atmospheric car-
bon dioxide do not drive global tempera-
ture increases, then there is little reason to 
panic about human-caused global warm-
ing.

Disagreement over Causality
On page 18 of the David-Gordon book, the 
authors present a graph of the relation-
ship between atmospheric carbon dioxide 
levels and global temperatures for the past 
650,000 years.

The accompanying text reads, “The 
more carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, 
the higher the temperature climbed. The 
less carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, the 
lower the temperature fell. You can see 
this relationship for yourself by looking at 
the graph on the left. ...

“What makes this graph so amazing is 
that by connecting rising carbon dioxide 
to rising temperature, scientists have dis-
covered the link between greenhouse gas 
pollution and global warming,” they con-
clude.

But page 19 of the Fretwell book pres-
ents essentially the same graph with 
accompanying text that reads, “Because 
the lines of the graphs seem to move 
together, many people believe that it 
proves that carbon dioxide causes global 
warming. However, a closer look at the 
evidence shows that temperatures peak 
hundreds or even thousands of years 
before carbon dioxide levels peak.”

Sorting Truth from Fiction
So the two books are precisely 180 degrees 
apart on the crucial issue of the global 
warming controversy. Which book is cor-
rect?

“What really makes [the David-Gordon] 
graph ‘amazing’ is that it’s dead wrong,” 
says a new report from the Science and 
Public Policy Institute.

“In order to contrive a visual representa-
tion for their false claim that carbon diox-
ide controls temperature change, David 
and co-author Cambria Gordon present 
unsuspecting children with an altered 
temperature and carbon dioxide graph 

that falsely reverses the relationship found 
in the scientifi c literature,” says the SPPI 
report.

“The actual temperature curve in the 
chart was switched with the actual carbon 
dioxide curve. That is, the authors misla-
beled the blue curve as temperature and 
the red curve as carbon dioxide concentra-
tion.”

Falsehoods Remain
The David-Gordon book is published by 
Scholastic, the children’s publishing com-
pany whose self-described mission is to 
“help children around the world to read 
and learn.”

“This essential guide will help you under-
stand why global warming happens, how it 
affects the planet, and the simple steps you 
can take to get involved in protecting the 
environment,” reads the Scholastic Web 
site’s plug for the David-Gordon book.

Scholastic has acknowledged the error 
in the graph and plans to issue a correc-
tion—but the correction will involve only 
the graph, according to SPPI staff. Scholas-
tic is refusing to acknowledge and correct 
the erroneous text, even though the graph 
expressly served as the basis for it.

Fretwell Book Is Accurate
While Fretwell’s book does not come close 
to matching the number and visual qual-
ity of distract-from-the-text illustrations 
that the David-Gordon books contains, 
Fretwell’s strength is that her text is easy 
to read and, most importantly, is scientifi -
cally accurate.

The Sky’s Not Falling is meant to spark 
discussion and rational thinking among 
kids—not to scare them.

A front-page Washington Post story 
reported global warming is taking a ter-
rible emotional toll on children. “Psycholo-
gists say they’re seeing an increasing num-
ber of young patients preoccupied by a cli-
matic Armageddon,” the Post reports.

Fretwell’s book—the presentation of 
facts instead of the fomenting of fear—is 
a terrifi c antidote to the intellectual and 
emotional child abuse committed by cli-
mate alarmists.

Steven Milloy (junkman@junkscience.
com) publishes JunkScience.com and 
DemandDebate.com. He is a junk science 
expert, an advocate of free enterprise, 
and an adjunct scholar at the Competi-
tive Enterprise Institute. This article 
originally appeared on Foxnews.com on 
September 27.

Two New Children’s Books
Take on Global Warming
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“Two new books on global 
warming for kids are out. 
One is designed to reduce 
anxiety among children; 
the other is designed to 
heighten it.”



By S. T. Karnick

The one big advantage environmen-
tal activists have is the presumed 

purity of their motives. They claim they 
want only to protect the Earth from a 
few particularly greedy people, and they 
say their efforts benefi t everybody.

That’s their story, anyway, and they’re 
sticking to it.

The reality is a far different matter, as 
the acclaimed documentary fi lmmakers 
Phelim McAleer and Patricia McElhin-
ney make clear in their fi lm Mine Your 
Own Business, now available on DVD.

The fi lm is billed as presenting “The 
Dark Side of Environmentalism,” and it 
succeeds brilliantly. Seldom have West-
ern environmental activists been shown 
in all their abundant arrogance, smug-
ness, and paternalism.

Contrasting Views
The fi lm opens by documenting a Cana-
dian company’s efforts to maintain a 
gold mine in Rosia Montana, Transylva-
nia. McAleer and McElhinney took the 
initiative to interview not only the envi-
ronmentalists but also the local villagers 

whose lives will be affected by the deci-
sion of whether to allow the mine project 
to advance.

Relaying the environmentalists’ argu-
ments, McAleer tells a young villager 
that some people say the mine project 
will destroy the town and this is bad 
for the village. The villager says they’re 
wrong, “Because my mother and my 

father are working” thanks to the mine.
Another young villager agrees. “It’s 

good for everybody,” he says, “especially 
for the young people.” Another young 
man starkly identifi es what’s at stake 
for the villagers: “Without gold we would 
be dead here.”

The fi lmmakers show just how impor-
tant the project is to the villagers by 
documenting how abjectly poor they are, 
using the background visuals to great 
effect. Romania’s economy is in tatters, 
thanks to years of communism, and the 
villages have yet to develop any kind of 
productive activities that can bring in 
money and support the people.

Quaint Poverty
The people of Rosia Montana—and other 
poverty-stricken quarters of the globe—
desperately want to better their living 
conditions, yet outsiders from Europe 
and the United States force them to 
remain impoverished in order to pre-
serve the environment.

Financial Times Associate Editor 
Martin Wolf points out the environmen-
talists, most of whom are outsiders and 
fl y in only for photo ops, think lives of 
such dire poverty are quaint. Hence, the 
environmentalists “really don’t want 
change,” he says. “The environmental-
ists really are against growth. They don’t 
want economic growth at all.”

