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America’s Future: Growth or No Growth?
The American people are a stubborn lot. There are 

some things that polls show they simply will not be-
lieve, despite enormous efforts to persuade them by 
prominent Americans, official reports, and a steady av-
alanche of reporting by the mass media.

One example is the way most Americans remain 
unconvinced that Lee Harvey Oswald was the only 
person involved in the assassination of President John 
F. Kennedy. A second, I suspect, is that although Pres-
ident Carter successfully lobbied the Panama Canal 
Treaty through the Senate, he did not persuade the 
American people that we should give away the U.S. 
Canal.

Likewise, all the Administration’s dire warnings 
have simply not persuaded the American people that 
our nation is running out of energy.

The two basic approaches to the energy problem 
have come to be labelled “ growth” and no-growth.” 
The no-growth advocates premise their programs on 
the dogma that natural resources are very limited. They 
then promote policies that promise to solve the prob-
lem by redistributing available resources according to 
their elite notions of who should have access to them.

The no-growth advocates have formed a coalition 
of environmentalists, bureaucrats, and socialist plan-
ners. They successfully opposed the Alaska pipeline 
for years and now oppose construction o f nuclear 
power plants.

The economic growth advocates, on the other 
hand, reject the assumption that human ingenuity has 
already conquered all frontiers and exhausted pos-
sibilities for new inventions and discoveries. They re-
ject the notion that we must all accept a lower standard 
of living and content ourselves with sharing the wealth 
already produced.

The growth advocates believe we should adopt 
proven techniques of producing more wealth. If we 
bake a bigger GNP pie, everyone will have a larger 
slice. The growth advocates believe there is no shor-
tage of energy resources; there is only a shortfall in 
domestic energy production which makes us depend 
on foreign sources for about half our oil.

Because more than 40 percent of our oil now 
comes from the Middle East, the Carter Administration 
has warned of a coming energy crisis and of the need 
for a Federal Energy Administrator to control and pos-
sibly to ration scarce oil and gas.

However, there is growing evidence to support the

public’s intuition rather than the gloom-and-doom 
forecasts o f the Federal Government. The world’s 
proven petroleum reserves today are twice as large as 
they were in 1967 and three times as large as in 1957.

Within our borders, the United States has the fol-
lowing reserves of energy resources based on present 
rates of consumption: enough crude oil to last us for 84 
years, enough natural gas to last us for 400 years, 
enough coal to last us for 600 years, enough oil shale to 
last us for 300 years, enough uranium to last us for 120 
years, and enough geothermal energy to last us for 200 
years. New oil reserves discovered in Mexico now equal 
Saudi Arabia’s.

Is There An Energy Crisis?

A top petroleum expert, Professor Morris Adelman 
of MIT, says “ the energy crisis is a fiction. Each year 
the government has been telling us about a future gap 
and each year the gap moves a few years out into the 
future. It is like the horizon, always receding as you go 
toward it.”

Stanford scholar Stefan Possony states that enough 
deposits of methane have been found underground to 
supply the United States with gas for 4,000 years. “ If 
we can get only half of it,” he said, “ we still have 2,000 
years to play with.”

Geologist Paul Jones o f Louisiana State University 
supports this view, although he is more conservative in 
his estimates. He says we have enough methane “ to go 
500 to 1,000 years from now.”  To use the methane as 
natural gas, it must be separated from the water, but 
Jones says the technology is available to do it.

There have been charges made in the media that 
the big oil and gas companies are withholding large 
supplies o f energy from the American people. But War-
ren Brookes, economics writer for the Boston Herald 
American, says that the biggest withholder of all is the 
Federal Government.

Ninety-eight percent of the Outer Continental 
Shelf lease areas have never been offered for sale or 
bid to anyone. The Carter Administration is slowing 
down, rather than speeding up, the sale of offshore de-
velopment leases. In February 1977, Interior Secretary 
Cecil Andrus cancelled six major offshore lease sales 
proposed by the preceding Administration.

In June 1977, during a confidential briefing of the 
House Ways and Means Committee, President Carter



referred to “ a great national” treasure of untapped oil and gas 
reserves in the United States. In July the Washington Post 
reported that top Administration economic officials said that 
“ high-priced oil from OPEC is a good thing.”

O f the several possible explanations for why Federal 
bureaucrats keep talking energy crisis while refusing to allow 
untapped energy sources to be developed, the most probable 
is their overpowering desire to control our economy.

Carter’s Number 2 energy adviser, S. David Freeman, has 
often been quoted as saying that energy should “ go public.” 
Translated, that means he wants energy to be run by the Fed-
eral Government as a nationalized industry.

