
10

Introduction

by Cy Gonick

If  in the last century and a half  humankind was overwrought by concerns 
over hunger, disease, war, poverty, imperialism, racism and economic 

depression—in this new century, the focus is shifting to climate change and 
energy security. Of  course, climate change and energy security have not re-
placed these historical concerns; rather, they interact with and deepen them, 
making them more potent than ever. The US-led invasion and occupation of  
Iraq, for example, is clearly related to the increased importance of  the Gulf  
region as the threat of  peak oil grows near. The decision to invade Iraq, like 
the decision to invade Afghanistan and the decision to abort Hugo Chavez’s 
Bolivarian revolution in Venezuela is entirely rational. These are actions to 
grab control of  the world’s energy supply and thereby exercise veto power 
over industrial and ideological rivals.
 This collection of  essays, mainly drawn from the pages of  Canadian 
Dimension magazine, examines energy security and climate change sepa-
rately. They are different, but they are also linked as Richard Heinberg’s 
chapter “Bridging Peak Oil and Climate Change Activism” makes clear. He 
writes:

Climate change has to do with carbon emissions and their ef-
fects—including the impacts on human societies from rising sea 
levels, widespread and prolonged droughts, habitat loss, extreme 
weather events, and so on. Peak oil, on the other hand, has to do with 
coming shortfalls in the supply of  fuels on which society has become 
overwhelmingly dependent—leading certainly to higher prices for oil 
and its many products, and perhaps to massive economic disruption 
and more oil wars. Thus the fi rst has more directly to do with the 
environment, the second with human society and its dependencies 
and vulnerabilities. At the most superfi cial level, we could say that 
climate change is an end-of-tailpipe problem, while peak oil is an 
into-fuel-tank problem.

As recently as twenty years ago, few of  us were aware of  either peak oil or 
climate change. It was back in 1956 that US geophysicist M. King Hubbert 
fi rst revealed the fi ndings of  his research that oil production in the lower 
forty-eight states will have reached its peak between 1966 and 1972. His 
prediction was universally dismissed in the oil industry. What is more, even 
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when it turned out that US oil production did peak in 1970, most regarded 
it as cyclical at best. Thirty-seven years later there are still some skeptics 
but by now the evidence is overwhelming that we are reaching global peak 
oil and global peak natural gas as well. The chapters by Richard Heinberg 
(“Responding to the Challenge of  Peak Oil”) and by Julian Darley (“Energy 
Futures”) delve into this background and provide the most up-to-date in-
formation. Meanwhile, Paul Phillip’s chapter “Peak Oil and the Future of  
Agriculture” explores the implications for agriculture.
 As for climate change, it was only in June 1988 that James Hanson, 
director of  the NASA Godard Institute for Space Studies presented evidence 
before the US Senate Energy and Natural Resources committee of  global 
warming due to the emission of  carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
into the atmosphere. That same year the United Nations established the 
Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).
 The new awareness of  mounting ecological problems spawned the 
1992 Earth Summit in Rio and a second Earth Summit on Sustainable 
Development a decade later in Johannesburg. The Kyoto Protocol, fi rst 
negotiated in December 1997 and coming into effect February 2005, binds 
the 169 industrial nations that signed it to reduce their gashouse emissions to 
below 1990 levels by 2012. Industrialized countries were expected to reduce 
their emissions fi ve percent below 1990 levels. Jean Chretien pledged 6 per-
cent for Canada. This turns out to have been a pledge that few countries will 
realize except by allowing industrial polluters to buy pollution rights (called 
carbon offsets) from countries whose emissions dropped below 1990 levels. 
More on this below.
 As it turned out, U.S. president George W. Bush pulled the US out of  
Kyoto in 2001 calling it too harmful to the economy. Canada, which had 
signed the accord but took few steps to reach its target under the federal 
Liberals, offi cially defaulted on its commitment when the Conservative 
party took over the reigns of  government in 2006. The chapter by climate 
change analyst Dale Marshall provides a detailed account of  the Harper 
government’s approach to climate change from the time it assumed offi ce.

