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We oppose these measures on moral grounds. These proposals violate the moral principles affirmed by the American Founders, and instituted in the American limited government: the inalienable right of every individual to his own life, his own liberty, his own property, and the pursuit of his own happiness. These rights are inalienable; they are not contingent on the permission of a federal agency.
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We oppose these measures on the grounds of natural history, because claims to man-made global warming contradict the evidence from Earth’s past and present.
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We oppose these measures on scientific grounds, because the assertions of a man-made global warming crisis are opposed by some of the best scientific minds in the world. There is no “consensus” among scientists that man-made global warming is a crisis requiring government intervention.
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We oppose these measures on logical grounds, because claims to man-made global warming are merely the latest in a century-long series of failed predictions of climate catastrophe, built on emotion and not on reason. These dire predictions have alternated between cooling and warming—cycles that have run parallel to the Earth’s natural climate variations.
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We oppose these measures on technological grounds, because the destruction of fossil fuels—for which there are no practical alternatives in the short-term—will destroy the industrial development that keeps us alive and allows us to prosper.
Comment 6:








(Page 31)
We oppose these immoral measures on political grounds. These measures will elevate a federal agency into an unaccountable, autocratic institution with unlimited power over every individual. This is a declaration of war against the fundamental right to liberty recognized in America’s Declaration of Independence.

Comment Number One: The EPA ANPR Provisions are Immoral
We oppose these measures on moral grounds. These proposals violate the moral principles affirmed by the American Founders, and instituted in the American limited government: the inalienable right of every individual to his own life, his own liberty, his own property, and the pursuit of his own happiness. These rights are inalienable; they are not contingent on the permission of a federal agency.

It is important to grasp the arbitrary nature of the claims to impending climate disaster, their lack of support among many eminent scientists, the history of failed predictions of disaster (of which this is merely the last), and the lack of viable alternatives to fossil fuels. It is important to recognize that there is no natural “disaster” looming over the horizon—only a political disaster of our own making. We shall address these issues in comments following this one.
But the major impetus behind the man-made global warming scare—and the resultant political proposals—is rooted in something other than the rational identification of a genuine problem. It is erroneous moral ideas that are leading us to political disaster.

The fundamental moral issue is this: do human beings have a right to exist, and to live their own lives in pursuit of their values? Or, must human beings live only with the permission of a higher authority? Is the purpose of a government to protect each individual’s rights? Or is the government’s purpose to issue permissions to exist and to act?

We affirm that every individual has the right to life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness, and that these rights are inalienable to our beings. We maintain, therefore, that we are not obligated to purchase these rights from the self-proclaimed representatives of “The Earth,” or from a federal agency empowered to enforce their program. We hold that it is morally good—that it is right—for human beings to think, and to act, in order to achieve their values. We hold that governments are properly constituted only to protect these rights.
We hold that the greatest of all values is human life, and that nature should be open to the use of human beings, for their own ends. We reject any dogma—and any political program—that sacrifices man’s life, man’s industry, and man’s freedom to “nature,” or to the self-appointed guardians of “nature.”
We reject the idea that by the very action of creating the values we need to live—by living itself—we create some kind of a blot on the earth. We reject the idea of a “carbon footprint” for which we must atone to an Earth-goddess—as if carbon is not an element, and as if human “footprints,” the evidence that we live on Earth, are demonic.

We reject the idea that CO2, a gas existing in nature for billions of years, which is vital to plants and is emitted by animals, can be a “pollutant.” We reject the claim that by the very act of breathing, we are polluters who defile the Earth. 

Following the release of this ANPR, a spokeswoman for Greenpeace issued the following in a statement: 

As ‘the world’s biggest polluter’ – a proclamation issued proudly by President Bush as he departed the G8 meeting yesterday – perpetuating inaction on the part of the U.S., whether it is at the federal level or abroad, is immoral.

When environmentalists attempt to discredit those who disagree with their dogma by calling them “immoral,” they make clear that the man-made global warming issue is based on a clash of moral values. 
There is a profound moral difference between seeing nature as a value to be protected from man’s defiling touch, and seeing nature as a value because it contains resources valuable to man. For the latter, the benefits that accrue to human beings are the basis for identifying a value in nature. Some aspects of nature, e.g., polar bears threatening a child, are a threat and should be destroyed. 
According to Greenpeace, however, the benefits or harms to human beings are irrelevant. They say it is immoral even to discuss the political and economic consequences of turning the country over to an autocratic federal agency. What does it matter what human beings think? The Earth is in danger, they cry, and that is enough to justify immediate action—regardless of the consequences for human beings.

This is the doctrine of intrinsic value, the idea that values exist independent of our evaluation. The philosopher Ayn Rand identified the essence of this invalid doctrine:

The intrinsic theory holds that the good is inherent in certain things or actions as such, regardless of their context and consequences, regardless of any benefit or injury they may cause to the actors and subjects involved. It is a theory that divorces the concept of "good" from beneficiaries, and the concept of "value" from valuer and purpose—claiming that the good is good in, by, and of itself.

This is the basic environmentalist view of nature: as a value out there, independent of us—and which can only be sullied by our touch. 

We oppose this doctrine of intrinsic value. We reject the idea that the Earth has value without anyone to evaluate it, or that the Earth’s value could be enhanced by removing ourselves from it. 

We hold that values are objective. Values are facts evaluated according to their benefits to man’s life. Ayn Rand continues, explaining her own view and ours:

The objective theory holds that the good is neither an attribute of "things in themselves" nor of man's emotional states, but an evaluation of the facts of reality by man's consciousness according to a rational standard of value. (Rational, in this context, means: derived from the facts of reality and validated by a process of reason.) The objective theory holds that the good is an aspect of reality in relation to man—and that it must be discovered, not invented, by man. Fundamental to an objective theory of values is the question: Of value to whom and for what? An objective theory does not permit context-dropping or "concept-stealing"; it does not permit the separation of "value" from "purpose," of the good from beneficiaries, and of man's actions from reason.

By denying the objective nature of values, environmentalists and advocates of socialist planning alike presume the right to assert what is good and right for others, and to impose this right by force—to the point of taking their property in the name of animals, and denying to the victims even the right to protest—as Greenpeace claims that merely to discuss the EPA plans is immoral. 

Given this moral premise, the man-made global warming claim meshes easily with other programs intended to destroy individual rights: economic redistribution of all kinds, control or confiscation of private property by the government, denial of technology and industry to non-industrialized nations, ever-increasing taxation, and most of all the establishment of a self-appointed environmentalist elite to tell us what the proper values are, and to enforce the sacrifices needed to “Save the Earth” from us.

The claims to scientific legitimacy made for the hypothesis of man-made global warming have been harnessed in service to a political agenda. Politics, not science, is driving the advocates of these political proposals. Lust for a dictatorship under the EPA permeates this movement—because it is the EPA who is to enforce the alleged interests of nature over man’s interests.

As Rand observed:
If a man believes that the good is intrinsic in certain actions, he will not hesitate to force others to perform them. If he believes that the human benefit or injury caused by such actions is of no significance, he will regard a sea of blood as of no significance. If he believes that the beneficiaries of such actions are irrelevant (or interchangeable), he will regard wholesale slaughter as his moral duty in the service of a "higher" good. 

