
SIRC 
Board of Directors 
Dick Berkowitz 

Larry Burk 

Jack Kaster 

Dick Miller 

Jane Nangle 
(Secretary) 

Courtney Neely 
(Treasurer) 

Tom Osborn 

Marolyn Overton 

Lis Overton 

Russ Peterson 

Guy Randolph 

Tom Sharp 

Mary Ann Senkowski 

Jack Sherrill 

Ray Suelflow 
(Chairman) 

Mike Walters 

SIRC Editor  
Mike Walters 

Eckburg  
Award  
Winners: 
Dick Eckburg 

Melissa Emery 

John Kane 

Jack Kaster 

Jerry Loupee 

Martin Otto 

Marolyn Overton 

Russ Peterson 

Tom Sharp 

 

                                         
                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2015 ISSUE 1 CONTENTS  
________________________________________________________________
__ 2015 PRESIDENTS DAY DINNER - February  16  
John Podhoretz was the featured speaker at this year’s SIRC Presidents’ Day banquet 



and major fundraiser.  His remarks are summarized on page 2. 
________________________________________________________________
___ 

TRUE PERSPECTIVE SEMINARS - 2015  
March 28 is the seminar on ISIS threats, April 28 on Drone Strategy for the Military, and 
September 10 for Crime Protection in Savannah (DA Meg Heap). May is planned for 
Governor Nathan Deal on the State of the State, June for Tax Reform, and future ones 
on Highway Funding, Cyberspace Protection and Immigration Reform. 

________________________________________________________________
___ 
SAVANNAH EARLY LEARNING PROJECT   
A new Foundation started in Savannah by Skidaway Island residents has national 
ramifications on the prospect of fighting the problem of persistent poverty. The 
Savannah Early Learning Foundation (SECF) has also launched the Early Learning 
College (ELC) for new young mothers in lower economic areas of Savannah. With more 
funding this could be expanded to many more areas in Savannah. It has the backing of 
virtually all local leaders in Savannah. See article beginning on page 3. 
_____________________________________________________________ 

LIBERAL MYTHS PROJECT  
This project was initiated in 2012 and targeted for the voting public who may not be  fully 
aware of the rebuttals to a number of liberal myths. It is being updated this year 
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Three drafts are included in this issue, Energy on page 6, Foreign Policy on page 9, and 
Global Warming on page 13.  We hope some of our SIRC members might volunteer to 
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Other myth draft updates are targeted on Health Insurance Reform, Taxes, Unions and 
the Living Constitution. The older versions are still on our website (under Liberal Myths 
Project). 

__________________________________________________________ 
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Chair Mary Ann Senkowski, 8 Mainsail Crossing, Savannah  31411. Questions? Call or 
email: 912-598-0493, or masenkowski@gmail.com.  
______________________________________________________________________
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OPINION By John Podhoretz 
 
The World and Election Perspective for 2016 
John Podhoretz, editor of Commentary, provided these political insights at the SIRC 
Presidents’ Day banquet. 

Foreign Policy 
There’s now a huge disparity between expectations of the Obama regime and reality. 
First claiming success in his promise of threat containment, he is now seeing disasters 
all over the globe - from Iran to Russia in Ukraine, Yemen’s collapse and ISIS as a “JV 
team” which now controls territory larger than Texas. 

Obama has also managed to make Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu the enemy instead 
of the mullahs guiding Iran into the unthinkable - a nuclear power with an avowed 
mission to destroy Western civilization. 

The Elections - Democrats 
It’s unprecedented to have so little competition to an obvious annointed candidate (yet to 
declare). Her foes are singularly unimpressive (and old): Elizabeth Warren, 67 if elected, 
Joe Biden, 74 and Bernie Sanders, 75. Hillary herself would be 69, the same as Reagan 
in his first term.  

She vacillates between spectacularly dull and “foot in mouth” disease , turning off even 
staunch Democratic faithful. Being “dead broke after leaving the White House” really 
meant relative to billionaire backers with whom she regularly cavorts. He left no doubt 
about his view of her being weak (even before the email scandal) by her “living in a 
bubble surrounded by Liberal royalty.”  

She’s in a bind, as she can’t risk moving too far to the center for fear of alienating die-
hard liberals. And Obama has recently staked out what his heir should emphasize:  
income inequality, Obamacare, and amnesty for illegal immigrants -- all losing issues 
even among independents. 

What’s left for Hillary to do but agree with an unpopular lame duck liberal?  Does she 
have any bold ideas, or does she just test pollsters on what sounds good? Podhoretz 
believes her quandaries, her “tin ear” and lack of interesting ideas make her eminently 
beatable. 

The Republicans  
In contrast to Hillary is the vast array of Republican contenders who (except for Jeb 
Bush) are much younger, more vibrant, dynamic and full of bold, interesting, ideas to 
take America in a different direction. 

Marco Rubio exemplifies this new energy, both for his humble beginnings to his oratory 
on key issues. His new book American Dreams: Restoring Economic Opportunity for 
Everyone, while not profound, establishes his bona fides as a true, committed 
conservative. (It is in stark contrast to Hillary’s failed book tour on Hard Choices, with its 
abysmal sales and unconvincing attempt to separate herself from Obama’s failed 
policies.) 

Scott Walker, Governor of Wisconsin, has also authored a book, Unintimidated: A 
Governor's Story and a Nation's Challenge.  (It lays out his political skill in breaking the 
union stranglehold of collective bargaining on state and local governments. He thus 
turned a $3.6 billion state deficit into a surplus.) 

Jeb Bush is a very creative conservative but his candidacy would be a reminder to the 
public of another Bush vs. Clinton contest. 



Rick Perry had a good record as Texas governor, but his current indictment issue, 
however unfair, is a real liability in a national election.  

Chris Christie has some positive attributes such as a plain speaking fighter. 

Others, such as Lindsay Graham or John Bolton, have interesting messages, but not 
a lot of staying power on the national scene as likely presidential candidates. 

(Rand Paul was conspicuous by his absence in the overall comments.) 

Issues 
Podhoretz believes one of the keys to the 2016 election is the solution to today’s mobility 
crisis - the middle class has been stuck for some 15 to 30 years with limited ability to 
improve its position. Is it overreaching federal regulation, or lack of GDP growth or 
stifling tax policy or stances against energy independence for the U.S. 

The national economy seems to be mending (but is it fast enough). Foreign policy is on 
the current forefront, but does Hillary’s stint as Secretary of State resonate with the 
electorate? Can she run away from other unpopular stances of Obama to convince the 
public she has fresh new ideas? 

Q & A Session 
Following his prepared remarks, Podhoretz put to rest the feeling that any Democrat 
could really make a run at Hillary. Anyone daring to confront the killer Clinton machine 
would be foolhardy, if she herself finally decides to enter the race. 

Another question was on the Administration’s vehement stance against Israel Premier 
Netanyahu‘s appearance before Congress. He is likely to make another hard case on 
what a bad deal it is to compromise with Iran instead of standing up to that existential 
threat. Notwithstanding the information and wisdom he might bring to the issue, 
Podhoretz thinks it was a political mistake (but not a patriotic one) to do the end-run 
around on the White House to let him speak. It is also astonishing how much Obama 
reveals his hatred of Netanyahu. 

On the role of the press, Podhoretz pointed out their dilemma this time, as they hate 
both the Republicans and Hillary Clinton, so their loyalties will be sorely tested. The right 
Republican strategy is to endure the NY Times, but also do an end-around on the 
mainstream press. Now there are so many other options to get to the public - with 
alternative media. 

The Republican House grilling Administration targets, he felt, would have little overall 
effect on the 2016 election, barring some stark overreach by Republicans or major 
gaffes by IRS or other targets. 

As for who will likely be the Republican nominee to face the inevitable Clinton machine, 
he said he had no idea.          

   



SAVANNAH EARLY LEARNING PROJECT 
 
Solutions to Persistent Poverty in America 
By Mike Walters  

A program started by a volunteer organization in Savannah to improve very early 
education has the potential to revolutionize the way to approach the war on poverty in 
America. This could even threaten the very bedrock of the liberal mantra that the federal 
government has the primary obligation to solve society’s problems. 

The Great Society was an idea in 1965 under President Lyndon Johnson to use the 
power of the federal government to try to solve the problem of pervasive poverty. First, 
the federal government has huge fund raising capacity through coercive taxing authority. 
And it has the bully pulpit to veer from America’s traditional approach of having local 
institutions and voluntary charities try to solve those problems. By creating a national 
and institutionalized solution to poverty, no longer would America have to rely mainly on 
local and volunteer efforts.  