The Carter energy bill will not merely cost the average 
U.S. taxpayer hundreds of dollars of extra taxes per year, but 
it will expand government control instead o f increasing 
energy. It seeks out new sources o f tax revenue instead of 
new sources of energy. The Administration is quite willing to 
make Americans pay higher consumer prices if they result 
from increased taxes on oil and gas, but is not willing to let 
the same prices result from a free market price that stimulates 
new domestic production that might ultimately bring down 
the prices.

Congressman Steve Symms proposes the following legis-
lative actions to resolve the energy crisis: (1) The deregula-
tion o f all oil and gas wellhead prices; the repeal o f the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act and the Energy Policy 
Act. (2) An amendment to the National Environmental Policy 
Act so as to reduce the number o f nuisance legal suits brought 
to halt the development o f nuclear power, coal resources, 
off-shore drilling, and power plant construction. (3) Stream-
lined licensing procedures for power plants so that they can 
be constructed and begin operation without costly delays. (4) 
An across-the-board cut in personal and business income 
taxes with incentives for capital formation, investment, and 
private research and development.

Congressman Symms is on the right track when he con-
cludes that “ the only positive answer to America’s energy 
crisis is production.” Conservation of energy is essential, but 
you cannot conserve energy unless it has first been produced.

Fusion Power in Our Future

Is the world o f tomorrow one of unlimited energy — or a 
world in which our prime task will be to allocate equitable 
shares o f rapidly shrinking world resources? Are we running 
out o f energy — or have we barely scratched the surface o f the 
treasure trove o f energy awaiting man’s resourcefulness and 
ingenuity? Will the watchword of the 21st century be growth 
or conservation?

The August success in fusion power at the Princeton 
Plasma Physics Laboratory excites the imagination o f all 
those who dream of a future of growth and unlimited energy. 
The Princeton Large Torus set a new temperature record for 
a tokamak device (a hydrogen container), producing a temp-
erature o f60 million degrees centrigrade. A sustained release 
o f fusion energy requires 44 million degrees. The PLT’s re-
cord temperature was four times hotter than the 15 million 
degrees centigrade of the sun’s interior.

The recent success was only the first of many that will be 
necessary to develop hydrogen-based fuel. The entire exper-
iment lasted only a half second; density was kept low and 
confinement time was only one-tenth o f a second. Still, it was 
enough to demonstrate feasibility.

Also, it beats the Russians, who had been leading in fusion 
research, at their own game. Tokamak is a Russian acronym.

When commercially feasible fusion power comes, it may 
be in a very small package. Scientists calculate that the 
minimum size for a power-producing fusion reactor may be 
no more than two or three times the size o f the PLT, which 
has a radius of only 18 inches.

No sooner did news of the recent Princeton success hit 
the fan than various vested interests closed in to play down 
its importance and to predict that its commercial utility 
would be years beyond present lifetimes. Reporters referred 
to the Energy Department’s reaction as one o f “ confusion.” 
Secretary James Schlesinger explained that he just “ did not

want to hype it up.”
Unfortunately, there are several pressure groups that 

have a vested interest in discouraging unlimited energy. Un-
limited energy is anathema to all those who profit from hav-
ing the power to allocate shortages. Their personal power and 
prestige grow in correlation to the machinery o f government 
regulation.

Unlimited energy would deprive demagogues of their 
ready-made boogeyman so useful to their objective of amas-
sing more political power. Unlimited energy would shatter 
the illusions of the environmentalists who feed on the pre-
mise that people and production, jobs and joys, should all be 
curtailed in order to conserve the diminishing supplies of the 
good things we already have.

Unlimited energy, combined with native American effi-
ciency and can-do resourcefulness, would make sure that the 
United States would always lead the world in technology and 
manufacturing. U nlim ited energy would invade the 
sanctuaries o f the elitists and enable the common folk to 
enjoy a higher and higher standard of living.

Of course there is a long way to go. But the Princeton 
experiment can be compared to the first self-sustaining nuc-
lear chain reaction, conducted by Enrico Fermi in 1942 
under the grandstand o f the football field at the University of 
Chicago. That famous experiment proved that nuclear energy 
could be harnessed into an atomic bomb.

Splitting atoms, called nuclear fission, is used to gener-
ate electricity in nuclear power plants. However, the process 
uses uranium, which is in short supply, must be mined, and 
causes a disposal problem. Nuclear fusion would use hydro-
gen, our most plentiful element, and does not have a disposal 
problem. Fusion is the source o f energy in hydrogen bombs 
and in the sun.