Environmentalists have openly called for the destruction of the human race. They see nothing neutral about man’s presence on Earth;  we are invaders, parasites, viruses. Paul Watson expressed this directly: “The planet’s ecosystem is a collective living organism . . . Humans are presently acting upon this body in the same manner as an invasive virus . . .”
 He is often called a “misguided idealist”—but what of Prince Phillip of England, who followed these “ideals” when he said: “If I could be reincarnated, I would return as a killer virus to lower human population levels.”
 Or David Graber, a biologist with the National Park Service, who wrote: “We are not interested in the utility of a particular species, or free-flowing river, or ecosystem, to mankind. They have intrinsic value—more value, to me—than another human body or a billion of them. . . . some of us can only hope for the right virus to come along.”
 Or Maurice Strong, secretary general at the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development, who said: "Isn't the only hope for the planet that the industrialized civilizations collapse? Isn't it our responsibility to bring that about?”

This is the wish for human beings to be killed in mass—or to be pushed back into a pre-industrial state en route to death—all for the “good” of the Earth. It is the doctrine of intrinsic values that provides these environmentalists with this conception of the good—a “good” that requires the destruction of human life to achieve its purpose.

In opposition to this inhuman doctrine, we hold that the purpose of morality is to live a happy, productive, and prosperous life, and that the Earth should be open to human action, to be shaped into human values, for human purposes. “The purpose of morality,” writes Rand, “is to teach you, not to suffer and die, but to enjoy yourself and live.” She elaborates on the purpose of a moral code:

Man's life is the standard of morality, but your own life is its purpose. If existence on earth is your goal, you must choose your actions and values by the standard of that which is proper to man—for the purpose of preserving, fulfilling and enjoying the irreplaceable value which is your life.

We therefore uphold the political requirements of a proper moral system: the inalienable right of every individual to his own life, his own liberty, his own property, and to the pursuit of his own happiness. We hold that the liberty to pursue these values exists by right and not by permission.

The political question here is: shall we preserve the limited government that protects our rights, or shall we empower an unaccountable, ever-expanding, autocratic federal agency to crush us and our productive actions?

Each of our fundamental rights is under sustained attack. Our lives are said to be irrelevant, should they conflict with the whims of those who claim to represent the interests of animals. Our liberty is to be violated so that a federal agency may claim to “Save the Earth” from us. Our property is to be forfeited, if the self-chosen representatives of the Earth-goddess decide that it belongs to her—meaning, in practice, to them. Our happiness is deemed irrelevant, if it conflicts with their arbitrary claims.
Economically, we oppose these measures because they are a disguised scheme to redistribute the wealth of industrial producers. We reject the fallacious economic rationalizations used to justify these measures. These rationalizations include the idea that economics as a field is concerned with “the allocation of scarce resources.” This has become an excuse to empower a dictatorial agency to manage these coerced “allocations.” We also reject the doctrine of economic “externalities,” which purports to attribute non-existent “costs” to industrial producers, when in fact no measurable costs have been accrued. 

Economics, properly understood, is concerned with the production and voluntary exchange of material goods and services, not their forced redistribution.

The strength of the impetus behind the range of environmental laws, including the crippling restrictions placed on fossil fuel development in the US, cannot be explained by genuine concern for man’s environment. Time and time again, environmentalists have allowed human beings to die in order to prevent changes to nature. The 1972 DDT ban—the unilateral action of an EPA Administrator, which caused millions of deaths—is just one example of such outrages. 

We reject any program that denies the rights of people in undeveloped nations to develop industries, to build dams and power plants, to use biotechnology to increase food production, and to rise out of poverty into proud, productive lives. 

We also reject any program that denies the rights of people who have produced such advancements to own them, profit from them, and to produce more. 
In summary, those who purport to save “nature” by destroying man’s capacity to live as a free, productive, prosperous being have no valid claim to moral goodness. There is no basis in morality to elevate this environmentalist agenda into a plan of coercion by the government.
Comment Number Two: There is No Natural Evidence for Man-made Global Warming 

We oppose these measures on the grounds of natural history, because claims to man-made global warming contradict the evidence from Earth’s past and present.
The provisions in the ANPR are based on a specious, unproven, scientifically unsupported, a-historical claim that impending disaster is caused by our very prosperity. This claim is leading us into the clear and present danger of federal economic controls imposed on a scale previously intolerable in the United States.

As a bedrock to its proposals the EPA has accepted the conclusions of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change that man-made global warming is a settled issue. But the evidence of natural history shows no causal connection between so-called greenhouse gases and global temperatures. For a half a billion years, temperatures have risen and fallen independently of carbon dioxide (CO2) concentrations.

The EPA is also following the decision of the US Supreme Court that CO2, a natural compound vital to all living organisms, is a “pollutant.” This ruling contradicts the evidence of natural history, the facts of biology, and the wisdom gleaned by farmers from 8,000 years of agriculture.

Claims that the Earth is now undergoing an unprecedented rise in temperature—both in absolute terms and in the rate of increase—should be examined using precedents from the long-term history of the Earth.
 At least seven major ice age cycles have occurred in the last billion years, when mile-deep ice sheets periodically advanced beyond polar areas and engulfed regions that were once warm, before again melting in retreat. On a shorter timescale, some eleven glacial and interglacial periods have cycled during the past one million years. We are now living in a temporary interglacial warm period, the Holocene, that began with a relatively sudden rise in temperature about 11,000 years ago. We should expect the next glacial period to begin in the near future, meaning a few thousand years. These cyclical temperature changes in the Earth’s prehistory have far surpassed the lesser variations since the dawn of industrial life.

What causes such temperature variations? One of the central tenets of the man-made global warming hypothesis is that high atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide (CO2) have a direct effect on temperatures around the globe. The thermometer, however, was not invented until the Renaissance. Scientists must study ancient temperatures and chemical concentrations indirectly, by gathering “proxy data” taken from fossils, tree rings, ice cores, coral reefs, peat bog cellulose and other evidence. All of this requires highly technical scientific interpretation, and is subject to new discoveries and complex methods of statistical analysis. 

Using information derived from such proxy measurements, it is possible to reconstruct, at least roughly, temperature levels and the CO2 concentrations going back into the Earth’s deep history. Dr. Christopher Scotese, a geologist at the University of Texas at Arlington, used ancient evidence and computer models to determine average temperatures going back over 600 million years ago (mya).
 Other scientists have worked to determine CO2 concentrations.
 A basic outline of these CO2 and temperature reconstructions is as follows (values are rounded to the accuracy implied in the figures). Bear in mind that the average temperature today is about 59°F, and CO2 is about 380 parts per million (ppm):

· From 600 to 430 mya, CO2 was about 5000ppm; temperature was about 72°F. (One model has  CO2 up to 7000 ppm, another as lower than 5000 ppm)

· From 430 to 360 mya, CO2 fell below 1500ppm; temperatures shifted from 72°F to 54°F, then back up to 72°F

· From 360 to 245 mya, CO2 fell to about 1000ppm; temperatures fell back to 54°F, then returned to 72°F, after a spike to 74°F

· From 245 to 146 mya, CO2 held near 1000ppm; temperature stayed near 72°F, until falling to about 60°F. (Other reconstructions show CO2 as rising to about 2000 ppm about 200 mya, until falling again)

· From 146 to 65 mya, CO2 decreased to 750ppm or less; temperatures—trending opposite to CO2—rose to 72°F
· From 65 into the present, CO2 decreased to under 300ppm. Temperatures held at 72°F—far higher than today—then fell to 54°F before beginning to rise

This graph, Figure 1, illustrates these general trends. The heavy line shows average temperatures, the thin line shows a rough average of atmospheric CO2 concentrations:

Overall, the average global temperature has moved up and down between 54°F to 72°F, while atmospheric CO2 concentrations dropped from about 5000 to under 300ppm. If man-made global warming theory is correct, the Earth should have been blistering hot when CO2 was 16 times higher than today, and temperatures should have fallen when CO2 levels moved below 1000ppm. Even if other factors mitigated extreme temperature changes, there should be some correlation between temperatures and CO2. The Earth’s temperatures, however, varied independently of the CO2. The Earth was an average of 72°F—far higher than today—when CO2 was both 5000ppm and under 750ppm.
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Figure 1

Dr. R. Tim Patterson, professor of geology at Carleton University and director of the Ottawa-Carleton Geoscience Centre, wonders “whether Earth's climate record actually supports the assumption that CO2 is a major climate driver.”
 He reminds us that during an ice age about 450 million years ago, carbon dioxide concentrations were about 15 times higher than at present. He concludes that there is “no statistical correlation between the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere through the last 500 million years and the temperature record in this interval.”

