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Lobbyists in Control
According to 2007 and 2013 Gallup polls, 
lobbying is the most despised profession. 
Lobbyists are ranked below lawyers, used 
car salesmen, and even politicians. While 
generally despised, lobbyists are perhaps 
still not loathed as much as they should be. 
The typical citizen probably thinks of lob-
byists as somewhat shady characters lurking 
about the halls of government offering free 
lunches and campaign contributions. If citi-
zens fully understood the current role of lob-
byists in government, they would probably 
despise lobbyists even more than they do.

Lobbyists are not just promoting special 
interests around the edges of government. 
They are actually embedded in govern-
ment. They participate in the functions of 
government in every way possible, from 
helping politicians get elected to advis-
ing and manipulating them once elected. 
Lobbyists actually participate in the leg-
islative and administrative processes and 
sometimes even write bills.

The problem can become particularly 
acute in states such as Arizona that have 
term limits. Under those circumstances, 
the senators, representatives, and governors 
come and go, but the lobbyists stay. There 
is no term limit on lobbying, and lobbyists 
can collectively become a shadow govern-
ment that chooses candidates, gets them 
elected, and manipulates them once in of-
fice. Outnumbering legislators by over 30 
to 1, they can overwhelm the legislative 
process. Eventually, they can obstruct the 
will of the people as they choose.

In 2015, Arizona Senate Bill 1200 pro-
vided an unfortunate example. The bud-
get neutral bill had broad public support 
because it would have restored a popular 
K-12 science education program at abso-
lutely no additional cost to taxpayers. All 
it did was transfer existing resources from 
a state agency that was wasting them to 
one that was willing and able to use them 
productively. Citizens contacted their sen-
ators and representatives supporting the 
bill, and the legislature responded to the 
will of the people. SB1200 received 83 yes 
votes out of a possible 90. There were only 
five no votes, and two absences. A senator 
not able to be present for the vote was a 
strong supporter, so there was a maximum 
of only six legislators, out of 90, who that 
opposed the bill. Concerned citizens also 
communicated with the governor’s office 

in support of the bill. There were 1,376 
communications in support of the bill and 
only five against.

In spite of the obvious will of the people, 
SB1200 was vetoed. Lobbyists with access 
to the governor’s staff were able to kill the 
bill. They prefer an alternate use for the state 
resources involved. They want a reception 
center for lobbyists and politicians rather 
than a K-12 science education program.

SB1200 was a very minor bill relative 
to the overall scope of state government. 
How many major bills do lobbyists kill as 
they override the will of the people and 
subvert the basic functions of democracy?

Dick Zimmermann
Tempe, Arizona

expanding Definition 
Now that an Argentinian judge has de-
clared an orangutan to be a person, can so-
called marriage for said simian, with all its 
government paid benefits, be far behind?

Might, then, denial of acknowledgment 
of interspecies nuptials become grounds 
for a discrimination complaint, and might 
the swift sentence of a doubter to sensitiv-
ity training and a reeducation camp by an 
administrative law judge, become a real 
possibility?

russell W. Haas
Golden, Colorado

Love that  
they’re Feeling?
Liberals “love” the poor like a cat loves 
mice. The cat gets fat off the mice, and 
liberals get elected by sadistically keep-
ing as many Americans mired in poverty 
as they can. Then, they can give the poor 
just enough money to get by on while rail-
ing against those mean old conservatives 
who’re claiming the destitute can have bet-
ter lives without food stamps and welfare. 
That’s not love; that’s a gang of pushers try-
ing to hook as many customers as possible.

marc Jeric,
Las Vegas, Nevada

Send your letters to: THe neW american, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
 editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol-
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity.
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Citing wasted tax dollars and attacks on the constitutionally 
guaranteed liberties of the American people, Representative 
Mike Rogers (R-Ala.) introduced a bill back in March to restore 
U.S. sovereignty and withdraw from the United Nations. The ef-
fort to de-fund and exit the UN comes amid growing scrutiny of 
the global organization, often ridiculed as the “dictators club,” 

and myriad mega-scan-
dals swirling around 
it. However, despite 
ever-growing support 
in Congress for restor-
ing U.S. sovereignty by 
withdrawing from the 
UN over the years, the 
legislation still faces an 
uphill battle.

In a June 4 statement 
announcing the Ameri-
can Sovereignty Resto-
ration Act of 2015 (H.R. 
1205), Representative 
Rogers noted that many 
of his constituents in 
East Alabama would 

likely agree with his position that U.S. government participation 
in the UN should end immediately. “The U.N. continues to prove 
it’s an inefficient bureaucracy and a complete waste of Ameri-
can tax dollars,” the congressman said, echoing widespread con-
cerns about the international outfit expressed across America and 
worldwide.

Several other liberty-minded House members have cospon-
sored the legislation, including Representatives Thomas Massie 
(R-Ky.), John Duncan (R-Tenn.), Lynn Westmoreland (R-Ga.), 
and Tim Huelskamp (R-Kan.). A previous bill to withdraw from 
the UN introduced in the last Congress by then-Representative 
Paul Broun (R-Ga.) garnered nine cosponsors.

If approved, the legislation would repeal the UN Participation 
Act of 1945 and shutter the U.S. government’s mission to the out-
fit. It would also “terminate all membership by the United States 
in the United Nations, and in any organ, specialized agency, com-
mission, or other formally affiliated body of the United Nations.”

The legislation to withdraw U.S. participation in the UN is 
currently sitting in the House Foreign Affairs Committee chaired 
by Representative Edward “Ed” Royce (R-Calif.), who will play 
a key role in deciding whether it moves on to the full House for a 
vote by the American people’s elected representatives. Americans 
who support U.S. sovereignty and the U.S. Constitution should 
urge their representatives to take action.

Congressman introduces Bill to Get United states out of Un

Sir Richard Branson, chairman of Virgin Group Ltd., has offered 
a $25-million prize for the best solution for ending so-called 
global warming using geoengineering (also called climate engi-
neering), which is the deliberate and large-scale intervention in 
the Earth’s climatic system.

The goal is to “find true breakthroughs and hopefully create 
new ways of attacking the climate change 
problem,” Branson said in an interview.

Richard Branson, who was knighted by 
Prince Charles in 2000 for his “services to 
entrepreneurship,” founded such firms as 
Virgin Atlantic Airways and Virgin Mo-
bile. With an estimated net worth of $4.9 
billion, he is the seventh-richest citizen of 
the United Kingdom.

What sorts of climatic engineering 
might scientists propose who are hoping 
to claim Branson’s prize? A June 8 Bloom-
berg report on this topic noted: “Some pro-
posals are uncontroversial, such as using 
charcoal to lock carbon dioxide into soil or 
scattering carbon-absorbing gemstones.” 
But some proposals seem quite bizarre:

Other ideas to cool the planet have sci-
entists worried about unintended conse-

quences. There are proposals, untested at scale and with un-
certain costs, to block the sun’s rays with airborne particles or 
seed the oceans with carbon-absorbing iron. That they’re even 
being considered reveals both frustration over government in-
action and skepticism that policy alone will solve the problem.

The Bloomberg report quoted David Titley, a 
professor in Pennsylvania State University’s 
department of meteorology, who admitted 
that tinkering with the Earth’s climate may 
carry more risk than efforts to reduce carbon 
emissions — the “solution” usually proposed 
by those who assert that climate change is the 
result of mankind’s activities.

“Climate intervention involves techniques 
that are of high and unknown risk,” said Tit-
ley. “The risks for mitigation and adaptation 
are understood and manageable.”

Bloomberg also quoted Mark Maslin, a fel-
low at the U.K.’s Royal Geographical Soci-
ety, who said, “For the last 20 to 30 years, 
governments, at the back of their minds, have 
assumed that mitigation is the main way for-
ward.” However, asserted Maslin, research-
ers now realize that the planet needs “other 
urgent ways of dealing with CO2.”

Billionaire: $25m Prize to solve Global Warming by Geoengineering

Inside Track
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A collection of globalists embedded throughout centers of power 
worldwide wrapped up their annual Bilderberg summit on June 
14 in Telfs-Buchen, Austria. The confab has been receiving in-
creased attention, relatively speaking, following decades of com-
plete silence. This year was no exception. But what humanity’s 
alleged public servants and self-appointed masters were discuss-
ing behind closed doors and armies of taxpayer-funded security 
officially remains a mystery. Essentially, though, your future and 
the future of your nation were on the agenda.

The “key topics” on the official agenda released to the pub-
lic included the following: “artificial intelligence,” cybersecu-
rity, chemical weapons, “current economic issues,” European 
“strategy,” globalization, Greece, Iran, the Middle East, NATO, 

Russia, terrorism, the United Kingdom, the United States, and 
even “U.S. elections.” In its 2015 “press release,” the Bilderberg 
leadership noted that “around 140” participants from 22 countries 
were planning to attend.

As has generally been the case, reporters and even locals were 
treated with disdain, hostility, and suspicion by the tax-funded se-
curity operatives guarding the globalists inside. More than 2,000 
police, paid for with public funds, were reportedly on hand to 
guard the paranoid globalists against a handful of protesters, re-
porters, and local residents at the resort. The security was so on 
edge that a “COBRA” officer reportedly accidently fired an as-
sault rifle at a police helicopter flying overhead.

Activists from across the political spectrum have long argued 
that Americans at the confab are feloniously violating the Logan 
Act. That federal law specifically bars any U.S. citizen without 
formal government permission from working with foreign of-
ficials on matters of policy. And that, Bilderberg opponents say, 
means that Americans meeting with foreign officials at the secre-
tive gathering should be investigated and eventually prosecuted 
to the fullest extent of the law if found to be in violation of it.

As governments around the world influenced by Bilderberg 
attendees continue to wage war on the privacy rights — and other 
liberties — of everyday citizens, perhaps the time has come for 
everyday citizens, acting through their governments, to strip the 
privacy rights of Bilderberg attendees and their summit.

Bilderberg 2015: mystery surrounds shadowy Globalist summit

Americans who have enrolled in health coverage — or even 
thought about it — beware: The federal government is storing 
your personal information in a massive database that can be ac-
cessed by a variety of government agencies, private companies, 
and contractors. And as of now, that data will be retained forever.

According to the Associated Press, anyone who sets up an 
account on Healthcare.gov, even if he doesn’t end up buying 
coverage there, will have his personal information stored in the 
Multidimensional Insurance Data Analytics System (MIDAS), a 
database owned by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Ser-
vices (CMS).

“MIDAS contains at least the following data elements: 
name, address, email, phone, date of birth, Social Security 
number, self-reported income, financial accounts information, 
ethnicity, citizenship status, military status, employment status, 
passport number, and taxpayer identification number,” former 
federal official Michael Astrue wrote in a May 22 op-ed for 
the Cleveland Plain Dealer. “There are conflicting accounts as 
to what extent contractors create and retain records in MIDAS 
… about their phone conversations with Americans who call 
www.healthcare.gov.”

Prior to the implementation of Healthcare.gov, the Obama ad-
ministration tried to convince Americans that very little of their 
personal information would be stored and that it would be safe. 
Then-CMS Administrator Marilyn Tavenner told a congressional 

hearing in 2013 that CMS was “especially focused on storing 
the minimum amount of personal data possible” and sought “to 
minimize all possible security vulnerability.”

ObamaCare is sapping Americans’ privacy at a fast clip. Vast 
amounts of personal data are being stored indefinitely, with count-
less individuals having access to the data — and all of it sitting 
there in MIDAS, waiting for hackers to exploit it. Considering 
this is but one of ObamaCare’s numerous negative outcomes, is 
it any wonder that just five years after it became law, only half 
the Democrats who voted for it are still in office? n

obamaCare’s massive, “Perpetual” Data Warehouse

Inside Track
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vice President Attacks religious Condemnation of Homosexuality
“Religious condemnation of homosexuality [amounts to] violence with 
impunity, mistreatment by police, the denial of healthcare, and social 
isolation. Progress has been made in many places around the world. But 
in too many places, life for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender indi-
viduals is actually getting worse.”
In his statement sent on May 17 to the International Day Against Homopho-
bia and Transphobia, Vice President Joe Biden left no doubt about his 
support for the various manifestations of homosexual attitude and behavior.

european Commission Leader Bares His strategy
“We make a decision, put it out there and wait for a reaction. If there is no great uproar, no pushback, 
because most people do not even comprehend what has been done, then we go on step by step until 
there is no turning back.”
European Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker is considered by many as the most powerful 
individual in Europe. The strategy he uses is virtually identical to what Karl Marx stated in The Com-
munist Manifesto.

A nationally Known sheriff issues Good sense
“A liberal’s paradise would be a place where everybody has guaranteed 
employment, free comprehensive health care, free education, free food, free 
housing, free clothing, free utilities, and only law enforcement has guns. And 
believe it or not, such a place does indeed already exist. It’s called prison.”
Arizona’s Maricopa County Sheriff Joe Arpaio oversees one of these 
“liberal paradises” as part of his official duties.

if you Flee isis, you Are Likely to Be required to Fight its Forces
“Women, children, you are free to pass. Young men, you must return to 
defend your land.”
Men who have fled the Islamic State’s takeover of Ramadi and tried to 

enter Baghdad have been met by a military official of the central government and forced to abandon 
their families and take up arms. Those fleeing Ramadi are Sunni Muslims, while the central government 
in Baghdad is controlled by Shiites, and the two branches of Islam are frequently at each other’s throats.

then Why Did you Counsel the invasion?
“The idea that we could fashion a democracy in Iraq seemed to me unrealistic.”
Former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld approved the 2003 invasion of Iraq and now indicates 
his opinion that it might have been a mistake. Many Iraqis would agree.

Choosing to Be transgender Gains support at Female-only College
“Gender is at the center of a women’s college experience in a way that it’s not [at a co-ed school]. So 
if you’re a young trans person trying to figure out who you are, and struggling with gender throughout 
your whole life, of course you’d come to one of these schools, because it’s going to help you figure out 
who you are.”
Announcing that Barnard College (part of Columbia University) will accept transgender “women” (that 
is, men who identify as women), Barnard College president Debora Spar 
evidently has concluded that college is the place to “figure out who you are.”

House Continues Blocking travel to Cuba   
Despite Pleas to Change Current Policy
“What you are saying is, ‘It’s OK to do business on property that was 
stolen from Americans.’”
During debate of the matter, Representative Mario Díaz-Balart (R-Fla.) 
pointed out that flights to Cuba, if allowed, would land at an airport that 
Americans owned when it and many more properties were seized by Fidel 
Castro’s communist government. n

— compileD by JoHn F. mcmanus

Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

QuickQuotes

9

Joe  
Biden

A
P

 Im
ag

es

Mario 
Díaz-Balart

A
P

 Im
ag

es

Joe  
Arpaio



by Kurt Williamsen

In 1990, the federal government put the 
northern spotted owl on the endangered 
species list. Then it proceeded to make 

virtually untouchable 24.5 million acres of 
federal land across three states: Washing-
ton, Oregon, and California. The stated idea 

was to preserve old growth forests where 
the owls — believed to number between 
7,000 and 10,000 — could thrive. With 
many forests off-limits to logging, the tim-
ber industry went into a tailspin and tens 
of thousands of logging-related jobs were 
lost, yet the species has not been saved. The 
spotted owl is being killed off, and the cul-

prit is — another owl, actually other owls. 
The barred owl, which desires similar food 
and habitat as the spotted owl, is more ag-
gressive than the spotted owl and is pushing 
the spotted owl out of its territory, or killing 
it. Also, great horned owls are said to enjoy 
snacking on baby spotted owls.

The barred owl is native to the East 

Concerned about the spotted owl and sage grouse or the purity and availability of water, 
woods, and open spaces? We tell why present “protections” aren’t working, and what will.
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Coast of the United States, but has moved 
west — presumably as a result of humans 
changing the landscape in the East. So, 
although it is illegal to kill a barred owl 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has given 
permission to a limited number of biolo-
gists to shoot barred owls, and is beginning 
a four-year experiment to kill thousands 
of the birds because the Fish and Wildlife 
Service is required under the Endangered 
Species Act to protect spotted owls. That 
is, the federal government is enforcing 
one federal law by ignoring another. If 
the spotted owls make a comeback in the 
areas where the barred owls are shot, more 
barred owls will be killed.

If the barred owls are not controlled, 
some believe that they will literally drive 
the northern spotted owl extinct.

Quandaries of Conservation
When considering the best practices to 
preserve and even improve our country’s 
land, water, air, and animal populations, a 
juggling act of sorts often happens where-
by environmental overseers (federal gov-
ernment functionaries) begin by taking in 
hand and juggling the competing interests 
of stakeholders: landowners, corporations, 
environmental groups, scientific groups, 
interested citizens, and local government. 
Then after a time, some groups’ wishes 
are kept aloft by the federal government, 
while others are dropped outright.

In the case of the spotted owl, initially 
it was the loggers’ and their families’ and 
communities’ cares that were let go, while 
the concerns of environmentalists were 
heeded. For many families who didn’t 
know what to do other than logging, life 
has been painful since logging was dramat-
ically reduced. In 2006, a dozen years after 
the logging reduction, the New York Times 
reported about life in Oakridge, Oregon, in 
an article entitled “In Rural Oregon, These 
Are the Times That Try Working People’s 
Hopes.” Prior to forests being put essen-
tially off-limits to logging, the paper said, 
“Into the 1980’s, people joked that poverty 
meant you didn’t have an RV or a boat. A 
high school degree was not necessary to 
earn a living through logging or mill work, 
with wages roughly equal to $20 or $30 an 
hour in today’s terms.” After most of the 
logging dried up, “Oakridge was wrenched 
through the rural version of deindustrializa-

tion … where much of any job growth has 
been in low-end retailing and services.” It 
was so bad, the Times wrote, “About 700 
Oakridge residents, from a population of 
about 4,500 in Oakridge and the surround-
ing area, visit a charity food pantry each 
month to pick up boxes of groceries worth 
$100 apiece. Two-thirds of public school 
students qualify for free or reduced-price 
lunches, meaning their families are near the 
poverty line or below it. About 260 of the 
town’s 1,200 housing units are single-width 
trailers.” And each summer several families 
went under financially and moved into the 
forest, finding shelter as best they could.

Because of the enforced poverty, some 
forest residents resorted to using illegal 
drugs or producing them and selling them, 
leading to a major increase in crime.

Ironically, now that the barred owls are 
being shot, one group of environmental-
ists is challenging another. A group called 
Friends of Animals is suing the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to stop the shooting of 
barred owls. Its legal director, Michael 
Harris, told National Public Radio: “To go 
in and say we are going to kill thousands 
and thousands of barred owls, literally for-
ever, I don’t see that as being a solution. At 

some point you have to allow these species 
to either figure out a way to coexist or for 
nature to run its course.”