Time Lines
In the absence of  radical change, how much time do we have before energy 
shortages and global warming produce irreversible crises?
 The scientifi c consensus is that a global warming of  2˚C is the point at 
which we enter into likely probabilities of  irreversible changes. At the same 
time, these changes could also occur before 2˚C, and many, especially people 
in the global South, could experience impacts before 2˚C.
 Writing in July 2006, James Hansen maintains that the greatest immedi-
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ate threat to humanity from climate change is associated with the destabiliza-
tion of  the ice sheets in Greenland and Antarctica. A little more than 1˚C, he 
informs, separates the climate of  today from the warmest interglacial periods 
in the last half  million years when the sea level was as much as sixteen feet 
higher. Further increases in temperature by 2.8˚C could lead to a rise in sea 
level by as much as eighty feet, judging by what happened the last time the 
earth’s temperature rose this high three million years ago. “We have,” Hansen 
insists, “at most ten years—not ten years to decide upon action but ten years 
to alter fundamentally the trajectory of  greenhouse gas emissions” if  we are 
to prevent such disastrous outcomes from becoming inevitable.1

 Julian Darley (“Energy Futures”) believes that oil and natural gas com-
bined will peak in 2010. Of  the total petroleum consumed to date, he writes, 
we have used 90 percent of  our oil in the last forty-eight years and 50 percent 
of  it in just the last twenty odd years. “Anybody looking at this would say 
‘this isn’t a sustainable system’—and it’s not,” he writes.
 Founder and director of  the Post Carbon Institute, Darley notes that the 
production of  conventional oil in Canada peaked in the early 1970s, not long 
after the US. Since then the tar sands have been the source of  an increasing 
proportion of  Canadian oil, most of  it exported to the United States. But 
tar-sands output is heavily dependent on natural gas which itself  peaked in 
late 2001 or 2002.
 “Energy makes the world go around, quite literally,” Darley reminds us. 
Less energy, less economic activity. Or, as Richard Heinberg offers, “peak oil 
could trigger the mother of  all downturns.” Petroleum is the backbone of  our 
transportation; in Canada natural gas heats 80 percent of  our homes, is es-
sential in the production of  fertilizer, in plastics and many other synthetics.
 It won’t be many years before Canada will be unable to meet its own 
internal consumption of  gas—twenty years or less, according to Darley. But 
NAFTA obliges Canada to maintain its level of  exports to the US regardless. 
“This is going to produce political turmoil,” writes Darley, “because it’s go-
ing to challenge NAFTA, challenge the way Canada does business, and it’s 
going to challenge the way people manage to not die of  cold in their homes 
in winter.”
 It is likely understood but needs to be emphasized that reaching peak 
oil and gas does not mean that oil and gas production falls to zero. It means 
that it is in decline, that consumption exceeds discoveries so that oil and gas 
reserves are shrinking. Depletion analysts look to about a 2 percent per year 
decline in oil extraction following the peak of  global oil production, with 
the rate increasing somewhat as time goes on. Regional natural gas decline 
rates will be much steeper. As demand exceeds supply, prices will continue to 
rise, affecting not only the cost of  heating and transportation but the cost of  
food and just about everything else. This is always an inconvenience for the 
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rich, but it will produce a growing crisis for working people and especially 
for the poor.
 Peak oil is not the entire explanation of  rising prices. The extraction of  
oil becomes more costly as the physical and chemical properties of  oil fi elds 
deteriorate in the process of  extraction. More water has to be pumped in to 
sustain the pressure for bringing oil to the surface and drilling is more expen-
sive, especially in off-shore areas. Then there are the increased exploration 
costs for heavy oils, deepwater oil and gas and the massive costs of  extracting 
oil from the tar sands.
 In his contribution (“Capturing Revenues from Resource Extraction”), 
political economist John Warnock examines how Canadian governments 
tax excess profi ts (i.e., economic rents) in the mining industry compared 
to other oil producing countries around the world. He concludes that the 
comparatively minimal revenues extracted by Canada can be explained 
“because of  the deep integration of  the industry into the United States, the 
continental energy policy which is now entrenched in NAFTA, the presence of  
large transnational corporations that dominate the industry in Canada, and 
the fundamental government commitment to a neoliberal political economy 
since the early 1980s.”
 The issue, of  course, is that royalties from resource extraction is a crucial 
source of  funding investment in alternative energies and increasingly so as 
conventional energy sources become scarcer.