Scientists from the University of New Mexico wrote that their studies of goethite [iron oxide] formations in Wisconsin “suggest that 440 Myr ago [million years ago] atmospheric CO2 was ~ 16 times higher than today. However, this enhanced level of atmospheric CO2 does not seem to have been accompanied by unusually warm temperatures in the tropics, and in fact may have been contemporaneous with high-latitude continental glaciation on Gondwanaland [the southern super-continent].”

Some scientists will dispute the precise figures here, and man-made global warming supporters will attack this overview as simplistic, but it remains clear that overall, global temperatures and CO2 variables have not at all correlated as the man-made global warming hypothesis requires and its proponents have maintained.  This strongly suggests that other natural factors, not atmospheric CO2 concentrations, were controlling the temperature changes.

Variations During the Past Five-hundred Thousand Years

A picture of the more immediate past is seen in reconstructions of temperatures and CO2 concentrations derived from Antarctic ice core samples collected at the Russian Vostok Research Station. The ice core reached down over 3300 meters to reveal ice as old as 422,000 years. Scientists determine ancient temperatures by analyzing the ratio of heavier oxygen-18 to ordinary oxygen-16, and heavier deuterium-2 to ordinary hydrogen-1, in the ice. 
Over the 422,000 years, temperatures have varied nearly 22°F, from about 16°F below to 6°F above the temperatures of the past century.
 Scientists have noted that CO2 levels today “seem to have been unprecedented during the past 420,000 years.”
 But the highest temperatures recorded in the ice core samples are about 6°F higher than today, at 128,357 and 323,482 years ago. If CO2 levels today are “unprecedented” and CO2 causes warming, then why are temperatures today lower than at several times in the Antarctic past?

Scientists working under the auspices of the Scripps Institute of Oceanography brought greater precision to their reading of the Vostok data. In the abstract of their published research, they wrote: “High-resolution records from Antarctic ice cores show that carbon dioxide concentrations increased by 80 to 100 parts per million by volume 600 ± 400 years after the warming of the last three deglaciations. Despite strongly decreasing temperatures, high carbon dioxide concentrations can be sustained for thousands of years during glaciations . . .” (emphasis added)

Patterson recognized that the time lag between rising or falling temperature and rising or falling CO2 is about 800 years. To illustrate the causal implications of this relationship, he draws an analogy with human history. If you think that climate is being driven by CO2, “then you probably would have no difficulty in accepting the idea that Winston Churchill was instrumental in the defeat of King Herold by Duke William of Orange at the Battle of Hastings in 1066.”
Dr. Willie Soon of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics agrees that “Atmospheric CO2 variations generally follow changes in temperature and other climatic variables rather than preceding them.” 

In his book An Inconvenient Truth, Al Gore ignores this time lag in order to create a false image of a frightening rise in temperature caused by CO2 emissions today.
 He graphs CO2 and temperatures as rising and falling in parallel, thus depicting the “repeating correlation” that Patterson discussed: the two lines move in tandem, and the spike in CO2 to over 350ppm today runs ominously off the graph. 
But Gore’s visually impressive graph distorts the issue in two ways. First, it does not accommodate the earlier CO2 levels of up to 5000ppm, or 16 times those of today. The graph we have presented in this article, Figure 1 above, has a higher vertical CO2 axis, and depicts today’s CO2 variations in accurate proportion to earlier changes: as tiny waves at the bottom right-hand side of the graph. Gore also omits values on the temperature axis, an egregious omission that makes it impossible to quantify the scale of temperature variations. 
Second, Gore adds to the confusion by conflating correlation with causation. His parallel CO2 and temperature lines obscure the fact that large temperature rises preceded small CO2 rises by 500 to 1500 years. Perhaps it is inconvenient for Gore to accept that the huge 22°F temperature changes in the Vostok ice core samples cannot be explained by the tiny—100ppm—changes in CO2 that followed those temperature changes. 
Gore’s CO2 / temperature graph is a distortion of the historical record designed to elicit an emotional response for a political purpose.

Variations over the past 30 Centuries (1,000 BC to Present)

During their early history human beings emitted no industrial CO2, and were vulnerable to the vagaries of weather, disease, and famine. Natural disasters were blamed on supernatural beings and forces. Life was nasty, poor, brutish, and short. But by 1,000 BC, human beings had lived in settled communities for several thousand years. Following a cold period between about 800 and 400 BC, temperatures in Europe rose from approximately 400 BC to AD 200, the Roman Warm Period. A cold period followed between ca. AD 200 and 900, during the European Dark Ages. The Medieval Warm Period (ca. 900–1350) was at least 2°F warmer than today. At this time the English grew grapes and produced wine, European agriculture and cathedral architecture prospered, the precursors to modern universities were established, merchants were active over widening trade routes, and the Vikings settled Greenland before moving west into North America. No catastrophic climate events resulted from this 2+°F warming of the planet.

Around 1450 the temperature in Europe plunged into the Little Ice Age (1450–1850).
 England’s Thames River froze during the winter, many crops failed in Europe, the Vikings abandoned Greenland to the snow and ice, and priests prayed for a halt to advancing glaciers that threatened Alpine villages.
 British naval log books promise to reveal more of the stormy character of the weather during this cold period.
 When George Washington crossed the Delaware River on Christmas Eve 1776, he faced huge ice floes, which an artist depicted as plausible 75 years later.
 
Had the people of Washington’s day been eager to blame themselves for natural events, feverish cries of impending inundation with ice would have risen along with demands to curtail human action. The English king might have directed his power toward shutting down artisans, laboratories and merchants, and there might have been no Industrial Revolution. Had this industrial shutdown occurred, the Earth would have continued to warm and to cool by natural factors, but we today, bereft of industry, would be far less able to adapt to those cycles.

Things began to warm in the 19th century. From the mid 1800s to 1940 American industrialists built on the scientific revolution of the prior two centuries, within a political system that recognized their freedom to think and to act independently of the dogmas of church, crown, and community. For the first time they produced coal and oil-fired industries, electrical power plants, and mass quantities of consumer goods. Automobiles, telephones, radios, railroads, and ships shrank the continents and the oceans. These advancements exceeded anything in history, and demonstrate that the cause of human prosperity is not the Earth’s climate. Atmospheric CO2 concentrations rose perhaps 16ppm along with the temperatures, a welcome reversal of the Little Ice Age and a return to the earlier warm periods. 

From 1940 to 1976, America and the free world built myriad fossil-fuel electric power plants, while high-rise buildings inscribed new skylines for cities, industrial manufacturing escalated, petroleum vehicles flooded America’s new interstate highway system, and medicines became widely available. The human environment in the industrialized nations—the physical context in which we live—improved greatly over any other time in history. Life-spans increased and infant mortality rates fell. The Earth’s population soared to over four billion—an increase that correlates directly with higher emissions of CO2 by industrial activity––while temperatures dropped by about 0.45°F.