When considering the best possible 
remedy for protecting a piece of the en-
vironment in this country, in almost every 
instance, there are multiple stakeholders, 
and each usually claims that common 
sense or science backs its positions — 
often dubiously.

To decide who should protect the envi-
ronment, we should first look to see who 
has protected it in the past and who best 
protects it now, as well as which group 
would allow Americans the most enjoy-
ment of nature and their lives.

Those who consider themselves “envi-
ronmentalists” — rather than conservation-
ists, ecologists, or whatever other names 
there are for caretakers of the Earth — 
would likely, to a person, desire total gov-
ernment control over lands, waters, and air, 
whether national or international control.

And for proof that government is the 
answer to environmental problems, oddly 
enough, environmentalists would prob-
ably point to the northern spotted owl, 
despite its continued spiral toward its ul-
timate demise, because in the case of the 

AP Images

Deadly consequences: In 
2001, more than nine hours 
after a request was made by 
firefighters for a water drop, 
they finally received it — after 
four of them were killed by the 
fire. The dispatcher who took 
the call for water was afraid the 
helicopter that would scoop the 
water for the fire might catch an 
endangered bull trout, and so 
relayed the request to superiors.
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owl, the government showed that it can 
and will allow the rejuvenation of “pris-
tine” — human-free — wilderness, which 
is equally needed by other species, accord-
ing to them. As a New York Times article 
entitled “Losing the Owl, Saving the For-
est” pointed out and honest tree huggers 
have always admitted, the owl was merely 
a device by which to set aside “Northwest 
old-growth forest habitat”:

It was this irreplaceable ecosystem, 
centuries in the making, that envi-
ronmentalists were really trying to 
protect under the terms of the act 
(whose first declared purpose is to 
conserve the ecosystems upon which 
endangered and threatened species 
depend); and the owl was their best 
available legal tool.

The author, not really hiding the fact that 
he is an environmentalist himself, takes his 
jabs at those who lament the loss of logging:

I’ve met others … who say that the 
listing of the spotted owl is, unex-

pectedly, turning out to be a blessing, 
bringing more retirees to live there, 
more visiting hikers, hunters, surf-
ers, birders and fly fishermen, and 
their money. The forest’s recovery is 
not without economic benefit to the 
people who live on its edges. For all 
that the timber communities have lost, 
there are signs that the hated environ-
mentalists (“Are you an environmen-
talist? Or do you work for a living?” 
as the bumper stickers said) may have 
helped regenerate the very places they 
were once said to have ruined.

Studies such as those covered in the report 
The Sky Did Not Fall: The Pacific North-
west’s Response to Logging Reductions are 
cited to show that environmentalists were/
are correct about the innocuous effects of 
some drastic environmental restrictions. 
Though the authors of the report admit that 
“without doubt, some communities have 
had to cope with substantial, even wrench-
ing, change,” they reasoned that the trauma 
was OK because “the PNW [the Pacific 
Northwest: Oregon and Washington] did 

not become an Appalachian-style region 
of entrenched poverty, as many had pre-
dicted.” In fact, they claim, “Instead, the 
region’s economy has persistently outper-
formed the rest of the nation in terms of 
growth in jobs and incomes,” with total em-
ployment in the area growing “27 percent.”

But all that the authors really demon-
strated was that logging jobs made up a 
relatively small percentage of all jobs in 
the Pacific Northwest prior to making fed-
eral forests basically off-limits to logging, 
not that it wasn’t a painful process. They 
still admit to a loss of some 24,104 jobs 
in the timber industry — though they (in 
the main) correctly claim many of these 
people would have lost their jobs eventu-
ally anyway because forest harvest levels 
were unsustainable.

Overall, those who lost logging-related 
jobs and managed to find others made in 
wages only about 87 percent of what they 
did previously.

i should, We should, they should
Even if one concedes that setting aside mil-
lions of acres of federally controlled forests 
was an overall “good,” it cannot be justly 
claimed that the government did a good job 
of protecting the environment. The authors 
of The Sky Did Not Fall frankly admit gov-
ernment overseers did a poor job: “Federal 
District Judge William Dwyer shut down 
virtually the entire timber-sale program on 
nine national forests in Washington and Or-
egon until the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 
and other federal resource-management 
agencies could demonstrate that they had 
reversed ‘a remarkable series of violations 
of the environmental laws.’”

By 1981, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service warned that the northern spotted 
owl might soon become endangered if the 
forests were not managed with the aim of 
protecting substantial areas of old growth 
forest. The authors note USFS’s response 
to the notice:

Despite this warning and those of 
numerous studies, strategies, and 
plans, Congress and federal land 
administrators did not develop and 
implement an effective conserva-
tion strategy. Instead, they stalled, 
unable or unwilling to accept the 
inevitable: that spotted owls would 
require marked reductions in tim-

All-around waste: Forbes reported in 2011 that the total revenue of the 10 largest environmental 
groups exceeded $2 billion. If that money were used to purchase or conserve land, those groups 
could conserve hundreds of thousands or millions of acres yearly.
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ber harvests. They hoped that the 
problem would go away or that they 
could push the problem onto future 
Congresses, future administrators, 
and future generations. Indeed, 
rather than heed the 1981 warning 
from the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the White House, and congressional 
leaders, forest managers more-than-
doubled federal timber harvests by 
the middle of the 1980s.

The USFS also did not manage the forests 
well from an economic perspective. The 
federal government lost millions of dollars 
because the price it was paid by loggers for 
the wood did not meet the government’s 
costs in remediating and reforesting the 
land. As a result, old growth wood, which 
should have fetched a premium price and 
caused it to be processed in the United 
States, creating additional jobs, or left 
standing in the forests, was sold cheaply 
overseas, with taxpayers essentially pick-
ing up a large part of the tab. Authors Terry 
Anderson and Donald Leal explain the hap-
penings in Free Market Environmentalism 
for the Next Generation: In the 1960s in 
the Bitterroot National Forest, “because the 
steep, cut-over slopes were not expected to 
regenerate naturally, the USFS bulldozed 
terraces in the hillsides to allow mechanized 
replanting and improve seedling regenera-
tion,” and the projects cost “more than 35 
times the value of the timber removed and 
forest amenity values were ignored.” Irre-

sponsible forest management has proven 
true until recent times: “Between 1998 
and 2001 the USFS lost $0.46 for every $1 
spent on the timber program.”

The authors of The Sky Did Not Fall 
noted, too, that government also charged 
the timber industry less in unemployment 
insurance payments than it paid out in un-
employment claims, and it didn’t manage 
the logging in such a way so as to keep 
sediment from streams, costing water 
treatment centers and businesses money to 
remove the sediment and negatively affect-
ing the reproduction of salmon, in turn hurt-
ing both the commercial and recreational 
salmon industries. (Additional proof that 
the government is not a good land steward 
can be found in the article on page 21)

A large part of the reason that govern-
ment does a poor job of managing wildlife 
is that it is inflexible. For instance, follow-
ing the preferred environmentalist meth-
odology to protect and revive nature — 
providing human-free nature — the U.S. 
Forest Service in 1946 fenced off an area 
of abused land, and it remains off-limits, 
though it has become more and more bar-
ren over the years. The land did not re-
cover. This land, the Drake Exposure in 
Arizona, had been protected from grazing 
and human activity for more than 68 years 
when Dan Dagget, who describes himself 
as an “EcoRadical” who became a “Con-
servative Environmentalist,” took pictures 
of the land and compared it to the land out-
side the enclosure, land used to graze cattle 

— cattle that were rotated off the property 
periodically to allow it to rejuvenate.

The land inside the enclosure was 
“as bare as a well-used parking lot,” as 
Dagget noted. And, according to him: 
“Studies show that 90% of the plant spe-
cies that lived within its boundaries before 
it was protected no longer live there. In 
fact, much of the land supports no plants 
at all, and, judging from the lack of tracks 
and dung, not much wildlife either.”

Outside the fence, “a healthy stand of 
native grasses has repopulated the land; 
the plant species that have ceased to exist 
within the Drake can still be found; and 
there is plenty of evidence of wildlife 
as well as livestock.” At his website — 
dagget.com — he compares pictures of 
various areas of land from before it was 
“protected” from grazing and human use 
to pictures taken afterward. The land was 
healthier when humans used it — and 
could hold more wildlife.

Dagget, who was deemed in 1992 to be 
“one of the 100 top grass roots activists in 
the United States by the Sierra Club,” was 
one of the originators of the radical ecologi-
cal group EarthFirst!, yet he now realizes 
that “victories” he had fought long and hard 
for, such as ending grazing on much pub-
lic land, didn’t mend environmental prob-
lems. The erosion blamed on cattle grazing 
got worse, not better, as did the habitat as 
a whole and the carrying capacity of land. 
Now he is trying to show the world the 
damage caused by “protection.”

The government is inflexible for many 
reasons, but two predominate: Whichever 
lobbying group holds the most clout large-
ly calls the political-environmental shots, 
and the government wrongly assumes that 
nature is by its nature unchanging.

Over many decades, as environmental-
ists got hold of the environmental political 
steering wheel, land managers, in an attempt 
to return land to its assumed optimal state, 
often took a hands-off approach when it 
came to wildlands (except to put out for-
est fires), under the assumption that nature 
would stabilize. But such a view forgets that 
early man and fires have had substantial im-
pacts on the environment, and studies have 
demonstrated that even absent man environ-
ments in the past have constantly changed.

As was pointed out in Free Market En-
vironmentalism for the Next Generation, 
when Yosemite Valley was made into a 

Political “protectors”: For decades the federal government had a goal of increasing home 
ownership, so the Forest Service pushed unsustainable harvest production goals. Forest Service 
personnel who met the goals were rewarded; those who didn’t were often punished.
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national park, its scenic beauty stood out 
because it had few trees and lots of mead-
ows, owing to fires started by natives to 
clear land for crops. Since then the area 
has become dense forest. Likewise the area 
by Flagstaff, Arizona, in the Coconino Na-
tional Forest formerly consisted of open 
forest with trees in clumps of 30 to 50 per 
acre, and the area was home to antelope. 
Today, “the trees are so dense there that a 
child can barely fit between them, yet a 
child’s hands can reach around the trunk 
of an 80-year-old tree.” “The wilderness 
of the Boundary Waters region … located 
on the Canadian border of Minnesota” is 
another example. “Using pollen records 
deposited in nearby lakes, scientists now 
know that since the end of the last ice age 
the forest passed from tundra to spruce to 
pine to birch and alder and then back to 
spruce and pine, changing composition 
every few thousand years.... These chang-
es occurred even though, for much of that 
time, the area has largely been spared from 
the impact of humans.”

Environmental laws of all stripes — 
from the Endangered Species Act to the 
Clean Water Act, the Wilderness Act, and 
more — are based on this inaccurate view 

of an ideal state of nature, where equilib-
rium can be found without human inter-
vention, and they have led to endless envi-
ronmental fallacies and problems.

And because of such errant notions, 
the federal government’s land plans are 
largely “use it” or “not use it” schemes 
— mainly “not use it” plans, guided by 
eco-radicals — not “use it wisely” plans. 
In fact, when it comes to protecting the 
environment, “wisdom” is sorely lacking 
under federal control.

Where’s the Wisdom?
As a bit of proof of federal “lack of wis-
dom,” consider that the Environmental 
Protection Agency had until recently laws 
on the books to treat spilled milk using the 
same methodology as spilled crude oil be-
cause of the fat in the milk. There’s more:

• Because of federal regulations protect-
ing a non-endangered bird, the double-
crested cormorant, the city of San Francis-
co expects to pay in excess of $33 million 
to capture and move 800 birds — instead 
of driving them away through construction 
activity — as the city slowly demolishes an 
old section of the Bay Bridge. The city con-
tends that it’s cheaper to capture the birds 

than to face fines by the government. The 
birds have ample places to rest and nest on 
the new bridge, which is only yards away.

• When the Deepwater Horizon oil rig ex-
ploded in 2010, causing the worst oil spill 
in U.S. history, North Atlantic countries 
offered their oil-skimming equipment to 
greatly ameliorate the environmental dam-
age from the spill, but the U.S. government 
said “no” because it would go against the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1920, which re-
quires all ships transporting goods between 
U.S. ports to be U.S.-owned ships — to pro-
tect labor unions from competition. This act 
was only waived after two months.

• The EPA is making plans to lower the 
amount of allowable ground-level ozone 
(smog) — caused by the chemical reaction 
between gaseous emissions and heat from 
sunlight — to levels so low that even non-
industrialized areas of the country, such as 
Yellowstone National Park, Death Valley 
National Park, and Sequoia National Park, 
wouldn’t meet the standards, an action that 
would decimate U.S. manufacturing.

In addition to being inflexible and short-
sighted, the federal government does ev-
erything in its power to accumulate more 
power in government, which for individual 
liberty’s sake — and individual happiness 
— should be fought at all costs. One of the 
most notable examples of this is the gov-
ernment’s effort to control carbon dioxide.

Under a regime that would control 
how much carbon dioxide is emitted, the 
government intends to influence virtu-
ally every human activity — meaning it 
intends to limit virtually every activity. 
Right now, the Obama administration is 
attempting to force adherence to UN goals 
on CO2 emissions via executive fiat, UN 
goals that top UN climate chief Christiana 
Figueres told The Guardian newspaper in 
2012 will result in a “centralized transfor-
mation” of humanity and the planet, “one 
that is going to make the life of everyone 
on the planet very different.”

Yet anyone who understands both 
something of the climate debate and the 
scientific method, wherein once a hypoth-
esis is forwarded it must survive tests to 
prove its validity, should immediately rec-
ognize that the global-warming hypothe-
sis fails scrutiny — incredibly fails!

In the world of global warming, even 
as those who predict climate doom claim 
to see catastrophic warming with their 

it’s protected: The U.S. Forest Service is considering protecting the meadow jumping mouse 
with eight-foot-tall fences in the Santa Fe National Forest, cutting off the Lucero family from 
grazing livestock there — as they have for over four generations. 
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$0.46 for every $1 spent on the timber program.”



own eyes in the form of melting ice and 
warmer-seeming temperatures, it must be 
acknowledged that dire predictions of cli-
mate doom are in actuality predicated on 
97 computer models that prophesy death-
dealing temperatures, owing to increased 
human-released carbon dioxide. Yet logic 
should tell us not to believe the models.

• First, climate-alarmist websites state 
that CO2 levels rose fairly steadily for the 
past 8,000 years (and claim levels have 
jumped dramatically in the past 500 years, 
owing to man), yet Earth has also gener-
ally cooled over that time — with a few 
relatively brief, slight upticks in tempera-
ture resulting in melting glaciers, such as 
the Roman and Medieval warm periods, 
2,350 and 1,400 years ago, respectively.

• Second, every single one of the 97 
computer models predicted continual sig-
nificant warming of the Earth, which hasn’t 
happened — the global mean temperatures 
have stayed steady for at least the past 18 
years, according to satellite readings (most 
land-based readings suffer from the urban 
heat effect, biasing them; those that aren’t 
biased show slight cooling happening).

• Third, the Earth has been warming in 
fits and starts since the early 1800s, and 
the warming that we’ve seen since the 
1980s mirrors the trends from that time 
— the rate of warming is unchanged de-
spite CO2 increasing by 38 percent in the 
atmosphere since the 1800s. And from the 
1940s to 1975, despite CO2 levels climb-
ing rapidly, temperatures dropped, with 
scientists predicting another ice age.

• Fourth, temperature records as gleaned 
from coral, ice cores, harvest dates, ice 
breakup dates, tree rings, and tree blossom-
ing dates from Japan and China, all show 
that temperatures are just now nearing their 
3,000-year average, despite the Earth hav-
ing gone through a mini-ice age during 
that time, meaning that in the past 3,000 
years, it was much warmer than it is now 
— naturally — and that the temperatures 
in our times are still very much within nor-
mal temperature fluctuations on Earth. Oh 
yeah, all the plants and animals that people 
are worried about losing to increased heat 
lived through that period just fine. As well, 
as was indicated earlier, the Earth’s tem-
perature is now significantly cooler than 
the Earth’s 8,000-year average.

• Fifth, though CO2 is indeed a green-
house gas and does trap some of the Sun’s 

heat, satellite readings show that it acts 
like a blanket or blankets on the human 
body: Adding more and more layers only 
provides a limited amount of additional 
warming. Carbon dioxide does not cause 
heat to be trapped to the extent that it 
would cause catastrophic global warming.

• Sixth, multiple ice core studies, with 
records going back hundreds of thousands 
of years, indicate that temperature increas-
es on Earth in the past happened imme-
diately before the amounts of CO2 in the 
air increased, not the other way around — 
probably because of out-gassing of CO2 
from the oceans as temperatures increased.

There’s more, but this should be enough 
information to dispel any confidence in 
predictions generated by computer mod-
els of warming based on CO2 levels. To 
be blunt, there’s no historical or scientific 
proof that CO2 drives climate change — 
it’s all speculative theory — while there is 
substantial proof that climate change can 
drive CO2 levels. Claims of man-caused 
catastrophic warming based on CO2 can-
not be called credible if one adheres to the 
scientific method.

Many Americans choose to believe, 
however, that the Obama administration 
and the UN are just doing what they need 
to do to save the planet, but it’s been clear 
for years that talk about the “environment” 
is really talk about “control.” The UN’s 
environmental goals have been unchanged 
since they were spelled out in the Agenda 
21 document at the 1992 UN Earth Sum-
mit in Rio de Janeiro. That document lays 
out — as Daniel Sitarz, who edited the 

document, said — “an array of actions 
which are intended to be implemented by 
every person on earth,” a plan that “will 
require a profound reorientation of all 
human society, unlike anything the world 
has ever experienced.” And in February, 
Christiana Figueres once again reiterated 
the fact that the UN’s plan would lead to 
a total restructuring of the world’s econo-
mies: “This is the first time in the history 
of mankind that we are setting ourselves 
the task of intentionally, within a defined 
period of time to change the economic de-
velopment model that has been reigning 
for at least 150 years, since the industrial 
revolution.” Considering that during the 
last 150 years, free market capitalism has 
played the predominant role in economic 
dealings, her words can only mean that the 
UN has plans to implement centralized 
control of countries’ economies.