Alternative Energy Sources
Jack Santa-Barbara (“Peak Oil and Alternative Oil”) surveys all of  the known 
alternatives to conventional oil such as wind power, solar power, “clean 
oil” and biofuels like ethanol. Most renewable energy is of  low intensity or 
low quality so that large amounts of  energy must be invested in order to 
produce and deliver adequate supplies. Their net energy—the amount of  
usable energy left to do work after subtracting the energy used up to extract 
it and process it—is therefore low and in some instances like ethanol, barely 
positive.
 The world’s vast coal reserves are seen by some as a partial solution to 
peak oil. While coal is the dirtiest fossil fuel, it can be gasifi ed to produce a 
high-quality diesel fuel. There are many issues here, not least the enormous 
cost of  replacing conventional coal-based power plants with new ones. But 
the most serious aspect of  “clean coal” is that it is energy intensive—greatly 
reducing the net energy of  what is left. And the energy that goes into clean-
ing the coal will emit considerable amounts of  greenhouse gases.
 As geographer Petr Cizek points out (“Scouring Scum and Tar from 
the Bottom of  the Pit”), the Alberta tar sands—today the source of  half  of  
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Canadian oil production, and by 2030 a projected three-quarters—consumes 
massive amounts of  natural gas and water and destroys hundreds of  thou-
sands of  square kilometers of  boreal forest. Alberta has some of  the highest 
per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the world, three times higher 
than the Canadian average and six times greater than western Europe.
 Marita Moll (“Power Speaks to Power under the Nuclear Revival Tent”) 
challenges the view that nuclear power is a non-greenhouse gas emitting 
technology. Nuclear power is the source of  half  of  Ontario’s electrical energy 
needs and is being touted as a carbon-neutral replacement for natural gas to 
heat Alberta’s tar sands. Even neighbouring Saskatchewan, the major supplier 
of  uranium to nuclear sites around the world, is exploring a nuclear future for 
that province. Nuclear power is fraught with environmental dangers. While 
nuclear-power generation is carbon-neutral, refi ning uranium can emit a lot 
of  carbon dioxide. There are no long-term, safe methods to dispose of  spent 
uranium, and nuclear accidents can happen, with devastating results.
 More generally, writes Richard Heinberg in his chapter “ Bridging Peak 
Oil and Climate Change Activism,” most strategies to keep the economy 
energized as oil and gas disappear imply increasing greenhouse gas emis-
sions…. By now a disturbing trend becomes clear: the two problems of  
climate change and peak oil together are worse than either by itself.”
 “Turning on Canada’s Tap,” the chapter contributed by Polaris Institute 
director Tony Clarke is included in this collection because of  climate change’s 
expected impact in the central areas of  the continent as warmer tempera-
tures induce dramatic increases in evaporation, sucking rainfall back into 
the air and drying out lakes, reservoirs and fi elds. As well, with global warm-
ing leaving behind less snow for the rivers that rely upon them, rivers that 
serve 70 million people in a dozen states and four provinces, the demands 
for bulk water transactions within Canada and with the US could become 
overwhelming. As Clarke points out, a series of  large-scale water diversion 
schemes for massive bulk water transfers from Canada to the US has been 
talked about going back four decades. For a variety of  reasons, including 
overwhelming opposition by Canadians, none of  these schemes were realized. 
But over the next few decades, as global warming takes place, the pressures 
from Washington to proceed will surely mount.