Surface thermometers used to construct a temperature record back to the 1850s show a warming trend for the past several decades.
 Since 1978 scientists have realized that the data from surface temperature monitoring stations have been skewed by the urban heat effects of human activity, exacerbated by the poor placement of the stations. The Lodi, California thermometer, for instance, is next to the parking lot of a fire station in a residential area—and, predictably, it has recorded a temperature rise of up to 4°F in the past 40 years.
 
When California stations are statistically separated according to the populations of the counties in which they are located, higher population counties record higher and steeper temperature increases.
 Social, economic and political factors have distorted the global temperature record; when the Soviet Union collapsed, for instance, thousands of stations in Siberia were lost, which caused an upward shift in global temperature averages.

In 1999 a U.S. National Research Council panel, chaired by Dr. Tom Karl, director of the National Climatic Data Center, which included man-made global warming proponent Dr. James Hansen of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies, issued a report that asked:

Are we making the measurements, collecting the data, and making it available in a way that both today's scientist, as well as tomorrow's, will be able to effectively increase our understanding of natural and human-induced climate change? The Panel on Climate Observing Systems Status would answer the latter question with an emphatic NO. . . . these systems require immediate action to reverse their decay and to redesign them.
 

Since 1979, satellites have allowed us to literally rise above the limitations of surface stations, to take systematic measurements across vast oceans and unpopulated land areas, and to draw data representative of the entire Earth. In 1989 NASA scientists Dr. Roy Spencer and Dr. John Christy developed the first global temperature data set from satellite microwave data.
 Satellite data collection remains the most comprehensive and reliable global measurement method. 

According to the satellite record, from 1979 to 1996 temperatures varied by about .4°F, and in 1996 were at about the same level as in 1979. Prior to 2007, temperatures were at most “trending up at a modest 0.125° [C] per decade” (about 0.22°F).
 From 1998 (when El Niño caused a temperature spike of about 0.8°F) until 2007, temperatures have stayed flat or fallen. Temperatures decreased by 1.2°F during 2007 alone, the same amount that they may have increased from 1880 to 2000, despite the additional atmospheric CO2 from tremendous industrial growth during the 20th century.

Patterson asks vital questions about the CO2 global-warming hypothesis:

1. If CO2 is of such critical importance to climate change why was there a large temperature rise prior to the early 1940s when 80 percent of the human produced carbon dioxide was produced after World War II? 

2. When CO2 levels finally began to increase dramatically in the postwar years why was there a concomitant interval of about 30 years of cooling? 

One would think that if CO2 had such critical control over climate that the relative abundance of CO2 in the atmosphere would be in lock step with global temperature. Many researchers realize the difficulties that are presented by trying to make CO2 the key factor in climate change. . . . In conclusion, the geologic record clearly shows us that there really is little correlation between CO2 levels and temperature.

To dramatize his claim that temperatures today are skyrocketing, Al Gore reproduces a version of the famous “hockey stick” temperature graph, which shows flat temperatures for the last 1000 years, until a huge rise in the past century punctuates the page.
  This graph was developed by Dr. Michael Mann and others, and was used to publicize claims to the climate warming crisis.
 
But Ross McKitrick and Stephen McIntyre questioned the statistical methods used to create the graph, and found that they got the same “hockey stick” shape when they fed data created by a random number generator into Mann’s software program.
 These concerns led to a Congressional investigation headed by Dr. Edward Wegman and a team of statisticians, who found fatal methodological errors in Mann’s graph and supported the analysis of McKitrick and McIntyre.
 

The graph had been displayed authoritatively in the 2001 report of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), but has been dropped from the 2007 version. Al Gore still relies heavily on this discredited graph to support his political agenda.

Politicians and political institutions aside, many scientists have come to recognize that the lack of correlation between CO2 and warming requires different explanations for temperature changes. Joel E. Kauffman, professor emeritus in the Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, University of the Sciences in Philadelphia, noted that 
Claimed human-caused warming of the Earth to dangerous and unprecedented levels by human-related emissions of carbon dioxide is contradicted mainly by a non-correlation of carbon dioxide levels with warming. 
What is the most plausible primary cause of the rise and fall in temperatures over history? Dr. Kauffman offers “plausible alternative causes,” including “variations in solar output and cosmic ray intensity.”

The search for causes of temperature changes takes us off the planet to its primary source of energy, the sun, and its effects on water vapor, the most potent greenhouse gas. Dr. Boris Winterhalter has also drawn connections between solar phenomena and the Earth’s climate: "The effect of solar winds on cosmic radiation has just recently been established and, furthermore, there seems to be a good correlation between cloudiness and variations in the intensity of cosmic radiation. Here we have a mechanism which is a far better explanation to variations in global climate than the attempts by IPCC to blame it all on anthropogenic input of greenhouse gases."
 

As Norwegian scientist and solar expert Pål Brekke put it, “It's possible that the sun plays an even more central role in global warming than we have suspected.”

It is no accident that the Little Ice Age reached its apogee during the Maunder Minimum, when sunspot activity was nil (AD 1645-1715). Astronomer Ian Wilson and others have noted that two recent cool periods, the Dalton Minimum (1800-1820) and the Victorian Minimum (1880-1900), followed specific changes in solar activity, which suggest that we today, in 2008, are about to witness the start of two or three decades of cooling.

This brief overview of the Earth’s climate history leads to the conclusion that predictions of imminent climate disaster are deeply ahistorical. No extraordinary evidence in history has been presented for the extraordinary claims of climate disaster; indeed the claims run counter to historical evidence.
In summary, the last 500 million years of data reveal an energetic and immensely complex set of factors that constitute the Earth’s climate. Scientists do not understand it well enough either to posit a single cause of climate change or to create software programs to replicate it.
 The science of such a massive, unsettled system is never settled. But we do know that we did not cause such changes a million years ago, and that should we pass out of existence tomorrow the ice would eventually return. 
Based on natural history, there is no basis for assuming the truth of an impending climate crisis caused by human action.

Comment Number Three: There Is No “Consensus”
We oppose these measures on scientific grounds, because the assertions of a man-made global warming crisis are opposed by some of the best scientific minds in the world. There is no “consensus” among scientists that man-made global warming is a crisis requiring government intervention.
 

The most accomplished, senior, and expert scientists in climatology and related fields have gone on record to state that human action is NOT changing the climate. Many of them have paid a professional price for their candor. Their voices are unacknowledged in the press, and have carried almost no weight in the political deliberations. 

Claims by the advocates of man-made global warming that a scientific “consensus” exists are false. These claims reveal the dishonesty of the advocates of man-made global warming and reveal their political motivations. If they refuse to admit that their own colleagues who do not agree with them even exist, why should we accept that they are accurate in their scientific conclusions?

Concern over so-called greenhouse gases began in 1827, when Jean-Baptiste Fourier coined the metaphor “greenhouse effect.”
 Around 1860 John Tyndall suggested that a cause of the ice ages might be a decrease in atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. But chemist and physicist Svante Arrhenius first speculated that atmospheric CO2 might affect surface temperatures.
 