Recall that in 1965 (later Senator) Daniel Patrick Moynihan wrote a Case for National 
Action decrying the plight of minorities in America where the percentage of out of 
wedlock births for blacks was 25% versus 4% for whites.  

In that environment, the liberal administration of President Johnson launched the huge 
and expensive unconditional War on Poverty.  

Now after more than $22 trillion spent on this war, we have seen the results: basically no 
change in the percent of Americans in poverty from 1964 to the present – about 15%. 
And the out of wedlock birth rate for blacks is now close to 70% (and 30% for whites). 
Did welfare generosity unwittingly promote the undoing of the nuclear family? 

Many of those in poverty for the most part remain there, despite the goals of the federal 
planners. To be fair, the plight of the poor is not as grim anymore. 80% have air 
conditioning, two thirds have cable or satellite TV, 50% have a computer, and over 40% 
have Internet access. Yet the education component as the key out of poverty is still 
sorely lacking. 

What went wrong with the liberal goal of federal action solving these problems?  The 
black, conservative economist Thomas Sowell expresses some major precepts that 
should be followed in dealing with some of these ersatz “liberal” solutions by asking 
three basic questions:  

1. “Compared to what?” (What is the real problem you are using federal power to 
solve?) 

2. “At What Cost?”  (Consider the overwhelming cost path you are starting down to try 
to solve this problem, and what are the alternatives?) 

3. “What is the empirical evidence of that?” (Don’t make assumptions; test along the 
way.) 

Sowell began his migration from being an avowed socialist to a strong conservative, 
while working for the U.S. Department of Labor. Having graduated Harvard magna cum 
laude, with a Ph.D in economics from the University of Chicago, he wanted to see the 
actual results on low-income workers of raising the minimum wage. When his superiors 
rejected even the investigation, he began his own research. He finally concluded that 
this well-meaning effort of higher minimum wage to try to solve a poverty problem 
actually had a perverse effect. It hurt the chances of a young worker getting his first job 
to learn how to succeed in America. 

Savannah’s Experiment In Combatting Poverty 



Taking a page out of Sowell’s Question Two, in 2007 the Board of Directors of one of 
Savannah’s Rotary Clubs asked if their donations and charitable efforts were really 
making a favorable difference locally. This voluntary organization, with an avowed 
community purpose of helping to solve problems, began to use free market techniques 
to analyze the issues. Many of their volunteers had previous experience as executives 
with profitable American enterprises to begin this analytical effort. And they had no 
previous agenda to try to preserve existing institutions in their quest for the truth. 

An extensive interview process of local community leaders initially revealed the major 
local problems as:  crime, poverty, poor education results, truancy, teen pregnancy and 
juvenile delinquency. Moreover, these problems were multigenerational, cyclical and 
disproportionate by race. So despite decades of governmental attempts to overcome 
these problems, they persisted and perhaps have worsened over time. 

So the research for solutions continued, buttressed by other motivated, volunteer, 
service organizations (Rotary and Kiwanis) in Savannah. The next three years entailed 
research, interviews and trips as far and wide as NYC’s Harlem Children’s Zone, 
Atlanta’s East Lake Project, St. Louis and Chicago. 

Research Shows the Need to Stimulate Infants 
The Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ) was a 97 block laboratory in the middle of Harlem 
where a privately funded project stressed the feature of neighborhood as critical – 
namely the concept of commitment from mothers of very young children. The book 
Whatever It Takes, Geoffrey Canada’s Quest to Change Harlem and America, By Paul 
Tough, described very broad-scale experiments with charter schools at Pre-K and 
Elementary levels. At those levels, no improved results were really demonstrated. But 
when parenting skills were introduced to mothers of children under the age of three, 
dramatic improvements were detected in learning later in life.  

If you think about it, how did Dr. Ben Carson rise from abject poverty in a very poor 
neighborhood in Detroit to become head of pediatric surgery at Johns Hopkins University 
Hospital? He has also now announced his formal candidacy to seek the Office of 
President of the United States. His mother herself was illiterate, yet she inspired her son 
to excel in school. 

 

    (continued on page 4) 

 
 

 



Theories of James Heckman, Nobel Laureate Economist, University of 
Chicago 
Investing in early education offers the most cost-effective path to a whole range of social 
benefits: not just higher future incomes for participants, but a more productive workforce, 
greater economic growth, lower crime rates, smaller prison populations, and substantial 
savings for taxpayers. “ If we invest in the very young we avoid the need for remediation 
in the first place.”  

A child’s earliest years are vital to acquisition of the basic cognitive skills that provide the 
foundation for continued learning in years to come. Too many students from 
impoverished environments now begin kindergarten already at a disadvantage when it 
comes to acquiring essential skills. 

He studied ways to eliminate gaps in achievement that persisted along racial and ethnic 
lines. Efforts to educate or train young adults—whether through adult literacy programs, 
prison rehabilitation, or job training—too often turned out to be ineffective, because it 
was relatively more difficult for adult workers to learn new skills. 

“These programs were based on the hope that society can solve eighteen years of 
neglect with a short-term intervention.” Children in experimental preschool interventions 
that encouraged learning through playing, problem solving, and decision-making fared 
far better than others over the long term. Participants completed more schooling, earned 
more money, and were far less likely to spend time in prison. 

Such programs had lasting effects on motivation, socialization, and self-control—all the 
non-cognitive skills that, acquired early enough, help lay the foundation for learning and 
achieving throughout life. 

Researchers, Hart and Risley, University of Kansas, on Need for Verbal 
Stimulus 
“Within a child’s early life, the caregiver is responsible for most, if not all, social 
simulation and consequently language and communication development. As a result, 
how parents interact with their children is of great consequence, given it lays a critical 
foundation …on the way the children process future information many years down the 
road. This study displays a clear correlation between the conversation styles of parents 
and the resulting speech of their children. 

“The finding that children living in poverty hear fewer than a third of the words heard by 
children from higher-income families has significant implications in the long run. When 
extrapolated to the words heard by a child within the first four years, … reveal a 30 
million word difference. ..This gap does nothing but grow as the years progress, 
ensuring slow growth for children who are economically disadvantaged and accelerated 
growth for those from more privileged backgrounds. 

“In addition to a lack of …these 30 million words, the words a child from a low-income 
family has typically mastered are often negative directives, meaning words of 
discouragement.  The ratios of encouraging versus discouraging feedback found within 
the study, when extrapolated, evidences that by age four, the average child from a family 
on welfare will hear 125,000 more words of discouragement than encouragement. When 
compared to the 560,000 more words of praise as opposed to discouragement that a 
child from a high-income family will receive, this disparity is extraordinarily vast. 

“The established connection between what a parent says and what a child learns has 
more severe implications than previously anticipated. Though Hart and Risley are quick 
to indicate that each child received no shortage of love and care, the immense 
differences in communication styles found along socio-economic lines are of far greater 



consequence than any parent could have imagined. The resulting disparities in 
vocabulary growth and language development are of great concern and prove the home 
does truly hold the key to early childhood success (emphasis added).” 

Also of note: these later performance advantages from early verbal stimulus were 
independent of race or economic status! Thus a parent could help improve her child’s 
later academic success by positive verbal stimulation at the earliest possible stages! 

Research Produces Some Dramatic Conclusions 
It was obvious that solutions would have to deal with the following startling problems, 
specifically in the poorer communities: 

1. School readiness is lacking. 

2. Parenting skills are missing. The culture of children having children, over time, has 
eroded the natural process of transferring parenting skills from one generation to 
the next. It has fostered a perverse and strong cultural fallacy that the education 
of a  child starts at school age, is the responsibility of schools, and the schools 
have failed to educate  children born into poverty. This phenomenon creates a 
negative image of educators and education in their culture. 

3. Early brains need stimulus.  Latest research shows a huge amount of brain 
development occurs in the first three years of life, where a safe, nurturing, 
language rich environment is critical. 

4. Learning programs don’t start soon enough. Typical community resources are not 
applied until age four with child centric models such as Kindergarten, Pre-K, and 
Head Start. Communities simply don’t know how to help infants and toddlers. 

5. Day care programs of high quality are missing. 

These five conditions represent a “perfect storm” of the key dilemma.  A child is born into 
an environment insufficient in language richness, when crucial brain development needs 
to take place, while community resources are severely lacking to try to help. Parents 
simply do not realize that they are their child’s first teacher – and at a critically very early 
age. 