For those who might be cheering Figue-
res in their hearts, it pays to honestly recall 
the poor results totalitarian governments 
have achieved in providing individual 
freedom, wealth, and happiness — and a 
pristine environment. The article “An Envi-
ronment Without Property Rights” gives a 
little perspective on the direction total gov-
ernment control over nature tends to take:

When Eastern Europe began to open 
up in the late 1980s, one of the great 
shocks was the severity of its envi-
ronmental problems. Journalists re-
ported on skies full of smoke from 
lignite and soft coal, children kept in-
side for much of the winter because 

Political designation: Evidence suggests that the sage grouse has not been put on the endangered 
species list solely because doing so would raise gas prices and be politically unpopular.
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of unsafe air, and horses that had to 
be moved away from the worst areas 
after a few years or they would die. 
 … Old, polluting factories of the 
kinds that are dim memories in the 
United States were the mainstay 
of socialist industry. Smelly, slug-
gish automobiles polluted the roads. 
Energy waste was tremendous. Their 
own statistics showed that social-
ist economies were using more than 
three times as much steel and nearly 
three times as much energy per unit 
of output than market economies.

When the Iron Curtain parted, Poland was 
one of the world’s most polluted countries.

Even now, a brief perusal of the Internet 
or a conversation with someone who has 
toured China will convince all but the most 
skeptical that the communist government 
controlling China is literally destroying 
that country’s environment, and the prob-
lems are so systemic that China regularly 
exports polluted foods worldwide.

And centralized control is a worldwide 
problem. For instance, the main countries 
where rainforests are being chopped down 
— Brazil, Madagascar, Peru, Colombia, 
Central African Republic, etc. — have 
highly authoritarian governments. 

This damage done to the environment 
by governments is known as the “tragedy 
of the commons”: When it’s deemed that 
the public owns nature, nobody’s really 
responsible for caring for nature, and 
tragedy results.

Government Glomming
Governments, whether federal or interna-
tional, always want to amass more power 
— playing God over individuals and na-
ture alike, to the detriment of both. And as 
the U.S. government assumes power unto 
itself, its ability to effect positive environ-
mental change generally declines. Yes, de-
clines. Because of the enormity of the task 
of managing the country’s environment, 
federal politicians and bureaucrats increas-

ingly make what are essentially uninformed 
snap decisions about what to do with the 
environment (usually decisions about using 
or not using certain lands), decisions not 
based upon science, but upon lobbying, 
kickbacks, and politics.

Take for instance what should be done 
to protect the sage grouse from extinction, 
the population of which in the last 100 
years is estimated to have fallen from 16 
million to less than a half million. As far 
as the federal government is concerned, 
it’s a political decision. The EPA made 
an agreement with environmental groups 
to either list the grouse as “endangered” 
by 2015 or take it off the list of “threat-
ened” animals. Because of political pres-
sures, the agreement to “list” or “delist” 
the grouse is being postponed for now — 
likely until September. Listing the grouse 
would cause millions of acres of land 
to become off-limits in areas where the 
country is experiencing a fracking energy 
boom, providing the main job gains in the 
economy. Now, undoubtedly owing to the 
fact that Republicans gave Democrats a 
thorough drubbing in the 2014 elections 
and Democrats are avoiding a repeat in 
2016, the federal government has released 

a land-use plan to stop the grouse from 
getting an ESA listing, which, though re-
strictive on landowners, is less onerous 
than would occur under an ESA listing. 

When deemed expedient, politics will 
trump protection every time.

And even if it weren’t for political ex-
pediency, the federal government would 
not likely make wise choices about care 
for the sage grouse or the environment. In 
fact, it likely couldn’t.

In the case of the sage grouse, to make 
an informed decision about instituting 
measures to aid it, one not only has to 
know what is causing the population to 
decrease — which is speculative right 
now and varies from fragmentation of 
habitat, to invasion by non-native species, 
to increased wildfires, to the prevalence of 
West Nile virus, to a lack of nesting cover, 
to the type and quality of nutrition that 
the chicks are receiving, and more — one 
has to determine what changes will bring 
about more grouse recruitment.

And what must be done to protect the 
sage grouse differs depending on location, 
season, altitude, precipitation, plant species, 
grazing, the number and types of wildlife, 
the soil type, the incline of the terrain, etc.

Take just wildfires for a moment. Not 
only do the frequency and timing of wild-
fires affect sage grouse numbers, but wild-
fire severity makes a difference. And the 
number and severity of wildfires in sage 
country are influenced by the existence 
and amounts of more than a dozen types 
of plant species — plant species that can 

Preservation? Before the Coconino National Forest (left) and Yosemite (right) were “conserved” 
by government, both had abundant meadows. Now thick forests have changed the habitat. 
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Of the 30 species that have been delisted from 

protection under the Endangered Species Act, it’s not 

evident from a cursory perusal of them that any were 

mainly saved by ESA land set-asides.
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spread or wither based upon cattle grazing 
at certain times of the year, in certain areas. 
Note that cattle and sheep are about the 
only things besides mechanical and chemi-
cal processes that can be used to control 
various plant species. Fire conditions can 
be made worse or better depending upon 
not only when cattle are grazed but upon 
the type of weather the country is experi-
encing. For instance, cattle can be used to 
get rid of cheatgrass, an invasive species 
that promotes frequent wildfires, if the cat-
tle are used as bovine lawnmowers in early 
spring and when the grasses are dormant 
in winter, but grazing can actually increase 
cheatgrass amounts if done when there is a 
moist fall and early season rains.

Likely no person anywhere could know 
how to protect the sage grouse across all of 
its habitat because of varied and changing 
conditions. As well, under the endangered 
species act, the federal government would 
likely actually hinder aid for the grouse: 
It would make grouse habitat largely off 
limits, basically ensuring that few, if any, 
cattle or sheep will be allowed to control 
plant proliferation for the birds’ benefit.

Just locking up the land won’t work to 
save most native species! Of the 30 spe-
cies that have been delisted from protection 
under the Endangered Species Act, it’s not 
evident from a cursory perusal of them that 
any were mainly saved by ESA land set-
asides (especially the three species of kan-
garoos that somehow made the list, though 

they aren’t native to this continent). And of 
many of the other species “saved” by the 
act, it’s clear that if the act had any role in 
the animals’ resurgence, it was a small one 
since the animals were already coming back 
owing to other reasons: the gray whale (an 
international agreement to stop hunting 
them was passed in 1946), the alligator (al-
ligators, too, were already protected), the 
bald eagle (it was always very common 
in Canada and Alaska), and more. Though 
it’s very likely that in some cases land set-
asides could be very beneficial to certain 
wildlife populations, there is little evidence 
that its widespread application is justified. 
In fact, without human intervention, inva-
sive species will run their course and wipe 
out many less-competitive native species 
(as has already happened throughout almost 
the entire Hawaiian landmass), and so the 
environment on this continent can never re-
turn to the state it was before European in-
fluence, even if man were to disappear from 
the Earth overnight. Local knowledge must 
be applied — local knowledge that federal 
regulations undercut and bypass.

It’s interesting that the majority of the 
land on which the sage grouse live is under 
the control of the federal government al-
ready, and has been for many, many years 
— just as is true in the case of the northern 
spotted owl.

In truth, the ESA will likely be the cause 
of death of many species because of its 
inane backward incentives: Landowners 

know that their property can be made off-
limits to them if an endangered species is 
found on it, so they have every financial 
reason to make their land inhospitable to 
endangered species. As well, endangered 
species inhabit some private lands precisely 
because the owners’ land practices made the 
area desirable in the first place, and changes 
to the land practices can inadvertently make 
the land undesirable. Iain Murray noted in 
The Really Inconvenient Truths: Seven En-
vironmental Catastrophes Liberals Don’t 
Want You to Know About — Because They 
Helped Cause Them one case:

In 1990, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service had ordered the Domenigonis 
to stop cultivating all eight hundred of 
their tillable acres, stating this would 
constitute a “taking” of the [kangaroo] 
rat. For which they would face im-
poundment of their farm equipment, 
a year in jail, and possibly a $50,000 
fine for each and every taking of an 
individual rat. For three seasons their 
fields lay idle and they lost $84,000 in 
foregone crops each season. The land 
friendly practices they had developed 
over a century were stopped.

They were only allowed to farm again 
after 1993 when, after a fire, it was de-
termined that the rats had already left the 
property “because the brush and weeds 
had grown too thick for them.”

In the end, the case for federal or interna-
tional control over the environment comes 
down to power — the power to get things 
done. But much of the case against federal 
or international control of the environment 
also comes down to power — the abuse, 
misuse, and misapplication of power.

People often assume that government 
must protect the environment because 
citizens don’t have the wherewithal to 
sue big businesses that pollute, but if they 
think suing businesses is difficult, they 
should try suing the government when it’s 
in the wrong. A U.S. Department of Agri-
culture Forest Service website brags, “In 
over twenty years (since the enactment of 
the Endangered Species Act) not a single 
case seeking compensation for illegal sei-
zure of private property under the Endan-
gered Species Act has come to the U.S. 
Court of Claims.” (Actually, as of 2013, 
the Congressional Research Service had 

Highlighting folly: Though the backlog for maintenance at national parks and monuments is at 
$11.5 billion and most national forests desperately need controlled burns to get rid of understory 
that causes large wildfires, Obama is eyeing designating another 1.7 million acres as a monument.

AP Images

17Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!



found one case where the government 
was found in the wrong.) Similar boasts 
appear at various government websites, 
and they are meant to reassure web readers 
that the government has almost no nega-
tive effect on private landowners’ land and 
water rights. But nothing could be further 
from the truth. In reality, the government 
almost never gets penalized for “taking” 
people’s property because the government 
has defined “taking” in such a way that 
court cases are nearly unwinnable. The 
government hurts property owners such 
as the Domenigonis noted above almost 
constantly, but it is virtually impossible to 
get justice, or even remuneration.

Localized Land Control
While no system will stop all environmen-
tal destruction, to aid the planet, we need to 
look to local solutions for the best results, 
which have the side benefit of adding the 
least infringements on people’s freedoms.

The success stories of private citizens and 
entities in sustaining the environment and 
wildlife populations are legion. Members of 
Ducks Unlimited and hunters get the main 
credit for reviving wood duck populations 
by building and promoting human-built 
duck boxes to promote procreation. In Colo-
rado alone the Rocky Mountain Elk Foun-
dation has enhanced hundreds of thousands 
of acres of habitat for elk and mule deer, 
including planting aspen and conducting 
prescribed burns. Pheasants Forever, whose 
chapters “retain 100 percent decision-mak-
ing control over their locally-raised funds” 
and allow “chapter volunteers to develop 
wildlife habitat projects and conduct youth 
conservation events in their communities,” 
is the leading advocate of pheasants and 
quail and their habitat. Then there are also 
similar accomplishments by Whitetails Un-
limited, the National Wild Turkey Federa-
tion, Trout Unlimited, etc.

And environmental groups are find-
ing creative new ways to use free markets 
to meet their environmental goals. The 
Montana Land Reliance raises funds to 
purchase permanent easements on private 
land. It has more than 800,000 acres under 
easement. The National Audubon Society 
— usually considered a very left-wing out-
fit — leases out its lands in the Intracoastal 
Waterway in Louisiana for energy devel-
opment, in order to raise money for land 
stewardship. (Ironically, it fights against 

the same type of arrangements on public 
lands.) And there are many more examples, 
many of which can be found in Free Market 
Environmentalism for the Next Generation.

Though private groups have accom-
plished a lot of their environmental suc-
cesses by poking, prodding, and otherwise 
influencing government policies, there 
can be no doubt that these private groups 
spearhead saving wildlife and habitat, 
often providing both the knowledge base 
and the manpower to effect progress.

As to the problems of citizens not being 
able to sue big companies or effect chang-
es to air and water across state lines, while 
there is some truth to the claim that the pri-
vate environmental umbrella has holes, it 
should also be acknowledged that most of 
the reason that private parties are not able 
to protect the environment now is because 
government has stood in their way — tak-
ing away the tools they need to do the job 
(such as by extinguishing property rights)!

Interestingly, one of the tragedies that 
environmentalists commonly point to as 
the impetus behind, and the need for, the 
EPA and environmental laws is the burn-
ing of the Cuyahoga River in Cleveland 
in 1969. The river was so polluted that 
the oil and debris in the river caught fire 
(an occurrence that was fairly common in 
early industrial cities). Environmentalists 
blamed, and still blame, big business for 
stomping out local efforts to save the river, 
which turns out to be largely false. As Iain 
Murray explained:

In early American history, th[e] prin-
ciple of private ownership supported 

by common law was the model for 
waterways … [but] this principle 
changed, with the “progressive” no-
tion of common ownership replacing 
it. With water belonging not to indi-
viduals, but to the state, the way was 
open for pollution....

This meant that industrial areas 
tended to treat their commonly owned 
rivers as common dumping grounds.

Since most people in Cleveland consid-
ered industrialization to be a good thing, 
the situation grew worse, with numerous 
fires on the river. But when citizens and 
businesses reached a level of affluence 
where they could afford to care and they 
finally objected to the pollution, first the 
local government protected the polluters; 
then the state government did the same.

Murray elaborated:

After the Cuyahoga had spent dec-
ades as an “open sewer,” a paper 
manufacturer sued the municipality 
in 1936 to prevent the city dumping 
sewage into the river, harming the 
manufacturer’s business. The city, 
on the other hand, claimed it had a 
“prescriptive right” to use the river 
in that way.

Influenced by decades of “progres-
sive” thought, the court agreed with the 
city — the city government got to de-
termine what was done with the river, 
no matter how much it harmed others.

In the 1940s, the tides began to turn against 
localities’ “prescriptive rights,” and, Mur-

Uncaring capitalists? 
According to Virginia’s 
Sustainable Forestry 
Initiative, the United States 
has more trees today 
than it had 70 years ago, 
and four million more are 
planted each day.
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ray notes, cities and businesses were likely 
to soon find themselves the defendants in 
losing pollution lawsuits — until the state 
took over the role of polluter-in-chief.

By 1952, Cleveland residents expected 
better for their environment, valuing the 
river for its own sake, and they began a 
river cleanup. “In 1959, fish reappeared, 
testimony to some remarkable progress.” 
But in the 1960s, the state took over man-
agement of the river and began issuing 
permits to dump pollutants into the river. 
And, again, courts found for the polluter:

In 1965, for example, a real estate 
company sued the city to stop al-
lowing use of the river as an indus-
trial dump. It won, but the verdict 
was overturned by the state supreme 
court, which found that state law 
trumps common law rights.

On the other hand, where the law is designed 
to allow private individuals or groups to 
manage and protect nature, it does work.

Private Property is the Answer
Remembering that all disputes over the 
environment are really arguments over dif-
fering plans for how to use the country’s 
resources, it makes sense that competing 
interests put their money where their beliefs 
are and essentially bid in the open market 
for their desired outcomes. The alternative 
is the present system where the government 

makes decisions, and there is no give-and-
take between the disagreeing parties. There 
is simply total victory for one side or the 
other, the side that can best afford to lobby 
Congress — with some concessions made 
via litigation. It’s a methodology hardly 
likely to lead to wise policy.

By strengthening property rights, even 
seemingly intractable problems could be 
resolved through the private sector. In the 
West, historically, rights to free-flowing 
water went to the first people to use the 
water; they took what they needed, and 
what they didn’t use, someone else could 
claim and use. Increased numbers of users 
meant that water supplies couldn’t sat-
isfy all demands: for agriculture, fish, and 
home use. In states where property rights to 
water were later defined, secured, and made 
transferable, consumers then set a value on, 
bought, and sold water rights, and lo and 
behold stream levels increased to the point 
of supporting fish such as trout. Similarly, 
using revamped property rights, falling 
groundwater levels in the Tehachapi Basin 
in California were halted and reversed. And 
ocean fish stocks that had been overfished 
for decades have rebounded.

Take, for instance, halibut populations in 
Alaska. As consumers became enamored 
of the white, flaky fish, boats got bigger, 
hook design better, and technique more 
sophisticated. And the halibut population 
became depleted. The government, in turn, 
reduced fish catch totals and fishing sea-

sons drastically. Fishing seasons declined 
from several months to three days. The 
result: bycatch (untargeted fish that hap-
pened to get caught, which is thrown back, 
usually dead) went up substantially, mil-
lions of pounds of halibut weren’t prop-
erly stored and spoiled, and boats’ fishing 
lines became tangled and lost, leading to 
tens of thousands of hooks catching fish 
on abandoned lines. The fishermen then 
brought 10 million pounds of halibut to 
the dock all at once, depressing fish prices 
and leading to the fish being sold frozen, 
rather than fresh.

When property rights were tried in the 
halibut fishery, termed “individual fishing 
quotas” or “catch shares,” wherein fish-
ermen are able to purchase shares of the 
allowable fish quota (and also sell unused 
shares), bycatch went down dramatically, 
less fish spoiled, more fish were sold 
fresh, fewer lines were lost, and the fish-
ery began to recover.

With continental shelves providing up to 
90 percent of fisheries’ production, prop-
erty rights for fish can protect most of the 
world’s fish stocks, and are, in fact, already 
being implemented by many countries suc-
cessfully. A positive side effect of defining 
and protecting property rights in the marine 
environment is that it encourages fishermen 
to care for fish stocks, instead of racing 
to get as many fish as they can — before 
someone else can catch them.

Environmentalists often claim that pri-
vate ownership of land and water, com-
bined with greed, leads to environmental 
devastation (which is often the truth in 
poor countries, until most citizens in a 
country leave poverty), but history shows 
most property owners try to keep their 
properties as valuable as possible in order 
to benefit from its use or its future sale — 
falsifying the environmentalist claim.

On the whole, at this point in time, free 
markets might not be the panacea to fix 
all environmental problems. But that is 
mainly because the legal foundation has 
not yet been developed to allow private 
parties to monitor and protect the environ-
ment, and the beings in it. However, if free 
market environmentalism is encouraged to 
develop by smart laws, free markets would 
likely quickly find the answers for most 
regulatory problems.

And the alternative has no chance of 
working anyway, so let’s dive in. n

the means to more fish: Once fishermen could buy and sell shares of the legally allowable 
halibut catch in Alaska — instead of the fish being allotted on a first-catch basis, as has been 
historically done by government — fish populations stabilized and then rebounded.
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by Kurt Williamsen

The United States was, with Tai-
wan, one of only two developed 
countries in the world — and one 

of a handful of total countries — not to 
ratify the Kyoto Protocol, an international 
treaty proposed in 1997 that put limits on 
countries’ greenhouse gases, with spe-
cial concern for carbon-dioxide releases. 
U.S. representatives set a goal of at least a 
seven-percent cut in greenhouse gas emis-
sions from 1990 emission levels by 2012, 
but the United States never ratified the 
treaty. Yet in early 2013, statistics from the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration 
showed that the United States was draw-
ing nearer to the Kyoto goal. America was 
nearing its 1990 levels of emissions, while 
globally emissions increased 50 percent.

