
TRENDEVENTS — February 2006 
 
 
The following words were written in the 1930s by M. King Hubbert, published by Technocracy Inc. in 1940: Man 
Hours and Distribution pamphlet, page 27 — IV. A Technological Distribution System (Scientific Approach to 
the Problem).  What we have seen is that our leaders of business and government have gone from one blind 
expedient to another without the slightest prospect of accomplishing anything more effective than a postponement 
of the evil day when no expedient can be made to work any longer.  Yet, in spite of all efforts, one-third of the 
population of this, the most richly endowed continent on earth, have become virtually pauperized, and the people of 
North America may consider themselves fortunate indeed if they are not further induced by the same business and 
political leadership to offer up a human sacrifice over a trumped-up foreign war as an additional futile gesture.  
 
A more eloquent example of demonstrated incompetence on the part of social leaders is not to be found in all the 
annals of human history!  (This administration has exceeded them all... in re: incompetence. No?) 
 
What is there so difficult about the problem?  What is it that has to be done in order to solve it?  Simply and solely 
that our continental totality shall be operated at a maximum of efficiency with a maximum conservation of resources 
for the maximum production and distribution of physical wealth — with a resultant standard of living greater than 
has ever been obtained on the North American Continent. 
  
To do this requires a social organization designed to operate all production sequences and a distributive 
mechanism that will deliver the products of industry to the consuming public at whatever rate is required. 
 
Getting Something for Nothing — In the distribution to the public of the products of industry, the failure of the 
present system is the direct result of the faulty premise upon which it is based.  This is that somehow a man is able 
by his personal services to render to society the equivalent of what he receives, from which it follows that the 
distribution to each shall be in accordance with the services rendered and that those who do not work must not eat.  
This is what our propagandists call “the impossibility of getting something for nothing.”   
 
Aside from the fact that only by means of the sophistries of lawyers and economists can it be explained how, on this 
basis, those who do nothing at all frequently receive the largest shares of the national income, the simple fact is that 
it is impossible for any man to contribute to the social system the physical equivalent of what it costs that system to 
maintain him from birth to death — and the higher the physical standard of living the greater is this discrepancy.  
This is because man is an engine operating under the limitations of the same physical laws as any other engine.  
The energy that it takes to operate him is several times as much as any amount of work he can possibly perform.  
If, in addition to his food, he receives also the products of modern industry, this is due to the fact that material and 
energy resources happen to be available and, as compared with any contribution he can make, constitute a free gift 
from heaven.  
 
Stated more specifically, it costs the social system on the North American Continent (circa 1940) the energy 
equivalent to nearly 10 tons of coal per year to maintain one man at the average present standard of living, and no 
contribution he can possibly make in terms of the energy conversion of his individual effort will ever repay the social 
system the cost of social maintenance.  (This explains draconian cuts, shipping jobs overseas which is vigorously 
encouraged by today’s political and business leadership to include every social safety net ... for seniors, students, 
children, veterans, including all the middle class down ... excepting corporations and the top 1% of the nonworking 
population. — Paul Cordsmeyer 
 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics press release announcing an unemployment rate of 4.7% [full employment 
essentially] is a fraud. The reason is that laid-off workers who exhaust their unemployment benefits are not counted 
as unemployed. These so-called "discouraged workers" disappear from official statistics. Roberts' analysis and 
conclusions explain this deception in detail.   www.vdare.com 
 
Job Disinformation: By Paul Craig Roberts — The New York Times, February 3, 2006 
  
On Friday, Feb. 3, the Bureau of Labor Statistics released the nonfarm payroll jobs report for January. New York 
Times reporter Vikas Bajaj wrote an upbeat news story, obviously based on a Labor Department press release 
rather than any study of the BLS report. If the rosy view of Ethan Harris, chief economist for Lehman Brothers, is 
typical, Wall Street has no more idea than Bajaj of what the jobs report really says. [Jobless Rate Falls to Lowest  
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Level in More Than 4 Years — http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/03/business/03cn  
econ.html?ex=_96622800&en=7a5ed2ad83afda&ei=P90&partner==rssuserland&emc==rss> ] 
 
The export and import competitive sectors of the US economy have been tanking for a long time. To keep the story 
manageable, let's just go back to January 2001. The latest BLS payroll jobs report says that January 2006 is now 
the 61st month that the US economy has been unable to create any jobs except jobs in domestic nontradable 
services, most of which are low paid. Of the 194,000 private sector jobs created in January, 46,000 were in 
construction (and most likely went to Mexican immigrants, both legal and illegal) and 136,000 were in domestic 
services. Financial Activities (essentially credit agencies) account for 21,000. Administrative & Waste Services 
account for 17,600. Health Care & Social Assistance account for 37,500. Waiters, Waitresses, and Bartenders 
account for 31,000. Wholesalers account for 15,100. 
 