Fusion power may not be commercially marketable be-
fore the end of this century. But that timing would be just 
about right, because some think we will then be running out 
of oil. And the very idea that the engines o f industry can be 
fueled by hydrogen, which the world enjoys in an unlimited 
supply, is enough to fortify the belief that there is plenty of 
energy for America’s future.

Licensing Nuclear Plants

In order to increase our sources o f badly needed energy, 
Energy Secretary James Schlesinger says he wants to reduce 
the time required to build and license nuclear power plants 
from 12 years to 6V2 years. But Mr. Schlesinger himself is the 
principal reason why the licensing of nuclear plants takes 
twice as long as it should.

Mr. Schlesinger says that nuclear power today is “ barely 
alive.”  One o f the major reasons is the many years it takes to 
license new plants. Each year o f delay adds $120 million to 
the cost o f the plant and makes utilities more reluctant to 
commit such a large amount o f their available resources to a 
project whose completion is so far into the future.

James Schlesinger is typical o f the Federal bureaucrats 
who offer themselves as the “ expert” to solve problems that 
they themselves have created.

When James Schlesinger became chairman o f the Atomic 
Energy Commission in 1972, the agency was dedicated 
primarily to developing atomic energy for both peacetime 
and military use, and to encouraging and assisting private in-
dustry and science to make more and more use o f this greatest 
of all energy sources.

Within about 16 months, Schlesinger converted AEC’s 
mission from creative development and production o f atomic 
power to a bureaucratic regulatory agency that gave priority 
to the environmental and ecology extremists over the produc-
tive efforts of private industry. He drastically reorganized the 
personnel, cut back the high-level staff, eliminated nonsub- 
servient employees from policy positions, and created the 
new job of general manager for environmental and safety af-
fairs.

The result was that, whereas under former Chairman 
Glenn Seaborg a nuclear plant could be licensed in five 
years, Schlesinger stretched this out so that it takes 10 to 12



years.
There is hardly any way to calculate the tremendous 

costs in terms o f the sorely needed energy that was never 
produced (thereby increasing our dependence on foreign 
oil), the financial capital tied up, and the intellectual and 
technological resources imprisoned in nonproductive chan-
nels. With 200 nuclear plants under consideration, industry 
has tied up a commitment o f $100 billion — with at least a 
decade before any return can begin.

Even worse than the impounding o f money because of 
the bureaucratic delay is the lockup of brainpower required 
by the Schlesinger policies. To license a nuclear power plant, 
there must be a preliminary study that takes two years and 
produces, literally, two tons of paperwork. This means that 
our most brilliant, most experienced, and most extensively 
and expensively trained scientists and technologists are con-
demned to devote their capabilities and their irreplaceable 
time to useless, noncreative “ busy work.”

All this came about during the Schlesinger tenure as 
AEC Chairman. Most of it he brought about in the adminis-
trative process. Some o f it was caused by legislation, but 
Schlesinger did not oppose the legislation effectively. He just 
let a coalition o f antinuclear environmentalists and public in-
terest lawyers throw roadblocks in the path of developing 
new U.S. energy sources.

The best move President Carter could take would be to 
appoint an Energy Secretary with a demonstrated commit-
ment to the development of domestic power sources, includ-
ing the expediting o f the licensing of nuclear plants, plus ex-
pertise in exposing the artificial nature o f the skillfully 
exaggerated “ threats” to the environment which are con- 
standy paraded to frighten us.

The last time I went through O’Hare Airport, some de-
monstrators were carrying signs reading, “ Nuclear power is 
safer than sex.” That is probably an understatement.

Deep-Sea Mining Incentives

The high standard o f living that Americans enjoy is due 
not to superior intelligence, natural resources, or quantity of 
work, but to our unique system o f political and economic 
freedom that encourages individuals to make use of their in-
itiative, talents and energies, secure in the knowledge that 
they can keep the fruits of their own labor.

If individuals believe that the profits o f their labor or 
capital investment will be expropriated by thieves or by gov-
ernment, they will produce only the minimum. One famous 
example of this axiom is the disparity o f production between 
the Soviet collective farms and the tiny private lots of land 
which the USSR permits to be farmed by individuals.

The highly sophisticated U.S. economy depends on the 
availability o f many essential materials, which in turn de-
pends on the encouragement o f capital investment.

Among the vital minerals we need are manganese, cop-
per, nickel, and cobalt. Manganese is essential to the steel 
industry. Copper is widely used in the construction, transpor-
tation, and electrical industries. Nickel is vital to the iron, 
steel, and aerospace industries, and in many alloys such as 
stainless steel. Cobalt is essential to many alloys, especially 
in the electrical and aerospace industries.