As Wolf speaks, the fi lmmakers show 
scenes of horse-drawn carts and tum-
bledown housing with no indoor bath-

rooms, the blighted conditions in which 
the environmentalists want to force the 
people of Rosia Montana to continue to 
live in perpetuity.

An activist is shown explicitly saying 
these people would rather ride horses 
than have cars. The fi lmmakers then 
call her bluff by asking villagers if they’d 
rather have a horse or a car. Their thor-
ough rejection of her claim is both funny 
and infuriating.

Job Creation
The fi lm documents a similar situation 
in Madagascar, where environmentalists 
are trying to block a British mine involv-
ing an investment of $600 million and 
projected to create about 2,000 jobs.

Similarly, the fi lm observes, anti-min-
ing activists and non-government orga-
nizations (NGOs) are trying to prevent a 
project in Chile that will generate 5,000 
jobs ... and the activists have never been 
anywhere near the site. In this case as 
in the others in the fi lm, the project has 
been designed to minimize its environ-
mental impact, but the environmental-
ists refuse to be satisfi ed.

“There are a lot of poor people who 
need the opportunity to make their 
dreams come true,” says a young Chil-
ean in the fi lm. The environmental 
movement simply doesn’t care.

In great contrast to the fairy tales the 
Western media tell, the heroes in Mine 
Your Own Business are businesses that 
want to create jobs and bring develop-
ment to poor villages, and the villains 
are smug environmentalists who want to 
force these people to remain in poverty.

It is a story of great drama and insight, 
and it deserves a wide audience.

S.T. Karnick (karnick@heartland.org) 
is director of research for The Heartland 
Institute.

Film Exposes the ‘Dark Side of Environmentalism’

Mine Your Own Business Web site: 
http://www.mineyourownbusiness.
org/

INTERNET INFO

“The one big advantage 
environmental activists 
have is the presumed 
purity of their motives.”

12     ENVIRONMENT & CLIMATE NEWS     ˛    DECEMBER 2007

SMOKE
OR

STEAM?
READ this guide to 
Environmental, Regulatory, 
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Order at Heartland’s online store at 
www.heartland.org

Only $12

“Seldom have Western envi-
ronmental activists been 
shown in all their abundant 
arrogance, smugness, and 
paternalism.”



An Inconvenient Truth to every public 
secondary school in the United King-
dom.

Stuart Dimmock, the father of a sec-
ondary school student who would have 
been subjected to the advocacy fi lm, 
objected that the biases and factual 
errors in the fi lm made it inappropriate 
for public schools without, at the very 
least, a disclaimer or the presentation 
of counter-evidence from the scientifi c 
community.

Political Message, Goals
The court began its discussion by not-
ing, “It is now common ground that it 
is not simply a science fi lm ... but that 
it is a political fi lm.”

The court referenced letters drafted 
by DES to be distributed to teachers 
suggesting, “The debate over the sci-
ence of climate change is well and truly 
over. ... Our energies should now be 
channeled into ... moving to a low car-
bon future.” The DES letter justifi ed 
its assertion about the science being 
settled by referencing Gore’s asser-
tion that alpine glaciers atop Africa’s 
Mount Kilimanjaro are retreating.

The DES letter added, “Children 
are the key to changing society’s long 
term attitude to the environment. Not 
only are they passionate about saving 
the planet but children also have a big 
infl uence over their own family’s life-
styles and behavior.”

Debate Isn’t Over
The court disagreed with the letter’s 
assertion that the debate “is well and 
truly over.”

Referencing nine specifi c topics on 
which Gore’s fi lm misrepresented or 
lied about the science—and noting evi-
dence suggests many others may also 
exist—the court found presentation of 
An Inconvenient Truth in public schools 
must be accompanied by a notice that 
science does not support many of Gore’s 
assertions, and that there are scientifi c 

views disputing Gore’s overall premise 
that humans are causing dangerous 
global warming.

Multitude of Falsehoods
The court singled out Gore’s asser-
tions that sea levels may rise 20 feet 
in the foreseeable future due to West 
Antarctic and Greenland ice melt; that 
people are evacuating Pacifi c island 
nations due to sea level rise; that the 
oceanic “conveyor belt” is in danger of 
shutting down and triggering a new 
ice age; that changing levels of atmo-
spheric carbon dioxide have historical-
ly caused changes in global tempera-
ture; that global warming is causing a 
retreat of Mount Kilimanjaro’s alpine 
glacier; that global warming is caus-
ing Africa’s Lake Chad to dry up; that 
global warming caused or contributed 
to Hurricane Katrina; that polar bears 
are dying due to receding sea ice; and 
that global warming is causing coral 
reefs to bleach and die.

The court noted evidence of “a long 
schedule of such alleged errors or exag-
gerations” in addition to the ones noted 
explicitly. However, the court limited 
its discussion to the exaggerations and 
errors that DES admitted to or that 
were explicitly refuted by the United 
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change.

Gore Team Attacks Parent
Gore refused to comment personally on 
the court’s decision, but Gore spokes-
woman Kalee Kreider responded with 
a personal attack on Stuart Dim-
mock, the parent who objected to the 
fi lm. Writing in a Washington Post 
online blog, Kreider said Dimmock 
will not say whether any person or 
group helped cover his expensive court 
costs and legal fees, and therefore his 
“motives are quite suspect.”

Kreider also justifi ed Gore’s distor-
tion of science by stating, “particular 
points had to be truncated and short-
ened from the original research” to fi t 
in a 90-minute movie. “We acknowl-
edge that the wording of the fi lm here 
is unfortunate,” Kreider added.

“It is mean-spirited and reprehensi-
ble for a well-oiled, well-fi nanced polit-
ical machine to stoop so low as to make 
a bulldog assault on the integrity of a 
concerned parent simply because he 
objected to what a court of law deter-
mined to be a political, partisan, and 
factually erroneous fi lm,” responded 

Sterling Burnett, senior fellow at the 
National Center for Policy Analysis, in 
an interview for this story.

James M. Taylor (taylor@heartland.
org) is managing editor of Environ-
ment & Climate News.