In 2012, energy-related CO2 emissions 
were the lowest in the United States since 
1994. In 2012, the United States emitted 
5,279 million metric tons. If the United 

States were to further reduce emissions by 
another 593 million metric tons per year, it 
would meet the Kyoto Protocol.

Since 593 million metric tons equals 
about 1.3 trillion pounds of CO2 and trees 
can absorb CO2 at a rate of 48 lbs. per year, 
each, America could hit limits set by the 
Kyoto Protocol by planting and nurturing 
just less than 28 billion trees. Giving trees 
10 feet between trunks, 436 trees could 
be grown per acre, and the United States 
could meet the protocol with 64,200,000 
additional acres of trees — that’s just over 
100,000 square miles of trees, out of 3.794 
million square miles of land in this country.

Of course, the number of trees we would 
need to meet this environmentalist quota 
would be much less if tax laws didn’t doom 
many American forests in the first place. 
According to the article “Breaking Up the 
Forest,” published by the Minnesota De-
partment of Natural Resources, the biggest 
problem forests, and the wildlife in them, 
face is the subdivision of the forests into 

small parcels covered with roads, drive-
ways, cabins, garages, lawns, and more. 
And big blocks of privately held commer-
cial U.S. forests have been sold to be put on 
the real estate market. The Boise Cascade 
Corp., alone, had a “nationwide sale of 2.2 
million acres to get out of the timberland 
management business” in 2005.

According to a comprehensive overview 
of the status of America’s forests entitled 
The State of America’s Forests, beginning 
in the 1980s, through 2007, 46 million 
acres of private industry-owned forest land 
— an area larger than 20 Yellowstone Na-
tional Parks — have been sold across the 
United States. Thirty-three percent of that 
land was purchased as real estate invest-
ment property. (For the record, the USDA 
Forest Service states that the total number 
of trees in the United States has increased 
each year for the past 50 years because 
tree planting outpaces tree mortality and 
cutting. Keeping that in mind, without the 
land sales, the country would have had 
even more forested area and more trees.)

One of the other big companies selling 
land was International Paper. Between 2005 
and 2007, International Paper sold off about 
85 percent of its timber holdings in North 
America, “some 5.4 million acres of forest,” 
according to a Bloomberg Businessweek ar-
ticle on the company entitled “Now It’s Re-
ally International Paper.” That article also 
explained why the companies have been 
selling: “Tax rules make it unattractive for 
paper companies to own such land, so sell-
ing timber holdings ‘is what everybody did,’ 
says Citigroup analyst Chip Dillon.”

So because government demanded ex-
orbitant taxes from corporate landowners 
— ostensibly to provide social services to 
the public — those same landowners have 
not been making use of the land in the 
most beneficial manner for the environ-
ment. Instead of keeping the land to grow 
trees, the companies have been selling the 
land for development.

The State of America’s Forests claims a 
study shows that 44 million acres of for-
est in the United States will soon be lost 
to development. And this means a loss of 
habitat for wildlife, as well as less water 
soaking into aquifers for drinking water, 
more water impurities because the water 
will be filtered less by nature, changes to 
rainfall patterns, and fewer opportunities 
for hunting, wildlife watching, hiking, etc.

Since virtually everyone would prefer a pristine environment 
with abundant natural areas to an abused one, why is there 
degradation? We point out one main cause.

Causing the Natural Environment
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Dillon’s comments under-
score a fact that not too many 
people seem to think about: 
Every single additional regula-
tion, tax, code, fee, restriction, 
or land alteration that govern-
ment forces upon landowners 
changes the behavior of land-
owners in respect to how they 
treat their land, often with anti-
environmental outcomes.

Laying Hands on the Land
For instance, when the U.S. 
government created ethanol 
subsidies and mandated the 
use of ethanol in cars, it led 
to ruinous effects on the en-
vironment. Forbes journalist 
Christopher Helman wrote in 
a November 2013 article en-
titled “Attention Fracktivists: 
Corn Ethanol Is the Real En-
vironmental Culprit,”

The evidence of water pol-
lution caused by ethanol is 
obvious: nitrogren fertilizer 
applied in the corn fields has 
ruined wells under farmland 
and has seeped into rivers that millions 
of people rely on for drinking water. 
Eventually the chemicals drift down 
the Mississippi, resulting in a 5,800 
square-mile dead zone in the Gulf of 
Mexico. And farmers are having to 
pump more and more chemicals onto 
their fields. Because by insisting on 
growing cash-crop corn year after year 
rather than rotating their crops, farm-
ers are knowingly depleting the quality 
of their soil, which then requires ever 
more additives to maintain yields.

The negative effects of ethanol are ac-
knowledged by even the most left-leaning 
groups. The Union of Concerned Scientists 
issued almost the same warning as Forbes:

Pollution from corn farming is a lead-
ing cause of water quality problems 
in the Upper Mississippi River water-
shed, polluting drinking water in ag-
ricultural areas and degrading rivers 
and lakes, while also expanding the 
Gulf of Mexico’s “dead zone” (a large 
area deprived of oxygen). These prob-

lems — and their associated economic 
and health impacts — are exacerbated 
by government policies that increase 
demand for corn ethanol.

As could be expected, the government’s 
ethanol push undid many years of work 
and many millions of dollars in subsidies 
that the federal government formerly in-
vested in getting farmers to conserve highly 
erodible, fragile acreage for the benefit of 
wildlife and waters. The U.S. Department 
of Agriculture has been paying farmers to 
conserve land under the Conservation Re-
serve Program (or some similar program) 
since the 1950s, with a very strong focus 
on it since the 1980s. An investigation by 
Associated Press entitled “The secret, dirty 
cost of Obama’s green power push” told 
what happened in one county to land that 
had been enrolled in the federal govern-
ment’s Conservation Reserve Program:

For Perkins and his farmer neighbors 
in Wayne County, keeping farmland 
in conservation wasn’t just good stew-
ardship. It made financial sense.

A decade ago, Washing-
ton paid them about $70 
an acre each year to leave 
their farmland idle. With 
corn selling for about $2 
per bushel (56 pounds) back 
then, farming the hilly, infe-
rior soil was bad business.

Many opted into the con-
servation program. Others 
kept their grasslands for 
cow pastures.

Lately, though, the math 
has changed.

“I’m coming to the point 
where financially, it’s not 
feasible,” Perkins said.

The change began in 2007, 
when Congress passed a law 
requiring oil companies to 
blend billions of gallons of 
ethanol into gasoline.

The AP article makes clear that 
even though from day one the 
EPA didn’t predict much in the 
way of potential benefit from 
ethanol requirements — by 
way of climate change or fuel 
self-sufficiency in the United 

States — the requirements were pushed 
through anyway at the behest of lobbyists 
and politicians who were tied to the lobby-
ists’ coattails.

When the government has direct con-
trol of land in the United States — instead 
of having roundabout control through in-
fluencing private decisions with laws and 
rules — its policies, rather than reflecting 
the insight provided by the best science 
money can buy, more often than not reflect 
the wishes both of extreme environmental-
ists, who believe that humans should be 
forbidden from making any type of foot-
print in large parts of the country, and of 
forest-dwelling homeowners, who expect 
government to keep both lumbermen and 
forest fires away from their properties. 
(See cover story on page 10)

In response to both groups, govern-
ment agencies have for many decades 
typically suppressed wilderness fires, 
instead of letting them burn, setting the 
stage for megafires that are, as stated by 
an article at livescience.com, “unprec-
edented in the long-term historical re-
cord.” The article reports:
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Dr. robert Phalen, a member of the EPA’s Clean Air Scientific 
Advisory Committee, testified before Congress that the EPA would 
not allow his committee “to discuss any of the adverse consequences 
associated with setting new [air quality] standards,” such as increased 
unemployment.

Newscom

livescience.com


“The U.S. would not be experienc-
ing massive large-canopy-killing 
crown fires today if human activities 
had not begun to suppress the low-
severity surface fires that were so 
common more than a century ago,” 
study researcher Christopher Roos, 
of Southern Methodist University, 
said in a statement.

Researchers compared forest fires that oc-
curred during the Medieval Warm Period, 
which was a time when the Earth’s climate 
was much warmer than today, with fires 
occurring today. The article went on:

In ancient forests, frequent small 
fires swept the forest floor. These 
“fires cleaned up the understory, 
kept it very open, and made it resil-
ient to climate changes because even 
if there was a really severe drought, 
there weren’t the big explosive fires 
that burn through the canopy be-
cause there were no fuels to take it 
up there,” Roos said. “The trees had 
adapted to frequent surface fires, and 
adult trees didn’t die from massive 
fire events because the fires burned 
on the surface and not in the canopy.”

Now, however, wilderness areas across the 
country are choked with “understory,” and 

megafires are becoming the norm. And the 
megafires — though “natural” — have 
potentially disastrous consequences of 
their own: They cause changes to the soil 
consistency and lead to increased erosion, 
which then chokes our nation’s streams 
with soil and soot.

Though environmentalists and forest-
dwelling homeowners have valid points 
against human interference with wildland 
forests — “interference” meaning mainly 
logging, including clearcutting — such as 
ugliness, soil compaction, and erosion, 
when they convinced the Forest Service 
to put out small wildfires and stop much 
logging on public land, they were literally 
setting the stage for the environmental de-
struction that they claimed to be against.

In forested areas, especially hilly or 
mountainous areas, high-severity wild-
fires greatly increase the erosion of top-
soil, leaving behind in some areas almost 
nothing but rock. The sediment from this 
erosion, in turn, clogs streams. There are 
many reasons for the increased erosion. 
First, the forest canopy is gone, allowing 
rain to beat down directly on the soil. Sec-
ond, the heat from severe fires not only 
burns almost all organic ground cover 
that would prevent erosion, it smooths 
the ground’s surface and makes it some-
what water repellant, meaning that water 
quickly picks up speed as it travels down-

hill, giving it the power the remove and 
carry large amounts of dirt. 

This literal dumping of soil into creeks 
and rivers can cause devastation to fish 
and other aquatic wildlife. Asheville.com 
wrote in 2009 about fish killed by sedi-
ment in Little Ivy Creek after just one rain: 
“What was once a thriving hatchery sup-
ported trout stream appears to have lost 
many smaller fish. The dead fish, includ-
ing small mouth bass and northern brook 
trout, are a harsh reminder of the devastat-
ing impacts of having too much mud or 
sediment in our streams.” 

And those problems are just some of the 
results of what government actions have 
done to forests. Its actions also negatively 
affect waters, farmland, and air.

Government Water-walkers
The federal government has for years 
claimed to be making efforts to save flood-
plains, and the animals and fish that ben-
efit from them, but its actions in this realm 
have gone even more awry. (Floodplains 
are low-lying areas adjacent to waterways 
that flood during times of high water 
caused by storms and hurricanes.)

The National Flood Insurance Program, 
put into place in 1968, was brought into 
being for the primary reason that major 
flood events had caused private insurance 
companies to stop offering flood insur-
ance to many homeowners because the 
companies were losing money, owing to 
the frequency of the floods. A purported 
beneficial side effect to government in-
volvement in flood insurance was that the 
government could position itself to save 
floodplains. However, the government’s 
program, instead of discouraging build-
ing in floodplains, encouraged building in 
floodplains. Rather than allow the people 
who had built in flood zones to accept the 
risk and consequences of their decisions 
— and impel them to move out of flood-
plains — the federal government imple-
mented a cooperative agreement between 
the federal government and cities or coun-
ties: If the cities or counties put into place 
special rules to try to stave off flood losses 
for any future building in floodplains, the 
federal government would provide flood 
insurance to those people who wanted it, 
meaning the homeowners could afford 
to stay where they were. And staving off 
flood losses didn’t and doesn’t mean not 
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Highly damaging: Even seemingly innocous government rules often have bad effects on the 
land. The High Country News reported about the effect of keeping marijuana illegal: “Scattered 
throughout California’s public forests, authorities found 315,000 feet of plastic hose, 19,000 
pounds of fertilizer and 180,000 pounds of trash on more than 300 illegal marijuana plantations 
in 2012 alone.”
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building in flood plains; it means building 
in such a manner so that buildings don’t 
suffer from flood damage or it means 
managing floodwaters so they can’t reach 
buildings. So much for saving the environ-
ment and helping wildlife!

A 2004 judicial opinion in the case 
National Wildlife Federation v. National 
Marine Fisheries Service noted that the 
flood insurance program encouraged 
development where it would not likely 
otherwise occur: “Even where flood risk 
is well established (for example in Lewis 
County on the Chehalis River), the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program’s current 
implementation does not significantly re-
strict floodplain development or encour-
age the preservation of floodplain natural 
and beneficial values.”

The opinion further stated that nine per-
cent of the planned Urban Growth Areas 
for the city of Chehalis in Washington 
State — on the Chehalis River — as well 
as 21 percent of nearby Centralia, were in 
mapped floodplains.

That is pretty much par for the course: 
Building in floodplains continues. The 
Association of State FloodPlain Manag-
ers stated in 2008, “Current floodplain 
management in this country has twin 
goals: (1) flood loss reduction, and (2) the 
conservation and protection of the natu-
ral and beneficial functions of our water 
resources. Although considerable effort 
has been expended on the first goal (with 
mixed success), the second has received 
only minor consideration.”

And floodplain losses have proved dev-
astating to the environment, animals, and 
humans. High water rushing into flood-
plains would normally have beneficial 
effects such as increasing soil fertility in 
the flooded areas, creating wetlands for 
amphibians and waterfowl, providing 
feeding grounds for birds, allowing the 
storage of floodwater, filtering pollutants 
and excess nutrients, aiding the recharging 
of local aquifers, and more.

In Southern Michigan floodplains alone, 
varied species abound, as documented by 
the Hillsdale County Community Center:

Songbirds that inhabit these forests 
include the red-eyed vireo, northern 
oriole, indigo bunting, gray catbird, 
and eastern wood pewee. Other spe-
cies include the wood duck, black 
duck, great blue heron, woodcock, 
deer, wild turkey, woodpecker, sala-
mander, frog, snake, coyote, fox, 
beaver, and rabbit. Rare and unique 
species include the red-shouldered 
hawk, Indiana bat, smallmouth sala-
mander, spotted turtle, Blanchard’s 
cricket frog, cerulean warbler, and 
yellow-throated warbler.

... Rare plants include prairie tril-
lium, cup plant, snow trillium, and 
black cottonwood.

Such diverse species are common in 
floodplains, and sometimes their num-
bers are astounding. One major flood-
plain area, which is located where the 
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers come 
together a short distance above St. Louis, 
called the Confluence Floodplain, hosts 
14 million ducks each year, according to 
Ducks Unlimited (DU). This area also 
demonstrates the value of floodplains to 
humans, as Ducks Unlimited reported:

In 1993, the region was at the epi-
center of the great Midwestern 
flood that devastated large swaths 
of America’s Heartland. More than 
1,000 flood protection levees failed, 
70,000 buildings were damaged, and 
50 people lost their lives. Estimated 
damages totaled more than $12 bil-
lion, with $3 billion worth of dam-
ages occurring in Missouri. At its 
peak, the Confluence Floodplain held 
an estimated 260 billion gallons of 
floodwater, likely saving downtown 
St. Louis from catastrophic flooding.

But the reason so much flood damage did 
occur despite the aid provided by the Con-
fluence Floodplain was that so many flood-
plains on the rivers had already been devas-
tated by development, development under 
the eye or the direct control of government 
agencies. In the same article, DU reported:

During the past two centuries, most 
of North America’s major rivers have 
been altered for flood control, navi-
gation, irrigation, hydropower, and a 
variety of other uses. Extensive ditch-
ing and dredging and construction of 
levees, locks, and dams have trans-
formed entire ecosystems by chang-
ing stream flows and severing rivers 
from their former floodplains. Along 
North America’s two largest riv-
ers — the Mississippi and Missouri 
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When the U.S. government created ethanol subsidies 

and mandated the use of ethanol in cars, it led to 

ruinous effects on the environment.

environment

What “environmental damage” will be allowed? In Corpus Christi, Texas, restaurant owner 
John Webb was threatened with $2,000 a day in fines for cleaning bird poop off the sidewalk in 
front of his business because the droppings went into the storm drain. 



— the impacts of wetland drainage 
have been staggering. According to 
a recent report, roughly 80 percent of 
the Mississippi’s 2,320-mile length 
has been fixed for navigation, and 90 
percent of the river’s original flood-
plain has been cut off from its source.

Despite the obvious importance of the Con-
fluence Floodplain, even now it still faces 
possible destruction in the face of urban 
sprawl from St. Louis. Dikes and levees and 
other water controls are being built to allow 
for “commercial building, factories, shop-
ping malls,” a “business park,” and airport 
expansion to accommodate jet aircraft, re-
ported DU. A private group that goes by the 
name of the Great Rivers Habitat Alliance is 
working to halt the destruction of the flood-
plain. Not surprisingly, altering government 
policy is at the heart of its actions:

One of the GHRA’s principal aims is 
to change Missouri’s current flood-
plain development laws to better pro-
tect these important natural areas from 
exploitation. Another focus is to elimi-
nate tax incentives that unintentionally 
support floodplain development, in-
centives that were originally intended 
to foster urban renewal in inner cities.

Comments by the State FloodPlain Man-
agers cement the truth behind what’s been 
happening: “Under … a [typical govern-
ment] framework, the floodplain served a 
singular, human-centered conveyance net-
work to pass ‘excess’ water as quickly as 
possible, with no consideration of the loss 
of ecological function, the potential dam-
age to downstream property owners, or the 
cultural, economic, or environmental effects 
of that strategy.” Rather than build away 
from water, “structures built … are elevated 
above some minimal flood level, so they are 
considered ‘safe,’ and also to insure them.” 
Often, when buildings are built next to 
water, the sediment and water transport dy-
namics of a waterway are altered. Landown-
ers work to stabilize stream banks, in turn 
unknowingly causing areas downstream to 
be scoured or filled in with sediment, lead-
ing downstream landowners to stabilize 
their stream banks. “This results in the slow 
and almost imperceptible destabilization of 
a watershed, and loss of natural function — 
death by a thousand tiny impacts.”

Land Battles
Then there are the government’s effects 
on agriculture. The American Farmland 
Trust organization wrote, “Between 1982 
and 2007, 41,324,800 acres of rural land 
(i.e., crop, pasture, range, land formerly 
enrolled in CRP [Conservation Reserve 
Program], forest and other rural land) 
were converted to developed uses. This 
represents an area about the size of Illi-
nois and New Jersey combined.” In recent 
years, America has lost about one acre of 
farmland per minute. And the farmland 
lost is often amongst the country’s most 
productive.