There were 7,000 new jobs in manufacturing in January, but the total number of manufacturing jobs in January 
2006 is 48,000 less than in January 2005. Over the past five years, millions of manufacturing jobs have been lost. 
At the rate of 7,000 new manufacturing jobs per month, the lost manufacturing jobs over the past five years would 
not be regained for 34 years. 
 
Does anyone remember when reporters were curious? In his rosy jobs report, Vikas Bajaj does let it out of the bag 
that "economists estimate that the nation needs to add roughly 150,000 jobs a month just to keep up with 
population growth." That translates into 1,800,000 new jobs per year to stay even with population. Over the past 61 
months, 9,150,000 new jobs were necessary in order to prevent population growth from pushing up the 
unemployment rate. 
 
How many new jobs have been created over the past five years and one month? According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics latest revisions, a total of 1,054,000 net new private sector jobs were created over the past 61 months 
(January 2001 through January 2006). Add the total net government jobs created over the period for a total net job 
creation of 2,093,000 jobs over the past 61 months. 
 
That figure is 7,057,000 jobs short of keeping up with population growth! 
 
What, then, does it mean for Bajaj to tell the Times readers that the unemployment rate has fallen to 4.7%, a rate 
that economists consider to be essentially full employment?  How can the economy possibly be at full employment 
if the economy is 7 million jobs short of keeping up with population growth! 
 
The unemployment rate does not measure the millions of Americans who have lost their jobs to offshore 
outsourcing and to foreign workers brought into the US on work visas. These millions of Americans have exhausted 
their unemployment benefits and severance benefits and have been unable to find jobs to return to the work force. 
Economists refer to these millions of unemployed people as discouraged workers who have dropped out of the 
work force. As they have given up searching for jobs, they are not considered to be in the work force and, therefore, 
do not count as unemployed. 
 
If you are an American engineer whose job has been outsourced to India, China, or Eastern Europe, where the cost 
of living and salaries are far below US standards, or you are an engineer who has been forced to train as your 
replacement an Indian engineer imported on a H-1B or L-1 work visa, where do you go to find a new engineering 
job? All the companies are doing the same thing. 
 
It is amazing to hear politicians and corporate executives blabber on about a shortage of engineers and scientists 
when there are now several hundred thousand unemployed American engineers. The corporate executives, whose 
own bonuses grow fat from replacing their American employees with foreigners who work for less, spread 
disinformation about "shortages" so that Congress will give them more H-1B visas. This is one of the greatest 
frauds ever perpetuated on the American people. 
 
If the unemployment rate is now at essentially full employment, why only a few days ago did 25,000 Americans 
http://www.suntimes.com/output/news/cst-nws-walmart26.html apply for 325 jobs at a new Chicago Wal-Mart? 
 
Americans are not being told the truth about anything, not about Iraq, not about Iran, not about terrorism, and not  
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about the disastrous state of their economy. The information is available, but the people have no way of finding out 
about the economy if they are not trained economists with some knowledge of the data (except by watching Lou 
Dobbs on TV). Few economists themselves will tell them, because if they do they will lose their corporate and 
government grants. It is not in the corporations' interest or the Bush administration's interest for Americans 
to know what is happening to them. 
 
Washington based economist Charles McMillion, http://www.mbginfosvcs.com/about.html, of MBG Information 
Services, http://www.mbginfosvcs.com/, tells it the same way (and he has been doing so longer than I have). Here 
is his summation of the January payroll jobs report: "… the familiar pattern continued with almost all job growth 
occurring in industries that face little or no outsourcing or import competition: construction, health care and social 
services, restaurants and bars, credit agencies, and wholesalers."   Gentle reader, the politicians, the media, 
and the corporations are all lying to you.  
                                           <><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 

 
Democrats need to unify positions — Seattle Post Intelligencer, February 7, 2006 
Paul Krugman, NY Times Columnist 
 
We are ruled by bunglers!  Every major venture by the Bush administration, from the occupation of Iraq to the 
Medicare drug program, has turned into an epic saga of incompetence.  In retrospect the Clinton years look like a 
golden era of good government. 
 