The full text of the British High 
Court’s October 2 decision is available 
through PolicyBot™, The Heartland 
Institute’s free online research data-
base. Point your Web browser to 
http://www.policybot.org and search 
for document #22161.

INTERNET INFO

“An Inconvenient Truth is 
too ‘partisan’ and ‘political’ 
and riddled with misleading 
exaggerations and factual 
errors to be shown in public 
schools without an explicit 
disclaimer ...”
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Is the Pursuit of Energy 
Independence an Illusion?

For more than 30 years, America has heard repeated calls for energy
independence. The George C. Marshall Institute has released a

report which explains why the rhetoric and illusion of energy independ-
ence is inconsistent with economic, technical and political realities.

The Illusion of U.S. Energy Independence: An Assessment of the
Current State of Energy Use examines current energy independence
proposals that focus on drastically reducing oil use. Since oil is prima-
rily for transportation, these proposals would limit mobility and ration
energy use. Even with efficiency gains from current technology im-
provements, these efforts would have a disproportionate impact on
groups that can least afford the increased costs, such as the poor and
the elderly.

“A more secure energy future must be built on objective realities,” the
report concludes. “Illusions breed frustration and waste resources.”

The report, The Illusion of U.S. Energy Independence, and other
products of the Institute’s Energy Independence Project are available
online at http://www.marshall.org/category.php?id=9.

The George C. Marshall Institute, a non-profit research group
founded in 1984, is dedicated to fostering and preserving the
integrity of science in the policy process. The Institute conducts
technical assessments of scientific developments with a major
impact on public policy and communicates the results of its analy-
ses to the press, Congress and the public (www.marshall.org).



By David Schnare

The greatest threat to restoration of 
the Chesapeake Bay comes not from 

the potential geophysical effects of climate 
change, but from the potential responses 
to climate change and, in particular, 
exclusive reliance on a strategy of reduc-
ing greenhouse gases. The scientifi c com-
munity has reached a consensus on this. 
As Nobel Laureate Paul Crutzen admits, 
efforts to forestall climate change exclu-
sively through reductions in greenhouse 
gases are no more than “a pious wish.”

Public reports show nations have reject-
ed this strategy, and without full, massive 
global cooperation, reliance on greenhouse 
gas reductions alone will fail.

Firm Evidence of Success
In his infl uential law review article 
[Stanford Environmental Law Journal, 
January 1998], New York University 
Law School Golieb Fellow Jay Michaelson 
suggests, “We need an alternative to the 
policy myopia that sees emission reduc-

tions as the sole path to climate change 
abatement,” and in particular we need to 
apply geo-engineering that can prevent 
global warming and reduce acidifi cation 
of the oceans. Others agree.

Alan Carlin, senior economist with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

argues that geo-engineering is “our best 
hope of coping with a changing world.” It 
is our best hope because we have fi rm evi-
dence it will work and because the devel-
oping world can afford this approach.

As Ken Caldeira, a professor of climate 
science at Stanford University, explains, 
reducing greenhouse gases will cost 
around 2 percent of the gross domestic 
product, while geo-engineering (by put-
ting refl ective aerosols into the upper 
atmosphere) will cost about one-thou-
sandth of that.

Tremendous Cost Advantages
Indeed, the IPCC and William D. Nord-
haus, Sterling Professor of Economics at 
Yale University, agree the price tag for 
preventing the effects of global warming 
with geo-engineering is so small as to be 
considered virtually “costless.”

More signifi cantly, Professor Scott 
Barrett, director of the Johns Hopkins 
University School of Advanced Interna-
tional Studies, argues convincingly that 
because geo-engineering is the only prac-
tical means to mitigate catastrophic cli-
mate change, and is a virtually costless 
means of doing so, use of this technology 
is inevitable and our task is to ensure we 
do it in a sensible, incremental, and rea-
soned manner.

The seven (preventable) irreversible 
events [affecting global warming] reach 
their fi rst “tipping point” with melting 
of the Greenland ice sheet, an event that 
commences with a 1.2º to 2º C rise in glob-
al temperature and which, according to 
the IPCC(2007) may have already, albeit 
slowly, begun. We must keep in mind, 
however, that complete melting of the ice 
sheet would cause a seven meter ocean 
rise only after some 300 to 1,000 years. 
This long melting timescale assumes CO2 
rises to nearly three times the current 
level (four times the pre-industrial level) 
and stays that high for a millennium.

The other six events do not reach their 
tipping points until global temperatures 
increase by about 3º to 6º C.

Techniques Already Known
The fi rst of the two most common exam-
ples [of warming mitigation techniques] 
cited is placement of refl ective aerosols 
into the upper atmosphere in order to 
refl ect incoming sunlight and thus reduce 
global temperature. The second is inject-
ing iron into parts of the ocean in order 
to speed the growth of phytoplankton and 
thus sequester carbon. Similar techniques 
can be used to inject lime into the ocean 
and reduce near-coast water acidity, and 
thereby protect coral reefs and shellfi sh.

Geo-Engineering Seen as a Practical,
Cost-Effective Global Warming Strategy
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COST OF ALTERNATIVE WARMING MITIGATION TECHNIQUES

Total Present Value
Abatement Cost (2005)

Residual (unprevented)
Global-Warming Related 
Damages (2005)

Exclusive reliance on CO2 emissions 
reductions Nordhaus “optimal,” 2007

$2,200,000,000,000 $17,000,000,000,000

Aerosol geo-engineering
 Nordhaus, 1994 $10,000,000,000 $0
 Teller et al., 2003 $1,200,000,000 $0

Geo-engineering the Earth’s atmo-

sphere with refl ective aerosols 

presents the most cost-effective 

and reliable means of keeping the 

Earth’s temperature within a desir-

able range, EPA scientist and senior 

counsel David Schnare told the U.S. 

Senate Committee on Environment 

and Public Works in September 26 

testimony.

In addition to being much less 

expensive than seeking to stem 

temperature rise solely through the 

reduction of greenhouse gas emis-

sions, geo-engineering has the ben-

efi t of delivering measurable results 

in a matter of weeks rather than the 

decades or centuries required for 

greenhouse gas reductions to take 

full effect.