    (continued on page 5) 

 



The good news is that these problems are solvable, and the problems are independent 
of socio economic conditions such as race, religion, or ethnicity. Children of any parent 
who does not realize that the first few years are crucial can benefit from appropriate 
training of the parents. The net result over the long term could well be an enhanced self-
image from students seeing the importance of their academic performance and 
ultimately their ability to get better jobs. From the community’s standpoint, better 
motivation by young people means fewer dropouts. From employers in the area, a more 
qualified local workforce means more overall productivity and community success to 
produce more customers. 

Launch of Possible Solution: Training Parents 
Thus began the launch of a new strategic plan, the design of a novel parent-centric 
learning model, and the formation of The Savannah Early Childhood Foundation (SECF) 
in 2011.  Its president is SIRC member Paul Fisher and its Treasurer is a current SIRC 
Board member Tom Sharp. Its bylaws required a majority of its Board members be from 
Savannah’s seven Rotary Clubs and Kiwanis Clubs. This avoids the possibility of 
preemption of its mission led by a motivated group of voluntary leaders. They intend to 
see the project through to a successful conclusion to try to break the invidious cycle of 
poverty perpetuated by a struggling learning environment. 

Some of SECFs early realizations were that this mission would require a sustained effort 
for at least a generation, Success would be hard to measure early in the process. 
Patience and persistence are critical. And they would need early committed buy-in from 
the target community. 

When SECF launched its first initiative: “All Children Ready for School,” its main goal 
was to enhance parenting skills for parents of children birth to five years of age, for the 
poorer areas of Savannah. 

One of the most fortunate circumstances was discovered early in the process, namely 
an existing Savannah resource known as “Parenting University.” Founded in 2000 by a 
Savannah local leader Michael O’Neal, Parent U had a system of classroom training 
programs for parenting and life skills to local parents especially in lower economic areas. 

So the initial goal was especially enabled by the existence of Parent U, where a pilot 
program could be tried  with a new curriculum known as Early Learning College. ELC 
differed somewhat from the regular programs of Parent U by having classes offered very 
locally, as the best and perhaps only way to access these young mothers was at the 
neighborhood level. 

ELC in Savannah is planned to be offered ultimately in nine different neighborhoods. Its 
pilot program in 2012 was designed for 50 parents and 25 children. The actual number 
of parents signing up were 120 with 150 children. The key to such early success was the 
trust in the early promoter in the person of Mike O’Neal. Its third neighborhood was 
launched in 2014. 

 
Current Needs: Funding and Training 
The only constraints on expanding this early success are in the areas of funding and 
training. The latter has been partially overcome by an extremely generous International 
Paper Corporation which granted Mike O’Neal a one year fully funded sabbatical to help 
train other leaders and participants. 

To put the financial needs in context, an alternative donation of $50 million would be 
needed to Savannah-size the Harlem Children Zone Project. The Atlanta East Lake 
project has already spent $145 million on bricks and mortar and is targeting another $55 
million for a charter high school. It has another $35 million in the budget for a smaller 



program than is designed for Savannah.  

At full build-out, the ELC project for Savannah’s targeted nine neighborhoods would 
need only $400,000 a year to run!  At the same time Savannah is planning a new $90 
million jail with an annual budget of $25 million. 

Strategic planners at SECF are targeting for the first metrics of early success to be 
reviewed in two to three years. They are also continuously researching other programs 
throughout the U.S. for ways to improve the program.  

Uniqueness of the Savannah Project 
SECFs contribution was in pioneering a working model to bridge the theory of very early 
learning stimulation to actually introducing a program by individual neighborhood.  

Thus there are some innovations that SECF is making, that distinguish it from other 
efforts in the U.S.: 

   Concept - This is more of a Parent-centric program, whereas others are more Child-
centric. And this program stresses the “birth to three” cohort instead of Preschool, which 
turns out to be mostly three-to-five year olds. 

   Collaboration - There are 30+ community partners involved, adding more each month.   

   Volunteer Driven - Many other efforts bring government into play early in the process, 
possibly to tap into existing funding sources. The Savannah effort is almost exclusively 
private driven by volunteers. One of the main reasons to maintain  this mode is to see it 
through to completion and monitor its relative success. Perhaps also it retains the 
ability to be nimble to make changes at the direction of the Board, whose members  
have unique private sector skills in judgment, evaluation and decision-making. 

So this program in Savannah could wind up making a major contribution to America’s 
goals of ending the poverty cycle and encouraging the educational success so no child 
will truly be left behind. 

Also this model may also end the myth that only a massive federal program, 
independent of local and voluntary efforts, can improve the lot of America’s citizens. 

 

               

 

 



LIBERAL MYTHS - Energy    

Energy Myths in the United States 
By Dick Miller 

There are several pervasive myths about our energy situation in the U.S. today that are 
stifling our ability to become energy independent. 

Myth One: We can’t produce enough oil to become energy independent, so 
we must heavily invest in and even subsidize renewable sources. 

The argument goes: we have less than 2% of the world’s proven oil reserves, so it is not 
possible to be self-sufficient.  

A subset of this is the Peak Oil thesis: we have hit the limits of new discoveries, and will 
soon run out of fossil fuel energy resources. The conclusion: we need severe 
conservation measures and huge spending now for replacement energy sources – 
especially renewables like wind and solar. 

The fallacy of using the term “proven” reserves assumes no further innovation in 
extraction from known resources and no more oil fields to be found via improved 
technology. Both these assumptions have been conclusively proved wrong.  

New Sources and Innovations 
Green River:  In this formation of shale rocks beneath Colorado, Utah and Wyoming, 
the USGS now estimates three trillion barrels of oil are present. Half of that can be 
economically recoverable from emerging technology using today’s oil prices. The Rand 
Corporation corroborates those findings as well, confirming that this new oil source 
approximates the entire world’s “proven” oil reserves today!  

Bakken: The economic boom taking place in North Dakota and Montana right now from 
the Bakken oil shale discovery, where relatively new methods like “fracking” are 
unleashing huge amounts of oil and gas. Fracking is a method of horizontal drilling and 
shale cracking that allows access to deep deposits of oil and natural gas reserves once 
thought unreachable. 

Shale production of gas and liquid petroleum products has permitted the United States 
to once again become the leading total energy producer in the world! 

Worldwide demand for energy has also declined. There are two reasons for this: one, 
the world’s economies are slowing and two, energy efficiency has improved across the 
board. 

Marcellus: Vast resources of natural gas are now accessible in the Marcellus Formation 
discovery in Appalachian mountain range in eastern states, such as Pennsylvania and 
New York.  

Environmentalists originally objected to tapping these fields fearing pollution of our 
drinking water when the EPA found increased benzene levels near a fracking operation 
in Montana. These initial fears were later revealed to be unfounded when retesting 
showed no chemical contamination from the process. Some Eastern states continue to 
limit fracking operations, with little or no reasonable evidence of potential or real 
problems. With regulations governing these processes now established in other states, 
adequate protections exist to further increase the likelihood of U.S. energy 
independence.  

Other shale locations for recovery have been found in Texas, Arkansas and Louisiana.  

What’s needed now is the federal government and the EPA to allow expansion on 
federal lands. Unfortunately, natural gas production on federal lands decreased by an 



astounding 28 percent from 2009 to 2013 while natural gas production on non-federal 
lands increased by 33 percent from 2009 to 2013.  

Western states, like Utah and Wyoming, have the misfortune of substantial oil and 
natural gas reserves on federal land where drilling is forbidden. They can only look at 
North Dakota and wonder why they can’t contribute to the U.S. being totally energy 
independent, not to mention contributing to vast amounts of job creation in the process.  

Off-Shore Sources Also Abound 
New deep-water technologies have expanded the realistic recoveries of still more 
traditional oil fields offshore. The U.S. government granted stimulus loans to Brazil for 
deep water drilling when the beneficiaries were not even U.S. customers and the 
technology will probably not be as safe as our own. 

The current government moratorium on offshore development dates back to 1987 when 
it was thought only 18 billion barrels of oil were recoverable offshore. Today the Gulf of 
Mexico, coastal Alaska and coastal California have recoverable amounts of nearly 100 
billion barrels using new technologies.  

There are risks in offshore drilling—like the BP tragedy, but the Gulf of Mexico has 
recovered. BP likely took undue chances from pressure to maximize profits/minimize 
costs. This is not the attitude of the other major producers offshore, e.g. Shell and 
ExxonMobil. All drilling firms have recommitted to stringent safety procedures.  

