Doris Beaver’s

SEEING THE ROUND CORNERS . . .



August 3, 2009
PART VII – GLOBAL COOLING.  This ordinary citizen readily admits to running out of patience with the bureaucrats who cover up their “lack of ability to recognize reality” with boilerplate catch phrases such as that well-worn one, “comprehensive energy plan.”  
   


While the public is being provided very little in the way of information, at least four new nuclear plants have already been permitted here in the United States, although construction is far from getting under way.  Even our own Senator Mark Udall is said to be adding “safe” nuclear energy to his ideas on an energy plan.  


The myth of “safe” nuclear energy has been this for more than 40 years, (since its development for use in World War II):  The world has gone along with, make that ACCEPTED, that the radioactive waste has been being disposed of safely for all these years – that is blatant fraud!   It has been being STORED all these years, supposedly safely, but not always.  It is an established fact that radioactive waste destroys/contaminates all that it comes in contact with forever, commonly referred to as more than 1,000 years.


What does nuclear energy have to do with global cooling?  There is a quiet renewed interest in nuclear energy as an option to more coal-fueled power plants.  Because of its unequalled record – zero carbon emissions, low operating expenses (albeit after horrendous construction costs), and lower dependence on foreign oil, all real pluses no doubt, but yet no solution to disposal or radioactive waste.  A new industry (radioactive waste disposal) may be in the making.  

The hype on clean coal has tapered off somewhat, but the major drawback was the sequestration of carbon emissions.  That technology, integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) converts coal to gas, but it is so unproven and expensive that in 2007, Xcel Energy postponed its plans to build an IGCC plant in Colorado.  At least on this idea, the construction of plants did not go forward as happened with nuclear plants, while ignoring the disposal of a deadly by product.  

An adamant opponent of the idea of global warming, Dr. Jay Lehr of the Heartland Institute raises some philosophical considerations.  One “scary” point he makes is this:  “The environment is a great way to advance a political agenda that favors central planning and an intrusive government.  What better way to control someone’s property than to subordinate private property rights to environmental concerns.”  

As the debate in Congress continues, it is hard for this writer to disagree with Dr. Lehr’s additional statement:  “Climate change is not a scientific problem that found political support; this is about ecoactivists and politicians who found a scientific issue they believe can leverage them into power and control.   The environment is a great way to advance a political agenda that favors central planning and an intrusive government.”  

Then, of course, as is so often the case, once the industry of scientists and university labs grew beyond infancy stage, keeping that “industry” employed becomes far too often the driving force.  True, technology does not advance without massive funding, but justification of itself is not the same thing.  According to Dr. Lehr, “The United States government budgets $6 billion a year for climate research, supporting a growing industry of scientists and university labs that specialize in the subject.  It all adds up to a significant institutionalization of the impulse to treat carbon dioxide as a problem.”


Dr. Lehr raises a good question about the legitimacy of the global warming issue, an issue that as Dr. Lehr puts it, has become a major industry.  His question:  “Is the focus on future generations to the detriment of improving lives of people who are alive today”?   


The magnitude of resources being directed to the global warming industry today is distracting the focus from world-wide problems such as solving that of feeding hungry people and providing starving people with clean water (almost one billion people according to Lehr).  This writer’s column some years back, “No Glamour in Poverty,” may just warrant a rerun.  Lehr offered this opinion:  “The greatest source of environmental degradation is poverty.”  


Rotary International does phenomenal work in raising funds for projects providing clean water and community sanitation facilities in many Third World countries, but the number of such projects is always limited by lack of funds.  Imagine how far the $30 billion spent by the United States Government between 1992 and 2008 on the global warming industry could do toward providing clean water, not only for drinking but for irrigation of crops to feed starving human beings and making them self-sufficient.  


Dr. Lehr’s assessment is that the global warming industry has become a “haven” for “jobs, grants, conferences, international travel and academic journals,” providing a “huge army of people with comfortable employment,” but perhaps more telling, “fills them with self-righteousness and moral superiority regardless of the fact that real science does not support their efforts,.”  
The “pushers” of global warming have this advantage – no real risk of being proven false in our lifetime, sort of like the scaremongers of “the sky is falling.”  Pun intended!  


This writer is not making a case for eliminating the research on climate change, but the global warming issue must be kept in perspective, not continue on its present course as its own enabling, driving force for the $6 billion per year being spent today.   

It is a rare thing for this writer to refer the reader to another online column, but here goes.  Sean Paige said, “It’s wonderful having a super president in the White House.  But his extraordinary powers should be kept in check and applied responsibly, lest the demise of the global warming craze lead to a global cooling crash.  If we’re not careful, and don’t manage this carefully, a perfectly good crisis could go to waste.”  Sean Paige’s complete column, “Obama, Global Cooler” was discovered by a reader of Seeing the Round Corners shortly after this series began, and forwarded for this writer’s amusement no doubt, but as that reader pointed out, there are a lot of “doubters” out there.  (Paige is editor of LocalLibertyOnline.org. and this referral does not imply any connection by this writer to that organization.)
Next week, Seeing the Round Corners will begin presenting the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change’s “Climate Change Reconsidered.”  

The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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