Schnare’s testimony was presented 

in the context of hearings regarding 

the plight of the Chesapeake Bay due 

to projected global warming, but his 

observations are globally applicable.

Reproduced below is a condensed 

version of Schnare’s testimony.

CONTINUED on right



You might think of geo-engineering as 
a human effort to replicate natural pro-
cesses such as volcanic eruptions that 
inject large quantities of sulfates into the 
air and thereby shield the planet from 
sunlight. The eruption of Mount Pina-
tubo in the Philippines in 1991 injected a 
signifi cant amount of sulfur dioxide into 
the stratosphere, lowering the Earth’s 
surface temperature by about 0.5ºC the 
year following the eruption.

The extremely low cost of geo-engineer-
ing allows many like Barrett to describe 
these techniques as economically “incred-
ible.” [The accompanying table] shows 
geo-engineering is not merely 200 to 2,000 
times less expensive, but it prevents more 

damage than exclusive reliance on carbon 
control.

Additional Cancer Benefi ts
Further, consider a risk not included in 
the $17 trillion worth of residual global 
warming damages shown in the table—
the $10 billion a year cost to the United 
States from ultraviolet (UV)-caused can-
cer that would be avoided using geo-engi-
neering.

In practical terms, the benefi ts to the 
United States alone, and for UV-related 
cancer alone, justify using geo-engineer-
ing—a gift to the world that would pre-
vent some $5.2 trillion in [anticipated] 
global warming-caused damages.

Geo-Engineering Already Occurring
Notably, geo-engineering has gone com-

mercial. Planktos, Inc., for example, is a 
for-profi t ecorestoration company based 
in San Francisco with offi ces in the Euro-
pean Union and British Columbia. Its pri-
mary focus is to restore damaged habitats 
in the ocean and on land. The fi rm injects 
iron into iron-defi cient waters to induce 
large blooms of plankton. This helps 
sequester carbon, and Planktos sells car-
bon sequestration credits on the various 
carbon markets.

In light of [University of Chicago Law 
School Distinguished Professor Cass] 
Sunstein’s admonition [to avoid the twin 
dangers of overreaction and apathy] 
and the economic and fi scal realities of 
global warming, geo-engineering, and 
alternatives thereto, the most sensible 
approach would be a mixed strategy of 
geo-engineering to prevent further global 

warming and the effects of ocean acidifi -
cation over the next century or two and 
vigorously developing a transition from 
carbon-based energy, to include research 
on scrubbing greenhouse gases from the 
atmosphere.

By Joseph Bast

According to the Web site of the Envi-
 ronmental Working Group, “There is 

growing consensus in the scientifi c com-
munity that small doses of pesticides and 
other chemicals can adversely affect peo-
ple, especially during vulnerable periods 
of fetal development and childhood when 
exposures can have long lasting effects.”

An online petition to ban the use of pes-
ticides in the Canadian provinces of New-
foundland and Labrador claims, “Cur-
rent scientifi c consensus is that common 
lawn chemicals create signifi cant human 
health risks and pose a threat to our eco-
systems.” It cites “the Ontario College of 
Family Physicians, Newfoundland and 
Labrador Medical Association, Canadian 
Cancer Society, Canadian Lung Associa-
tion, etc.” (http://www.petitiononline.
com/NLBan/petition.html)

Canada has imposed sweeping restric-
tions on the use of pesticides and herbi-
cides, and a growing number of cities in 
the United States are attempting to ban 
or restrict their use in parks, schools, and 
other public spaces.

Is there really a “consensus” on the 
threat posed by pesticides? If there is, 
what does it say?

What Doctors, Scientists Believe
What scientists and health experts actu-
ally know about pesticides is quite differ-
ent from what is suggested by the Envi-
ronmental Working Group and other anti-
pesticide advocacy groups. Most would 
endorse the following summary of what is 
known:

• We know synthetic chemicals that 
might cause cancer in high doses are pres-
ent in the human diet in extremely small 
amounts, too small to pose more than a 
minuscule threat to human health.
• As our ability improves to detect ever-
smaller amounts of chemicals in human 
and other animal tissue, we are discover-
ing synthetic chemicals are ubiquitous. 
But just because they are detectible doesn’t 
mean their presence is harmful. It is still 
true that “the dose makes the poison.”
• According to Dr. Bruce Ames, a promi-
nent biochemist at the University of Cali-
fornia-Berkeley, we consume 10,000 times 
more naturally occurring potential carcin-
ogens than manmade pesticide residues, 
by weight, yet even natural carcinogens 
are not likely to pose a signifi cant health 
threat.
• Age-adjusted cancer rates in the U.S. 
have been falling, according to the Nation-
al Cancer Institute, since at least the early 
1990s, even while the generation that was 
most likely to have been exposed to pesti-
cides has reached retirement age.
• We have discovered connections 
between genetics, obesity, and infection 
that explain a growing share of cancer 
cases that once were mistakenly attrib-
uted to exposure to chemicals.
• Dr. Elizabeth Whelan, president of the 
American Council on Science and Health, 
has repeatedly shown how animal test-
ing, while a valuable tool for determining 
the safety of many kinds of chemicals and 
drugs, tends to overestimate the likeli-
hood of harmful effects when extrapolated 
to humans. Human subjects often would 

have to ingest thousands of gallons or 
pounds of a suspect substance to achieve 
the equivalent “dose” received by a labora-
tory mouse or rat.
• The benefi ts of pesticide use are enor-
mous. In crop protection, they increase 
yields and lower prices, making fruits and 
vegetables affordable to millions of peo-
ple. By controlling vermin, they protect 
the health of children and adults. By bat-
tling weeds and termites, they prevent the 
loss of billions of dollars of property every 
year.

Junk Scientists
The general public is fed a steady stream 
of alarmist propaganda that tells a very 
different story about pesticides. The huge 
growth in the organic food industry in the 
U.S. and around the world is entirely the 
result of public fear of the health effects of 
pesticides and other synthetic chemicals 
in our diets.