Given the Bush administration’s evident inability to govern, Democratic electoral victories should be a sure thing.  
But they aren’t.  Why?  Before I try to answer that question, let me justify my assertion that Bill Clinton knew how to 
govern, while George W. Bush doesn’t.  All you have to do is consider the rise and fall of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 
 
Under the elder George Bush, FEMA was used as a dumping ground for political cronies, with predictable results.  
Descriptions of FEMA’s response to Hurricane Andrew in 1992 sound just like the response to Katrina: For three 
days, FEMA was nowhere to be found, and when it finally arrived, its relief efforts were utterly incompetent.  Clinton 
changed all that by choosing James Lee Witt, who knew a lot about disaster management, to run Fema,  
encouraging him to run FEMA, and encouraging him to run the agency professionally.  The result was a spectacular 
improvement in performance.  FEMA, formerly considered one of the worst agencies in the federal government, 
won praise for its quick and effective responses to events such as the 1995 Oklahoma City bombing. 
 
As FEMA went, so went the government as a whole...  On one side, FEMA’s rebirth under Clinton wasn’t unique.  
For example, a similar tale of miraculous turnaround can be told about the Veterans Health Administration.  And I’d 
argue there was a broad improvement in the government’s professionalism during the Clinton era. 
 
On the other side, what happened to FEMA starting in 2001 is typical: Politicization and cronyism have become the 
standard operating procedure throughout the federal government even when the need for professionalism is 
obvious.  (Recall how unqualified political loyalists were sent to run Iraq during the crucial first year.) That’s one 
main reason Bush has failed at everything he’s tried except cutting taxes — and winning elections. 
 
Which brings me to the political puzzle...  Our leaders’ bungling hasn’t escaped public notice: More than half of 
Americans say that the Bush administration has been a failure.  Yet it’s not at all clear that Democrats can translate 
this sentiment into large political  gains — because despite the governing skill of the last Democratic administration, 
the public doesn’t think of Democrats as being effective. 
 
A lot of this has to do with the way the news media cover politics: They focus mainly on Washington, and many 
news organizations — especially the broadcast media — prefer to do horse race stories rather than discuss policy 
issues; and from that point of view, the Democrats present a sorry spectacle. Not only are they a minority in  
Congress, shut out of power, they’re an undisciplined minority constantly facing defections from their own ranks on 
crucial issues.  The issue of Iraq epitomizes the political paradox.  The war has been a monstrous policy failure,  
but it remains a political asset to the Bush administration, because it divides the Democrats and makes them look 
ineffectual. 
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Yet if the Democrats could present a united front on Iraq, they’d probably have a lot of public support.  You’d never 
know it from the range of views represented on Sunday talk shows; but a majority of Americans believes both that 
the administration deliberately misled the nation about WMD’s and that we should set a timetable for withdrawal. 
 
And the public’s views on other issues seem to favor the Democratic position — or, rather, what the Democratic 
position would probably be if the Democrats could agree on one event more strongly.  For example, the public 
believes by 2 to 1 that the government should guarantee health insurance for all Americans. 
 
The point is that Democrats are largely winning the battle of ideas: On the issues public opinion is shifting in their 
direction.  But to take advantage of that shift, they have to overcome an image of ineffectiveness that is partly the 
fault of the news media but largely the result of their own disunion. 
 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><<> 
 
Carmakers' Big Idea: Think Small — The New York Times, February 5, 2006 
By Micheline Maynard, Dundee, Mich. 
 
As GM and Ford cut jobs, close plants, and pledge yet again to introduce cars and trucks that Americans want to 
buy, their smaller rivals are in their strongest shape ever. The Next Four (Chrysler, a unit of DaimlerChrysler of 
Germany, and the Japanese automakers Toyota, Honda, and Nissan) are adding jobs, opening plants, filling 
showrooms with new models and, most importantly, earning billions of dollars in profits that can contribute to even 
more growth.  Last year, the four held nearly 42% of the American car market, while GM and Ford clung to 43%, a 
sharp contrast to 15 years ago when GM and Ford combined outsold the Next Four by two to one. 
 