Arrhenius’ calculated, in 1896, that doubling atmospheric CO2 would increase temperatures 9 to 11°F. But by 1906 he had recalculated, and had written that “a decrease in the concentration of carbonic acid by half or a doubling would be equivalent to changes of temperature of -1.5 C or +1.6 C [-3°F or +3°F] respectively.” Advocates of man-made global warming cite the original figures in support of their political agendas, but they omit Arrhenius’s own corrections.
 The science behind atmospheric gases and climate was born in controversy and correction.
The number of highly-credentialed scientists critical of the man-made global warming crisis has punctured the myth of a consensus.
 Consider what these eminent scientists today say about the hypothesis of man-made global warming:

In a minority report issued December 20, 2007, members of the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee reported that “Over 400 prominent scientists from more than two dozen countries recently voiced significant objections to major aspects of the so-called "consensus" on man-made global warming.”
 Many of these scientists were expert reviewers for the UN IPCC—an Intergovernmental and not an Interscientific panel—which ignored their conclusions when they disagreed with the IPCC’s political mission. 

Among the scientists making comments to the Senate committee:
IPCC 2007 expert reviewer Madhav Khandekar, a Canadian PhD meteorologist with over 45 years experience in climatology, meteorology and oceanography. He wrote: “To my dismay, IPCC authors ignored all my comments and suggestions for major changes in the FOD (First Order Draft) and sent me the SOD (Second Order Draft) with essentially the same text as the FOD. None of the authors of the chapter bothered to directly communicate with me (or with other expert reviewers with whom I communicate on a regular basis) on many issues that were raised in my review. This is not an acceptable scientific review process.”
IPCC expert reviewer and geochemist Dr. Tom V. Segalstad, professor and head of the Geological Museum at the University of Oslo. The theory that CO2 is a cause of global temperature change, he wrote, is “a search for a mythical CO2 sink to explain an immeasurable CO2 lifetime to fit a hypothetical CO2 computer model that purports to show that an impossible amount of fossil fuel burning is heating the atmosphere. It is all a fiction.”

Dr. Vincent Gray of New Zealand, an expert reviewer on drafts of the IPCC reports going back to 1990, and author of The Greenhouse Delusion: A Critique of "Climate Change.” “The [IPCC] ‘Summary for Policymakers' might get a few readers, but the main purpose of the report is to provide a spurious scientific backup for the absurd claims of the worldwide environmentalist lobby that it has been established scientifically that increases in carbon dioxide are harmful to the climate. It just does not matter that this ain't so.”

Lawrence Solomon, a Canadian columnist for the National Post, an environmentalist and opponent of nuclear and other power plants, wanted to know which scientists, if any, disagreed with prevailing views of climate change. He found many among the most respected names in their fields. They include Claude Allegre, a PhD in physics from the University of Paris, former director of the French National Scientific Research Center, the Department of Earth Sciences at the University of Paris, and the Paris Institut de Physique du Globe.
 Allegre wrote for twenty years about the dangers of global warming. But, given the mounting evidence, including growing ice on Antarctica and the natural explanations for Kilimanjaro’s melting ice, he has now changed his position to: “The cause of climate change is unknown.”
One hundred scientists made their objections to the man-made global warming hypothesis known in a letter to UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, about the UN Climate conference in Bali, December, 2007.
 Signers include: 

· William J.R. Alexander, PhD, Professor Emeritus, Dept. of Civil and Biosystems Engineering, University of Pretoria, South Africa; Member, UN Scientific and Technical Committee on Natural Disasters, 1994-2000

· Bjarne Andresen, PhD, physicist, Professor, The Niels Bohr Institute, University of Copenhagen, Denmark

· Geoff L. Austin, PhD, FNZIP, FRSNZ, Professor, Dept. of Physics, University of Auckland, New Zealand

· Richard S. Lindzen, the Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Meteorology at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, IPCC expert reviewer, winner of the American Meteorologuical Society’s Meisinger and Charney Awards, and the American Geophysical Union’s Macelwane Award.
· Dan Carruthers, M.Sc., wildlife biology consultant specializing in animal ecology in Arctic and Subarctic regions, Alberta

· R.M. Carter, PhD, Professor, Marine Geophysical Laboratory, James Cook University, Townsville, Australia

· Ian D. Clark, PhD, Professor, isotope hydrogeology and paleoclimatology, Dept. of Earth Sciences, University of Ottawa

· Richard S. Courtney, PhD, climate and atmospheric science consultant, IPCC expert reviewer, U.K.

Ten years earlier, following the Kyoto Conference in 1997, over 30,000 scientists and professionals in the physical science fields had already signed the Oregon Petition, which states:

There is no convincing scientific evidence that human release of carbon dioxide, methane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or will, in the foreseeable future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth's atmosphere and disruption of the Earth's climate. Moreover, there is substantial scientific evidence that increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide produce many beneficial effects upon the natural plant and animal environments of the Earth.

Former president of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, the late Frederick Seitz, wrote a letter in support of the petition. Other signatories include Dr. Reid Bryson, PhD, DSc, DEngr, Senior Scientist, Center for Climatic Research; and Emeritus Professor of Meteorology, of Geography, and of Environmental Studies at the University of Wisconsin, who is known as the “Father of American Climatology.” 

Another signer, Dr. Timothy Ball, professor of Climatology and the first Canadian PhD in Climatology, wrote in a Cambridge Conference Network letter:

At no point in the geologic record is there any correlation between CO2 and temperature. The ice core record shows exactly the opposite, temperature changes before CO2. The 20th century record shows no correlation between human produced CO2 and climate. Since 1998 the world has cooled slightly while CO2 levels apparently continue to increase.

Contrary to claims that private money taints the scientific process, it is organizations dependent upon government funding who adopt the man-made global warming position under budgetary pressure.
NASA demonstrates how politics rules science in such an organization. On February 26, 1992, Senator Al Gore chaired a hearing of the Commerce Committee’s Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space, which controls the budgets of NASA and other science agencies, such as the National Science Foundation. “With regard to the study of climate change,” spoke chairman Gore, “I think this is NASA’s number one priority now, or ought to be. And I think it is our nation’s number one scientific priority.”
 The scale of this political intimidation gives mega-million dollar amplification to the phrase “he who pays the piper calls the tune.”
Dr. James Hansen, director of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies, followed Al Gore’s political directive to turn man-made global warming into NASA’s official position. Hansen also made over 1400 press appearances while claiming to have been “censored,” appeared with Al Gore to publicize Gore’s movie, and now offers the legal opinion that energy company executives should be placed on trial for crimes against humanity.

In contrast to Hansen, scientists John Christy and Roy Spencer resigned from NASA after man-made global warming became its official position. As Spencer put it in his 2007 congressional testimony, “Political influences on climate research have long pervaded the whole system. Both government funding managers and scientists realize that science programs, research funding, and careers depend upon global warming remaining a serious threat.”
 
Spencer reminded the committee that at their last hearing on this subject, Rick Piltz, director of the Climate Science Watch Government Accountability Project, had confirmed his organization’s goal of political advocacy: “Climate Science Watch engages in investigation, communication, and reform advocacy aimed at holding public officials accountable for using climate research with integrity and effectiveness in addressing the challenge of global climate change.” In its director’s own words, this organization evaluates scientific issues in terms of “reform advocacy”—political action—on behalf of climate change. 
Even groups not dependent upon government funding who take formal positions on future man-made global warming political action should be questioned: has their leadership acted after open debate by their members, and are members who do not agree allowed to be heard? A demand for consensus is a political, not a scientific, action. Spencer does not agree with NASA’s man-made global warming position, and having resigned, he may now say so. 

The list of the scientists who have suffered professionally for their unwillingness to follow the doctrine of man-made global warming hearkens back to the days when Church doctrine was the standard of truth.
 Richard Lindzen has written that as far back as 1992, Senator Al Gore “ran two congressional hearings during which he tried to bully dissenting scientists, including myself, into changing our views and supporting climate alarmism.” Since then, scientists “who dissent from the alarmism have seen their grant funds disappear, their work derided, and themselves libeled as industry stooges, scientific hacks, or worse.”
  