According to the USDA National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service from the 2007 
Census of Agriculture, 91 percent of our 
country’s fruits, tree nuts, and berries are 
produced in areas on the fringe of urban 
areas, as are 78 percent of our vegetables 
and melons, 67 percent of our dairy, and 
54 percent of our poultry and eggs.

However, studies have shown, contrary 
to what one might expect, that as land is 
developed for urban purposes, more land 
is actually put into agricultural production 

— people need to eat — but the increases 
in agricultural land generally come at the 
expense of forested lands. So the natural 
environment is the ultimate loser when 
land is developed. As The State of Amer-
ica’s Forests pointed out, the number one 
reason for deforestation is to put land into 
agricultural use.

Not only do numerous government 
regulations drive farmers off the land, 

opening up land for development, gov-
ernment agricultural policies dramati-
cally damage the environment.

As an illustration of anti-farm policies 
driving out farmers, take the case of small 
family farmer Martha Boneta in Virginia, 
as recounted by NaturalNews. When she 
hosted a birthday party for 10-year-old 
girls on her farm — where she sells fresh 
fruit, vegetables, and handmade crafts 
— and advertised pumpkin-carving ac-
tivities, a zoning official told her she had 
to stop selling her harvested vegetables 
and stop her other farm activities or face 
$15,000 a day in fines “based on amend-
ments made to the county’s zoning ordi-
nance.” Thankfully, the state legislature 
in Virginia faced enough constituent 
pressure, and it amended state laws to 
protect activities such as hers. In other 
states, that’s not the case.

Too, the direct negative effects of gov-
ernmental agricultural rules on the envi-
ronment, as exemplified by the ethanol ex-
ample given previously, were highlighted 
in a Cato Institute article entitled “Agri-
cultural Subsidies”:

Federal farm policies are thought to 
damage the natural environment in 
numerous ways. Subsidy programs 
can cause overproduction, which 
draws marginal farmland into active 
production. Similarly, trade barriers 
induce agriculture production on land 
that is less naturally productive. As a 
result, marginal lands that might oth-
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making farming harder: In April a raisin farmer named Marvin Horne went to the U.S. Supreme 
Court to stop the federal government from seizing 47 percent of his crop — one million pounds 
— without “just compensation.” The government seizes raisin crops (and other crops) to try to 
manipulate market prices for them — whether the farmers wish to participate or not.



erwise be used for parks or forests are 
locked into farm use because farm 
subsidy payments get capitalized into 
higher prices for land.

Subsidies are also thought to in-
duce excessive use of fertilizers and 
pesticides. Producers in regions that 
have better soils and climates tend 
to use less fertilizers and pesticides 
than do producers in less favorable 
climates, who can only afford to farm 
in the poor locations because of sub-
sidies. An excessive use of chemicals 
can contaminate lakes, rivers, and 
other water systems.

Florida sugar provides a good ex-
ample. Large areas of wetlands have 
been converted to cane sugar produc-
tion because of artificially high do-
mestic sugar prices. Unfortunately, 
the phosphorous in fertilizers used by 
sugar farmers has caused substantial 
damage to the Everglades. 

And that’s just the damage done by sub-
sidies, not including the numerous other 
government interventions in agriculture.

Then there are the other government 
links to the land that few think about: As 
politicians increasingly let our country’s 
borders evaporate, the increased U.S. pop-
ulation will cause increased urbanization 
throughout the country, causing wildland 
losses. And any government policies that 

reduce the wealth-generating ability of en-
trepreneurs and laborers, such as Obama-
Care mandates that penalize companies 
when they have 50 or more workers, 
end up hurting the environment because 
wealthy societies do more to take care of 
the environment. Though it isn’t the case in 
the United States of the environment being 
degraded because poor families are forced 
to scavenge wood and wood products to 
survive‚ often clearcutting forests for fuel, 
as has been done in Haiti, which is all but 
devoid of trees, the environment does get 
degraded by less wealth: Evidence shows 
that when Americans can afford the luxu-
ries of open space and privacy, they will 
buy and maintain large tracts of land, pro-
tecting the lands from harm.

something in the Air
Though the government’s policies affecting 
air quality generally have a more negative 
effect on the economy and human welfare 
than on air pollution, the government still 
has its incidents against clean air.

Ironically, in the cause of generating 
cleaner air, the government has imple-
mented subsidies and power-generation 
laws to push the construction of wind 
turbines across rural areas of the country, 
and the use of these turbines is causing 
the air to become more dirty, not cleaner, 
which is completely logical if you know 
how the turbines don’t work. Without the 

subsidies, most turbines — especially 
ones hooked to the U.S. energy grid — 
would not be built because the turbines 
don’t generate power that is usable at 
all times, hence they must be constantly 
backed up by conventional power plants 
that are kept running, called spinning re-
serves. (If the wind suddenly unexpect-
edly quits at any time in a day — even 
just once in a year — conventional power 
plants, which often take many hours to 
get started, must already be up and run-
ning, ready to take up the slack, meaning 
the wind turbines are not reducing the 
use of conventional power plants.) And 
the reason wind turbines cause more air 
pollution, not less, is also because of the 
variability of the wind.

Electricity is used at the moment it is 
created, and if too much or too little elec-
tricity is created in response to energy de-
mand by U.S. consumers, it can have dire 
ramifications for the energy grid, including 
shutdowns and long-term blackouts. As 
the speed of the wind fluctuates during the 
day, which it always does, the conventional 
power plants that are running and waiting 
to take over from the wind turbines must 
moderate the power they produce, as well. 
Since electricity is produced in convention-
al power plants by creating steam in boil-
ers, which, in turn, drives electric turbines, 
the boilers must be heated or cooled as the 
wind fluctuates to follow the wind. This 
often causes conventional plants to burn 
more fuel than they normally would, caus-
ing increased air pollution, with coal-fired 
plants emitting sulfur dioxide, nitrogen ox-
ides, and mercury.

Not only do wind turbines not provide 
necessary power, the production of them 
gulps energy (undoubtedly true though 
most statistics on their creation remain a 
secret); they ruin the aesthetics of nature; 
they require service roads; and they need 
many tons of concrete, steel, and other 
materials to function.

It is a truism that wherever the govern-
ment asserts control over the affairs of in-
dividuals, it creates more problems than 
it solves. That is certainly the case here. 
But many people fear eliminating govern-
ment oversight. The answer may be to use 
government to empower citizens to pro-
tect the environment, rather than trusting 
government to do it for us. (Please see ac-
companying article on page 10.) n
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imposition: All environmental uses impose costs on someone. When ranchers graze their cattle, 
they may install fences or use water. When land is set aside for nature — such as wolves — 
ranchers face predation and higher land prices. People mainly benefiting from a land use should 
pay the costs. A person has a “right” to be free from costs inflicted by others.



by John T. Larabell

America in the year 2100: You wake 
up in a small bedroom in a small 
apartment in a high-rise building 

in a big city. Water is rationed, and you 
get a heavy fine for using more than the 
allotted amount per day. Recycling is 
mandatory, and there are heavy fines for 
breaking the rules. Electricity is rationed 
and closely monitored by smart meters. 
Residential buildings are powered by solar 
panels, which provide intermittent and un-
reliable electrical power.

People for the most part live in dense 
urban areas called “megaregions,” crowded 
into high-rise apartment buildings. Few 
residents have cars, and the cars you see on 
the roads are electric vehicles. In fact, large 
parts of many cities are designated as “car-
free” areas. Most people, therefore, walk, 
ride bicycles, or use public transportation 
to get around during the day. Transportation 
between cities in megaregions is done by 
commuter trains, and transportation between 
megaregions is made by high-speed rail, 
which is owned and run by the government.

Human population is tightly regulated, 
and couples need permission from the gov-
ernment before having a child. Of course, 
few people desire to form long-term rela-
tionships or raise families, as cultural shifts 
brought about via government education, 
universities, and mass media have made 
traditional family life unfashionable.

There are still plenty of poor people in 
the brave new world of America 2100. For 
many people living in this category, life 
is much like it was in 2015. There is still 
a plethora of government assistance pro-
grams, though they are a bit more generous 
than those of the early 21st century. Indeed, 
the ranks of the poor have swelled since the 
early 21st century because of the steeply 
rising cost of living that forced the lower 
middle class even lower. Most “working 
class” people would be in this category.

What was known as the “middle class” 
in early 21st-century America looks very 
different in 2100. The upper middle class, 
consisting of households making six-
figure incomes and living in nice subdi-
visions, is basically a thing of the past. 
Rising inflation, rising taxes and fees 

stemming from excessive government 
regulations, and an overall increase in the 
cost of living has driven the upper middle 
class down to the living standards of the 
typical middle class/working class peo-
ple of the early 21st century. The “upper 
middle class” now lives in small suburban 
neighborhoods with single-family, one-
story homes, mostly under 2,000 square 
feet and with small yards.

The above is not sheer pessimistic 
speculation, unfortunately. It is what rad-
ical environmentalists and the wealthy 
elites of society plan not only for Amer-
ica, but for the world. Below we will 
examine what they are already doing to 
create their green utopia.

the Green Utopia
“Current lifestyles and consumption pat-
terns of the affluent middle class — involv-
ing high meat intake, use of fossil fuels, 
appliances, air-conditioning, and sub-
urban housing — are not sustainable.... 
Isn’t the only hope for the planet that the 
industrialized civilizations collapse? Isn’t 
it our responsibility to bring that about?” 

What type of world do environmentalists and the super-wealthy want to create? The 
answer might surprise you, and it’s one you probably won’t like.

The Future
According to Green
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— Maurice Strong, billionaire Canadian 
oilman and “power-broker” behind UN 
environmental programs

“We must make this an insecure and in-
hospitable place for capitalists and their 
projects. We must reclaim the roads and 
plowed land, halt dam construction, tear 
down existing dams, free shackled rivers 
and return to wilderness millions of acres 
of presently settled land.” — David Fore-
man, co-founder of radical environmental 
group EarthFirst!

“In searching for a common enemy 
against whom we can unite, we came up 
with the idea that pollution, the threat of 
global warming, water shortages, famine 
and the like, would fit the bill. In their 
totality and their interactions these phe-
nomena do constitute a common threat 
which must be confronted by everyone to-
gether.... All these dangers are caused by 
human intervention in natural processes, 
and it is only through changed attitudes 
and behaviour that they can be overcome. 

The real enemy then is humanity itself.” 
— Excerpt from The First Global Revo-
lution, published by influential global 
think tank The Club of Rome

Yes, those quotes you just read really are 
indicative of the mindset of many radical 
environmentalists and wealthy elites of so-
ciety. In their quest to establish a utopia, 
society’s powerful have set up a vast inter-
locking network of organizations designed 
to influence policy and change mindsets 
throughout the world, including here in the 
United States.

“Sustainable development” is the buzz-
word often used when referring to the 
planned reorganization of society into a 
green utopia. The term essentially refers 
to keeping human activity in line with na-
ture, so human consumption, industrial de-
velopment, and population growth do not 
harm the environment and deplete natural 
resources.

At the helm of sustainable development 
activities worldwide are various programs 
run under the auspices of the United Na-

tions, perhaps the most (in)famous of 
which is Agenda 21. Agenda 21 could 
be considered the “brain” of the utopian 
environmental movement. It was debuted 
and affirmed by world leaders at the UN 
Conference on Environment and Develop-
ment, also known as the “Earth Summit,” 
in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, in 1992, and was 
“reaffirmed” and modified in 1997, 2002, 
and 2012. It is an action agenda for the 
UN, other multilateral organizations, and 
individual governments around the world 
that can be executed at local, national, and 
global levels. The “21” in Agenda 21 re-
fers to the 21st century.

Agenda 21 is precisely what the name 
suggests: an agenda. It is not a set of 
laws, nor is it a treaty; it is a statement 
of intent. What the agenda does is foster 
a mindset of ordering human society to 
keep it in line with the principles of sus-
tainable development.

Alongside Agenda 21 is an influential 
worldwide organization known as ICLEI. 
Founded in 1990, ICLEI, short for Inter-
national Council for Local Environmental 
Initiative, now called Local Governments 
for Sustainability, is an international as-
sociation of local, national, and regional 
government organizations that have made 
a commitment to sustainable develop-
ment. According to iclei.org,

Local Governments for Sustainabil-
ity is the world’s leading network 
of over 1,000 cities, towns and me-
tropolises committed  to building  a 
sustainable future. By helping our 
Members to make their cities and 
regions sustainable, low-carbon, 
resilient, ecomobile, biodiverse, 
resource-efficient and productive, 
healthy and happy, with a green 
economy and smart infrastructure, 
we impact over 20% of the world’s 
urban population.

At the helm of changing the shape of 
America to conform to the environmental-
ist “green dream” are various NGOs, or 
non governmental organizations. Although 
NGOs do not make government policy, 
they are very influential in acting as pres-
sure groups to shape government policy. 
There are literally hundreds of NGOs 
across America using their influence to 
make a more “green” and “sustainable” fu-

The fact that the super-rich are behind the 

environmental movement seems to indicate that, for 

them, it’s not about the environment but about creating 

an ordered utopian society to benefit the elite class.
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too many people? Environmentalists and the elites of society are working toward a massive 
reduction in human population, often through the promotion of easy access to birth control and 
abortion, or even laws restricting the number of children.  

iclei.org


ture. Several of the largest are very influ-
ential and push the “sustainable” ideals of 
population reduction, wildlife preservation, 
urban planning, and “clean energy.”

Population reduction
“There exists ample authority under which 
population growth could be regulated.... It 
has been concluded that compulsory popu-
lation-control laws, even including laws re-
quiring compulsory abortion, could be sus-
tained under the existing Constitution if the 
population crisis became sufficiently severe 
to endanger the society.” — John Holdren, 
assistant to the president for science and 
technology, director of the White House Of-
fice of Science and Technology Policy, and 
co-chair of the President’s Council of Advi-
sors on Science and Technology

“The most merciful thing that a large fam-
ily does to one of its members is to kill 
it.” — Margaret Sanger, eugenicist and 
founder of Planned Parenthood

“A total population of 250-300 million 
people, a 95% decline from present levels, 
would be ideal.” — Ted Turner, billion-
aire founder of CNN and major UN donor

“Childbearing should be a punishable 
crime against society, unless the parents 
hold a government license. All potential 
parents should be required to use contra-
ceptive chemicals, the government issuing 
antidotes to citizens chosen for childbear-
ing.” — David Brower, a founder of the 
Sierra Club

“The resultant ideal sustainable popula-
tion is hence more than 500 million people 
but less than one billion.” — The Club 
of Rome

“World population must be stabilized and 
to do that we must eliminate 350,000 peo-
ple per day. This is so horrible to contem-
plate that we shouldn’t even say it. But the 
general situation in which we are involved 
is lamentable.” — Jacques Cousteau, fa-
mous French marine scientist, filmmaker, 
and activist

“A reasonable estimate for an industri-
alized world society at the present North 
American material standard of living 
would be 1 billion. At the more frugal Eu-

ropean standard of living, 2 to 3 billion 
would be possible.” — UN Commission 
on Global Biodiversity Assessment

One of the most important components 
in the creation of the green utopia is a 
massive reduction in the Earth’s human 
population to “sustainable” levels. This, 
of course, is to be accomplished by the 
least-coercive methods possible (at least 
in the beginning) so as to not be met with 
heavy resistance from the people whose 
numbers are to be “reduced.” Scientists, 
such as John Holdren mentioned above, 
have actually recommended adding steril-

ants to the water supply to curb popula-
tion growth, and billionaire Ted Turner, 
who himself has five children and owns 
nearly two million acres of private land, 
stated in 2010 that the one-child policy of 
Communist China, which includes forced 
abortions, ought to be implemented here.

nature and Wildlife
A central tenet of establishing a green uto-
pia is giving plenty of space to nature and 
wildlife. In fact, nature is actually preferred 
over humans, and humans are seen as es-
sentially an “enemy” of nature. Because of 
this, human development, particularly in-
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Keeping it wild: This map depicts the four “Wildways” that are being made off-limits to human 
development piece by piece through the actions of local and national NGOs coupled with 
government agencies.
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dustrial development, needs to be curtailed; 
vast expanses must be kept wild and “given 
back” to nature, and wild animals need to 
be protected. There are many organizations 
that seek to accomplish this, such as Wild-
lands Network (U.S.-based), World Wild-
life Fund (worldwide), Environmental De-
fense Fund (U.S.-based), and Greenpeace 
(worldwide), to name a few.

The Wildlands Network, for example, 
aims to create more “wild” space in Amer-
ica by setting aside various “Wildways” 
throughout the country where wildlife can 
freely travel. While on the surface this 
doesn’t sound like a bad thing, Wildways 
will necessarily be off-limits to human set-
tlement. There are currently people living 
in the areas to be designated as Wildways, 
so this will mean that (gradually) they will 
have to be removed from their land. The 
group is called a “network” for a reason; 
there are literally dozens of local and state 
satellite groups in the greater Wildlands 
Network all actively working toward ei-
ther claiming land from private owners 
and making it “protected” or blocking off 
land from human development or use.

Urban Planning
“Urban planning” concerns land use and 
design of cities and surrounding areas, 
and includes planning of infrastructure 
and transportation. In order to make cities 
more “sustainable,” many urban planning 
groups are implementing the sustainable 
development goals of Agenda 21. Three 
of the more well-known American urban 
planning organizations are America 2050, 
Smart Growth America, and the American 
Planning Association.

America 2050, sponsored by such 
deep-pocketed donors as the Ford and 
Rockefeller Foundations, is a national 
infrastructure planning and policy pro-
gram that provides leadership on a broad 
range of transportation, sustainability, and 
economic-development issues impacting 
America’s growth in the 21st century. A 
major focus of America 2050 is the emer-
gence of megaregions — large networks 
of metropolitan areas, where most of 
the population growth by mid-century is 
estimated to take place. The group lists 
11 megaregions, reflecting large urban 
conglomerations throughout the country. 
America 2050 works with local “urban 
planning” organizations across the coun-

try, and is focused primarily on building 
up infrastructure and public transportation 
to meet the needs of a sustainable future 
with fewer automobiles.

Smart Growth America is a collection 
of advocacy organizations throughout 
the country that seek to make communi-
ties better and more sustainable via urban 
planning. “Smart Growth” is a term often 
associated with sustainable develop-
ment, and is essentially a code phrase for 
“controlled growth.” According to smart-
growthamerica.org, “At the heart of the 
American dream is the simple hope that 
each of us can choose to live in a neighbor-
hood that is beautiful, safe, affordable and 
easy to get around.” Such neighborhoods, 
of course, need to be planned by experts. 
Suspiciously left out of the description of 
the “American dream” is the idea of own-
ing private property, in particular one’s 
own single-family home with a yard big 
enough to enjoy.