Our supplies o f most o f these minerals today come 
largely from unstable Third World sources. Zaire, which was 
invaded in 1978 by Communists from Angola, is the source of 
65 percent o f our cobalt and some copper.

As a result of price manipulation, manganese prices have 
risen about 170 percent since 1970. In 1976, U.S. imports of 
these four metals contributed $1.5 billion to our deficit.

It is economically unsound to allow the delicate balance 
o f our economy to be subject to the uncertainties o f Com-
munist invasion, a tribal dictator such as Idi Amin, or our 
State Department’s boycott o f Rhodesia and South Africa. 
American technology and capital are eager to develop a 
richer and more stable source, namely, the mines o f the ocean 
bed.

The ocean floor between Mexico and Hawaii is heavily 
littered with billions o f mineral-rich “ nodules,” about the

size and shape o f a coconut, which contain great amounts of 
manganese, copper, nickel, and cobalt. Current estimates tell 
us that there are at least 1.5 trillion tons o f ocean nodules, 
mostly in depths greater than 2,000 meters and in waters 
beyond the national jurisdiction of any state.

U.S. and other free-nation private developers have the 
technology and capital ready and available to mine the ocean 
nodules. The Third World and the Soviet Bloc have neither. 
(Some of them have a hard time even running a fishing indus-
try.) So they have devised a plan to steal the fruits of our in-
vestment.

Under the Third World-Soviet plan, ocean-bed mining 
would be done by a “ partnership” in which the United States 
would supply all the capital and technology that go down to 
the bottom of the ocean, and the Third World-Soviet nations 
would control the minerals that come back up. The United 
Nations and the UN Conference o f the Sea are the vehicles to 
achieve this organized theft.

Mining is a high-risk business. Before companies commit 
a large amount of capital to a new undertaking, they add up 
all the economic and political risks and weigh them against 
the probability and scale o f potential return. If you tell them 
that their return from ocean-bed mining will be only that 
which the United Nations or a consortium of Third World- 
Soviet bloc nations chooses to give them, most potential de-
velopers will say, thanks but no thanks.

Pro-development Congressmen such as Rep. John Mur-
phy (D., N.Y.), Chairman o f the House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, are trying to draft legislation that 
would allow private companies to start operations with some 
kind of assurance from our government that the fruits of their 
investment will not be stolen from them.

The Noose of Treaty Entanglements

Our bitter experience o f the last four years with the 
OPEC oil cartel should have taught us the lesson that we 
should avoid U.S. dependence on imports of any essential 
commodity. Yet the United States has done nothing to shake 
our dependence on politically unstable Third World nations 
for 98% of our manganese and cobalt, 71% of our nickel, and 
15% of our copper.

This dependence on imports of strategic materials need 
not persist because there is a practical and effective alterna-
tive: mining these minerals from the bottom o f the ocean. 
Four American-based corporations are ready to start private 
investment estimated to reach $2 billion by 1983.

In addition to fostering U.S. self-sufficiency in four 
strategic materials, the fringe benefits from encouraging deep 
seabed mining by U.S. private enterprise would be tremend-
ous. A new marine mining industry would create some 10,000 
new jobs, new sources o f supply, new products, a new 
economic stability, and a new technological explosion.

So what’s standing in the way o f all these good things? 
Nothing but the persistent passion o f the U.S. State Depart-
ment to subordinate U.S. interests to international agreement 
-- no matter how unreasonable, unrealistic, or unfair are the 
demands o f foreign negotiators.

Deep seabed mining by U.S. companies has been inhi-
bited for years by the stalemated negotiations at the Confer-
ences on the Law of the Sea. The United States has offered 
much-too-generous concessions, but foreign nations have 
stalled for years in order to provoke or induce the United 
States into giving away our technology, financing, and control 
to some kind of international cartel in which we would be 
outvoted.

The United States got locked into these dead-end 
negotiations ten years ago when the United Nations decided 
that deep sea resources are the “ common heritage o f man-
kind.”  The practical reality, however, is that this “ heritage” 
will remain at the bottom o f the ocean unless American 
technology and investmenthaul it up to the surface.

After the close of the 1977 Law of the Sea Conference, our 
negotiator Elliot L. Richardson made a statement that re-
vealed not only his “ frustration” at the failure of the other na-
tions to reach a reasonable agreement, but his disgust with



the way other nations brushed off our good-faith offers 
and flung down a new set of unreasonable demands.