Among those named by Lindzen are Henk Tennekes, dismissed as research director of the Royal Dutch Meteorological Society after questioning man-made global warming, and Aksel Winn-Nielsen, former director of the United Nations World Meteorological Organization, for daring to question man-made global warming. Also facing the loss of funds was Danish astrophysicist Dr. Henrik Svensmark, who turned to the Carlsberg Foundation, a private foundation that ignored a senior Danish government scientist’s letter urging them to revoke his funding. Despite attempts to disparage his work, Svensmark won the Knud Hǿjgaard Anniversary Research Prize and the Energy-E2 Research Prize for his work on solar phenomena.

Proponents of man-made global warming, especially political figures, discuss man-made global warming as if it were a fact no longer requiring proof. They reject out of hand evidence to the contrary, and dismiss those who disagree as “flat-earthers,” “heretics” or “deniers.” This makes man-made global warming a dogma. There is no basis for freezing either our understanding or our laws on this dogma.
Perhaps Pål Brekke said it best, “Anyone who claims that the debate is over and the conclusions are firm has a fundamentally unscientific approach to one of the most momentous issues of our time.”

Based on the conclusions of many scientists and the reasons they offer for those conclusions, there is no basis for assuming the truth of an imminent global climate catastrophe caused by human action.

Comment Number Four: The Failed Predictions of the Environmentalists 

We oppose these measures on logical grounds, because claims to man-made global warming are merely the latest in a century-long series of failed predictions of climate catastrophe, built on emotion and not on reason. These dire predictions have alternated between cooling and warming—cycles that have run parallel to the Earth’s natural climate variations.
From the story of Noah’s Ark to the myth of Atlantis, human beings have periodically destroyed themselves in folklore, creating divine vengeance to fall because of their sins or raising up inexplicable natural forces to wipe out their cities. In the ancient world these stories had a factual basis: the island of Thera sank into the sea after its volcano exploded, and the city of Sicyon in Greece is now underwater. Not long before this, the Sahara was a savannah with crocodiles and huge fish in lakes, and the Nile River valley was a haven from “radical climatic changes” in surrounding areas.
 More recently, Greenland was, well, green.
20th century pundits wavered between premonitions of cold and heat. The New York Times, September 18, 1924, headlined “[Arctic explorer Donald] MacMillan Reports Signs of a New Ice Age.” On March 27, 1933, the bogeyman was a heat wave: “America in Longest Warm Spell since 1776; Temperature Line Records a New 25-Year Rise.” By May 21, 1975, the ice had returned: “Scientists Ponder Why World’s Climate is Changing; A Major Cooling Widely Considered to be Inevitable,” until Dec 27, 2005, when “Past Hot Times Hold Few Reasons to Relax About New Warming.”
 Talk of a new ice age has returned in 2008, with meteorologists reporting that this winter ranks among the coldest on record. Gilles Langis, senior forecaster with the Canadian Ice Service, reported in the spring of 2008 that arctic ice is in places 10 to 20 cm [4 to 8 inches] thicker than the previous year.
 

But scares are now used to justify greater government power. One advocate of the man-made global warming hypothesis, who seeks a foundation for political action, wrote that “global warming will soon take its place as a primary driver of a wave of mass extinctions that will sweep the planet this century.” To support this he predicts the imminent extinction of the polar bears in Canada’s Hudson Bay.
 But polar bear population figures have increased globally from about 5,000 in the 1960s to over 22,000 in 2007. The sub-population on the west coast of Hudson Bay declined from 1200 to 950 in the years 1987 to 2004, but it had increased from 500 to 1200 in the 1980s. 300 to 500 of these dangerous carnivores are shot every year, nearly 50 of them on the west coast of the Hudson Bay.
 The image of four dead polar bears—allegedly drowned by melting ice, but actually killed by an Arctic storm—was used to foster a deep-seated fear of global catastrophe, in order to empower a political agenda. Once the image had its emotional impact—fear—the facts became irrelevant. This is not science—it is propaganda.
The goal of such scare-mongering tactics is political action, not scientific understanding. 
Al Gore also dramatizes some event, usually weather-related, in order to instill fear of climate change. He uses a photo of a river in the Greenland ice, with the text “These photos from Greenland illustrate some of the dramatic changes taking place on the ice there.”
 But in 1953 arctic explorer R. H. Katz published a photo of the same kind of river in the ice on Greenland’s Adolf Hoels Glacier. Katz had also noted the ebb and flow of temperature levels: “We had expected to find a warmer climate, and the temperatures reported by Hgygaard and Mehren in 1931 had been much higher than on our trip.” 
 
The evidence from Greenland’s natural history shows Gore’s dramatization to be another distortion concocted for a political purpose. This is not science—it is propaganda.
In early 2007 the New York Times published an article about the discovery of land off western Greenland, so-called “Warming Island,” which they alleged was covered with ice for thousands of years, until unprecedented warming in the 21st century melted the ice.
 But Ernst Hofer had published a book in 1957 showing this same area of Greenland devoid of ice.
 Another doom-mongering claim has collapsed after examination.

Similar scares have come and gone. It is a good thing we did not draft laws to enforce the tenets of the Limits to Growth by Donella Meadows in 1972, Paul Ehrlich’s population bomb in 1968, and the “Club of Rome,” each of which reincarnated the collapse of capitalism predicted by Marx, the starvation promised by Malthus, and the biblical Battle of Armageddon. 

What would the United States look like today, had Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring appeared in 1940 instead of 1962, and become a motive for political action before millions of American backyards and trees were sprayed with DDT? Americans today might still face malaria as they did before the spraying—which still ravages people in undeveloped nations who are pressured against using DDT. It is one of the great crimes of the century that one million people every year die of malaria in undeveloped nations.

The state of weather and climate predictions today is still unreliable enough for Science magazine to run an article, synopsized as “Of the dozens of forecasting techniques proffered by government, academic, and private-sector climatologists, all but two are virtually worthless, according to a new study.”
 

Based on the history of climate scares over the past century, there is no basis for assuming that claims about catastrophic climate change being made today are true. 
Comment Number Five: There Are No Practical Alternative Fuels
We oppose these measures on technological grounds, because the destruction of fossil fuels—for which there are no practical alternatives in the short-term—will destroy the industrial development and prosperity that keep us alive and allow us to prosper.

History shows that fossil fuels are not health risks, but rather the means to life and prosperity. The twentieth century has seen three trends correlate in America: (1) a rising population, from under 76 million in 1900 to over 300 million today; (2) prosperity that grew to unprecedented levels; and (3) huge increases in emissions from factories, power plants, and motor vehicles.
A graph of CO2 emissions next to population makes this correlation clear:
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This correlation between increases in CO2 emissions and American population growth suggests that emissions are good, because life flourishes where industrial gases are emitted. Meanwhile, the lowest CO2 emissions in the world come from the poorest nations, who are working feverishly to catch up in both emissions and prosperity. This makes the claim by Senator Harry Reid that “coal makes us sick, oil makes us sick, it's ruining our country, it's ruining our world" untenable on its face. 

But this graph does not say why CO2, population and prosperity increased simultaneously. Is there a causal connection between CO2 emissions, population growth and prosperity? 

The answer is that CO2 emissions and the prosperity enjoyed in the industrialized countries are two effects with a single cause: industrial production. 