Energy Advantages: Foreign Policy and Jobs  
Oil money is actually funding terrorism in the Middle East. Furthermore Russia’s big oil 
supply is blackmailing Western Europe from objecting to Russian expansion in the 
Ukraine. If the U.S. became a net exporter of energy again, it could wield huge foreign 
policy advantages around the globe. Also that U.S. effort would have a huge jobs boost 
domestically, which is generally the major issue resonating with the American public. 

Our current petroleum consumption is about 20 million barrels a day. If we were free to 
exploit all the probable domestic reserves, we could be totally independent of all foreign 
oil sources for more than 200 years!  That would give us time to exploit alternative 
energy sources that have been heralded of late but are nowhere near practical solutions 
for decades. 

            (continued on page 7) 

 



Myth Two: Renewable energy sources are an alternative that can be a 
productive replacement for oil and gas in the next five to ten years. 

Renewable sources, even if in large supply, cannot possibly meet the transportation 
needs of the U.S. right now at 28% of all energy sources.  

Energy supplied from renewable sources comprise: 4% hydro electric, 2% ethanol, 1% 
each for solar and wind.  

How are America’s cars, trucks and trains going to use those? Fossil fuels today are 
needed to supply 85% of our energy. 

The prospects for, and issues involved with, expanding renewables are described below.  
The real question is:  can renewable energy sources rise astronomically to supplant the 
fossil fuel sources which meet 85% of our needs today? 

Windmills - Produce electricity, but not economically 

  Only function long and hard enough in a few places 

  Require a huge grid system to export where needed 

  Can’t readily be used for cars and trucks 

  Kill birds 

  Need very expensive back-up generation equipment. 

Solar Panels - Produce electricity, but not economically 

  Don’t work at night, so storage and recovery of electricity is crucial 

  Require a huge grid system to export from large production areas (e.g. Mojave Desert); 
yet California found out that environmentalists successfully protested using that huge 
desert for solar energy, and the state caved 

  Can’t be used readily for transportation 

Ethanol - Initially was thought to alleviate oil shortages. 

  Now is shown to be costly and inefficient to convert 

  Makes engines less efficient 

  If produced from corn, lessens the food supply, and makes food more expensive. 

Biomass - Technology still being verified, but has some promise 

  Is not good as a gasoline component  for the same reasons as corn ethanol 

  As diesel fuel, offers promise, but needs much more technology before truck fleets are 
converted, and sources other than corn are pursued (algae, sugar?) 

Hydro - is difficult to expand as most efficient areas have already been tapped 

  Stores potential energy very well behind big dams 

  Provides irrigation supply that is often crucial in water starved areas 

  Creates some pushback among environmentalists, as some fish can suffer. 

Nuclear - Nuclear reactors actually could offer great opportunity for electrical generation, 
especially with the expansion of electric vehicles. Today nuclear comprises some 19% of 
electrical generation, but environmental concerns have kept it from getting larger. Large 
utilities steer away from nuclear projects because of the incredible lead times and 
environmental interference. France, interestingly, derives 80% of its electricity from 
nuclear sources, mostly utilizing U.S.-based technology.  

Nuclear is not technically a renewable resource, but its fuel source, uranium, has the 
potential to last centuries into the future. So it has the potential to supplement fossil fuel 
supplies until breakthroughs are made in other alternative energy sources.  

Japan’s large Fukushima nuclear plant suffered  a near meltdown from a colossal 



earthquake and tsunami. This has caused shutdowns of some plants and, coupled with 
the incredibly long lead times, discouraged building newer, safer generation plants.  

Ironically the original fears of how to store spent uranium have proven mostly 
unfounded, as technology now has ways of encapsulating the rods in heavy concrete 
modules. These can be disposed of 100 years later, and don’t need to be immediately 
moved to mountain tunnels. 

Coal - is a huge source of today’s electricity production, and yet the EPA is waging a 
war against Coal. The suspicion is that the same Green constituents opposing Keystone 
are motivating this action. 

The largest reserves in the world are in the U.S., yet the EPA is bent on closing as many 
plants as possible. Where will the electricity come from? And there are real jobs in the 
mining and transportation of that coal today that will be lost, from the fear of CO2. 

It is clear that major debates need to take place to separate the myths on CO2 from 
what might be a general concern about other issues such as mine safety and disease 
risk that might be differently mitigated. Don’t just disarm unilaterally in the war to find 
energy. Have rational debates and remember, speaking historically that America is the 
“Saudi Arabia” in coal. 

Alternatives Not the Answer Soon 
So for realistically replacing carbon based energy soon, it is not feasible. Today’s 
renewable energy is mostly from water and ethanol from corn (now discredited as a 
viable large future source). The critics’ favored ones (wind and solar) produce only a 
miniscule portion of our energy needs (less than 1% each). 

The truth is that colossal breakthroughs will be needed in the favored sources – wind, 
solar, biomass – to make even a small dent in America’s needs for energy in the next 
few decades.  

If today’s energy companies can productively exploit new sources, in a profitable 
fashion, they will.  The federal government is not good at trying to pick winners (e.g., 
Solyndra). 

The old adage, get the government out of the way and American ingenuity will solve any 
problem, was true during World War II. It produced mammoth quantities of weapons and 
supplies. It will also be true in capitalizing on our energy resource needs of the future. 

            (continued on page 8) 

 



Myth Three: Carbon Produces Harmful Warming 

The Global Warming subject is quite controversial, primarily because scientists are far 
from unanimous that this is a real danger over the next hundred years.  It is popular with 
some journalists and politicians who have not even read the full reports of the IPCC 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change).  

Keystone Rejection Due to Global Warming Myth 
The main reason the Keystone XL Pipeline was vetoed by President Obama was to 
placate liberal diehards who use it as an excuse to restrict fossil fuel use. (It is also only 
a symbolic protest, as Canada will surely export that fuel source by other means, such 
as selling it to China.) 

Keystone would produce 42,000 productive high-paying jobs during the construction 
phase. Jobs will continue after start-up at a somewhat lower level.   

Beyond these benefits, financing will not come from the U.S. Treasury. It will be paid for 
in Canada by Canadians. Democrats in the Senate, closely aligned with labor and the 
workingman, could vote to override the President’s veto of this bipartisan bill to advance 
construction. Those that don’t may face reelection problems, as this has the 
overwhelming support of Americans. 

Economists Reject Myth of Global Warming Calamity 
An international panel of economists has consigned remediation because of global 
warming risk to 30th out of 30 risks facing the world today.  

We have time to react if there is a proven threat, which proof has not been forthcoming 
so far. Even the melting of the glaciers and subsequent risk of ocean rise has been 
admitted by the full IPCC as a worst-case scenario that could take “thousands of years” 
to develop. We have time to react before then. And reducing worldwide GDP by $1 
trillion a year for hundreds of years to stem any possible melting is not worth the effort, 
given other more pressing world priorities. 

Likely Fundraising Motivation 
The Cap & Trade proposals by governments are now seen as a clever revenue 
generator rather than a real remediation technique. The U.S. Senate in 1997 voted 95 to 
0 to reject President Clinton’s proposal for the U.S. to ratify the Kyoto Treaty. It woud 
have have saddled the U.S. with huge economic restraints while allowing China and 
India to build new coal plants at the rate of one a week.  

In real terms, the cap-and-trade proposal is designed to take wealth from the “haves” 
(working people in this and other countries) and distribute it to the “have-nots”. 

Based on False Data 
Furthermore many of the proponents of drastic action have yet to justify the data being 
manipulated in the so-called “hockey stick” fallacy. In the 2001 IPCC report the earth’s 
temperatures were reported as absolutely flat for about 900 years, to heighten the rise 
since the end of the last Little Ice Age ending in the 1800s.  Below-normal temperatures 
in the early part of the last century were “adjusted” to rationalize the data. Amazingly, all 
the adjustments were in one direction. Totally ignored and even falsified was the 
Medieval Warming Period when there was farming in Greenland. Tree-ring data was 
used as a surrogate for world temperatures, as obviously good temperature records did 
not exist in the 1100s, as even populated cities didn’t exist everywhere. Trees don’t grow 
in the winter, so only summer growth as a surrogate for warmer temperatures was 
alleged to be measured.  



The resulting deducted climate situation did not measure up to known reality, as 
Greenland in the Medieval Warming Period had agriculture, not solid icecaps.  

