Climate Change Committee Meeting 5/9/2010

[NOTE – this edited document will be posted on the non-public folder:  http://www.redandgreen.org/CCC ]
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Attending: (6)

dschwartzman@gmail.com David Schwartzman

jlynjenks@gmail.com Janet Tucker

margordon@sbcglobal.net Marian Gordon

tpearson@naarpr.org Ted Pearson

vansicklem@cofc.edu Meta Van Sickle

wteague@verizon.net Walter Teague

Invited: (12)

al.weinrub@comcast.net Al Weinrub

carriescoville@yahoo.com Carrie Scoville

dschwartzman@gmail.com David Schwartzman

EC-CCDS@yahoogroups.com Eco-Socialist Email List

jlynjenks@gmail.com Janet Tucker

krake17@hotmail.com David Morrison

margordon@sbcglobal.net Marian Gordon

mvkaufman@gmail.com Michael Kaufman

steve.willett@initcomp.com Steve Willett

tpearson@naarpr.org Ted Pearson

vansicklem@cofc.edu Meta Van Sickle

wteague@verizon.net Walter Teague

Bulk of the session focused on a discussion on Ted's disagreements with a number of aspects of the (8 pager) paper developed at the initiative of this committee and presented in the name of the Metro DC Chapter at the Left Forum in NYC by David Schwartzman. [Ted's comments and David's response are available on the list, but I will post them on a non-public page listed below.]

It was agreed that we needed to work on developing various papers targeted on different audiences. Ted volunteered to draft an outline of what he thought the general paper should be like. 

Walter suggested we should aim for papers, based on CCDS's resolutions and Goals and Principles, for the following groups at least: 

1)
Social Forum - Detroit June 22-26, 2010

2)
General Public - should include a general political agenda.

3)
Environmental Groups, Large accomodationist, eco-socialist

4)
Socialist Organizations

5)
Labor, local, national and Green

6)
Youth, not just Social Forum.

7)
CCDS members

8)
YouTube, (all of the above?)

All agreed that we needed to work on developing more specific strategic and programatic materials and proposals.

Walter mentioned that given the growth of the world movement against climate change, CCDS needs to take a public position on preventing the worst aspects, at least, of catastrophic climate change. [Some specific suggestions below were included in the pre-meeting notes], 

General discussion also included brief comments on several environmentally relavant conferences.

All are encouraged to read the major documents sited in the links below. Most important would be to review the 8 pager and the decisions that came out of the "World People's Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth" held in Cochabamba, Bolivia. See Links below.
Walter Teague

-------------------------

NOTES and Suggestions
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A.
The committee should see if we can agree that CCDS should have a public C3 position, that is both socialist and supportive of the growing world movement. Also, that we support production of targeted position and action papers.

B.
Suggested Questions:


1.
Should CCDS promote a public position on Preventing Climate Change?

2.
Can the CC committee support production of position papers for different needs?


a.
These can be produced by individuals and/or CCDS where time permits.


b.
Papers targeted toward or on the following constituencies: 1)Social Forum - Detroit June, 2) General Public, 3) Environmental Groups, Large accomodationist and eco-socialist, 4) Socialist Organizations, 5) Labor, local, national and Green, 6) Youth, not just Social Forum, 7)
CCDS members, 8) YouTube using all of the above?

C.
That we consider supporting CCDS take the following positions:

1.
Yes.
On the need and work for a Global Plan, including our focus on the US

2.
No
On offsets and cap and trade, but Yes on Carbon Tax – if progressive.

3. 
Yes
Speaking forthrightly to the public about the real threats of Climate Change, and the scientific and time constraints if we are to protect our public interests.

4.
Yes
To the need for leaders and government be called upon to inform the public just how they are going to meet the needs of bringing about prevention of climate change.

5.
Yes
To the necessity and value of a scientific and humanistic approach (eco-socialism in essence) to implementing a successful prevention plan capable of preventing catastrophic climate changes.

6.
Yes
Support the movement as dramatically demonstrated in Cochabamba, Bolivia for a “joint climate agenda” led by and in the name of the people’s most affected by climate changes.


a.
This means to support the principles as expressed at Cochabamba for:


b.
Universal Declaration of Mother Earth Rights: http://links.org.au/node/1647


c.
Climate Justice Tribunal


d.
Climate Debt


e.
World People’s Referendum on Climate Change

7.
Yes
A global plan to prevent Catastrophic Climate Change.

-----------------

Links:
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The public documents and links referred to will be posted to the following web page. If you have additional items, please let me know. 
Past public documents posted related to Climate Change

http://www.redandgreen.org/Climate_Change/ 

18. Climate Change - An Unprecedented Challenge (The 8 pager)

19.- 21. etc., more recent comments on the developing climate movement and the strengths and weaknesses of strategy and plans to address climate change.