Industry has freed Americans from the ceaseless work of subsistence farming, created a plethora of new products, and opened new vistas in technology for millions of people, especially in medicine and food production. More than any other invention, the internal combustion engine has allowed city-dwelling Americans to visit remote natural areas. Industry also emits CO2 and other gases, byproducts that, as technology stands today, cannot be substantially reduced. To attempt to reduce the use of fossil fuels by government fiat will destroy the material cause of our prosperity. We cannot expect the effect—human well-being—to exist without the material cause of prosperity: industry.

In the production of electricity there are no practical alternatives to fossil fuels today, except nuclear fission. Solar and wind have two inherent problems that limit them as adjuncts to coal, gas, nuclear and hydroelectric power. First, they are literally subject to the shifting winds and clouds of nature, and cannot provide the uninterrupted power that a stable electric grid requires. Second, the energy they gather is diffuse. There is a lot of it, but it is spread too wide and thin to be easily gathered.
 There is a reason why Home Depot sells gasoline electric generators, but does not sell home solar kits: solar is not cost-effective for anyone involved.

The Rancho Seco power plant in Sacramento illustrates the point. The plant, a 913 megawatt (mW) nuclear electrical generator, was shut down in 1989 after years of environmental protests and resultant cost increases. The nuclear regulatory Commission found “no significant impact” on the surrounding environment.
 In order to close the plant, the operators—an ill-defined quasi-public / private corporation—wrote down $600 million in loans, negotiated power guarantees from the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (a dual-reactor with over 2,200 mW of capacity), and were gifted with millions of dollars in taxpayer subsidies to install solar arrays. The arrays now generate under 4 mW of solar electricity, about 0.05% of the total power distributed by its operators.
 The rest comes from a 50 mW natural gas burner at Rancho Seco, from other plants already on-line in California, and from plants located out of state.
 
The appearance is a drastic cut in emissions, but the reality is emissions created by conventional plants elsewhere. The only major, stable, and emissions-free source of power today is the nuclear plants—which environmentalists oppose more than any other energy source.
Where will the United States will get its power, as California-style environmental laws—which allow no new oil drilling, and no construction of new power plants either conventional or nuclear—become national laws?
Biofuels suffer from similar problems. In 2005 Congress passed the Renewable Fuels Standard mandate, renewed and strengthened in 2008, which forced the fuel industry to mix ethanol into gasoline.
 The Renewable Fuels Association—whose product could not be produced and marketed without federal coercion—promised that the act would generate $436 billion of household income nationally.
 

What has resulted so far? Corn prices have fluctuated to an unprecedented degree, soaring from under $2.00 per bushel to $7.00 or more. Food producers face huge losses or bankruptcy from the soaring cost of animal feed.
 American gasoline prices have risen to unprecedented levels, of which the ethanol mandates have added 14 to 19 cents per gallon in wholesale handling costs. Terminals have spent millions on special blenders and stainless steel piping, and where there are no pipelines ethanol must be trucked in by diesel trucks. The lack of stability in the ethanol supply leaves terminals scrambling to meet their customer’s needs while obeying the law.
 A gallon of ethanol costs nearly a gallon of gasoline to produce, so total emissions have increased. Meanwhile, the search for clear-cut agricultural land to grow the corn has intensified.
Texas petitioned the EPA to cut the mandates for a year, but because the EPA determined that “severe economic harm” had not been done—“severe” by what standard?—they denied the petition. Perhaps next year the harm will be “severe” enough to sway the autocratic power that is the EPA. Who knows? It will be the EPA Administrator’s sole decision.
It is an important fact that solar, wind, and biofuels all require huge land areas devoid of trees. To build such plants in Vermont would require massive clear-cutting of forests. In Brazil clear-cutting has increased in order to produce biofuels. People truly concerned with saving trees would lobby against these potential energy sources in areas outside of deserts, and would favor nuclear, coal, and gas plants everywhere else.

Solar, wind, and biofuels have gone nowhere without massive government subsidies. But because nearly all political leaders have accepted man-made global warming as an unassailable truth, they have ignored these facts and set out to wish these energy sources into existence—all the while they wish that petroleum fuels would cease to exist.
In defiance of physics, economics, and the requirements of liberty, legislators and bureaucrats have drafted rules to coerce American industries into reducing such emissions below the levels of fifty years ago. The price will be a staggering increase in federal power over the lives of every individual, and an inescapable economic decline.

The claim that we are going to “run out” of oil, gas and coal is flat out false. The claim is derived from a conception of economics as the “allocation of scarce resources.” But it is the human mind that discovers such resources, and human action that brings them into reach. Power, like all material values, must be produced, and this takes time to develop. 
Thanks to human intelligence and action, the quantity of proven fossil fuel reserves has grown exponentially over the past two decades. There are now enough such reserves to last us for centuries, until intelligence and action can create new forms of energy, and investors can take the risks needed to produce and market them. To destroy the fossil fuels industry now—amd the freedom that made it possible—will make it impossible for those achievements to be born.

Only in an industrial society—meaning, one that uses vast quantities of fossil fuels—do people have the abundant products, medicines, transportation, and communications needed to live long, enjoyable lives. We cannot leave a free and prosperous nation to our children by granting dictatorial powers to a federal agency. 

There is no basis in the laws of physics, economics, or the American Constitution for placing our fossil fuel industries under the kind of government control that has failed in every other socialist “experiment.”

Further, the moral basis of the environmental movement leads its most consistent leaders to reject the very idea of abundant energy. Paul Ehrlich—the first winner of the Heinz Award in the Environment—wrote famously that “Giving society cheap, abundant energy . . . would be the equivalent of giving an idiot child a machine gun.”
 Amory Lovins—the fourth Heniz award winner—opined that “it'd be a little short of disastrous for us to discover a source of clean, cheap, abundant energy because of what we would do with it. We ought to be looking for energy sources that are adequate for our needs, but that won't give us the excesses of concentrated energy with which we could do mischief to the Earth or to each other.”
 
The “mischief” that such mentalities decry includes all attempts to shape the earth into the image of man’s values, including industrial development and the wealth it creates.
The practical result of this immoral world-view is environmental opposition to wind energy projects at sea and to solar panels in the Mojave Desert. Senator Ted Kennedy opposed a wind energy project in Nantucket Sound, about which Robert F. Kennedy Jr. elaborated “All of a sudden you're transferring an asset used by 5 million people into the hands of private industrial speculators.”
 To such mentalities, “speculators” is a pejorative term for “investors” who take financial risks in pursuit of profit—the worst villains in their minds. Paul Watson, co-founder of Greenpeace, and who as head of the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society advocates using force to promote his aims, said “this project is a threat to seabirds and as a marine wildlife conservation organization, we represent our clients, marine wildlife and this Cape Wind project is not in their interest.”
 
In Valley County, Montana, protesters opposed a 500-megawatt, 20,000-acre wind farm because they did not like the 400-foot-tall turbines. In California, protesters opposed the Sunrise Powerlink solar-energy project in California because it needs a 150-mile-long high-voltage transmission line from the Imperial Valley to San Diego.
 In May of 2008 the Bureau of Land Management stopped development of solar plants on 119 million acres of federal lands in Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico and Utah, pending environmental impact studies.
 Environmentalists have filed lawsuits against wind generators to protect the birds, and have tried to block solar cells in the Mojave Desert.
 
As Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger put it, “But, I mean, if we cannot put solar power plants in the Mojave Desert, I don't know where the hell we can put it." The answer, Governor, is nowhere, according to many environmentalists. A group called the Alliance for Responsible Energy Policy, discussing the plans for arrays in the desert, argues that this portends the "permanent destruction of hundreds of thousands of acres of pristine public lands . . . [this is] wilderness killing.” Despite lip-service to human needs, protecting “pristine nature” is their goal, and “pristine nature” means nature undefiled by any human presence—even a footprint in the desert.