For inspiration, they can look to Chrysler, which once stood with them as one of the Big Three but is fast breaking 
away from the Detroit pack. Chrysler is already getting rid of its large-company mind-set along with 46,000 
jobs over the last five years. The latest example of its drive to do less with more is at a factory here in Dundee, 
Mich., 60 miles south of Detroit, where it is using a small number of workers to build four-cylinder engines for its 
small cars. 
 
The plant is run by the Global Engine Manufacturing Alliance, a partnership of Chrysler, Mitsubishi of Japan, and 
Hyundai of South Korea. The companies will be able to share the half-million engines the plant can build each year, 
allowing them all to invest smaller amounts, meet their needs for engines, and enjoy economies of scale that they 
couldn't have achieved individually.  
 
To get there, the three have negotiated a relatively small labor burden from the United Automobile Workers union: a 
contract as thin as a pocket calendar that does not call for dozens of narrowly defined jobs, as is common in many 
unionized auto plants, but has only one category, called team member, for hourly workers. Everyone learns every 
job, and a result is a work force that is self-starting and flexible.  
 
The Dundee engine plant run by the alliance and managed by Chrysler was the brainchild of Chrysler's chief 
executive, Thomas W. LaSorda, when he was still in charge of Chrysler's engine and transmission division in 2001. 
On a scouting trip to Mitsubishi and Hyundai, in which DaimlerChrysler then held financial stakes, he learned that 
Mitsubishi and Hyundai, like Chrysler, had plans to develop small engines; Mr. LaSorda suggested that they pool 
their resources. That resulted in the $803 million Dundee factory, which opened last year. 
 
At the plant, the first thing a visitor notices is that it is hospital-clean, nothing like the greasy, smelly engine plants of 
old. The second thing is that it is largely empty of people, at least. Although the partnership is intended to produce 
840,000 engines a year that could be shared by the three companies, the plant, set to be expanded next year, will 
have only 250 hourly workers when it reaches peak production.  
 
By contrast, Chrysler employs 750 workers who build 350,000 engines a year at its Mack Avenue plant in Detroit. 
And in the 1990s, Chrysler employed 2,500 workers at its big engine plant in Kenosha, Wis., said Bruce Coventry,  
the president of the new joint venture. 
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The contrast between old and new is even clearer in the way jobs are assigned to workers at the Dundee plant. 
During their shifts of 10 hours a day, four days a week, workers might be responsible for 18 to 20 spots on the  
assembly line, rather than be rigidly limited to one narrowly defined task. Indeed, each worker learns every job on 
the line, reflecting the plant's philosophy of "anyone, anywhere, anything, anytime." 
 
The workers, who are U.A.W. members, go through a rigorous application and training process, and had to be 
accepted by plant managers rather than assigned by the union. Because they are using an entirely new approach, 
the managers accepted only two workers from other Chrysler factories. Others came from parts makers or other 
companies with U.A.W. workers. Despite the intensity, Jimmie Pierce, 36, says the job is a godsend to him. He 
recently lost his previous job when the Lear Corporation, a parts supplier, closed its plant in Romulus, Mich. In his 
12 years there, he said, he stuck to his assigned tasks, even if a problem popped up. "At Lear, someone else fixes 
it," said Mr. Pierce, a second-generation autoworker. At his new job, where he supervises a team of workers, he 
said that "you think of yourself more as part of a business." 
 
His father, Richard Schubert, spent 38 years at Ford's Rouge complex in Dearborn, Mich., and is now one of 5,200 
workers left there — it once employed 100,000; but Mr. Pierce says he knows he has no guarantee of a similar 
career. "Another company might be doing it cheaper or faster," he said. "You have to keep up." 
 
The four-cylinder engines built here in Dundee will help Chrysler keep up with other members of the Next Four, 
which were developing small cars while GM and Ford continued to focus on S.U.V.s and pickups. The engines 
made here will be sent to an assembly plant in Belvedere, IL, where Chrysler is building the new Dodge Caliber, a 
small car that will replace the aging Dodge Neon. (Mitsubishi and Hyundai have not yet said how many engines 
they will get from the plant or which vehicles will use them.) 
 
As GM and Ford have learned the hard way over the last few years, sales are one thing but profits are another. 
Here is where small becomes big. Collectively, analysts have estimated that the Next Four earned $22 billion in 
profits worldwide for 2005.  GM and Ford together reported losses of $6.6 billion worldwide.  
 