Most of the false alarms come from one 
or more of fi ve interest groups that have 
learned how to profi t from anti-pesticide 
alarmism. They are:
• the news media, which fi nds it can sell 
more newspapers or attract more viewers 
by exaggerating the tiny and hypothetical 
risks associated with pesticide use;
• politicians, who campaign for reelec-
tion by promising to protect our children 
by passing new laws and regulations on 
chemical manufacturers, even though 
they surely must know that existing regu-
lations are more than adequate to protect 
the public;
• liberal advocacy groups, such as the 

Environmental Working Group, Pesticide 
Action Network, and World Wildlife Fund, 
which raise hundreds of millions of dol-
lars a year by cranking out news releas-
es, newsletters, and fundraising appeals 
claiming exposure to pesticides is making 
children sick and immediate action is nec-
essary;
• government agencies, including the 
World Health Organization, Food and 
Drug Administration, and state and 
local government agencies, which seek 
to expand their budgets and authority by 
publicizing dubious research and ignoring 
contradictory evidence appearing in peer-
reviewed journals; and
• the organic food industry, which 
pours millions of dollars into liberal advo-
cacy groups and advertising campaigns 
designed to frighten people about the 
safety of the food they eat and the water 
they drink, to boost demand for their own, 
more expensive and often less healthy, 
products.

While there are many honest and sin-
cere people working for companies and 
organizations in these fi ve groups, it is 
diffi cult to believe they are all unaware of 
the true scientifi c consensus on the safety 
of food and water in the United States. 
Some willfully ignore the truth, while oth-
ers simply lie.

Next month: What we can do to stop the 
junk scientists!

Joseph Bast (jbast@heartland.org) is 
president of The Heartland Institute and 
publisher of Environment & Climate 
News.

What Is the Real Scientifi c Consensus on Pesticides? 

David Schnare, “Responses to Climate 
Change and their Implications on 
“Preservation and Restoration of the 
Chesapeake Bay,” Testimony Before 
the United States Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works, 
Wednesday, September 26, 2007:
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.
cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_
id=03243e1e-cf11-4bfb-b11b-3baed7
cdc751

INTERNET INFO
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Review by Jay Lehr, Ph.D.

Organic foods are quite in vogue—
they constitute the fastest-growing 

segment of the food industry. Food mar-
kets from Whole Foods to Wal-Mart are 
trying to capture part of this burgeoning 
market.

The reason for this is that the public 
thinks organic foods are more nutritious, 
less toxic, and better for the environment 
than conventionally produced foods. Alex 
Avery’s new book will convince you that 
these claims are all false.

Organic Production Inadequate
Avery traces the roots of the organic 
movement to its earliest days, when 
all foods were organically grown. Prior 
to 1909, when the Haber-Bosch process 
fi rst produced free nitrogen for agricul-
tural application, and before science 
and technology gave us the fertilizers 
that now make our food both healthier 
and more plentiful, all foods were pro-
duced through the methods now called 
organic.

Prominent Agronomist Vaclav Smil of 
the University of Manitoba tells us less 
than half the population of today’s world 
could be fed even the inadequate diet 
of 1900 without today’s manufactured 
fertilizers. Thus, more than half the 
humans alive today owe their existence 
to conventional fertilizers.

In turn, wildlife conservators should 
be equally grateful, Avery notes, for 
without fertilizer much of the world’s 
wildlife habitat would have been sacri-
fi ced to grow crops and animal feed.

Health Benefi ts Unsupported
Organic foods are widely marketed by 
companies as healthier and better for 
you than conventionally produced foods. 
There is no scientifi c evidence to support 
those claims.

A considerable amount of research has 
been conducted on the nutrient content 
of organic versus conventional foods, 
and the results indicate no signifi cant 
or meaningful nutritional differences 
between the two.

Avery quotes many prominent nutri-
tionists, among them Nobel Laureate 
Norman Borlaugh, who said, “If people 
want to believe that the organic food has 
a better nutritive value, it’s up to them 
to make that foolish decision. But there’s 
absolutely no research that shows [this]. 
... As far as plants are concerned, they 
can’t tell whether that nitrate ion comes 
from artifi cial or from decomposed 
organic matter.”

Greater Health Risks
Perhaps the biggest myth about organic 
foods is that they are demonstrably safer 
than conventional foods. Available evi-
dence indicates the opposite is likely 
true.

Heavy reliance on animal manure as 
a fertilizer can signifi cantly increase 
food-borne bacteria. A 2004 study at the 
University of Minnesota found organic 
produce was six times more likely to be 
contaminated by generic E. coli than 
conventional produce.

Similarly, organic free-range chicken 
was shown to pose much greater risk 
of salmonella and other illness-causing 
bacteria than chickens raised in confi ne-
ment.

Requires More Pesticides
The notion that organic foods are free of 
pesticides is a carefully cultivated illu-
sion, Avery tells us. Fully 62 percent 
of all pesticides applied in U.S. agri-
culture are those approved for organic 
use, including oil, sulfur, and copper. 
They are applied in large volumes 
because they are so much less effective 
than “non-organic” pesticides developed 
through modern technology.

For example, to effectively repel fun-
gus growth, copper has to be applied at 
14 pounds per acre, while the average 
non-organic alternative requires but 1.5 
pounds per acre.

Anti-Freedom Activists
Avery documents how the usual anti-cap-
italist, anti-technology groups support 
the organic movement, and he makes 

an irrefutable case that these groups 
are using the movement as a tool in a 
greater war on economic freedom. Thus 
we must be more proactive in defending 
our economic system, he notes.

Explains Avery, “We have the technol-
ogies, resources, and know-how to feed 
and clothe humanity well without ful-
fi lling the dire predictions of the organic 
doom-sayers, but only if we get over 
our crisis in confi dence in technology, 
science, and social/economic structure. 
Free-market democracies are the most 
adaptable and humane of any system 
yet tried by mankind. There is simply no 
reason why we cannot sustainably and 
abundantly feed all of humanity in the 
21st century while protecting wild habi-
tats and ecosystems.”