After this fraud was exposed, the next IPCC Report never mentioned the Hockey Stick 
effect again, and only fit the warming curves from the end of the Little Ice Age to the 
present to overly emphasize the rising temperatures since then. 

We are actually in the warming recovery period after the end of the last full Ice Age 
(some 20,000 yers ago. One very real certainty is that a next Ice Age is coming, as they 
have run in 100,000 year cycles for the last several billion years. 

Other Misleading Efforts 

There have been further attempts to mislead by the guardians of the key database in the 
UK (East Anglia University). They doctored their database as well. They  also tried to 
curtail the expression of opposing views in the world scientific community in the 
ClimateGate scandal. 

Increased hurricane risk is also heralded by the alarmists whenever there is a recent 
storm. The fact is that there are about 15% fewer hurricanes since 1970, versus the prior 
120 years. So the greater industrialized use of fossil fuel lately has not created more 
storms. And the last 50 years of storms have had 20% fewer major hurricanes per 
decade than the the prior 120 years, so even the severity is lower. So much for the myth 
of greater hurricane risk due to global warming. 

The fact is that carbon dioxide produced by manmade activity is less than 0.2% of the 
atmosphere. So trying to curtail it further could not realistically prevent the supposed 
disaster portrayed by the global warming alarmists. Carbon dioxide is a naturally 
occurring substance and in early times atmospheric content was far higher than today. 

The use of fallacies in trying to alarm us into drastic action and the use of ad hominem 
attacks on those who genuinely question the conclusion only  gives credence to the 
feeling that the “science is not settled.” 

           

____________________________________________ 

Dick Miller is a retired executive from the energy industry, finishing his career with Mobil 
Oil Corporation before retiring to Savannah.  

                     



LIBERAL MYTHS - Foreign Policy 

 

Myth: Friendliness and diplomacy will yield lasting peace, not 
confronting our foes. 

By Dick Berkowitz 

President Obama began his first year in office convinced (having campaigned on the 
theme) that President Bush’s military belligerence was conducive to enraging our 
alleged foes. Obama’s counter to that would be a world tour that tried to reset our 
relationships. 

The Obama Doctrine 
He travelled widely to apologize for American arrogance abroad, and for using water 
boarding on a few al Qaeda captives, promising we would never use that form of 
“torture” again.  He vowed to close Guantanamo Naval base because it too was a 
symbol of our belligerence by housing terrorists we took as prisoners on the battlefield 
and not trying them in American criminal courts, e.g. NY City where we were hit on 
September 11, 2001. He in fact banned the word “terrorism” from official state 
department references. He also began to sympathize with Palestinian views on peace in 
the Middle East versus that of our long time ally Israel. 

His receipt of the Nobel Peace Prize, early in his term, appeared to be an endorsement 
by the liberal European establishment that his new doctrine was the right one.  Engage 
and meet with Iran; don’t threaten them, but try all forms of diplomacy different from the 
Bush Doctrine: “You are either with us or against us.” 

After all, Bush “got us into two wars that weren’t paid for” - Afghanistan and Iraq. 
Afghanistan was more important because that was where bin Laden was. Beligerence 
by Bush created more enemies who wanted to attack us. (Never mind that George Bush 
wasn’t around when the terrorists first attempted to topple the World Trade Center in 
February 1993, nor in 2000 when they tried to destroy an American war symbol: the 
U.S.S. Cole in Yemen. 

Then Obama reset relations with Russia by reneging on missile defenses for Western 
Europe allies in Poland and the Czech Republic.  The Russians would surely respond 
with future concessions by convincing Iran to stop producing nuclear weapons and 
delivery missiles. 

Obama also expedited our exit from Iraq (even after the surge had worked to pacify the 
lingering insurgents’ war) in favor of escalating the war in Afghanistan – the “Good 
War.”  However, he did not accept the recommendations of military leaders in the field 
regarding full force needs. Rather he simultaneously announced their withdrawal with a 
future date certain (now possibly extended). This conveniently assuaged the anti-war 
wing of his party, that didn’t want any troops on foreign soil in the first place. 

Results of Obama Doctrine in the Middle East More than six years has now 

transpired under Obama's more compassionate and empathetic policy. This allows 
evaluation of the results, especially by focussing on the troubled Middle East. 
Remember we were told that al Qaeda was defeated and ISIS was simply the equivalent 
of a JV team. 

Iraq is in turmoil again, and appears to be closely alliyng with neighboring Iran, who is 

helping them retake Tikrit, without an American presence. Perhaps Iraq fears the U.S. 



will totally withdraw from the Middle East. Who wants to be on the enemy’s list of the 
next nuclear power - Iran? 

The almost complete withdrawal of a residual American presence is now widely credited 
with enabling ISIS to emerge as a powerful and ruthless threat of wanting a Caliphate in 
the whole region, first in Syria and then in Northern Iraq, and then expanding to 
Baghdad, Lebanon, Jordan, Libya and even joining with Boko Haram in Africa. 

Syria was another disaster, when Assad saw many of his own citizens try to duplicate 

the Arab Spring and overthrow a ruthless dictator. He killed his own people by the 
thousands in a desperate attempt to retain power. Obama did draw a “red line in the 
sand” if they dared to use chemical weapons, which they did (probably using stock piles 
shipped to them by Saddam Hussein, hiding them from the UN inspectors). 

Obama’s later failure to act on the redline threat may have been worse than not making 
the feckless threat in the first place, as it conveys weakness rather than strength. Might it 
embolden others who no longer fear American resolve? 

One Obama reluctance to taking on Syria was that needed rebel support was risky as 
they are infiltrated by al Qaeda and the takeover group may be worse than Assad. (This 
confirmed that maybe we hadn’t quite decimated al Qaeda by the drone program.)  
Obama’s famous “JV team” quote on the initial ISIS emergence, also confirms that his 
foreign policy advisors might not be on top of crucial intelligence needs. 

Another Obama policy misstep may be his boycott of world leaders’ solidarity march in 
Paris after the Charlie Hebdo slaughters and the kosher “deli” killings. His press corps 
attempts to call the latter random violence was another misstep, as the world knew it as 
a clear jihadist attack on Jews shopping for the Sabbath in a Kosher grocery.  

Another Obama questionable action is his resolution on authorization for use of military 
force (AUMF) offered to Congress. This is now viewed as a purely political document, 
giving cover for not using sufficient military force to defeat ISIS. It calls for no U.S. 
ground troops and  an end date three years from now. No military expert outside of 
Obama’s close control of the Pentagon thinks it is a serious strategy to defeat ISIS. Even 
Obama’s referral to ISIL instead of ISIS is a threat to Israel, as the L stands for Levant – 
a description of the whole Near East, not just Syria and Iraq, which clearly includes 
Israel’s territory. 

    (continued on page 10) 

Even as the U.S. started bombing of ISIS targets, they have expanded their territorial 
control (an area the size of Texas). Sources reveal they are getting upwards of 20,000 
new recruits in their fight against western democracies. Some of them are U.S. citizens, 
and the Obama administration appears to have no strategy for preventing them from 
returning to the U.S. to wreak domestic terrorism. 

A recent interview of Obama had him declaring, “global warming” a greater threat to 
America than Islamic extremism. Obama continues to treat episodes outside of the 
Middle East as “random acts of violence” instead of those motivated by jihadist 
fanaticism by a militant portion of Islamists.  

Astonishingly, at the 2015 National Prayer Breakfast, he  likened the Islamic jihadist 
actions to the Crusades of 1000 years ago, where he blamed atrocities as in the name of 
Christ. No mention was made that the Crusades occurred some 400 years after 
aggressive attacks by Muslim troops in Europe, threatening Christian populations. These 
remarks were puzzling because they mimicked Islamic talking points that the Crusades 
killed Muslims, so an “eye for an eye” retaliation was justified.  Ignored were current 



Christian beliefs are more for “love thy neighbor” not “kill the unbelievers,” which appears 
to be in much of the Koran. 

Obama’s adult experiences were as a community organizer in Chicago, with no foreign 
policy or military experience. His long time religious counselor in Chicago, Rev. 
Jeremiah Wright, also held strong misgivings about America, blamed America for 
atrocities against civilization. Is it thus possible that Obama might not feel as most 
Americans regarding the use of military as a component of foreign policy and the USA 
as a force for good in the world instead of a cause for apologies to our enemies? 