The American Planning Association is a 
professional organization representing the 
urban planning field in the United States. 
Since its main function is to serve as a 
forum for the exchange of ideas between 
people who work in the field of urban 
planning, the views of the association will 
essentially be the views of nearly all urban 
planners in the country. On planning.org, 
the association’s website, the group calls 
for “compact development that mini-
mizes the need to drive,” “development 
oriented around public transit,” “guiding 
development to existing developed areas 

and minimizing development in outlying, 
undeveloped areas,” and “maintaining a 
well-defined ‘edge’ around each commu-
nity that is permanently protected from 
development.”

“Clean energy”
“Giving society cheap, abundant energy 
would be the equivalent of giving an idiot 
child a machine gun.” — Paul Ehrlich, 
professor at Stanford University and au-
thor of The Population Bomb

Another area of “change” required for the 
implementation of the new green utopia is 
the switch from “dirty” energy produced 
from the burning of fossil fuels such as coal, 
oil, and gas, to “clean” energy produced pri-
marily from solar panels and wind turbines. 
Fossil fuel energy and the growth of the 
strong, affluent middle class in the West go 
hand-in-hand. But these fuels are dirty and 
unsustainable, say the elites and their green 
minions, and therefore must be phased out 
for energy that is clean and green.

Many environmental organizations are 
joining the bandwagon and pushing for the 
elimination of fossil-fuel use and the ad-
vent of a “clean energy” society, including 
some of the wildlife advocacy groups listed 
above. Perhaps one of the best-known and 
most effective “clean energy proponents is 
the Sierra Club. According to the group’s 
website, “The Sierra Club is now the na-
tion’s largest and most influential grass-
roots environmental organization.... More 
recently, we’ve made history by leading the 
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Powering our future? 
Wind and solar are the 
only acceptable energy 
sources for many 
in the “sustainable” 
movement. “Going 
green” in this fashion 
will result in job 
losses and unreliable, 
expensive electricity for 
the masses. 
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charge to move away from the dirty fossil 
fuels that cause climate disruption and to-
ward a clean energy economy.”

The Sierra Club has stated that its goal is 
the elimination of coal as a source for elec-
tricity generation in this country. In addition 
to eliminating coal, natural gas, oil, and nu-
clear are also in the crosshairs, though coal, 
being the “dirtiest” in their view, should be 
the first to go. Of course, what will happen 
to the many thousands of people employed 
in the various industries associated with 
fossil fuels is often not mentioned.

Making “the switch” to clean energy 
would be most difficult for the poor and 
middle class. Wind and solar are inefficient 
and unreliable energy sources, as described 
in the preceding article on page 21. Energy 
prices would necessarily rise. The poor, of 
course, would receive government subsidies 
to help pay for their (rationed) electricity 
consumption, but the middle class would 
feel the squeeze and see a commensurate re-
duction in their standard of living. The rich, 
of course, will still easily be able to pay for 
whatever source of power they desire, and 
will use as much as they please. That’s the 
dirty little secret — more on that later.

While the NGOs discussed above are 
very effective at shaping policy, they don’t 
actually make policy and enforce laws and 
regulations. It’s up to government agen-
cies that are heavily influenced by the 
NGOs to do that. There are a handful of 
these in America that do the bidding of the 
green utopians, but two of the most well-
known and controversial are the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). For 
examples of how these agencies work and 
some of their more pernicious deeds, see 
the two preceding articles in this issue, on 
pages 10 and 21.

What About the rich?
The rich are still alive and well in America 
2100. In fact, they have made out the best 
of all, and are even richer than they were 
in the early 21st century. They still own 
lavish homes, collections of luxury gaso-
line-powered cars, private jets, and mega-
yachts. Even many of today’s big-spend-
ing rich who support the environmental 
movement are calling for the “common 
folks” to lower their consumption. Bil-
lionaires such as Ted Turner and Maurice 
Strong, mentioned above, as well as celebs 

such as Leonardo DiCaprio, Brad Pitt, and 
Angelina Jolie, come to mind.

But the rich are not just spending all of 
their money on maintaining their lavish 
lifestyles; they are putting their money to 
good use, via their massive tax-exempt 
foundations, toward the construction of the 
green utopia. In July of 2014, the U.S. Sen-
ate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works released a Minority Staff Report en-
titled “The Chain of Environmental Com-
mand: How a Club of Billionaires and Their 
Foundations Control the Environmental 
Movement and Obama’s EPA.” According 
to the report, “An elite group of left wing 
millionaires and billionaires, which this re-
port refers to as the ‘Billionaire’s Club,’ di-
rects and controls the far-left environmental 
movement, which in turn controls major 
policy decisions and lobbies on behalf of 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA).” So the rich are using their money 
to remake society.

If the rich succeed in creating their 
“green utopia,” one could imagine the 
future they create will be much like the 
scene depicted in George Orwell’s Animal 
Farm, where “all animals are equal, but 
some animals are more equal than others.” 
The fact that the super-rich are behind the 
environmental movement seems to indi-
cate that, for them, it’s not about the envi-
ronment but about creating an ordered uto-
pian society to benefit the powerful elite 
class. And, sadly, the legions of the poor 
and middle-class who support the modern 
environmental movement would then be, 
to use a term often attributed to Vladimir 
Lenin, “useful idiots.”

the resistance
As pervasive as the utopian green agen-
da is, one might think that resistance 
to the scheme is futile. But opposition 
to Agenda 21 is increasing. In 2012, 
the Republican National Committee ad-
opted a resolution opposing Agenda 
21, and the Republican Party platform 
stated, also in 2012, “We strongly reject 
the U.N. Agenda 21 as erosive of Amer-
ican sovereignty,” though Republicans 
ironically support sovereignty-eroding 
“free trade” schemes. Also in 2012, Ala-
bama became the first state to prohibit 
government participation in Agenda 21. 
Several other states, including Arizona, 
New Hampshire, Tennessee, Texas, Kan-
sas, and Maine, have either proposed or 
passed in one branch of their state gov-
ernments legislation to ban Agenda 21. 

There are also several organizations 
actively exposing and resisting the 
elites’ plot to reorder human society to 
their liking. One such organization that 
has made good headway in exposing the 
sinister aspects of Agenda 21, ICLEI, 
and other such “planning” groups is the 
American Policy Center founded by Tom 
Deweese. See americanpolicy.org for 
more information. Other organizations 
among the growing liberty movement, 
as well as this magazine and its parent 
organization, The John Birch Society, 
with its Stop Agenda 21 Action Project, 
are making an impact as well. The key 
to stopping the plot to create the green 
utopia is alerting the poor and middle 
class to the scheme and educating them 
on how to resist it.  n
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still living it up: While many of the rich use their money to fund a movement that will lower 
everyone else’s standard of living, they still own their megayachts, which cost more to operate in 
one week than most American households earn in a year. 
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Bad Birthday  
to Good Birthday
The efforts of a group of Southern Cali-
fornia high-school students have made an 
Army veteran’s dreams a reality. On May 
30, the students handed Jerral Hancock, an 
Iraq War Army veteran, the keys to a spa-
cious new home built by them.

Associated Press reported that Hancock 
lost his left arm and was partially paralyzed 
and badly burned on his 21st birthday when 
his tank was attacked while driving in Iraq. 
After Hancock’s injury, his wife left him, 
and he had been living in a cramped motor 
home that was so small he could not ma-
neuver his wheelchair and go into the bed-
rooms of his two young children.

Lancaster High School history teacher 
Jamie Goodreau invited Hancock to speak 
to her classes in 2013, and it was then that 
her 11th-grade students decided to help 
Hancock as part of an annual school proj-
ect honoring veterans. The students set 
their sights very high — they wanted to 
build Hancock a new house.

Fortunately, the students had the support 
of their teacher, as well as their community.

According to AP, a real estate agent 
waived her commission; materials for the 
project were donated by big-box stores; 
and an architectural firm provided the 
blueprints.

For two years, the students raised hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars in various 
fund raising endeavors, such as selling T-
shirts and soliciting funds from local busi-
nesses. They even received assistance from 
actor Gary Sinise, who got his charitable 
military foundation involved, and local pris-
on inmates, who held a fundraising art sale.

The students handed Hancock the keys 
to his new home on May 30, which marked 
Hancock’s 29th birthday.

Emotional, Hancock could scarcely put 
into words his level of gratitude.

Fed With Love
When Clarence Blackmon — an 81-year-
old vet who resides in Fayetteville, North 
Carolina — called 911 for food because he 
was hungry and could not move, he could 
not have predicted what would follow next.

Good Morning America reported that 
Blackmon had returned to his home in 
Fayetteville on May 12 after spending 
several months in the hospital receiving 
cancer treatments and rehab to discover 
his cupboards and refrigerator were bare. 
According to Blackmon, he had nowhere 
else to go, and no one to whom he could 
turn for assistance. He decided to call 911 
and spoke with Marilyn Hinson. “I can’t 
do anything. I can’t go anywhere. I can’t 
get out of my damn chair,” Blackmon said 
in his 911 call.

Hours later, that 911 operator turned up 
at Blackmon’s home with a box of grocer-
ies. The operator even stayed to make him 
a few ham sandwiches. “He was hungry,” 
Hinson said. “I’ve been hungry. A lot of 
people can’t say that, but I can, and I can’t 
stand for anyone to be hungry.”

Fox News reported that the rehab center 
that discharged Blackmon had failed to no-
tify the Department of Social Services that 
he was going home. Fortunately, Blackmon 
is not likely to find himself in this position 
again, as he has since made arrangements 
for a home-health nurse to check on him 
twice a week, reported ABC News.

But the story does not end there. When 
news outlets caught wind of this story, 
food donations began to pour in from 
kind strangers. “We had numerous calls, 
emails, folks calling us directly, calling the 
call center, calling 911 saying, ‘How can 
we help Mr. Blackmon?’” Fayetteville Of-
ficer Antoine Kincade told WTVD.

“They keep bringing it in by the arm-
loads,” Blackmon told ABC News. “My 
cupboards are full. I’ve never had such 
prosperity.”

Blackmon has so much food that he has 
decided to donate to the local food bank. 
And he has asked that those interested in 
donating food contact the Salvation Army 
so that they may help others who are truly 
in need. “I want everyone that goes hun-
gry, or lives under a bridge, at least they 
can go to the Salvation Army. They can get 
some good food,” said Blackmon.

selfless students
After tirelessly working to raise funds for 
their senior trip, high-school seniors in 

New Hampshire decided that they found 
a better use for the money: They donated 
it to their principal.

The Huffington Post reported, “The se-
niors of Profile Junior-Senior High School 
in Bethlehem, New Hampshire, donated 
nearly $8,000 to Courtney Vashaw, who 
is battling synovial sarcoma, a rare soft-
tissue cancer.”

It took the students four years to save 
up the money, which they intended to use 
for a four-day trip to the Ridin-Hy Adiron-
dack Ranch Resort in upstate New York. 
However, when the students learned that 
Vashaw was battling cancer in May, they 
voted unanimously to cancel the trip and 
donate their funds to her cause. “Every 
one of us has a connection with her, and 
she has given so much to us that we just 
wanted to give back,” Christopher Sirois, 
senior class president, told WMUR.

“She’s just very caring, very selfless, 
and we wanted to be selfless, too,” senior 
class treasurer Ian Baker told the station.

Amazingly, news of the students’ sac-
rifice touched a middle-school English 
teacher in Seattle, Washington, named 
Alex LaCasse, who decided to create a 
CrowdRise account to raise the $8,000 
the students donated. His CrowdRise 
page reads: “Today’s youth often get a 
bad reputation — their ‘greed and ‘self-
ishness’ propagated over and over.... This 
generation is open-minded, selfless, com-
passionate, and willing to do anything 
for anyone. Their principal, too, deserves 
credit for fostering and supporting these 
young minds. These seniors deserve a 
class trip.... The rest of the country needs 
to see what our future generation is ca-
pable of doing.”

LaCasse has set the fundraising goal at 
$8,000, but notes that any money raised 
above that amount will be donated to 
Vashaw to help cover her medical expenses. 
LaCasse called this scenario a “win-win.”

As of June 3, the page had raised $5,281. 
The students, LaCasse reports, are beyond 
grateful for the outpouring they have re-
ceived from donors, and have stated that 
they will either use the money for a future 
senior trip, or donate it to a cancer research 
foundation. n

— raven clabougH
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by Bob Adelmann

I n an article entitled “Life since Hur-
ricane Katrina: 3 dramatic stories of 
survival,” KHOU.com chronicled the 

recollections of what it was like to suffer 
the devastation of the hurricane when it 
hit New Orleans in 2005, and the months 
afterward. About survivor Lois Thomas 
and her family, the article regaled, in part:

They survived by taking refuge 
in the attic of their four-bedroom 
brick house: [Lois] Thomas, [her 
boyfriend Doyle] Smith and all six 
children, huddled together: Kay-
leigh, 15; Kourtney, 13; Larry, 12; 
Annalyce, 6; Andrew, 5; and 3-year-
old Angela.

After 11 hours, Smith heard a 
boat outside and used a hammer to 
break through the roof. They eventu-
ally made their way to an evacuation 
staging area and boarded a govern-
ment plane out of town — to where 
they didn’t know until the pilot an-
nounced: The beautiful sun city of 
Phoenix, Ariz.

The family had lost most of its posses-
sions in the flooded house in New Or-
leans, which was foreclosed upon, and as 
of 2010, they were still in Arizona.

About lawyer Rick Teissier, the story 
began,

What Rick Teissier remembers most 
about those early months after Hur-
ricane Katrina was the scene in his 
neighborhood pharmacy: a long line 
of people with hollow stares and 
weary faces, all looking for relief.

Some, he says, were waiting for 
Xanax. Or Zoloft. Or Paxil. Or other 
drugs that would ease the anxiety and 
shell shock of living in a city still 
reeling from disaster. Everyone had 
prescriptions, Teissier included.

Almost exactly three months before Hur-
ricane Katrina came ashore and devastat-
ed New Orleans in August 2005, Hassan 
Mashriqui predicted the devastation that 
would happen.

After doing an extensive study of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ plan to 
protect the city from a Category 5 hurri-

cane, Mashriqui, a computer modeler at 
Louisiana State University’s Hurricane 
Center, warned a roomful of emergency 
planners of a “critical and fundamental 
flaw” in that plan: The Mississippi River 
Gulf Outlet — a 76-mile long canal from 
the Gulf of Mexico straight into down-
town New Orleans that the Corps pre-
dicted shippers would use instead of ply-
ing up the Mississippi River, enduring all 
of its twists and turns — would act as a 
“funnel” and a “hurricane highway” that 
would allow a storm surge to directly ac-
cess downtown New Orleans. Not only 
that, but the Gulf Outlet would amplify 
that storm surge by 20 to 40 percent, over-
whelming the Corps’ pitiful, incomplete, 
and fatally flawed levees and flood walls.

Two weeks after Katrina hit, Mashriqui 
painfully stated: “I showed [them] how 
dangerous that outlet was — there was no 
ambiguity — and now it’s all come true.... 
This was a disaster created by the Corps.”

Satellite images and videos from heli-
copter flyovers confirmed that the storm 
surge, estimated to be between 20 and 25 
feet above normal, simply overwhelmed 
those defenses as easily as beach waves on 
a seashore wash away a boy’s sand castle.

The surges were amplified when they 
joined with the waters of the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway, part of an inland canal 
system meant for barges that runs approxi-
mately 1,050 miles from Florida to Texas. 
When the storm surges hit the Industrial 
Canal, a five-and-half-mile-long navigation 
canal separating New Orleans East from the 
rest of New Orleans, they met virtually no 
resistance, knocking out or toppling over 
more than 50 levees in the process. When 
the water finally receded and the damage 
was counted, 80 percent of New Orleans 
was flooded, more than 850,000 homes 
were either severely damaged or totally de-
stroyed, 4,081 people were dead, and more 
than $110 billion in losses were sustained.

The Environment and Logic Lose Out
In the aftermath of the hurricane, there was 
no getting away from the facts that New 

After Hurricane Betsy hit New Orleans in 1965, doing 
severe damage, the Army Corps of Engineers was 
assigned to protect the city from flooding. It failed.
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the mississippi river Gulf outlet was a failure 
from the very beginning and should have been 
shut down decades earlier. But political interests 
and lack of oversight of the Corps of Engineers 
allowed it to remain in place.  
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Orlean’s citizens were dealt a devastating 
blow and that a combination of political in-
fighting, self-serving local politicians, and 
bungling by the Corps of Engineers — the 
federal entity “responsible for investigating, 
developing and maintaining the nation’s 
water and related environmental resources” 
— left the citizens sitting ducks just waiting 
for Katrina, even as it destroyed large and 
vital segments of the environment.

The Mississippi River Gulf Outlet 
epitomizes the Corps’ grand failures. Al-
most from the beginning, the Gulf Outlet 
made little sense. Local groups organized 
against it, protesting that it was a waste 
of taxpayers’ money and would cause ir-
reparable damage to the coastal floodplain 
of the Mississippi River. But the Corps 
proceeded with the project nevertheless, 
ignoring their complaints, instead listen-
ing to the pleas of local and state politi-
cians, as well as the Port of New Orleans, 
which pushed for the project. The attitude 
of the Corps was itself typical: Let’s build 
it, regardless. As Walter Boasso, a Louisi-
ana state senator representing one of the 

districts that was flooded, put it: “You had 
the people of [my parish] against the Port 
of New Orleans. [But] the Port of New Or-
leans had the clout.”

The Gulf Outlet had its genesis in the 
1956 Rivers and Harbors Act under then-
President Eisenhower, and the project was 
completed 10 years later. And it never 
lived up to its projections. In 1997, the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute summed 
up the failure:

The promised economic develop-
ment along the 76-mile channel in St. 
Bernard Parish has yet to materialize. 
What the MRGO [Mississippi River 
Gulf Outlet] has delivered is an $8-plus 
million [now $13 million plus] yearly 
maintenance plan for commercial and 
recreational waterborne traffic.

The nearly $1 billion price tag 
for the less than two large container 
ships a day that use the channel is 
baffling, especially considering that 
the channel only shaved 37 miles off 
the original route. Worse, the MRGO 

has created numerous environmental 
problems. The rate of bank erosion is 
estimated at 15 feet (4.6 m) per year.

The Corps’ decision — that surely “if we 
build it, they will come” — encapsulates 
most of what was wrong, and remains 
wrong today, with any government entity, 
not just the Corps of Engineers, decid-
ing in its infinite wisdom what should be 
done to make things better. Prior to Ka-
trina, the canal’s daily rate of use was less 
than one ocean-going containter ship, less 
than three percent of the port’s cargo. And 
yet, rather than close it and write it off as 
one more failed effort to change people’s 
habits and behaviors, the Corps continued 
to spend $13 million a year keeping it 
open with its dredging operations, despite 
what should have been obvious dangers to 
downtown New Orleans.