The unacceptable demands hurled at us by Third 
World nations include transferring U.S. technology to 
an international authority, giving the international au-
thority the power to order “joint ventures”  as a condi-
tion of access, imposing open-ended financial burdens 
on U.S. contractors, setting artificial limits on produc-
tion, giving the international authority power to regu-
late production and scientific research, and distribut-
ing benefits to countries not even parties to the agree-
ment.

That is the way Ambassador Richardson expressed 
the problem in polite diplomatic language, concluding 
that we should reevaluate the whole idea of continuing 
“ the kind of negotiations which have thus far taken 
place.”

Putting the problem in blunter language, it is clear 
that envious foreign countries hope to give the United 
States a guilt complex and then bleed our financial re-
sources for their benefit. They want us to put up the 
money, and then to let them spend it and allocate the 
benefits. The inevitable result of international control 
over the riches o f the ocean bed would be less de-
velopment and a poorer world.

When are Americans going to wake up to the fact 
that there can be no common ground o f economic 
cooperation between the U.S. private enterprise sys-
tem which stimulates investment by profit incentives 
and the socialist-controlled countries that block in-
vestment by prohibiting profits and vesting all control 
in the government? It’s time for the United States to let 
the world know that we are not going to let Marxist hos-
tility to profits stand in the way of U.S. private invest-
ment in ocean mining.

The Overpopulation Myth
Overpopulation is the only really grave problem 

mankind faces. All other problem s are secon -
dary. . . . The population explosion is a recipe for 
disaster for all nations, underpopulated or overpopu-
lated. This quotation is from one of many newspaper 
and magazine articles which currently argue that we 
have too many children.

A decade ago, this theme, led by a book called The 
Population Bomb, was being taught in high school sci-
ence classes. Then its dire predictions of disaster dim-
med in the face o f the dramatic fall in the American 
birth rate. Closed maternity wards in hospitals were 
soon followed by closed elementary schools.

Now this myth has surfaced again, often under the 
revised caption “ the population clock.” It has even less 
substance now than ten years ago. Contrary to its 
thesis, a large population is a blessing and not a recipe 
for disaster.

The most densely populated countries are also 
among the most prosperous, even when they lack any 
mineral resources such as oil or gas. The Netherlands, a 
nation of high average income and very dense popula-
tion, has 970 persons per square mile. Belgium, 
another high-income country, has 840 persons per 
square mile. Japan has 785 persons, West Germany has 
642, and Switzerland has 398.

It is significant that the high-income nations of 
West Germany, Japan and Switzerland are countries 
whose currencies, the mark, yen and franc, respectively, 
are going up in value while our dollar is rapidly declin-

ing. Switzerland has the highest average income per 
person of all nations in the world except several tiny 
oil-rich countries in the Persian Gulf.

The United States is blessed with far more agricul-
tural, mineral, timber and water-power wealth than all 
those nations added together. Why are they getting 
richer while we are becoming poorer? One reason 
could be that those nations have an abundance of what 
the anti-population books and articles argue is a liabil-
ity, namely, a very dense population.

There are other factors, of course. Japan has not 
had to spend its own money for military defense be-
cause it is provided by the United States. On the other 
hand, some of the densely populated nations, such as 
Japan and West Germany, were heavily damaged in 
World War II.

The Republic of China on Taiwan started out in 
1947 as the most war-devastated area in Asia. It is now 
the second most prosperous country in the Far East de-
spite its large annual expenditures for military defense 
against threatened invasions by Red China. Taiwan’s 
very large population of 1,181 persons per square mile 
is a splendid asset for its economic growth.

In contrast to these densely populated countries, 
the United States -- even if we exclude sparsely popu-
lated Alaska ~ has only 66 persons to the square mile. 
Despite this underpopulation, our birthrate has fallen 
to 1.76 child per woman, far below the bare replacement 
figure of 2.1 per woman.

Yet weird arguments are made in current articles to 
justify further U.S. population reduction. One sugges-
tion is that, since “ we are already struggling with a 
complex of ‘domestic problems’ that are either caused 
by domestic overcrowding or aggravated by world 
overpopulation,” the solution is to find “ a birth-control 
method that simply permits parents to choose a son in 
preference to a daughter. After all, God did.”  This 
“ solution” is based on the premise that a nation’s popu-
lation multiplies only in proportion to its females, 
rather than in proportion to its persons.

The overpopulation myth goes hand in glove with 
the no-growth attitude toward energy. Its basic 
rationale is: Assume that progress has come to an end 
and there are no more frontiers, therefore divide up the 
shortages, grin and bear it. The United States became a 
great nation because previous generations believed in 
every kind of growth: population, scientific, industrial, 
and technological. This is no time to put the lid on 
progress and growth.
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