Again, to environmentalists human interests are irrelevant—the “interests” of sand, rocks, and birds are all that matter.
Such cases reveal the deeper agenda of the environmentalist movement: to destroy productive achievement as such, and to return us to a mythical Garden of Eden, where prosperity flows causelessly like milk and honey, and we enjoy industrial products without industry. 
This is nowhere better illustrated than in the efforts of many environmental groups to prevent the use of biotechnology in Africa, which consigns millions of struggling farmers to slow starvation using antiquated agricultural practices. The Friends of the Earth are no friends of starving Africans when they oppose genetically-modified seeds because the crops “may have the potential to grow” in wild areas where Africans cannot now grow food.

There is no basis to conclude that practical development of so-called “alternative” technologies can be achieved while destroying our industrial base in fossil fuels. Further, there is no basis for thinking that such technologies will be welcomed by environmental advocates, should they be made practical and available.

Environmentalists oppose fossil fuels, factories, wind generators, power lines, malaria-free villages, and abundant crops for one overriding reason: because they oppose human thought and action, and the achievement of human values, as such. This anti-man premise explains all of these developments, and it explains their support for the rules laid out in EPA’s ANPR.

We stand opposed to this environmentalist agenda, and to its political manifestation in this ANPR.
Comment Number Six: The Descent into Dictatorship 
We oppose these measures on political grounds. These measures will elevate a federal agency into an unaccountable, autocratic institution with unlimited power over every individual. This is a declaration of war against the fundamental right to liberty recognized in America’s Declaration of Independence.   
The provisions of this ANPR grant virtually unlimited power to the Administrator of the EPA. This is a monstrous subversion of the very foundations of the independent American Republic, and the universal values it upholds: life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness.
Government officials know that the rules in this ANPR will have massively deleterious effects on American life and the economy. Yet because government officials and the lobbyists pushing them both accept the same moral premises—that man must be stopped from destroying “The Environment,” that a climate crisis is imminent, that the wealthy owe compensation to the unwealthy, and that producers are somehow exploiting the non-producers—they are undeterred by these disastrous economic and political consequences.

There is no need to reproduce here what is plainly spelled out in the ANPR, beyond this summary statement: 

We are concerned that attempting to regulate greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act will harm the U.S. economy while failing to actually reduce global greenhouse gas emissions. . . . the U.S. economy would be subjected to a complex set of new regulations administered by a handful of people with little meaningful public debate and no ability to consider benefits, costs, risk tradeoffs and feasibility.”
 

The expanded EPA authority will interject the EPA into local decisions, and place local businesses and their customers under the direct control of a federal bureaucracy. This “could require case-by-case EPA permitting” for “office and residential buildings, hotels, retail stores and other similarly-sized projects.”
 With regard to vehicles, “An effective mobile source emissions compliance and enforcement program is fundamental to ensuring that the environmental benefits of the emission standards are achieved.”
 In other words, we may look forward to a takeover of building permit authority and vehicle emissions testing by the federal government, among many other newly-minted EPA powers.

To cite a blatant example of this unprecedented power over our lives, the EPA will have the power to ration food production in America. Farm machinery, processing plants, and trucks, railroads, and ships transporting food, would operate only with the permission of the EPA. Even basic agriculture and the biological functioning of animals will not be exempt. The Department of Agriculture notes in ANPR that:

. 

many of the emissions are the result of natural biological processes that are as old as agriculture itself. For instance, technology does not currently exist to prevent the methane produced by enteric fermentation associated with the digestive processes in cows and the cultivation of rice crops; the nitrous oxide produced from the tillage of soils used to grow crops; and the carbon dioxide produced by soil and animal agricultural respiratory processes. The only means of controlling such emissions would be through limiting production, which would result in decreased food supply and radical changes in human diets.

The EPA will have the power to ration food production, to determine its content, and to regulate its transportation.

The Energy Information Administration (EIA) analyzed legislation to reduce emissions 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030 and 70 percent below 2005 levels by 2050. The EIA concluded that “achieving those emission targets would reduce manufacturing employment by 10 percent below currently projected levels in 2030. . . . [and] would reduce the output of key energy-intensive manufacturing industries, such as food, paper, glass, cement, steel, and aluminum, by 10 percent and the output of non-energy intensive manufacturing industries by nine percent below currently projected levels in 2030.”
 

The ANPR summarizes the effects on energy: “The effects of broad based, economy-wide regulation of GHGs under the CAA [Clean Air Act] would have significant adverse effects on U.S. energy supplies, energy reliability, and energy security.” Electricity costs, for instance, will rise 30%-90%.

The EPA itself notes the historical context of such emissions reductions, which strongly suggests that these estimates of economic and industrial losses are far too conservative: 

To provide context, it is useful to note that a 60 percent reduction in U.S. emissions from 2000 levels would result in emissions levels that were last produced in the United States during the 1950s (see chart on next page). In 1950, the population in the United States was 151 million people – about half the current size – and the Gross Domestic Product was $293 billion. Without the emergence of technologies that dramatically alter the amount of energy necessary for U.S. economic output, the reduction of energy usage necessary to achieve this goal would have significant consequences for the U.S. economy.”

The EPA proposals will not be enacted in a vacuum. The Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 2007 and 2008, “To direct the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency to establish a program to decrease emissions of greenhouse gases, and for other purposes,” outlines the legislative actions that would give added force to the EPA regulations.
 The bill would mandate the following:
· establish a Climate Registry, a bureaucracy to “collect high-quality greenhouse gas emission data” (Sec 1102)

· require owners and operators of a “covered facility” to submit an “emission allowance” or offset credit for their emissions, with compliance determined by the Administrator, who shall “establish and distribute . . . emission allowances” and set the penalties for non-compliance (Sec 1202). All natural gas emissions will be included (Sec 1204)

· establish a Domestic Offset Program, the means being to “promulgate regulations authorizing the issuance and certification of offset allowances.” Project owners must “register emissions under the Federal Greenhouse Gas Registry” (Sec. 2402) 

· establish a Carbon Market Efficiency Board, to set the quantity of emission allowances, the period of paybacks for an allowance, the interest rate at which an emission allowance may be borrowed, etc. (Sec. 2602-2604)

· establish a Climate Change Credit Corporation, “a nonprofit corporation without stock” that “shall not be considered to be an agency or establishment of the Federal Government” (Sec 4201)

This bill is relevant because it will be the legislative mandate to establish the specific means to carry out the scheme of the ANPR, outside the framework of the Clean Air Act.

The unconscionable growth of federal power embodied in the ANPR will subvert, distort, and destroy the American form of government and thus the liberty necessary to our well-being. This will smother the intellectual cause of our prosperity by shackling the thoughts and actions of every American to the whims of bureaucrats. This will wreck the material cause of that prosperity by chaining its private industrial base to a bewildering maze of arbitrary, shifting rules.
From now on, every industry and every citizen will exist by permission of the EPA administrator, and not by right.
Summary Comment:

The claim of an impending climate crisis has no basis in natural history or the conclusions of many scientific researchers. The root of the man-made global warming movement is elsewhere, in a fundamental desire to chain human thought and action to the environmentalist – socialist agenda.
Rejection of the ANPR scheme will send a clear message to the world: this agenda will not be allowed to subvert and destroy reason, morality, and prosperity, as well as the liberty that America has upheld for two centuries.
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