The environmental impact of building 
the Gulf Outlet was almost incomprehen-
sible. It involved moving more dirt than 
did the building of the Panama Canal, and 
damaged or destroyed more than 20,000 
acres of wetlands, which, had they been 
there, would likely have neutralized some 
of Katrina’s ferocity as it came ashore in 
August 2005. According to Mashriqui, 
the preserving of just 100 yards of cy-
press trees can reduce a hurricane’s wave 
energy by 95 percent, and wetlands and 
marshes, if left in place, can knock down 
storm surges greatly.

Today, due to erosion the canal is now 
nearly three times wider than when it was 
originally constructed, with the area nega-
tively impacted by the Gulf Outlet reach-
ing nearly 1,000 square miles. Also, owing 
to storm surges from Katrina, it has turned 
parts of Lake Pontchartrain’s fresh water 
to salt, creating a dead zone.

Defense Undone
About the only defense the Corps could put 
forth to ward against accusations of gross 
incompetence is to retail the myth still 
promulgated today that Katrina was the 
worst hurricane in U.S. history and that, 
consequently, no amount of defense plan-
ning would have been able to contain the 
beast and keep her from destroying New 
Orleans. However, the facts are different: 
Katrina originated over the Bahamas on 
August 23 as a tropical storm, which then 
developed into a hurricane before hitting 
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When the water finally receded and the damage was counted, 80 
percent of New Orleans was flooded, more than 850,000 homes 
were either severely damaged or totally destroyed, 4,081 people were 
dead, and more than $110 billion in losses were sustained.
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He told them: Just months before Katrina unleashed her fury, Hassan Mashriqui told all who 
would listen that the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet would act as a “funnel” that would send 
Katrina’s storm surge right into downtown New Orleans. 
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Florida two days later. Back over the Gulf 
of Mexico, it regained strength, reaching 
Category 5. But by the time it touched the 
coast of Louisiana, it had weakened to a 
Category 3 storm. When the eye of the 
hurricane passed over eastern New Or-
leans, it was down to a Category 2.

Historically Katrina is only fifth in the 
U.S. Hurricane Severity Index, ranking be-
hind Carla, Hugo, Betsy, and Camille. Had 
the levees and floodwalls held, the enor-
mous damage and loss of life would have 
been mitigated, it is estimated by experts, 
by at least two-thirds. Put another way, 
thanks to the Corps, Katrina inflicted three 
times as much damage as she otherwise 
would have.

And the damage was severe: Afterward, 
the city that had been home to over a mil-
lion people had no electrical service, no 
telephone service, and no communica-
tions service. The five-mile-long I-10 
Twin Span Bridge taking traffic east out of 
downtown New Orleans over southeastern 
Lake Pontchartrain suffered mightily, with 
473 of its spans being separated from their 
supports and 64 of them dropping entirely 
into the lake.

With no electrical service, the pumps 
that were built as part of the defense sys-
tem didn’t work. And when power was 
eventually restored, debris (dead animals, 
trees, pieces of cars and houses, etc.) made 
it impossible to treat the water before being 
pumped into Lake Ponchartrain, causing 
contamination and eutrophication of the 
lake. What the long-term effects from that 
contamination, not to mention mold, will be 
remain even to this day to be determined.

Five different studies followed the Ka-
trina disaster. Every one of them claimed 
categorically and in painful and alarming 
detail that the primary blame for the disas-
ter should be placed on the Corps of En-
gineers. Faulty design and improper con-
struction were named even by the Corps’ 
own study of the disaster. In June 2006, 
its “Performance Evaluation” of what it 
euphemistically called the “New Orleans 
and Southeast Louisiana Hurricane Pro-
tection System” was astonishingly blunt:

The System did not perform as a sys-
tem; the hurricane protection in New 
Orleans and Southeast Louisiana was 
a system in name only....

The pumping stations [were] not 

designed to operate in major hurri-
cane conditions. The system’s per-
formance was compromised by the 
incompleteness of the system, the 
inconsistency in levels of protection, 
and the lack of redundancy....

[Failures] were caused by differ-
ences in the quality of materials used 
in the levees, differences in the con-
servativeness of floodwall designs, 
and variations in structure protection 
elevations.

The report made an amazing admission: 
Designed to contain a Category 3 hurri-
cane, the “system” even failed doing that 
much. It went on: “The storm exceeded 
design criteria, but the performance was 
less than the design intent,” adding,

The combination of record high surge 
and long period waves exceeded the 
design conditions and devastated the 
levees. This devastation, however, 
was aided by the presence of incom-
plete protection, lower than autho-
rized structures, and levee sections 
with erodible materials.

And then came the most startling admission 
of all, coming from the perpetrators of the 
very disaster they were investigating:

While overtopping and extensive 
flooding from Katrina was inevita-
ble, a complete system at authorized 

elevations would have reduced the 
losses incurred.

Translation: We’re guilty of failure to pro-
tect innocents, which was our primary mis-
sion. If we’d done our job, thousands of 
people wouldn’t have died, and billions in 
property damage would have been avoided.

Making the damages and death even 
more egregious, Hurricane Betsy, which 
hit the Gulf Coast in 1965, was, or should 
have been, a wake-up call for Congress 
and the Corps that New Orleans was in 
danger. It resulted in the loss of 81 lives 
and $1.4 billion in damages. Even the 10-
foot storm surge from Betsy overwhelmed 
levees the Corps had built in eastern New 
Orleans, while the Gulf Outlet served then 
as the same “funnel” that it provided for 
Katrina 40 years later.

Some improvements were made follow-
ing Betsy: Levees around the city and its 
outlying parishes were raised, but due to 
cost concerns (the improvements were to 
be funded by U.S. taxpayers while mainte-
nance costs were to be borne locally), the 
planned improvements were meant only 
to protect against a Category 3 hurricane. 
And much of the work was poorly planned 
and substandard — very substandard.

Levees that were never topped by wave 
action gave way anyway, thanks to faulty 
design. Part of the walls weren’t sunk deep 
enough into the Louisiana peat, and part 
of the walls weren’t high enough to keep 
them from being overtopped. Some of the 
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walls leaked underneath, undermining the 
walls and allowing the storm surge simply 
to push them out of the way. Those that 
were overtopped had supporting material 
washed away from the other side, remov-
ing what support the walls might have oth-
erwise had. And some sections hadn’t yet 
been completed, so the storm surge just 
went around them.

The faulty construction could not be 
blamed on not having enough time to 
complete it. The project to protect New 
Orleans, authorized by Congress in the 
Flood Control Act of 1965 in Betsy’s af-
termath, was supposed to take 13 years. 
When Katrina hit 40 years later, the proj-
ect was only 60-90 percent complete. 
Consequently, in its own review of the 
flooding and destruction in New Orleans, 
the American Society of Civil Engineers 
called it “the worst engineering catas-
trophe in US history.” Other investiga-
tors wrote that levees on the 17th Street 
Canal were “destined to fail … [and that 
the] miscalculation was so obvious and 
fundamental [that they] could not fathom 
how the design team of engineers from the 
Corps … could have missed [it].”

No One to Hold Accountable
In Katrina’s aftermath, one of the largest 
class-action lawsuits in U.S. history was 
filed against the Corps of Engineers. Of the 
350,000 people who filed claims, 65,000 
of them joined in the lawsuit, putting U.S. 
District Court Judge Stanwood Duval to 
work for months, which resulted in his rul-
ing on January 30, 2008: not guilty.

Not guilty? How would that be pos-
sible when even the Corps itself admit-
ted its ghastly failure to meet its primary 
mission? Because the Flood Control Act 
of 1928 grants legal immunity for such 
lawsuits in the event of such failures! 
It boggles the mind: A government that 
failed in its mission also exempted it-
self from being held responsible for its 
failure.

The injustice was not lost on Judge 
Duval, who unleashed a vitriolic exco-
riation of the Corps for its abject failure. 
Adam Nossiter of the New York Times 
read the entire 46-page ruling (as did this 
writer), and concluded: “The Corps — not 
nature, not a record-breaking storm surge 
and not local politics or local negligence 
— was to blame.”

That’s not exactly or completely true: 
There is plenty of blame to go around, to 
be shared by the Port of New Orleans, 
which sought federal money to accom-
plish its own interests, and by local and 
state politicians, who saw the Corps as 
a taxpayer-funded punch bowl with little 
oversight into which they could dip their 
ladles in order to enhance and extend 
their careers. But Duval focused on the 
Corps as the primary cause of the Katrina 
disaster in New Orleans:

It is the court’s opinion that the neg-
ligence of the Corps, in this instance 
by failing to maintain the MRGO 
properly, was not policy, but insouci-
ance, myopia and short-sightedness.

For over 40 years, the Corps was 
aware that the levee … protecting 
[two parishes] was going to be com-
promised by continued deterioration 
of the MRGO....

The Corps had an opportunity to 
take a myriad of actions to allevi-
ate this deterioration or rehabilitate 
this deterioration and failed to do 
so. Clearly, the expression “talk is 
cheap” applies here.

The judge did his best to condense the 
long, twisted and convoluted story of 
conflicting and concurrent interests as 
the Corps and its allies fiddled, delayed, 
obfuscated, and otherwise stalled deci-
sions that would have prevented, or at 
the very least, minimized the Katrina 
catastrophe:

The tortured tale of [the Gulf Out-
let’s] construction is among the most 
convoluted stories [ever] told. To 
outline every twist and turn and deci-
sion made in the building of the spe-
cific levees and floodwalls involved 
… would take more space and time 
than is appropriate.... Nonetheless … 
it demonstrates how this catastrophic 
failure of the Corps to fulfill its mis-
sion occurred.

First, he critiqued the Corps’ failure to 
learn very much from Hurricane Betsy in 
1965. For various reasons, some legiti-
mate and some self-serving, the Corps 
decided to build its hurricane protec-
tion system based upon the threat from 
a Category 3 hurricane, even though, as 
Judge Duval pointed out, “There was 
an increased likelihood of a large storm 
surge occurring that would exceed” that 
system’s abilities to fend it off.

Once the Corps decided on its building 
goals, for 22 years it dithered, dawdled, 
and delayed, trying to balance political in-
terests with its own interest. Quoting from 
an internal review document authored by 
the Corps, Duval noted that “a require-
ment to recommend the least cost solution 
as the federally preferred alternative … 
combined with the federal policy defining 
interior damage as a non-federal responsi-
bility [was] the basis for the … position.” 
(Emphasis added.) In other words, the 
Corps decided to take the least-cost solu-
tion and, at the same time, push to make 
sure the Corps could not be sued and held 
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legally liable if the system failed — any 
payments sought by residents would have 
to be garnered through the National Flood 
Insurance program.

Thus, the Corps of Engineers was free 
to make its own decisions, knowing that 
even if they were proven wrong, even 
catastrophically wrong (as they were in 
August 2005), they wouldn’t be held re-
sponsible. Someone else would. Noted 
Judge Duval:

The obvious irony of this ordering 
of priorities is that with the passage 
of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968, one federal agency — the 
Corps — was taking action that 
would impact and require payment 
from [another] federal government 
[agency] for flood damage.

The failure of our national govern-
ment — whether Congress or the Ex-
ecutive Branch — to recognize such 
a short-sighted approach to risk man-
agement boggles the mind.

The fiddling and dawdling delayed any 
significant action for 15 long years, just 
betting against the odds of an-
other Betsy (or worse) coming 
ashore. As Duval wrote:

It must be emphasized that 
at this point in time [1980], 
not a single barrier had been 
constructed — no significant 
constructions to protect New 
Orleans from catastrophic 
flooding had begun — after 
15 years from the passage of 
the 1965 Flood Control Act.

By that time the estimated costs 
of building the hurricane protec-
tion system for New Orleans had 
increased by a factor of 10, re-
quiring the Corps to go back to 
Congress for more money.

Four years later the Corps 
began construction, using a half-
baked, poorly engineered plan 
that “was not inclusive of the 
most vulnerable waterways … 
used outmoded data in the proc-
ess, and arguably shifted a sig-
nificant amount of the cost onto 
the local sponsors.”

Duval wrote about the Corps using out-
dated reports in designing and building the 
floodwalls:

From the court’s perspective, this de-
cision was yet another in the monu-
mental miscalculations of the Corps, 
for there is strong evidence that the 
reduced penetration requirements 
were another cause for the failures 
[of the floodwalls] experienced along 
the … canals.

Duval concluded his survey of the Corp’s 
incompetence:

The project to provide hurricane pro-
tection to New Orleans mandated in 
the Flood Protection Act of 1965 set-
tled on a design to raise the level of 
protection … 27 years after Congress 
first mandated the safeguards....

The engineering calculations upon 
which this “protection” was premised 
were outdated and lacking, which 
was known to the Corps, but ignored 
because of funding concerns.

Thus, the stage was set for Hur-

ricane Katrina to damage or destroy 
80% of the housing stock of New Or-
leans, not merely by its own winds 
and rain, but by virtue of its effects 
on the … canals.

And so she did. While being forced to rule 
for the defendants under the immunity 
clause in the Flood Control Act of 1928, 
Duval was free to accuse them of incom-
petence bordering on malfeasance:

While the United States government 
is immune from legal liability for the 
defalcations alleged herein, it is not 
free, nor should it be, from posterity’s 
judgment concerning its failure to ac-
complish what was its task.

This story — fifty years in the 
making — is heart-wrenching. Mil-
lions of dollars were squandered in 
building a levee system … which was 
known to be inadequate by the Corps’ 
own calculations....

The failure of Congress to oversee 
the building of [the project] and the 
failure to recognize that it was flawed 
from practically the outset — using 

the wrong calculations for 
storm surge, failing to take 
into account [soil] subsidence, 
failing to take into account is-
sues of strength of canal walls 
… while allowing the scour-
ing out of the rest of the canal 
— rest with those who are 
charged with oversight....

Such egregious myopia is a 
caricature of bureaucratic in-
efficiency.

Unfortunately, it’s no carica-
ture, but a real-life study of 
how a federal agency, for de-
cades, with precious little con-
gressional oversight, arrogated 
unto itself the power to make 
life-or-death decisions with no 
accountability, certain in its 
myopia that its decisions best 
serve the public’s interests. De-
struction of life, property, the 
environment, and the wasting 
of many hundreds of millions of 
dollars of taxpayer funds is the 
legacy of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. n

39www.TheNewAmerican.com

in his opinion in the lawsuit 
brought by 65,000 plaintiffs 
against the Army Corps of 
Engineers, Duval unleashed a 
vitriolic excoriation of the Corps’ 
faulty design and grievous 
incompetence.

www.TheNewAmerican.com


“Don’t Care  
About Anybody”
WMC Action News 5 out of Memphis, 
Tennessee, reported on May 13 that a 
home invasion suspect was shot in the 
head after he was confronted by the home-
owner. Authorities say the homeowner and 
his family were fast asleep just before 2 
a.m. when suspicious sounds woke the 
homeowner. The man armed himself and 
went to investigate. He discovered an in-
truder in his house. The homeowner fired 
his pistol, striking the intruder in the head. 
The injured suspect was critically wound-
ed and taken to a nearby medical facility.

Neighbor Melisha Davis told WMC-TV 
that she was both shocked and frustrated 
with the crime in the area. “For it to be 
on a main street like this — where cars 
drive — out in the open, that was some-
thing shocking to me.... They [the crimi-
nals] don’t care about anybody but them-
selves.... They want to get the little money 
that they’re going to have in their hand,” 
Davis told WMC-TV.

Police said they have no plans to file 
charges against the homeowner. Shelby 
County Sheriff’s Office Chief Inspector Joe 
Ruff told WMC-TV that civilians “have the 
same right of self-defense as law enforce-
ment officers. They have the right to defend 
themselves and they have the right to de-
fend themselves inside their homes.”

Better Do something
The Times-News out of Kingsport, Tennes-
see, reported on June 1 about a 70-year-old 
homeowner who was still in disbelief after 
being forced to shoot a burglar. “I thought, 
‘He’s either gonna rob me or hurt me — I 
better do something.... It scared me bad. It 
took me a long time to calm down and quit 
shaking,” Ronald Dykes told the Times-
News. The incident happened the preced-
ing Sunday just before 2 a.m. Dykes was 
jarred from his sleep when a stranger came 
walking up to his bedroom window and 
began shining a light into the room.

Dykes’ home had been burglarized pre-
viously when someone broke in and stole 
some of his property when he was not 
home. He was prepared this time, keep-

ing a loaded pistol by his bed. Dykes later 
told investigators that he knew what the 
stranger was “up to” and quickly grabbed 
his pistol. His suspicions proved correct. 
Suddenly the man turned sideways and 
used his shoulder to bust the window to 
gain entrance to the home. Dykes fired at 
the intruder, as the man was making his 
way through the window, injuring the sus-
pect. Police reported that the suspect im-
mediately fled the scene and drove away 
in a vehicle. The search for the suspect did 
not last long, however. A man was admit-
ted to the Holston Valley Medical Center 
suffering from gunshot wounds. The Sul-
livan County Sheriff’s Office reported 
that the injured suspect has a long crimi-
nal history. The burglar was listed in good 
condition and was scheduled to be charged 
in the burglary attempt of Dykes’ home. 
Dykes stated that this was the first time he 
ever had to fire upon someone and that he 
“hated to shoot him.”

Sullivan County Sheriff’s Office Public 
Information Officer Leslie Earhart con-
firmed that Dykes was justified in the shoot-
ing and that he “had every reason to believe 
he was in danger of being harmed and, as a 
result, made the decision to fire shots at the 
suspect in an effort to protect himself.”

Sullivan County District Attorney Gen-
eral Barry Staubus agreed with Earhart’s 
assessment, and told WCYB that it “has 
to be a reasonable defense of your home 
and you have to be in imminent fear of 
death. If those things exist, then you have 
the right to defend yourself.... With each 
case, you would look at the time of the 
crime, you would look at the actions of 
the person that was on the outside of the 
home, you could look at the age, you could 
look at a number of situations, what was 
done [and] circumstances surrounding the 
event, with all the factors. Each case has 
its own unique factors.”