Iran is the Greatest Threat 
Iran likely poses a greater systemic threat to the U.S. and its allies than even ISIS. Iran 
is the world’s largest state sponsor of terrorism, in the form of Hezbollah, Hamas, the 
Taliban in Afghanistan, al Qaeda in Yemen and south Asia and Boko Haram in Africa.  

More importantly, Iran is a sovereign country with a large army, huge oil-based financial 
resources, scientific skills and the motivation to build a nuclear arsenal and long-range 
missiles deliverability. U.S. failure to restrict North Korea has already shown the path to 
this possibility.  

Israel's Prime Minister has a different view of Iran from President Obama’s. Netanyahu's 
message to the UN General Assembly (repeated and updated before the U.S. 
Congress) sets forth a clear course of action to prevent further disasters of colossal 
proportions due to Iran’s achieving nuclear warhead capability. 

Sanctions assuredly brought Iran to the negotiating table but concessions have 
allowed Iran’s continued nuclear progress. 

Threats of mutual assured destruction – which worked in the Cold War to deter the 
Soviet Union – seemingly have no comparable effect on religiously fanatic Iran 
leadership. They openly vow to remove Israel possibly by a nuclear attack. In the event 
of such confrontation, Iran could survive as a nation, but Israel, existentially speaking, 
could not. Future Iranian fundamentalists would be the winners, and current ones would 
earn martyr status. 

 A further risk of a nuclear Iran is the potential transfer of nuclear weapons to other 
radical Islamists who would not hesitate to use them against Europe and America. 

The only workable strategy, according to Netanyahu, is the re-imposition of stronger 
sanctions concurrent with a change in behavior. And draw a clear red line beyond which 
Iran dare not cross, with all options on the table, enforced by a determined and 
formidable military force.  

Iran must dismantle its uranium enrichment program, not leave it in place for ten years 
after which it can resume it for weaponry, with Western acquiescence.  And why does 
Iran need intercontinental ballistic missiles but for nuclear threats to western nations? Its 
statement that nuclear fuel enrichment is for peaceful domestic energy in an oil rich state 
is patently absurd.  

It is also a reasonable demand that Iran cease  aggression against their neighbor states 
in the Middle East, stop supporting terrorism, and call off their promise to annihilate 
Israel. 

Will this negotiation demand work? There is no certitude but Iran already backed down 
when their previous threat to close the Gulf of Hormuz, through which 35% of the world’s 
oil supply flows, was challenged. 

Meanwhile, Obama has threatened to veto a Congressional resolution to reapply 
sanctions if agreement is not reached by the Spring of 2015. Reinsertion of sanctions 



takes time to accomplish, so his veto would become another delay that helps Iran’s 
nuclear quest.  

The Obama position now revealed is that he will not submit his “treaty” to Congress for 
ratification. The Senate has already told Iran in an open letter that such an agreement is 
fleeting and could be undone by Executive Order by the next president. Only a treaty 
ratified by Congress has a chance to be more lasting. And this Congress has already 
opined that the current “deal on the table” is not strong enough. The implication is that 
Netanyathu’s proposal is. 

What will happen to the negotiations with all of these posturings is very uncertain. 

Libya was another example of Obama’s leading from behind. He allowed the British and 

French to take the lead, using back up American airpower to overthrow Mommar 
Gaddafi.  As a result, Obama had little say or control over events subsequently given the 
vacuum created by Gaddafi’s demise. Today’s Libya is a  leaderless state overrun by 
radical Islamist terrorists. 

     (continued on page 11) 

 

In the Benghazi disaster, it was clear al Qaeda type insurgents killed our Ambassador. 
The Obama State Department failed to heed earlier requests to protect American 
embassy personal there and to respond to pleas for help on the tragic night itself.  

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton took token blame because it happened on her watch. 
However, she had no explanation why they were not given adequate protection 
beforehand when they warned months in advance of a very dangerous environment. 
The investigation continuing  to this day is being stonewalled by both Obama and Hillary 
Clinton. She has revealed no relevant emails pertaining to these events and has 
destroyed only her “personal” emails to prevent discovery. She had total control of all of 
her emails on a private server, in stark defiance of govenrment policy on retention of 
records. Why were half of her 60,000 emails considered “personal” and who decided 
that distinction but herself? 

The night of the actual assault on the anniversary of September 11, was attributed to a 
video released by an American in Los Angeles claiming it was a  “spontaneous” revolt. 
Live accounts from eyewitnesses as well as overhead drones clearly identified it as 
Islamic terrorists targeting American citizens. 

 Who issued the order to stand down? The instinct of American military leaders in the 
area was to attempt rescue even in the face of danger (Witness what happened in 
“Black Hawk Down.”)  Military jets in Italy could have been dispatched and on the scene 
in a few hours at supersonic speed to thwart the attackers until more reinforcements 
were available. Instead nothing was done, and four patriots died including a sitting 
Ambassador. 

It is not hard to conclude the Obama Administration covered up the terrorist source of 
the attacks in an attempt to minimize its effects on the 2014 national election. Why? 
Because the re-emergence of al Qaeda went against Obama’s narrative they were a 
diminished threat.  

Susan Rice, the UN Ambassador, appeared on five Sunday political talk shows to 
continue this false story to prevent backlash against Obama’s election chances.  If this 
were a Republican president, mainstream news organizations would have raised 
questions of criminal coverup. Nixon was threatened with impeachment for way less an 
objective original crime, because of his coverup. 



In retrospect, it is possible nothing militarily would have saved the four brave Americans 
but failing to try was a national error. Former Secretary of Defense, Leon Panetta, stated 
erroneously that “we never act militarily until all options are evaluated and we are 
assured of success.” Is this another example of a high ranking American official falling 
on his sword for a president to politically deflect criticism and win an election. 

Afghanistan is scheduled for a complete withdrawal of American troops.  Meanwhile, 

its economy is much more fragile than Iraq’s, with much less oil resources and a history 
of intense tribal feuding. The Taliban is rooting for the day they can take back control 
and return to implementing Shari’a Law, suppressing women and all opposition to their 
theocratic rule.  They recently attacked and penetrated an air base where over 300 
vulnerable U.S. Marines were training members of the fledgling Afghan military. 

Pakistan is furious with the U.S. for invading its sovereign airspace without permission 

to kill bin Laden. It also claims significant collateral damage from American drones 
employed against al Qaeda targets. It is argued this execution tool prevents 
interrogation, thus, preventing intelligence of future terrorist plans. Prior methods of 
interrogation, admittedly harsh, have avowedly proven successful in not only preventing 
major follow-up attacks on U.S. soil, but also in leading to bin Laden’s secret lair in 
Pakistan, where we administered final justice (without a trial).  The Pakistanis were 
obviously embarrassed by the fact he lived undetected in close proximity to their national 
military academy. 

Yemen was heralded in the President’s 2015 State of the Union  address as an 

example of our regional success. Yemen has just been taken over by Islamic radicals, 
forcing the U.S. to close its Embassy, losing any opportunity for CIA monitoring. Other 
western allies have also shut down their own embassies. 

Saudi Arabia. Certain ruling family members of this long-time American ally continue 

to sponsor terrorism (and supported Osama bin Laden). For years the rulers  have 
looked the other way as Wahhabi militants express a  goal of establishing Sharia Law 
and jihad worldwide. This has the risk of an ISIS type takeover of Saudi Arabia.  Will the 
recent change in leadership modify the Royal Family’s  toleration of their Kingdom’s 
destruction?  

Qatar has the same internal problem as Saudi Arabia with Wahhabi radicals and, until 

recently, were an open sponsor of ISIS. 

Egypt, after the Arab Spring uprising, initially rejected America as an ally. The early 

winner was the Muslim Brotherhood (MB), who have a long history of supporting 
fundamental Islam and a desire to rid the Middle East of Israel and Christians. 

The Egyptian military subsequently shut down the Muslim Brotherhood’s networks for 
now. Yet, Egypt remains unstable, and the threat of a MB return would place another 
mortal enemy of Israel as one of its closest neighbors.  Meanwhile, Obama’s prior 
support of the MB and partial criticism of President el-Sisi’s military takeover has caused 
Egypt to seek Russian diplomatic support and military equipment. 

More recently, el-Sisi responded to ISIS’s slaughter of Egyptian Coptics with an air 
attack. 

Jordan: Incensed over the public burning of their pilot, Jordan’s air force also 

attacked  ISIS, showing up Obama’s impotency. 