One member of the Next Four, Honda, forecast last week that it would earn $5 billion worldwide for its fiscal year, 
which ends in March. Much of that will come from the United States, Honda's largest market. Honda's chief 
executive, Takeo Fukui, said the company eventually would like to increase production in North America, where it 
already builds 80 percent of the cars that it sells on the continent. 
 
Despite the difficulties they face, GM and Ford have noted the small-is-beautiful approach of the Next Four and are 
trying to adjust. Ford, for example, said last month that it intended to build a plant in North America that will operate 
with sharply lower costs, although it is not saying whether the factory will hire U.A.W. members. And Ford's chief 
executive, William Clay Ford Jr., has vowed that the company, helped by new products like the Edge crossover 
vehicle, will end its market share slide in 2006. 
 

  <><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Comment: The Small overtaking the Big in the Automobile industry is directly related to irreversibility of 
technological unemployment which Scott and Hubbert, predicted from their earliest research and covered in the 
1940 “Man Hours and Distribution” pamphlet.  Paul C. 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 

World Oil Peak Passed December 2006, by Kenneth S. Deffeyes, Feb. 11, 2006 — The View from 
Hubberts’s Peak, htttp://www.Princeton.edu/hubbert/current-events.html 
 
In the January 2004 Current Events on this web site, I predicted that world oil production would peak on 
Thanksgiving Day, November 24, 2005. In hindsight, that prediction was in error by three weeks. An update using 
the 2005 data shows that we passed the peak on December 16, 2005.  
 
"A decent respect to the opinions of mankind” requires that I present an update on the data sources and the 
interpretation.  
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The underlying methodology is Hubbert's postulate that the rate of new oil discoveries depends on the fraction of 
the oil that has not yet been discovered. Similarly, the rate of oil production depends on the fraction of oil that has 
not yet been produced. A test of Hubbert's hypothesis, using the long history of US oil production, is on pages 3542 
of my book Beyond Oil. An algebraic result from the Hubbert theory says that the production rate peaks when half 
of the oil has been produced.  
 
The most accurate measure of the eventual total oil comes from the "hits" graph on page 48 of Beyond Oil. The 
input data for that graph are the dates of the first well in each oilfield. The February 2006 edition of Colin Campbell's 
ASPO newsletter contains his updated version of the ExxonMobil discovery dates. I enlarged Campbell's graph and 
scaled off data for 2004 and 2005. An update of the calculation reported on page 49 of Beyond Oil gives an 
unchanged estimate: 2.013 trillion barrels. (There is always a statistical nervousness when an estimate does not 
change. I make the estimates by stepwise trials, and the winning step was 2.013. What I know is that neither 
estimate was 2.012 or 2.014.)  
 
The world peak would then happen when 1.0065 trillion barrels have been produced (half of 2.013). Following 
Hubbert, I used the Oil & Gas Journal end-of-year production numbers. It isn't that the Oil & Gas Journal reports are 
divinely inspired; their methodology is well explained and their reports constitute a relatively consistent data set. 
The cumulative world production at the end of 2004 was 0.9812 trillion barrels and at the end of 2005 it was 
1.00748 trillion. During the year, we passed the halfway point.  
 
There are some interesting additional bits in the end-of-year statistics. Compared to 2004, world oil production was 
up 0.8 percent in 2005, nowhere near enough to compensate for a demand rise of roughly 3 percent. The high 
prices did not bring much additional oil out of the ground. Most oil-producing countries are in decline. The rise in 
production was largely from Saudi Arabia, Russia, and Angola. The Saudi production for 2005 was 9.155 million 
barrels per day. On March 6, 2003 Saudi Aramco and the government of Saudi Arabia announced by way of the 
Dow Jones newswire that they were maxed out at 9.2 barrels per day. In retrospect, that statement seems to be 
accurate. Further details are in Matthew Simmons' book Twilight in the Desert. 
 
Could some new discovery come along and reverse the global oil decline? The world oil industry is a huge system: 
Annual production worth 1.7 trillion dollars. I don't see anything on the horizon large enough to turn it around. 
 
So what are the policy implications? Numerous critics are claiming that the present world economic situation is a 
house of cards: built on trade deficits, housing price bubbles, and barely-adequate natural gas supplies. Pulling any 
one card out from the bottom of the pile might collapse the whole structure. There are calls for embargoing Iranian 
oil because of the nuclear weapons situation. Pulling four million barrels per day out from under the world energy 
supply might trigger a severe worldwide recession. In the post-peak era, we're playing a new ball game and we 
don't yet know the rules.  
 