22.  Cochabamba: (You can also do a Google Search for more responses, but this one gives the update on the work done there.)

http://links.org.au/node/1647
The private meeting documents and comments will be posted to the non-public page http://www.redandgreen.org/CCC 
These include this meeting notes and a summary I prepared on the positions on the Environment and Climate Change that CCDS has taken so far. It can be found at B. 18. on: http://www.redandgreen.org/Climate_Change/CCDS_positions_on_Climate_Change.pdf  
---------------------

[Ted's Critique:]
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[EC-CCDS] Comments on "8-pager" on Catastrophic Climate Change - Dated 4/11/2010.

I realize that a lot of work has gone into the pamphlet and in no way do I want to discourage more work from being done.  I know how hard it is when one has busted one’s butt on a project to have someone else come along and seem to “trash” it - I’ve been there and suffered that, too.  Therefore I hope that my comments will be taken in the spirit in which they are offered. 


Let me start by saying that I think that the threat of catastrophic climate crisis is real and imminent.  I think that the proposals being discussed (and backed away from) by the Obama Administration are totally inadequate.  I think the strategic issues in this struggle are much more difficult than they were in the health care struggle, although I think it may be possible to find more allies in the longer run. 


I think catastrophic climate crisis presents a most profound political problem, perhaps the most profound humanity has faced.  The Civil War and the fight against the enslavement of African Americans was an existential crisis for the United States.  This struggle is an existential crisis for the human race as a whole.


I think there is much in the pamphlet that is valuable.  I especially liked the discussion in the section on “The Opportunity and Our Strategy.” 


But I think that the pamphlet misses the mark if it is addressed to anyone but the most left of the left, and I have questions whether its analysis is correct.  It’s not that it’s necessarily wrong.  It’s that it is confused the way it is presented.  Sweeping statements are presented without support as if they are facts. 


This is preaching to the choir at best, and it may be in the wrong church to boot. 


I think we should write as if we were addressing people like those who will be at the Good Jobs-Green Jobs Conference next month – workers and trade unionists and community activists.  These are the most forward-looking elements of the movement, and in some cases they are the most radical.  This pamphlet has nothing to say to them, in my opinion. 


Leaving aside the fact that when I was a kid an “8-pager” was a pornographic comic book (let’s just call it “the pamphlet”), I have some very serious issues with this document.  I must start by saying self-critically that I have been a listed member of the Climate Crisis Committee and have not participated in any of the conference calls on this document or other work of the committee.  


There is no valid excuse for this.  I can only say that I didn’t know how to participate because I felt the document was so far off the mark of what’s needed.  Being afraid is not a valid reason for failing to speak out, however. 


First, and most important, I think that the central thesis of the document is totally unproven in its context, and totally not obvious at all: that the “Imperial Agenda of the Military Industrial Complex (“MIC”) is the main obstacle to preventing C3.”  This short phrase in the third sentence of a 3300 word pamphlet would require a book to elucidate. 

1.       What is the “Imperial Agenda?”

2.       Is this an agenda only of the military-industrial complex, or is it broader than that?

3.       The military-industrial complex wastes incredible amounts of energy resources in the manufacture and deployment of munitions.  That does not make it “the main obstacle to preventing C3.”

4.       Is the “Imperial Agenda” the agenda of U. S. imperialism?  Is it the agenda of all capitalist countries, what?

5.       Granted that the military is one of the two main levers of power exercised by U. S. imperialism to establish and maintain hegemony over the world’s energy resources (the other being economic leverage), the military-industrial complex is the result and the means of the drive for hegemony, not the cause.

6.       The necessity of capitalism as an economic system to expand without limit in a world that is finite is the main cause of C3. 

7.       Some argue that economic expansion can continue if it is better, smarter, and more efficient instead of bigger and more wasteful. 

8.       Some argue that on this basis the quality of life can improve and consumption of quality goods and services can increase even while eliminating C3. 

9.       The pamphlet rules out that possibility a priori.  I don’t think we can do so without explaining ourselves at least, if this is what we actually think. 

10.   The CCDS has never adopted this position as far as I know.

11.   Science is not at all unanimous on this.  It is (almost) unanimous on the threat of C3.

12.   The population question is not mentioned in this pamphlet, yet many scientists see it as lying at the heart of the problem (I don’t!).  Can we fail to discuss it?

13.   There are many other issues here that a short response does not permit.


I think the committee needs to do a lot of work on this pamphlet.  David and Walter and Meta live not too far from the DC Area.  Perhaps they, Carl  and I could meet and talk about it during the GG-GG Conference May 4-6.  I don’t know who else is on the committee (it may be a little far for Steve to commute from the Bay Area).  Perhaps we can do more conference calls.