    (continued on page 12) 
 

Entire Middle East an Emerging Disaster 



The Obama Doctrine for the Middle East has clearly not succeeded. It may have created 

a more destabilized situation, allowing for the rise of a nuclear Iran commensurate with 
the spread of its regional influence and financing of Hamas and Hezbollah. 

ISIS and Iran, while avowed enemies of each other (being Sunni versus Shiite), both 
have a common goal - eliminate Western civiliation. They just differ over the means. So 
“the enemy of my enemy is still my enemy.” 

Rest of the World Increasingly Unstable 

Russia was courted heavily to “reset” our relationship. We double-crossed European 

countries on missile defense to avoid upsetting Russia. Have they helped us in 
return?  Done anything to help in Iran and Syria?  Remember when Obama cozied up to 
Medvedev and asked him to deliver Putin a message, “wait till I have more flexibility after 
my re-election.”  Subsequently, Russia annexed the Crimea and is destabilizing Ukraine. 
Meanwhile, Obama refuses defensive military help to the besieged Ukraine government.  

China is arming at an accelerating pace, while stealing our secrets and likely hacking 

our major internal websites and computer sites.  Our response is to unilaterally 
disarm with heavy budget cuts leaving our military force to about pre-WWII status. 

Meanwhile China’s is expanding its naval influence and challenging other regional 
nations by claiming possession of contiguous territories. 

North Korea threatened a U.S. company for allowing a film spoofing their dictator. 

They continue developing longer-range missiles to enhance their nuclear threat aimed at 
mainland U.S.  

European Allies now distrust a U.S. that removed missile defense of Poland and other 

Eastern Europe NATO countries. The conspicuous absence of a U.S. leader in the Paris 
anti-terror rally was also stunning. 

Obama’s Own Military Advisors Repudiate Him 

Chuck Hagel, his Secretary of Defense, differed with Obama on ISIS, Putin and al 
Qaeda and then resigned. 

Leon Panetta, in his book Worthy Fights, depicts Obama as failing to lead on numerous 
occasions and one who "avoids the battle, complains, and misses opportunities."  

National Security Council’s absence of military knowledge on this key advisory board 
is stunning. Former officers now retired – now free to speak – universally condemn The 
Obama Doctrine. 

Public Distrust 

Obama’s foreign policy approval rating in the 30s may be among the lowest ever for a 
president. George W. Bush averaged 63% in his tenure. 

Summation 

It is increasingly evident Obama’s mind set is not to engage, to lead from the rear (and 
reluctantly) and to allow the spread of Islamic Terrorism while tossing the ball to those 
who follow him. (See Bret Stephens’ America in Retreat).  

In the remainder of Obama’s term, it’s difficult to predict where the increasing press of 
Iran, ISIS and Russian influence will leave the world.  What is clear is that under the 
Obama Doctrine, the world has become much more unstable and dangerous.   

Meanwhile, our increasing fiscal deficit and gutting of our military can only 



diminish American influence and increase world instability.  Europe cannot fill the 
vacuum our withdrawal creates. Nor can Jordan and Israel, left without U.S. leadership, 
hope to make a major difference in the Middle East. 

Obama’s negotiation of an accomodation with Iran, instead of a strong dismantiling of 
their nuclear ambitions,  would raise the risk of subsequent catastrophic events. He has 
all but admitted that any Iranian Nuclear agreement is an unenforceable treaty, in order 
to exclude Congressional oversight. Where is our Constitutional system of checks and 
balances? 

There is also the specter of  Hillary Clinton’s totally private emaill accounts not being 
secured by the  government. She may not even know if she has been hacked by foreign 
powers.  

By her volunteering to release all of her official government emails, it implies she had 
none involving government secrets. This defies belief, as she had the highest security 
clearance of anyone in the federal government. What was in those 30,000 “personal” 
emails that she destroyed. Did the hackers have access to our internal negotiation 
strategy as she travelled the world representing America’s solution to world problems?  

The Obama Doctrine may have succeeded in transforming our nation as he said he 
would, but perhaps not for a better result. The vacuum created by a failed Obama 
Doctrine may have serious consequences on world stability. 

                                                           

                                                              

____________________________________________ 

Dick Berkowitz retired as head of the Institutional Sales Department at Oppenheimer & 
Company’s Atlanta office. 

  
 

 

 

 



LIBERAL MYTH - Man-Made Global Warming 
Myth: Global Warming Caused By Man 
By Mike Walters 

The Myth: Mainstream press articles and TV documentaries often decry that global warming 

caused by burning fossil fuels is an impending disaster threatening our planet. They propose 
strong measures to reduce oil and gas production and replace with renewable energy to lower 
our carbon footprint, the main driver of this threat. 

The industrialization of the West is alleged as the fundamental cause. The global warming 
alarmists cite climbing temperatures over the past 150 years as evidence of this worsening 
peril. Furthermore, they warn, “Don’t listen to the skeptics on this, as the doubters are in the 
hip pocket of Big Oil.” 

For their case, they primarily rely on the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) formed in 1988 after a particularly hot European summer.  The IPCC reports 
from 2001 and 2007 (plus a new one released last year) reference climate models that take 
the microscopic levels of CO2 in the atmosphere increasing since 1850 and correlate that 
change with the Earth’s simultaneous warming that has taken place over the last century and 
a half. 

They also use anecdotes such as recent hurricanes or heat waves as corroborative evidence. 
Arctic blasts and record snowfalls are ignored, or else the argument switches to “climate 
change” saying the warming trend can often turn nature upside down.  

Debunked Hockey Stick Fallacy 

Hardly any of those commenting have actually read the complex and abstruse full IPCC 
reports themselves, but some have seen the summaries written for policy makers in 
governments.  Of particular note was a major feature found for the first time in the 2001 IPCC 
report. Professor  Michael Mann of Penn State University was cited as the the principal 
foundation of the IPCC overall conclusions regarding future serious repercussions for our 
planet.  

His contribution was finding surprising surrogates for planetary temperatures in tree ring data 
going back 1,000 years. By making adjsutments to the growth rings in summer, he was able to 
deduce that the earth’s temperatures was astonishingly uniform for some 900 years before the 
19th century,  Then in the mid 1800s, temperatures started to climb rapidly. This coincided 
with measuarble rises in total carbon dioxide in the atmosphere at the same time. 

He then fitted this correlation to a curve resembling a hockey stick - long a flat at one end and 
curved upward at the other (the last 100+ years). By extending this hockiey stick in the future 
he was able to deduce an alarming increase in Earth’s temperature over the next few 
centuries, unless we curb this growth of CO2. 

This was truly alarming if his thesis was correct and the data were accurate. Many asked for 
the underlying data to check his results but he at first refused. the reason for some skepticiam 
was historical records showing the last 1000 years as anything but flat temperatures. The 
Medieval Warming Period from about 950 to 1250 was known to be exceedingly warm. That’s 
how Greenland got its name because there was farming there for the Vikings who discovered 
it. 

Then in Europe from about 1550 to the1800s, there was strong evidence what’s called the 
Liltle Ice Age, where the Thames River in London routinely froze over. 

When Mann’s data was finally secured, it was found that he made inappropriate adjustments 
that appeared to rig the results. The upshot was that his theories, data and findings no longer 
appear in IPCC reports.  



Instead in the next report in 2007, he was excised, and no data appeared from 1000 to 1850. 
Instead the curves that were fitted were only for the latest 150 years, when it was 
acknowledged that indeed Earth had resumed its long-term warming trend.  

The end of the last full Ice Age was about 20,000 years ago, and the next one is not 
scheduled for another 80,000 or so years. So no one is denying that the Earth is indeed 
warming in general. The real question is what is the cause? Does correlation with CO2 rise 
mean causation? 

Is Man-Made CO2 the Real Culprit? 

Total CO2 levels in the atmosphere now are about 380 parts per million. (That’s less than 
0.04%.) But CO2 may have more effect on climate as it is a greenhouse gas (GHG).  
Greenhouse gases help to radiate heat back to the earth, making life on earth habitable. 

But 95% of the total GHG effect is the result of water vapor (two-thirds of the world is covered 
with water).  

CO2 itself is a colorless, odorless tasteless gas that is also an integral part of another facet of 
life on earth. Humans and animals breathe in oxygen and exhale CO2, while plants generally 
breathe in CO2 and breathe out oxygen in a sort of symbiotic relationship. Other processes 
give out CO2, such as ocean evaporation, volcano eruptions and combustion of fossil fuels. 