Wildlife Encroachment
Avery makes short shrift of the myth 
that organic farming is good for wildlife 
habitat. Organic agriculture is already 
causing expansion of farmlands into 
wildlife habitats in less-developed coun-
tries, as fertilizer-free farming requires 
much more land to produce the same 
amount of food.

Ironically, the degradation of wildlife 
habitat in Third World nations is happen-
ing to satisfy the organic food demands 
of wealthy consumers in Europe and the 
United States who see themselves as 
environmentalists. Many organic cus-
tomers simply don’t realize the inherent 
nitrogen limitation of organic farming 
and the toll their organic preferences are 
taking on global wildlife.

The reality that organic farming is 
less productive than non-organic farm-
ing is apparently diffi cult for many 
organic believers to accept. Direct, fi eld-
to-fi eld comparisons show organic farms 

produce up to 50 percent less than con-
ventional farms.

It is also important to remember 
that organic farming requires far more 
than just the land directly involved in 
growing a crop. Organic farming sys-
tems must devote extra land to produce 
organic nitrogen to apply to crops that 
can’t fi x their own nitrogen. Avery care-
fully documents the larger amount of 
land required to grow organic food.

Biotechnology Promise
Avery concludes with a brief chapter 
on biotechnology. He notes, “Biotech-
nology has the power to improve just 
about every aspect of farming and has 
already done so in major ways. Our food 
supply will be safer, more environmen-
tally friendly, and healthier because of 
the power of biotechnology to make fun-
damental changes at the genetic level. 
With it farmers are using far less pesti-
cide and are producing more abundant 
crops and healthier foods.”

The great contribution of The Truth 
About Organic Foods is not just in expos-
ing organic industry marketing myths, 
but that Avery explains in clear and 
non-technical prose why these myths are 
not true. This 231-page, clearly written 
text is amazingly comprehensive and a 
delightful and never boring read.

If you think there is something inher-
ently wholesome, healthy, or environ-
mentally friendly about organic foods, 
you must read this book.

Jay Lehr (lehr@heartland.org) is sci-
ence director for The Heartland Insti-
tute.

Organic Food Industry Is Duping 
Consumers on Health, Environment Issues
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about gasoline’s most viable competitor: 
ethanol.

The group’s report, Potential Impacts 
of Biofuels Expansion on Natural 
Resources: A Case Study of the Ogallala 
Aquifer Region, claims the increasingly 
widespread use of ethanol as an automo-
tive fuel is severely straining Midwest-
ern water supplies.

Aquifer Threatened
According to the report, the ethanol 
blending process and the increased corn 
production necessary to meet growing 
ethanol demand could deplete up to 
120 billion gallons of water each year 
from the Ogallala aquifer, an 800-mile 
underground reservoir supplying water 
from South Dakota to Texas.

Ethanol-related pressures on the aqui-
fer could create long-term water and agri-
culture crises throughout the Midwest, 
Environmental Defense claims, because 
the aquifer feeds 20 percent of all the 
irrigated land in the United States.

“The Ogallala Aquifer supports the 
majority of irrigated agriculture in 
the southern Great Plains,” the report 
observes. “However, in recent decades it 
has experienced substantial water table 
declines in areas where rates of ground-
water pumping have far exceeded rates 
of replacement. The region was also the 
center of Dust Bowl conditions in the 
1930s.”

The report notes growing ethanol 
demand, created not by market forces 
but by government subsidies and man-
dates, could eventually result in an addi-
tional 120 billion gallons of water per 
year being taken away from the aquifer.

“This dramatic expansion of ethanol 
production has substantial implications 
for already strained water and grassland 
resources in the Ogallala Aquifer region,” 
the report asserts.

More Local Input Needed
The report notes ethanol plants use 
between three and six gallons of water to 
produce a single gallon of ethanol. Envi-
ronmental Defense recommends giving 
local residents more say in determining 
whether ethanol plants are environmen-
tally suitable for a particular location.

“Local and regional decision makers 
can also guide ethanol production toward 
more sustainable locations by making 
local approval of ethanol plant siting 
contingent on analyzing the impacts 
on water resources in areas of existing 
water scarcity,” states the report.

“The Ogallala region is experiencing 
rapid rates of ethanol production growth 
in areas where water resources are most 
under stress,” the report notes. “Areas of 
high depletion, defi ned as within 50 miles 
of aquifer zones where water tables have 
dropped by more than 10 feet between 
1980 and 1996, currently contain only 
fi ve ethanol plants with combined pro-
duction of 71.5 million gallons per year.

“However, another nine plants with 
639 million gallons per year capacity are 
currently under construction within the 
same areas, representing an almost 900 

percent increase in the areas of highest 
water depletion. A proposed quadrupling 
of the U.S. mandate for the use of etha-
nol in fuel could drive further dramatic 
expansion,” the report concludes.

“Water depletion is just one of many 
negative environmental impacts caused 
by ethanol,” said Jerry Taylor, a senior 
fellow at the Cato Institute. “Not only 
is ethanol an expensive alternative to 
gasoline, it is also an environmentally 
suspect one.”

James Hoare (ljahoare@aol.com) is an 
attorney practicing in Rochester, New 
York.

The Environmental Defense report, 
Potential Impacts of Biofuels Expan-
sion on Natural Resources: A Case 
Study of the Ogallala Aquifer Region, 
is available through PolicyBot™, 
The Heartland Institute’s free online 
research database. Point your Web 
browser to http://www.policybot.org 
and search for document #22233.

INTERNET INFO

The “Celebrating America’s Heritage 
Act,” scheduled for a House vote during 
the week of October 22, would double the 
funding for nine existing National Heri-
tage Areas (NHAs) and expand federal 
government power to restrict private 
property rights in the name of preserv-
ing national heritage.

Breaking Promises
National Heritage Areas are communi-
ties designated by the federal govern-
ment, with the help of activist groups, 
as representing a historical heritage 
that should be preserved. Citizens who 
own land within the designated areas 
are restricted in how they can utilize 
their property.