Anyway, this is what I think, for whatever it’s worth.

Ted

---------------------

[David's response.]
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Re: [EC-CCDS] Comments on "8-pager" on Catastrophic Climate Change - Dated 5/9/2010.

Ok,

Now we are about 1 hour before our conference call and I finally have found time to reply to Ted's message.

[David: Please see my responses below in his text..]

One important revision is now in order, bringing the paper up to date, with results from the historic Climate conference in Bolivia last month...

David

Schwartzman

[The following was attached.]
On Sun, Apr 11, 2010 at 9:29 PM, Ted Pearson <tpearson@naarpr.org> wrote:

    I realize that a lot of work has gone into the pamphlet and in no way do I want to discourage more work from being done.  I know how hard it is when one has busted one’s butt on a project to have someone else come along and seem to “trash” it - I’ve been there and suffered that, too.  Therefore I hope that my comments will be taken in the spirit in which they are offered. 

    Let me start by saying that I think that the threat of catastrophic climate crisis is real and imminent.  I think that the proposals being discussed (and backed away from) by the Obama Administration are totally inadequate.  I think the strategic issues in this struggle are much more difficult than they were in the health care struggle, although I think it may be possible to find more allies in the longer run. 

    I think catastrophic climate crisis presents a most profound political problem, perhaps the most profound humanity has faced.  The Civil War and the fight against the enslavement of African Americans was an existential crisis for the United States.  This struggle is an existential crisis for the human race as a whole.

     I think there is much in the pamphlet that is valuable.  I especially liked the discussion in the section on “The Opportunity and Our Strategy.” 

   But I think that the pamphlet misses the mark if it is addressed to anyone but the most left of the left, and I have questions whether its analysis is correct.  It’s not that it’s necessarily wrong.  It’s that it is confused the way it is presented.  Sweeping statements are presented without support as if they are facts. 

    This is preaching to the choir at best, and it may be in the wrong church to boot. 

    I think we should write as if we were addressing people like those who will be at the Good Jobs-Green Jobs Conference next month – workers and trade unionists and community activists.  These are the most forward-looking elements of the movement, and in some cases they are the most radical.  This pamphlet has nothing to say to them, in my opinion.  

[David: Yes we need a pamphlet or pamphlets in more popular language to address this broader audience. This paper was addressed first to our own members as a discussion piece to generate more popular material. So it is on a more theoretical level.]

    Leaving aside the fact that when I was a kid an “8-pager” was a pornographic comic book (let’s just call it “the pamphlet”), I have some very serious issues with this document.  I must start by saying self-critically that I have been a listed member of the Climate Crisis Committee and have not participated in any of the conference calls on this document or other work of the committee.  

    There is no valid excuse for this.  I can only say that I didn’t know how to participate because I felt the document was so far off the mark of what’s needed.  Being afraid is not a valid reason for failing to speak out, however. 

    First, and most important, I think that the central thesis of the document is totally unproven in its context, and totally not obvious at all: that the “Imperial Agenda of the Military Industrial Complex (“MIC”) is the main obstacle to preventing C3.”  This short phrase in the third sentence of a 3300 word pamphlet would require a book to elucidate. 

    1.       What is the “Imperial Agenda?”

    2.       Is this an agenda only of the military-industrial complex, or is it broader than that?

    3.       The military-industrial complex wastes incredible amounts of energy resources in the manufacture and deployment of munitions.  That does not make it “the main obstacle to preventing C3.”

[David: These questions are in part addressed in the paper, notably in this section:

The Military Industrial Fossil Fuel Nuclear Terror Complex (aka MIC) is likely the biggest single obstacle to preventing C3 because:

1.   MIC is the present core of global capital reproduction with its colossal waste of energy and material resources.

2.      The fossil fuel/nuclear industry is an integral component of MIC.

3.   MIC has a dominant role in setting the domestic/foreign policy agenda of the United States, with no evidence of weakening in the present administration.

4.   Pentagon as the “global oil-protection service” for the U.S. imperial agenda (Michael Klare), or even for the transnational capital class itself (e.g., see the work of William Robinson,  A Theory of Global Capitalism, 2004).

5.   The Imperial Agenda blocks the global cooperation and equity required to prevent C3, as shown once again in Copenhagen in the climate treaty negotiations last December.

“The hidden hand of the market will never work without a hidden ?st,” “McDonald’s cannot ?ourish without McDonnell Douglas, the designer of the U.S. Air Force F-15.  And the hidden fist that keeps the world safe for Silicon Valley’s technologies to ?ourish is called the U.S. Army, Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps.” (Tom Friedman, 1999, “The Lexus and the Olive Tree”) 

The huge role of MIC in the U.S. and global economy is shown by military expenditure of over $1.2 trillion in 2006, with the U.S. responsible for 46% of the total. The U.S. 2009 Fiscal Year military budget is actually $1.449 trillion (the U.S. GNP  in 2006 was $11.5 trillion) (War Resisters League). The projected $3 trillion for the Iraq War and Occupation is approximately equal to the estimated renewable energy investment of $2.89 trillion needed by 2030 to insure a 50% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions by 2050 (July 2007, www.greenpeace.org/international/press/reports/future- investment ).]