The total contribution of CO2 to the GHG effect is estimated to be less than 4%, but the man-
made CO2 contribution is only a small fraction of that - less than 0.2%. (This 0.2% contribution 
of man-made CO2  is the target that global warming alarmists want to curtail with elaborate 
Cap and Trade Agreements and Kyoto Protocols to reduce fossil fuel burning in industrial 
countries.) 

    (continued on page 14) 

So it might be reasonable to ask: Will reducing 0.2% to perhaps 0.1% of greenhouse gases 
solve the "perceived" problem and really make a difference? Is man really causing climate 
change by his use of oil and  gas?  

Or as some scientists tell us, are warming oceans from other sources releasing way more 
CO2 into the atmosphere. So maybe CO2 is a result of warming, not a cause. Let’s have a 
reasonable debate, Let’s not say the case is closed, and demonize anyone who dares to 
question the writers of the IPCC reports. 

Other Causes of the Planet’s Warming? 

The planet has been warming and cooling due to a variety of causes for billions of years. Ice 
Ages have been recurring with a frequency of about every 100,000 years.   

The sun’s activity has been a major producer of warming and cooling trends. Diminished 
sunspots for hundreds of years (known as the Maunder Minimum) have been cited as a major 
cause of the Little Ice Age several hundred  years ago which devastated Europe’s growing 
seasons. 

There are also variations of Earth’s orbit and tilt of the planet that may contribute to climate 
cycles. So attributing changes to microscopic elements of man-made CO2 as the cause of 
probable serious future harm should perhaps carry an extra burden of proof before making 
large economic demands on nations to try to mitigate.  

Review the Marketing of IPCC Reports 

The very way the IPCC issues these reports should perhaps be looked at. By their own 
admission, they do no original research. This implies that they make their conclusions from 
reading vast amouts of published research. They totally missed the Hockey Stick Fallacy, for 
example, by not vetting that key report in advance of using is as the mainstay of the 2001 



IPCC Report. 

A number of scientists have quit the IPCC because previous rhetoric was overstated in the 
summaries for policy makers. 

Another problem is there is no central author or authors that are accountable, if their theories 
do not turn out as they imply. Have the climate models been validated? What is the 
explanation for essentially flat temperatures for the past 17 years globally? 

They also do not document a history of floods to show a trend in the past, despite their 
claiming that floods will be a future problem from global warming, along with more droughts. 
How they reconcile these two opposite phenomena is also a puzzle.  

 

 

Misleading the  Public on Hurricane Risk 

The IPCC also ignores the incidence of hurricanes in their portrayal of future extreme weather 
events that threaten the globe. The policymaker summary even conceded that there is low 
confidence in long-term trends of tropical cyclone activity. This means they have noted the 
hurricanes are down not up, which interferes with their thesis that CO2 is making for more 
hurricanes (there is no evidence for it).   

Yet politicians and the mainstream press often cite the dangers of global warming causing 
hurricanes to become more frequent and more intense. Not true. Since 1970, the number of  
landfalling hurricanes per decade is down 15%, and major hurricane frequency is down 20% 
from the prior 120 years. More homes in the way make dollar  damages worse, not the storm 
intensities and frequencies. 

The latest IPCC report does not even contain hurricanes (tropical cyclones) in the list of 
extreme events to monitor  in the future. The IPCC authors must have found the past easily 
availible hurricane data that show a reductiion of those events not an increase in the past 50 
years. 

Is the Science Really Settled? 

Even the allegation that the “science is settled” is a bit misleading. That statement flowed from 
a survey done by a researcher named Naomi Oreskes in 2004. She googled the words “global 
climate change” and looked at the  928 reports that surfaced. Apparently 90% percent of them 
expessed some concern about the effects of global warming. Only 20% explicitly endorsed the 
IPCC’s thesis. She didn’t even read the 928 studies themselves; she only looked at the 
abstracts.  

It’s not even clear what the “consensus” view was. Was it that man-induced warming will 
ultimately produce cataclysmic results if we don’t act now?  Or should we continue to closely 
monitor and plan to adapt to gradual climate changes—many of which have previously 
occurred over past millennia? 

Should public figures who draw conclusions from an IPCC policy summary be required to read 
the full reports? Had Al Gone done so, his Academy Award winning slide show  would surely 
not have shown downtown NYC being flooded by the melting of glaciers. The body of the 
IPCC report, on which he was relying, clearly declared the melting of the Greenland glaciers 
was from a worst case scenario, and furthermore would take “thousands of years” to occur.  Is 
it ok to greatly exaggerate an alarm to motvate decision makers to drastic action that is clearly 
not warranted? 

    (Continued on page 15) 

Further in that same full IPCC report, it was disclosed that mitigation efforts would require the 
annual loss of GDP worldwide of about a trillion dollars. Is it worth the loss of $100 trillion over 



a hundred years to stem a feared but still fairly uncertain outcome?  

It is no wonder that a conclave of world economists voted global warming mitigation last 
among 30 potential issues to devote resources to solve future problems. 

Other Questionable Assertions 

As for the “case is settled” assertion by Al Gore, that statement was based on a crude study 
by Naomi Oreski in 1999, who “googled” approximately 1,000 studies using the words “global 
warming”. She never read the studies but looked at the abstracts to conclude that very few of 
the recent studies rejected the thesis that CO2 produced by man was a menace to future 
climate conditions. Later and larger reviews do not show such a one-sided result.  

Also, government research funds were mostly available to study the possible harmful effects 
of global warming; none to study the rebuttal arguments. 

Is There Another Agenda for Alarmists? 

Cap and Trade legislation passed by the Democratic controlled House in 2007 would have 
tried to reduce the  miniscule 0.2% of MMGW effect dramatcally over the next 40 years. Does 
anyone really think that would reduce any warming? Or would Cap and Trade produce a lot of 
government revenue by selling credits to companies who can’t meet the draconian goals. 

The UN also does not keep secret its intention to tax the industrialized nations for carbon 
production to redistribute wealth to third world countries who suffer if oil and gasoline are 
denied as energy sources to help them compete in the world. It is easy for the ten leading 
economic powers (producing 90% of the world’s economic output) to get outvoted by the 150 
less advantaged nations. 

Jacques Chirac, when he was Prime Minister of France, called the Kyoto Carbon Limiting 
Accords “the first component of an authentic global governance.”   

Another motive for the alarmist movement was attributed by Michael Crichton in his best-
selling novel State of Fear. This was listed as fiction but, in novel form, is a rebuttal of many of 
the alarmists’ arguments.  

After citing and summarizing some 160 books and articles he read, Crichton articulated his 
belief that access to government funding of research is behind some of the alarmism.  If the 
consequences are so dire, governments need to fund massive studies of causes and results.   
According to Crichton, the end of the cold war’s risk of nuclear devastation has created a 
vacuum in world concerns – which is neatly replaced by this vision of global warming 
Armageddon. 

ClimateGate Raises Other Doubts 

Then there is ClimateGate, where the keepers of the key data – principally at East Anglia 
University in the UK  - were found to have used e-mail communiqués to their sympathizers in 
the U.S. (principally Michael Mann and Jim Hansen from NASA) to try to suppress opposing 
viewpoints from being published in scientific journals.  

The East Anglia head scientist on this project even “lost” the basic data, and only kept the 
adjusted data, allegedly because it was too expensive to store the larger set of data. This 
“convenient” loss of basic data is anathema to true scientists who traditionally have to allow 
peer reviewers to try to replicate the experiments to validate the thesis. 

Adverse Effects of Drastic Action Now 

In 1997 the U.S. Senate rejected President Clinton’s  request to adopt the UN target CO2 
reductions, by a vote of 95 to 0. The reason was that it would hurt the U.S. economy way 
more than other nations, especially the emerging dynamic economies of China and India, who 
planned to build many coal fired power plants outside of the treaty’s scope. 



Questioning Global Warming Alarmist Theories 

There are an increasing number of scientists that have stepped up to question the main thesis 
of the alarmists, and have signed their names to published papers outlining these questions. 
The range of questions include:  

 The accuracy of the models that predict dire consequences of future warming. 

 Global warming and cooling may be mostly natural processes not capable of being easily 
influenced by man. 

 Consequences of warming may not be so dire (better farming and delaying next Ice Age). 

 The CO2 increases are a result of warming not a cause (oceans release more CO2). 

                       

________________________________________ 

Mike Walters is a Fellow and Past President of the Casualty Actuarial Society. An earlier 
version of this paper was published as a national actuarial article in Contingencies magazine. 
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