The National Park Service receives 
federal funds to preserve and promote 
the areas, under the premise that the 
allocated funds are merely seed money 
to facilitate the heritage areas becoming 
self-suffi cient after a short period of pro-
motion and preservation.

When the nine existing National Heri-
tage Areas targeted by the new bill were 

created under the Omnibus Parks and 
Public Lands Management Act of 1996, 
each was granted $10 million in seed 
money to help achieve self suffi ciency.

The late Rep. Bruce Vento (DFL-MN) 
summarized the justifi cation for the seed 
money when he spoke on the House fl oor 
in support of the 1996 legislation shortly 
before it was approved by the House.

“There is a limit to the length of time 
or the amount of money the federal gov-
ernment can [put] in a heritage area. In 
10 years, we are out of there. Then they 
are on their own and we all get the ben-
efi t of that conservation,” Vento said.

Perpetual Pork
The Celebrating America’s Heritage Act 

would add more than $100 million to the 
national budget defi cit, equaling “the 
annual amount of federal income taxes 
paid by 22,184 fi lers who have adjusted 
incomes between $30,000 and $75,000,” 
National Taxpayers Union Senior Gov-
ernment Affairs Manager Kristina 
Rasmussen told a House subcommittee 
before the summer congressional recess. 
“That means 22,184 middle-income fi lers 
would send one year’s worth of federal 
income taxes just to these nine heritage 
areas.”

“This latest effort to establish more 
NHAs is pork barrel politics at its 
worst,” American Property Coalition 
President Tom DeWeese said. “Special 
interest groups are relying on deceit and 
outright lies to gain approval, hoping to 
pad their pockets at the expense of prop-
erty owners and local economies. If H.R. 
1483 passes and old NHA designations 
are extended and new ones are created, 
it will likely then make establishment of 
a national program unstoppable.”

Property Rights Champions
The Freedom 21 Agenda for Prosperity, 
part of a national campaign advocat-
ing increased local self-government in 
the United States, highlights some of 
the negative consequences of restrict-

ing private property rights in favor of 
government control. According to Free-
dom 21, the federal government already 
owns one-third of the land in the United 
States and enforces stifl ing regulatory 
restrictions on much more.

“Except for relatively modest land 
areas specifi cally targeted for unique 
environmental purposes, history has 
demonstrated time and again that pub-
licly managed land and water is often 
poorly cared for,” Freedom 21 notes.

Freedom 21 observes government 
ownership and control of property is 
“counter to the American experience” 
of freedom and rugged individualism. 
“Government must nurture property 
rights and the self-interest of citizens” 
instead of crowding them out under col-
lectivist policies, the statement says.

James M. Taylor (taylor@heartland.
org) is managing editor of Environment 
& Climate News.

Ethanol
Continued from page 1

“Special interest groups are 
relying on deceit and outright 
lies to gain approval, hoping 
to pad their pockets at the 
expense of property owners 
and local economies.”
TOM DEWEESE

PRESIDENT

AMERICAN PROPERTY COALITION
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Heritage
Continued from page 1

Freedom 21 Agenda for Prosperity: 
http://www.freedom21.org/

INTERNET INFO

“On September 20, 
Environmental Defense ... 
issued a study raising con-
cerns about gasoline’s most 
viable competitor: ethanol.”



By Howard C. Hayden

From the standpoint of a photovoltaic 
(PV) owner/user/purchaser, effi ciency 

boils down to the question of how large 
the solar collector array has to be to get 
the job done. 

If the effi ciency is low, larger (or more) 
collectors are required. If the effi ciency 
is higher, fewer or smaller solar collec-
tors will be required.

What, exactly, is effi ciency? Simply, it 
is the ratio of the electrical power pro-
duced (in watts) to the input solar power 
(sunlight, but expressed also in watts) 
striking the solar collector, the ratio usu-
ally being expressed as a percentage.

Most photovoltaic devices (solar cells 
and PV cells) that are manufactured in 
quantities large enough to be considered 
for use in producing electricity have effi -
ciencies in the range of 10 percent. That 
is, just one-tenth of the power in the sun-
light becomes electrical power.

Ineffi cient Conversion
In bright noontime sunlight, a one-
square-meter surface facing the sun is 
exposed to somewhat less than 1,000 
watts of solar power in the form of light. 
At 10 percent effi ciency, a PV collector of 
that size will produce about 100 watts of 
electricity.

To produce the 1,200 watts required for 
a hair dryer requires the full output of 12 
square meters of PV collector. Of course, 
the output will be lower when the sun 

is low in the sky (because the sunlight 
is passing through much more atmo-
sphere), not directly facing the collector, 
or blocked by clouds. At night, there will 
be no production whatsoever.

Overall, you will be lucky to produce 
a year-round average of 20 watts from a 
single square meter of PV collector.

Forget about politics and economics. 
The reasons PV cell effi ciency is so low 
are physical, involving the solar spectrum 
and properties of materials.

PV Power Minuscule
All of our sources of electricity—batteries, 
generators (turned by hydropower, steam 
engines, gas turbines, or your automo-
bile engine), and solar cells—energize 
electrons. Our lamps, motors, TVs, com-
puters, and all other electrical devices 
extract that energy.

There is always an energy source 
(water behind a dam, coal, wind, natu-
ral gas, petroleum, nuclear fi ssion, sun-
light, etc.), a mechanism for energizing 
electrons (generator, PV cell, etc), and a 
method of delivery (wires).

The goal of photovoltaics is to produce 
lots of power, and to do it cheaply and 
reliably. The Carter administration pre-
dicted we would get 1.4 trillion kilowatt 
hours (kWh) annually from PV, equiva-
lent to an astounding 160 billion watts of 
around-the-clock power, by 2020.

The American Physical Society (APS) 
studied the problem of photovoltaics and 
concluded, “It is unlikely that photovolta-
ics will contribute more than about 1 per-
cent of the U.S. electrical energy produced 
near the end of the [20th] century.”

As it happened, solar electric systems 
produced a whopping 0.013 percent of our 
electricity in 2000, only 1 percent of the 
upper limit expected by the APS and a 
microscopic fraction of the Carter admin-
istration’s estimate for 2020.