Happy Daze
Click2Houston.com reported on June 2 
about an employee at a Harris County, 
Texas, smoke shop who fought back 
against armed robbers. Police say the in-
cident began when a dark-colored SUV 
pulled into the parking lot of Happy Daze 

Smoke Shop. The store owner was imme-
diately alarmed when four masked men 
got out of the vehicle and walked inside. 
Witnesses reported that at least one of the 
four suspects was armed. Fortunately, one 
of the smoke shop employees was also 
armed and pulled out his gun and fired at 
the four men as they entered the store. All 
four men turned and ran from the store. 
The employee hit one of the suspects, who 
stumbled to the ground near the getaway 
vehicle. Showing there is no honor among 
thieves, the other three hoods left their in-
jured accomplice lying on the ground and 
drove away. Authorities soon arrived, but 
the injured suspect was pronounced dead 
at the scene. Harris County Sheriff’s Of-
fice deputies are reviewing the surveil-
lance video and hope to quickly identify 
the other three suspects.

The store owner, who didn’t want to be 
identified, told the ABC affiliate in Houston 
that he was grateful none of his employees 
or customers were injured, but he expressed 
frustration that it had to happen at all. “We 
hate to see any of that happen. We are just 
out here trying to make a living and it sucks 
when somebody comes and tries to take it 
from you when you are out here working 
for it,” the store owner told KTRK.

Doggie-door entry
The Fox Affiliate in San Antonio, Texas, 
reported on June 11 that a burglar gained 
entry to a house by sneaking in through 
a doggie door. The homeowner, who was 
identified as a longtime owner of a local 
security company, returned home while the 
burglary was in process. Upon discovering 
the burglar in his home, the homeowner 
fired his gun multiple times at the intruder, 
hitting him in the body and the head. The 
suspect was transported to San Antonio 
Military Medical Center with life-threat-
ening injuries. San Antonio Police Depart-
ment spokesman Officer Douglas Greene 
warned homeowners that criminals can 
utilize doggie doors to unlawfully enter 
a house. “That is still an opportunity for 
someone to get in your house … depend-
ing on the size of your dog,” Greene told 
Fox San Antonio. n
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Ditch the ePA’s  
new Water rule
Item: The Environmental Protection 
Agency issued a press release on May 27 
in conjunction with its new proposed rule 
— which rewrites the Clean Water Act. 
The release is headlined “Clean Water 
Rule Protects Streams and Wetlands Criti-
cal to Public Health, Communities, and 
Economy.” It reads in part:

In an historic step for the protection 
of clean water, the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency and the U.S. 
Army finalized the Clean Water Rule 
today to clearly protect from pollu-
tion and degradation the streams and 
wetlands that form the foundation of 
the nation’s water resources.

The rule ensures that waters pro-
tected under the Clean Water Act are 
more precisely defined and predict-
ably determined, making permitting 
less costly, easier, and faster for 
businesses and industry. The rule is 
grounded in law and the latest sci-
ence, and is shaped by public input. 
The rule does not create any new per-
mitting requirements for agriculture 
and maintains all previous exemp-
tions and exclusions.

Item: The Associated Press reported on 
June 1, 2015, that the “Obama adminis-
tration says a new federal rule regulating 
small streams and wetlands will protect 
the drinking water of more than 117 mil-
lion people in the country.”

The water plan, according to the wire ser-
vice, “will provide much-needed clarity for 
landowners about which small waterways 
and tributaries must be protected against 
pollution and development. The head of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
Gina McCarthy, said the rule only would 
affect waters with a ‘direct and significant’ 
connection to larger bodies of water down-
stream that already are protected.”
Item: An AP story by Mary Clare Jalonick 
for May 30 said: “The Supreme Court de-
cisions in 2001 and 2006 left 60 percent of 
the nation’s streams and millions of acres 

of wetlands without clear federal protec-
tion, according to EPA, causing confusion 
for landowners and government officials. 
The new rules would kick in and force a 
permitting process only if a business or 
landowner took steps to pollute or destroy 
covered waters.”

The Associated Press piece went on to re-
port: “Since the rules were originally pro-
posed last year, the EPA has been working 
to clear up some misconceptions, putting to 
rest rumors that puddles in your backyard 
would be regulated, for example.”
CorreCtIon: Don’t cry too much for 
poor besieged bureaucrats who have been 
forced, we are told, to respond to unfair 
allegations concerning their regulatory 
overreach as to which “waters” they want 
to rule. After all, if you shed too many 
tears and they fall in the general direc-
tion of a ditch that sometimes has flowing 
water, the EPA just might demand that you 
pay for a permit for your lachrymosity.

The supposedly clarifying water rule 
not only is still expansive and ambigu-
ous, it also presumes to expand the agen-
cy’s authority over millions of additional 
acres of private land. Yet, if you disagree 
with the EPA’s interpretations of its own 
good deeds, it is likely to brand you as a 
proponent of pollution. The agency im-
plies as much with its video that asks: 

“Do you choose clean water?” 
The agency is upset that 60 percent of 

its previous takeover goal was left “with-
out federal protection” — when what is 
really meant is that those “waters” were 
protected from the government, remaining 
beyond the reach of its power grab.

The agency would like you to believe its 
efforts are solely directed against greedy 
conglomerates pouring toxic contaminants 
into pristine streams. Think again. Even 
small property holders could find them-
selves targeted. In a well-documented 
“Backgrounder” published in April, the 
Heritage Foundation explains that

common activities, from farming to 
home building, could require a per-
mit. Farmers, local governments, and 
others who would be affected do not 
“want to pollute or destroy a jurisdic-
tional water,” but instead want to use 
their property for ordinary everyday 
uses. Many people simply want to 
use their property to make an hon-
est living. A 2012 Supreme Court 
case, Sackett v. EPA, highlights an 
egregious instance of regulatory en-
forcement whereby the EPA sought 
to impose fines of $75,000 a day on a 
couple for placing gravel on virtually 
dry land to build a home in a built-out 

41Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

Federal permit required: Under the EPA’s redefinition of waters it controls under the 
Clean Water Act, a farmer may need a federal permit to use even ponds that have no direct 
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subdivision. This couple wanted to 
build a home, not “pollute or destroy 
a jurisdictional water.”

In practice, under the new and expanded 
rule, the agency’s jurisdiction about what 
constitutes the “Waters of the United 
States” would be virtually without lim-
its. As noted not long ago in the National 
Law Review, the drafted regulation great-
ly increases both the type and number of 
water bodies, wetlands, and lands the EPA 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) can regulate under the author-
ity of the Clean Water Act.

The rule, observed the lawyers analyzing 
the measure, “employs broad language in 
defining what types of water bodies may 
be regulated. Such water bodies include: all 
waters that are currently used, were used in 
the past, or may be susceptible to use in in-
terstate or foreign commerce, including all 
waters that are subject to the ebb and flow 
of the tide; all interstate waters, including 
interstate wetlands; and territorial seas.”

The definitions of “tributaries” and 
“adjacent waters” in the rule, for instance, 
encompass “water bodies and land not his-
torically considered as falling under the 
rule’s jurisdiction.” Examples are offered 
by the National Law Review:

Tributaries qualify as under the rule’s 
jurisdiction if they have an ordinary 
high water mark, a bed and bank, 
and contribute flow, either directly 
or indirectly, through an adjacent or 
neighboring water. In other words, a 
long-dried-out creek with the features 
of a historical high water mark and a 
bed and bank that has no substantial 
connection to a water body may now 
qualify as jurisdictional.

Adjacent waters or wetlands wa-
ters, including waters separated by 
constructed dikes or barriers, natural 
river berms, or beach dunes, are those 
that border, are contiguous with, or 
are neighboring waters under the 
rule. Neighboring waters can include 
those that are located within 1,500 
feet of the ordinary high water mark 
within a 100-year floodplain.

Do those “rumors” about regulating 
puddles in your backyard really sound so 
far-fetched? The editors of the Wall Street 
Journal also scrutinized the new edict and 
how it has grown from the original legisla-
tion. The Clean Water Act, pointed out the 
Journal, “limits the federal government 
to regulating the ‘navigable waters of the 
United States’ like the Colorado River or 

Lake Michigan. In 1986 the EPA expand-
ed that definition to seize jurisdiction over 
tributaries and adjacent wetlands. Now it 
is extending federal control over just about 
any creek, pond, prairie pothole or muddy 
farm field that EPA says has a ‘significant 
nexus’ to a navigable waterway.”

It doesn’t take much to define such wa-
ters as “significant,” as the legal examples 
above make clear. But the Environmental 
Protection Agency has even more that it 
wants to “protect.” Indeed, the sages at 
the omniscient agency can apparently 
see even further than its “science” can be 
stretched. The Journal continues:

The EPA acknowledges that the “sci-
ence available today does not estab-
lish that waters beyond those defined 
as ‘adjacent’” to these “significant” 
waters should be regulated. But for-
get science. The agency says its “ex-
perience and expertise” show there 
are “many” other waters that could 
have a significant downstream ef-
fect. Thus the EPA establishes an ad-
ditional standard for significance that 
covers just about anything that’s wet.

So the new rule says the feds can 
also regulate waters within the 100-
year floodplain and 4,000 feet of their 
claimed bailiwick or land features like 
prairie potholes and vernal pools that 
“in combination” have a significant 
effect. A pothole on farmer Dan’s 
land may not affect downstream wa-
ters, but the EPA could still regulate 
Dan’s pothole if regulators determine 
that prairie potholes collectively do.

It’s hard to disagree with Senator John 
Barrasso (R-Wy.), who is the lead spon-
sor of a bill that would drastically re-
vise the Clean Water Rule. He calls the 
agency’s new regulation “outrageously 
broad.” Some Democrats in Congress 
are also alert to the threats. Says Sena-
tor Joe Manchin (D-W.Va.), the EPA is 
“once again dangerously overreaching its 
boundaries by expanding the definition of 
water sources it can regulate.” The rule, 
he observes, “will certainly have a signifi-
cant impact on West Virginia’s economy, 
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Where does “clean water” fit in? EPA administrator Gina McCarthy says the EPA needs to 
control more water under the Clean Water Act because “protecting our water sources is a critical 
component of adapting to climate change impacts like drought, sea level rise, stronger storms,” etc.

AP Images

D-W.Va


hindering businesses, manufacturing and 
energy production.”

William Yeatman, a policy analyst at the 
Competitive Enterprise Institute, has cor-
rectly noted, “Rather than clarifying the 
Clean Water Act,” the recent “‘interpre-
tive’ guideline from the EPA … entrench-
es the confused, case-by-case ‘significant 
nexus’ approach employed by the EPA and 
USACE.”

“What’s the point in muddying the in-
terpretive waters?” Yeatman asked rhetori-
cally in the Daily Caller. The answer is, he 
said, “that a federal government intent on 
expanding its jurisdiction welcomes ambi-
guity, because blurry lines are more easily 
crossed than definitive boundaries. In this 
fashion, today’s rule codifies uncertainty, 
which is the opposite of what a clarifying 
rule is supposed to do.”

With the agency’s history and incli-
nations — a larger and more restrictive 
government is always better seems to be 
a key guiding principle — it is a wonder 
that the public is not more suspicious of 
the EPA. The Washington Times is among 
those that haven’t bought that line, edito-
rializing recently:

The new rule gives the agency wide 
latitude to use “case-specific” discre-
tion in judging whether water has a 
“significant nexus” with tributaries 
already covered by EPA water quali-
ty standards. By that standard, a farm 

pond that is little more than a muddy 
pool during dry summer months and 
overflows with snow melt and runs 
into a creek during the spring thaw 
could now be a target for an EPA 
bureaucrat with a shiny new badge 
eager to make a water-pollution ex-
pedition. Wet spots today, kitchen 
sinks and bathtubs tomorrow.

That final flourish is not so implausible. 
After all, the EPA has already awarded a 
federal grant to the University of Tulsa to 
develop a prototype of a low-cost wire-
less device that could be used to monitor 
the usage of water in hotel-room showers. 
The agency’s admitted objective is behav-
ior modification. Today’s study could well 
turn into tomorrow’s directive.

Indeed, the agency is promoting its own 
programs with no holds barred. And then 
it brags about the popularity of its efforts. 
The EPA administrator earlier this year 
told Congress that more than 87 percent 
of respondents at that time were support-
ive of its new water rule. Yet even the New 
York Times has acknowledged: “Late last 
year, the EPA sponsored a drive on Face-
book and Twitter to promote its proposed 
clean water rule in conjunction with the 
Sierra Club.”

Among other practices to raise support 
for its actions, the Daily Signal reported, 
the EPA “used a Thunderclap campaign to 
drum up support using social media. ‘We 

hope you’ll support our clean water pro-
posal. To help you do that, and get your 
friends to also voice their support, we’re 
using a new tool called Thunderclap; it’s 
like a virtual flash mob.’ The message was 
sent to about 1.8 million people.”

The EPA has been demonstrably gam-
ing the system. The agency, according to 
the Daily Signal,

has been acting more like an advo-
cacy group than a federal agency that 
is supposed to welcome comments 
from all sides. It has tried to influence 
the comments that were received. 

Not everyone has been fooled, despite the 
best efforts of the green-tinged public-re-
lations machinery. Senator Mike Lee (R-
Utah), for example, blasted the agency for 
a rule that threatens “every cog in Utah’s 
economy.” He commented that “farmers, 
ranchers, miners, oil and natural gas pro-
ducers will all face higher costs thanks to 
these new intrusive and unnecessary EPA 
regulations.” 

The agency mandating cleanliness has 
more dirty tricks up its sleeve. At the time 
the water rule was released in late May, 
the Wall Street Journal reported that the 
regulation was just “one of nearly 10 that 
the EPA is slated to complete in coming 
months, including new carbon standards 
for trucks, a rule cutting methane emis-
sions from oil and natural-gas production 
operations and rules cutting carbon emis-
sions from power plants.”

In the last week or two, as we write, 
word also has emerged of new EPA 
moves. One will place limits on airplane 
emissions — which will make commercial 
flying more expensive. Another requires 
even more ethanol, which is made from 
corn, to be blended into gasoline — which 
will drive up the price of food.

The imposition of the latest water rule 
alone, and the power seizure it represents, 
should be more than enough to cause the 
Congress to act. Legislators, not bureau-
crats, have the authority to write laws. 
Congress, if it could muster the gumption, 
could also pull the plug on the EPA. n

— William p. Hoar
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Millions of people 
who can read today 
owe an enormous 

debt of gratitude to Samuel L. 
Blumenfeld, America’s fore-
most apostle of phonics over 
the past half century. Blumen-
feld died on June 1, one day 
after his 89th birthday. I was 
privileged to know him as a 
friend and colleague for more 
than 30 years.

I first became acquainted 
with Sam Blumenfeld’s writ-
ings in the early 1970s. I was 
a college student at the time 
and had switched my course 
of study from pre-veterinary medicine to psychology and educa-
tion. The “reading controversy” that had been launched in 1955 
with the publication of Dr. Rudolph Flesch’s bestseller Why 
Johnny Can’t Read and What You Can Do About It was back 
in full swing, following a period of relative quiescence. Sam’s 
book The New Illiterates (1973) rekindled the debate, expos-
ing the ludicrous basis of the destructive look-say methodology 
that was mentally crippling millions of children, and forcefully 
putting forward the case for restoring intensive phonics in the 
reading programs of our nation’s schools. Having, myself, been 
taught to read by the phonics method, and being well aware of 
the devastating (and growing) illiteracy plague, Blumenfeld’s 
The New Illiterates seemed to me to be spot-on. This led me to 
his other early books, How to Start Your Own Private School 
(1972) and How to Tutor (1973). These and his many other 
books, articles (for this magazine and others), audiotapes and 
CDs, videotapes and DVDs, online videos, radio and television 
appearances, and global speaking tours have rightfully earned 
Sam Blumenfeld the respectful sobriquets “godfather of the 
phonics movement,” “godfather of the homeschool movement,” 
and “godfather of the private school movement.”

Samuel Blumenfeld was born and raised in New York City. 
He was educated in New York’s public schools and graduated 
from the City College of New York. He studied for a year at the 
University of Paris-Sorbonne and was fluent in French. During 
World War II, Sam enlisted in the U.S. Army and was assigned 
to an artillery unit. He saw combat in the Po Valley of Italy.

Following the war, Sam worked in New York City as a maga-
zine and book editor for major publishers such as Viking Press 
and Grosset & Dunlap, and was founder and president of his 
own publishing house, Coleridge Press.

Sam was a staunch anti-communist, and in 1959 founded the 
American Committee for France and Algeria, to expose the Soviet 
communist hand at work in the Algerian revolution, which was 
being much romanticized by the American press and materially 

helped by our State Depart-
ment. In the mid-1960s — with 
Soviet communism advancing 
around the globe and domestic 
communists setting America 
ablaze — he moved from New 
York City to Boston, to work 
with, and for, The John Birch 
Society, which was headquar-
tered in Belmont, a Boston 
suburb. Founded by anti-com-
munist businessman/historian/
philosopher Robert Welch, 
the society was being smeared 
by the liberal-left media and 
political machines. Sam, a 
small, soft-spoken, gentle man, 

showed his steel, wading into the fray. He became a writer and edi-
tor for the society’s magazines, American Opinion and The Review 
of the News (precursor to this magazine), and editor of its book-
publishing house, Western Islands. In 1966, he was a founder of 
the Jewish Society of Americanists (JSA), along with noted author 
Alan Stang and other Jewish members of the Birch Society, includ-
ing Hungarian immigrant Georgia Gabor, whose autobiography, 
My Destiny: Survivor of the Holocaust (1981), details her harrow-
ing experience and the killing of her entire family by the Nazis.

Sam Blumenfeld was a first-rate historical researcher, and 
his 1981 path-breaking book Is Public Education Necessary? 
remains a critically important book today — more than a quarter 
century after its publication — for understanding the destructive 
course of American education in the 20th century. His many 
other books on education include NEA: Trojan Horse in Ameri-
can Education, Alpha-Phonics: A Primer for Beginning Read-
ers, The Victims of Dick and Jane, The Whole Language/OBE 
Fraud: The Shocking Story of How America Is Being Dumbed 
Down by Its Own Education System, Homeschooling: A Parents 
Guide to Teaching Children, Revolution via Education, Blumen-
feld Oral Reading Assessment, and Phonics for Success.

During the last year of his life, Sam labored with co-author 
Alex Newman to complete Crimes of the Educators: How Uto-
pians Are Using Government Schools to Destroy America’s 
Children, which may be his most important work.

Sam Blumenfeld displayed an enduring, heroic passion for truth 
and freedom, and he has informed and inspired several genera-
tions of patriots now actively engaged in the culture wars. How-
ever, as heated as the battles became, he remained always a civil 
and decent man,  never descending to rancor and name-calling, 
even when subjected to the same. He was a fierce warrior with a 
gentle soul, a giant residing in a small frame. His contributions 
toward restoring our culture and our civilization are immense. His 
passing is our loss, but his life’s work remains with us to enlighten 
our path and strengthen our courage for the upward climb. n

Farewell, Sam, and Thank You for an exemplary life
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