Ghawar, the supergiant Saudi oilfield, is producing increasing amounts of water along with the oil. When Simmons 
sent Twilight in the Desert to the printer, the water cut at Ghawar was around 30 percent. There are later reports on 
the Internet (home.entouch.net/dmd/ghawar.htm) of water cuts as high as 55 percent. Ghawar has been producing 
4 million barrels per day; when the Ghawar field waters out, you can kiss your lifestyle goodbye.  
 
Since we have passed the peak without initiating major corrective measures, we now have to rely primarily on 
methods that we have already engineered. Long-term research and development projects, no matter how noble 
their objectives, have to take a back seat while we deal with the short-term problems. Long-term examples in the 
proposed 2007 US budget (Feb. 9, 2006 New York Times, page A-18) include a 65 percent increase in the 
programs to produce ethanol from corn, a 25.8 percent increase for developing hydrogen fuel cell cars, and a 78.5 
percent increase in spending on solar energy research. The Times reports that solar energy today supplies one 
percent of US electricity; the hope is to double that to 2 percent by the year 2025.  
 
By 2025, we're going to be back in the Stone Age.
Ethanol, fuel cells, and solar cells are not the only shimmering dreams. Methane hydrates, oil shale, and the Yucca 
Mountain radioactive waste depository would be better off forgotten. There are plenty of solid opportunities. Energy 
conservation is by far the most important. Initiatives that are already engineered and ready to go are biodiesel from  
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palm oil, coal gasification (for both gaseous and liquid fuels), high-efficiency diesel automobiles, and revamping 
our food supply. Every little bit helps, but even if wind energy continues its success it will still be a little bit. 
That's it. I can now refer to the world oil peak in the past tense. My career as a prophet is over. I'm now an 
historian. 
 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Comment: A recent radio program this week reported world consumption has reached 1,000 barrels of Oil 
per second... Paul C. 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 

Massive Oil Profits May Not Last, by Nelson D. Schwartz, FORTUNE senior writer, February 3, 2006 
 
LONDON — Judging by the tens of billions (yes, that's billions with a B), the big oil companies are reporting in 
earnings for 2005, you'd think this is as good as it gets for companies like Chevron, Exxon, Shell, and BP. Their 
shares are up, they've got a friend in the White House (even if he has been daring to talk about alternative energy), 
and they literally have more cash then they know what to do with. Heck, when was the last time it was cooler to be 
a member of Houston's Petroleum Club than be a tech type in Austin? 
 
Look a few lines down from the blowout profits, though, and you'll spot something that's being quietly discussed in 
the boardroom but not maybe not at the Petroleum Club — weak production gains and a stunning inability to 
replace the reserves the giants are pumping right now. 
 
Although industry leader Exxon has long shown extraordinary discipline in finding more oil year after year, rivals like 
Shell and Chevron are lagging badly. Despite earning $14 billion last year, most of Chevron's production and 
reserve increases came from its acquisition of Unocal, not what oil insiders call 'the drill bit.' And while Royal Dutch 
Shell (Research) earned more than $25 billion, its daily production fell from 3.7 million barrels a day in 2004 to 3.5 
million last year. Even worse, the Anglo-Dutch giant replaced only 70% to 80% of the oil it pumped out of the 
ground, despite spending billions on new projects. 
 
"This is the big story for these companies," says veteran industry consultant and occasional gadfly Matthew 
Simmons. "They're so big, they're having a very hard time growing. The only thing they really know how to do well 
is buy back stock." Simmons, it should be noted, is convinced the world is entering a period of tight oil supplies that 
will drive prices much, much higher. That's debatable — but he's on to something here. Because if the oil giants 
can't find new fields, going forward they'll essentially be liquidating the source of future profits. Smaller, independent 
oil firms have had much more success in growing production, which leads Simmons to wonder if maybe the giants 
wouldn't be better off splitting themselves up. "I think one of these days, one of the Big Oil companies is going to 
break itself up like AT&T and the Baby Bells." 
 