   4.       Is the “Imperial Agenda” the agenda of U. S. imperialism?  Is it the agenda of all capitalist countries, what?

[David: Surely those countries in NATO as a start. Every large capitalist country has its own imperial agenda.  US imperialism serves as the dominant faction.]

    5.       Granted that the military is one of the two main levers of power exercised by U. S. imperialism to establish and maintain hegemony over the world’s energy resources (the other being economic leverage), the military-industrial complex is the result and the means of the drive for hegemony, not the cause.

[David: Yes, but this means has crystallized into a very significant part of capitalist reproduction and has its own self-serving agenda with respect to foreign policy and military spending. There are contradictions between factions of capital that must be utilized by the left, a very Leninist approach btw.]

    6.       The necessity of capitalism as an economic system to expand without limit in a world that is finite is the main cause of C3.  

[David: Too abstract a formulation in my view.  We should be analyzing real existing capitalism not an abstract model, i.e., ascend from the abstract to the concrete. And where does this abstract formulation leave us with respect to strategy? Abolish capitalism is not a strategy. Carl Davidson's take on strategy is very close to what I argue in this paper. Many on the left lack a strategic analysis, e.g., John Bellamy Foster. I think Bill Fletcher would agree with me, I discussed this issue with him at the Left Forum.]

    7.       Some argue that economic expansion can continue if it is better, smarter, and more efficient instead of bigger and more wasteful. 

    8.       Some argue that on this basis the quality of life can improve and consumption of quality goods and services can increase even while eliminating C3. 

    9.       The pamphlet rules out that possibility a priori.  I don’t think we can do so without explaining ourselves at least, if this is what we actually think.  

[David: Absolutely not! Please take another look at these sections:

The most recent climate projections reinforce the urgency of radically cutting carbon emissions by:

“1.   Rapidly implementing energy conservation in all areas and phasing out coal use, the most dangerous source of carbon emissions driving global warming.

2.   Replacing industrial agriculture with organic farming, especially in and near urban centers.

3.     And pumping big investments in creating a high efficiency solar power infrastructure now, both to replace the present unsustainable energy base and to create the base capable of carbon sequestration, the process of removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.” (see http://www.350.org and the papers of Jim Hansen)

Opportunities in the Transition

All of these measures have a huge potential to create millions of jobs and sharply reduce poverty in the U.S., simultaneously creating a mass social base for ecosocialist transition. Solar power is by far the easiest energy source to multiply fast, the biggest job generator, and has the biggest potential for community-based control and management (urban, labor,  indigenous people,  etc.).

And these measures must start from organizing at a neighborhood and community level, from the ground up. The Oakland Climate Action Coalition is a living model illustrating this approach (see http://urbanhabitat.org/cj/weinrub ).

[and this applies to the U.S. too:]

We do not envisage a world of scarcity, rather clean air and clean water, organic food, meaningful employment and more free creative time for all on this planet, realizing global equity and the highest quality of life for all. While consumption, especially energy consumption in the global North must be reduced, global power capacity should be increased to insure that the global South receives the minimum energy consumption per capita required for world standard levels of life expectancy, education and health. Only a global high efficiency solar power capacity can make this possible.]

    10.   The CCDS has never adopted this position as far as I know.

[David: So now is the time to discuss this!]

    11.   Science is not at all unanimous on this.  It is (almost) unanimous on the threat of C3.

[David: Not unanimous on what?]

    12.   The population question is not mentioned in this pamphlet, yet many scientists see it as lying at the heart of the problem (I don’t!).  Can we fail to discuss it?

[David: Good observation...Will add some language on this. I address this in my papers cited at the end.  Neomalthusian views including those of many scientists reduce the issue to biology, an approach so user friendly to ruling classes, thereby diverting attention from political economy.]

    13.   There are many other issues here that a short response does not permit.

    I think the committee needs to do a lot of work on this pamphlet.  David and Walter and Meta live not too far from the DC Area.  Perhaps they, Carl  and I could meet and talk about it during the GG-GG Conference May 4-6.  I don’t know who else is on the committee (it may be a little far for Steve to commute from the Bay Area).  Perhaps we can do more conference calls.

[David: Sorry I was too busy marking finals to get together when you were here.]

    Anyway, this is what I think, for whatever it’s worth. 

    Ted

-------------  END  ---------------
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