Plenty of Money Available
It was not politics, the low price of coal, 
the low price of petroleum, or a lack of 
research money that made PV fail to 
meet the lofty goals envisioned during 
the oil crises of the 1970s. 

The amount of money that could be 
made by manufacturing cheap, reliable, 
highly effi cient solar cells is absolutely 
stupendous. The reward for picking the 
right combination of ingredients—chosen 
from that most democratic of documents, 
the Periodic Table of the Elements—and 
turning out square mile after square 
mile of PV arrays would be enough to 

make Bill Gates look like a pauper.
Hence there was and is a lot of research 

money available from both public and pri-
vate sources, yet PV remains expensive 
and ineffi cient. After decades of intense 
research, large-scale PV makes sense 
only in places that have no other source 
of electricity.

Photovoltaic Mechanisms
Let us take a look at the mechanism 
of PV cells. Typical cells are made of a 
single wafer of silicon with two adjacent 
areas containing tiny amounts of impu-
rities to make what is called p-type and 
n-type semiconductors.

A photon (a “particle” of light) strikes 
the p-type semiconductor and energizes 
the electron, sending it into the adja-
cent n-type semiconductor, leaving a 
hole behind. A natural electric fi eld in 
the p-n junction between the two types 
of semiconductor keeps the electron from 
directly going back to refi ll the hole, and 
allows that electron to pass through the 
external circuit, doing something useful. 
Electrons return to the p region through 
an external circuit where they accom-
plish something useful as the process as 
a whole creates electricity.

However, the voltage produced by a 
single PV cell can’t even run a household 
light bulb.

In the next, and fi nal, installment of 
this series, we will examine some remain-
ing practical problems with widespread 
photovoltaic power.

Howard Hayden (corkhayden@
comcast.net) is professor emeritus of 
physics at the University of Connecticut 
and adjunct professor at Colorado State 
University at Pueblo. He writes a monthly 
energy newsletter available for $35 annu-
al subscription at The Energy Advocate, 
PO Box 7595, Pueblo West CO 81007.

Ineffi ciencies Deter Widespread Use of Solar Power

“From the standpoint of a 
photovoltaic owner/user/
purchaser, effi ciency boils 
down to the question of 
how large the solar collector 
array has to be to get the 
job done.”
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This article is the third in a series outlining technological and economic obstacles to 
the widespread use of solar power.
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By Jordan Smith

On August 2, just one day after the 
tragic collapse of the I-35W Bridge 

in Minneapolis, Minnesota, a group of 
Collegians for a Constructive Tomorrow 
(CFACT) staff and students trekked via 
the Twin Cities to Breezy Point, Minne-
sota for the organization’s sixth annual 
Eco-Summit.

Every year since 2002, the National 
CFACT student leaders have met with 
local and national staff to learn about 
and discuss environmental and consumer 
issues and gain instruction in ways to 
grow their campus chapters, in a fun-
fi lled weekend.

Global Warming Science
Friday began with the fi rst of two morn-
ings of workshops by the CFACT staff 
and special guest speakers covering topics 
such as global warming theories, CFACT’s 

mission, and how to grow local chapters.
Friday morning’s keynote speaker was 

Minnesota State Sen. Mike Jungbauer 
(R-East Bethel). Jungbauer, a skeptic of 
the theory that humans are causing a 
global warming crisis, engaged the group 
by debunking hysterical global warming 
theories. He told stories of many battles 
on the issue in the Minnesota state legis-
lature and described his ongoing study of 
the issue through advanced-level science 
courses.

Jungbauer stressed the need to read and 
research on one’s own to fi nd answers.

Saturday morning’s keynote speaker 
was James M. Taylor, managing editor 
of Environment & Climate News and a 
policy expert on climate change from The 
Heartland Institute. Taylor gave a casual 
and extremely informative talk on global 
warming, focusing on alarmist myths 
and why and how they’re spread by activ-

ists, media, and legislators. Taylor gave 
attendees a copy of his fi ndings, with ref-
erences so they could use the information 
later.

Campus Organization Strategies
Attendees also gained practical advice 
about how to succeed as a student group 
on campus. CFACT national and regional 
staff made presentations about com-
municating their message to students, 
developing an internship program, and 
navigating the often complex—and often 
unconstitutional—student service fees 
processes.

The conference was a resounding suc-
cess. As Andy Larson, CFACT chairman 
for the Upper Midwest Region, put it, “It 
was great to meet other CFACT leaders 
and hear what they’re doing to advance 
our message across the country. I learned 
a lot, and whenever a trip to northern 

Minnesota is involved, I can’t complain.”

Jordan Smith (jordansmith11@gmail.
com) is a campus organizer for the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison branch of 
Collegians for a Constructive Tomorrow.

Campus Leaders Unite at Minnesota Eco-Summit Retreat
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(top left) CFACT staff and students pose with 

Minnesota State Sen. Mike Jungbauer, front 

row, third from left, after Jungbauer’s global 

warming presentation.

(top right) UNC’s Tina Chen with the CFACT 

penguin, given away at the conference.

(bottom left) CFACT attendees on an outing 

during the 2007 annual meeting in Breezy 

Point, Minnesota.

(bottom right) CFACT 2007 annual meeting 

attendees with environmental expert James 

Taylor (far right, 2nd row).
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HOW MUCH GLOBAL WARMING?

SEPTEMBER 2007

The Southern Hemisphere’s temperature was 0.23˚C above normal.

Each month, Environment & Climate News updates the global averaged satellite measurements of the Earth’s temperature. These numbers are important because 
they are real—not projections, forecasts, or guesses. Global satellite measurements are made from a series of orbiting platforms that sense the average temperature 
in various atmospheric layers. Here, we  present the lowest level, which climate models say should be warming. The satellite measurements are considered accurate 
to within 0.01°C. The data used to create these graphs can be found on the Internet at http://vortex.nsstc.uah.edu/public/msu/t2lt/tltglhmam_5.2.
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The global average temperature for September was 0.24˚C above normal. The Northern Hemisphere’s temperature was 0.25˚C above normal.