Oil analyst Neil McMahon of Sanford Bernstein agrees the production numbers are a challenge, although he's a bit 
more sanguine about the future of Big Oil than Simmons. "Still, at the end of the day, it's not great," he admits, 
adding that production schedules of big projects like BP's Thunderhorse in the Gulf of Mexico and Chevron's 
Gorgon field off Australia have also been slipping. 
But with prices where they are, there's no shortage of cash. And there is a lack of easy-to-find crude. Don't 
be surprised, therefore, if the next time Big Oil finds some new assets, they're found not in deep water or 
under desert sands but on Wall Street.  
 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
Energy Research Sputters   http://www.technologyreview.com/NanoTech/wtr_16217,303,p1.html 
Experts say too much funding is going into hydrogen at the expense of near-term technologies. 
By Kevin Bullis, January 31, 2006 
 
High oil prices and the dangers of global warming have some experts hoping that President Bush...  will redirect 
energy research priorities. The president, they say, needs to start funding a wider range of promising technologies, 
including ones that could have a near-term impact on both fuel costs and emissions.   
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 In spite of much rhetoric about the need for new energy 
solutions, overall energy-related research at the Department of Energy is actually less, in constant dollars, than it 
was in the late 1980s and early-to-mid-1990s, according to an analysis of this year's budget by the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science. Overall funding is more or less flat from 2005 to 2006, with 5.9 
percent increase in fossil fuel research, but a 10.5 percent decrease in solar and renewables research. Also, 
conservation research was cut by 16.7 percent, according to the report. 
                                                              <><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
No politician or corporation will propose solutions based on science for the general welfare, say, for example: 
Create a  multiple purpose efficient mass transportation system, eliminate poverty, create a program of universal 
health care, provide every student the best education possible. Remember, all corporations are in business for 
profit, not to promote the best of all possible worlds.  Their financial prospectus does not permit them to pursue 
optimal solutions for the elimination of waste or negative environmental causes and effects.  Carcinogenic effects of 
asbestos and cigarettes were well understood by science, as was tetraethyl lead which was placed in gasoline for 
more than 50 yrs. This very toxic additive was very profitable for the patent holder — (Ford or GM, look this up for 
yourself). Innumerable anti-life substances are dispersed worldwide because of cost effectiveness or profitability.  
The Technocracy Study Course contains the Street Car example, presented by Howard Scott in a 1921 New York 
World interview, which demonstrates a Technological Solution for this problem: How to keep passengers from 
standing on car platforms facilitating falling off and injury?  #1 — Business firsts put up sign which prohibits the 
dangerous practice, but the passengers still crowded the platforms.  #2 — Politicians pass an ordinance with a fine, 
and the platforms remained as crowded as before.  #3 — Engineers solved it easily by building cars without 
platforms but with doors that automatically closed before moving.  
 

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
The following article is a prime example of politics in action, actual sabotage of Science by the no nothings in 
charge of our future on this Continent.  
 
NASA and Politics — Editorial Censoring Truth, New York Times,  February 9, 2006 
 
The Bush administration long ago secured a special place in history for the audacity with which it manipulates 
science to suit its political ends, but it set a new standard of cynicism when it allowed NASA's leading authority on 
global warming to be mugged by a 24-year-old presidential appointee who, quite apart from having no training on 
that issue, had inflated his resume. 
 
In early December, James Hansen, the space agency's top climate specialist, called for accelerated efforts to  
reduce industrial emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases linked to global warming. After his speech, he told 
Andrew C. Revkin of The Times he was threatened with "dire consequences" if he continued to call for aggressive 
action. 
 
This was not the first time Dr. Hansen had been rebuked by the Bush team, which has spent the better part of five 
years avoiding the issue of global warming. It was merely one piece of a larger pattern of deception and denial. 
 
The administration has sought to influence the policy debate by muzzling the people who disagree with it or as was 
the case with two major reports from the Environmental Protection Agency in 2002 and 2003 editing out 
inconvenient truths or censoring them entirely. 
 
In this case, the censor was George Deutsch, a functionary in NASA's public affairs office whose chief credential 
appears to have been his service with President Bush's re-election campaign and inaugural committee. On his 
resume, Mr. Deutsch claimed a 2003 bachelor's degree in journalism from Texas A&M, but the university, alerted 
by a blogger, said that was not true. Mr. Deutsch has now resigned. 
 
The shocker was not NASA's failure to vet Mr. Deutsch's credentials, but that this young politico with no 
qualifications was able to impose his ideology on other agency employees. At one point, he told a Web designer to 
add the word "theory" after every mention of the Big Bang. 
 
  