Responses to Climate Change
There have been three dominant responses to climate change. The fi rst is to 
deny it or to consign its cause to natural conditions rather than to industrial 
systems and individual lifestyle practices. The second is to blame it mainly on 
individual lifestyle practices. The third is to insist that industrial and corporate 
behaviour can be changed through the market itself—taxing carbon emis-
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sions, thereby imposing a price on pollution; establishing pollution rights for 
industry that can be traded in a new carbon commodity market; and, more 
generally, providing an incentive system that rewards good environmental 
practices and punishes harmful ones.
 While the media gives roughly equal weight to contrarian views, virtually 
none of  the articles in peer-reviewed journals have questioned the consensus 
that emissions from human activities cause global warming. In his contribu-
tion to this collection, “The Corporate Climate Coup,” historian David Noble 
traces the origins of  climate change deniers and their corporate sponsors 
like Exxon Mobil, the world’s largest single producer of  greenhouse gases. 
Their intent, says Noble, has been to doubt, deride and dismiss “distressing 
scientifi c claims which might put a damper on enthusiasm for expansive 
capitalist enterprise.”
 Noble also traces a second corporate campaign that emerged somewhat 
later, in the wake of  the growing awareness of  global warming. Rather 
than denying it, this second corporate climate movement “sought to get out 
ahead of  the environmental issue by affi rming it only to hijack it and turn it 
to corporate advantage.” It does this by locating “market-based” remedies 
quite compatible with corporate interests and practices—in this way turning 
away discussions of  reform from more radical systemic solutions. This cam-
paign has found a large following among economists and other professionals 
teaching and working for government, the media and non-governmental 
organizations. It fi ts their understanding of  how the world works and how 
best to fi x things that need repair.
 The third response to climate change (and peak oil, for that matter) is to 
focus on what individuals can do to conserve energy and save the environ-
ment. In this volume Metta Spencer, in particular, gives emphasis to personal 
choices. But neither she nor our other contributors suggest that individualist 
strategies of  sharing, repairing, reusing, recycling and cutting back can suc-
ceed in a society that screams out “BUY, CONSUME, WASTE!” and one 
that does not provide alternatives by radically restructuring our cities, living 
spaces and modes of  transportation.
 The perspective of  our contributors is that both peak oil and climate 
change are real. But neither peak oil nor climate change arise primarily from 
wasteful or excessive personal lifestyle habits and neither can be managed 
by better gas mileage, voluntary cut-backs in consumption, walking and 
biking, carbon taxes, tradable pollution permits or incremental changes to 
business as usual. They are simply not proportional to analysis that points to 
the massive economic disruption that will result as energy supplies become 
more scarce and their prices soar; and to the growing threat to the planet, 
including species extinction, arising from global warming.
 Kevin Smith (“Obscenity of  Carbon Trading”), for example, takes on 
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the most widely promoted market-based solution to climate change, namely 
carbon trading, which is enshrined in the Kyoto Protocol. As he writes:

Effective action on climate change involves demanding, adopting 
and supporting policies that reduce emissions at source as opposed 
to offsetting or trading. Carbon trading isn’t an effective response; 
emissions have to be reduced across the board without elaborate 
get-out clauses for the biggest polluters. There is an urgent need 
for stricter regulation, oversight, and penalties for polluters on com-
munity, local, national and international levels, as well as support 
for communities adversely impacted by climate change.

Smith points to The Durban Declaration of  Climate Justice, signed by civil society 
organizations from all over the world, which asserts that making carbon a 
commodity represents a large-scale privatization of  the Earth’s carbon-cycling 
capacity, with the atmospheric pie having been carved-up and handed over 
to the biggest polluters.
 George Monbiot, author of  the best-selling Heat, How to Stop the Planet 
From Burning, compares the purchase of  carbon offsets by polluters to the 
medieval practice in which the church sold indulgences to wealthy sinners. 
So long as you could pay the price you could go on sinning and still get to 
heaven!

Energy Security for Canada
In “The US Energy Act and Electricity: What it means for Canada” econo-
mist Marjorie Griffi n Cohen asserts that unless the extension of  recent US 
electricity policy into Canada is challenged it will force a radical and regressive 
change in the way Canadian hydroelectric power is produced and delivered, 
to whom it is sold and on what terms. To all intents and purposes this “regu-
latory imperialism,” as she calls it, transfers control of  the entire electricity 
system to US companies, integrating Canadian hydroelectric power into a 
continental grid and making it all but impossible to implement a national 
electrical grid which is essential for Canadian energy security.
 In his chapter “Energy Security for Canadians” Parklands director 
Gordon Laxer describes the policies and practices that have led to the supply 
of  Canadian energy being shaped to serve US energy security rather than 
Canadian and how this torpedoes any chance of  addressing climate change 
in this country. Laxer writes:

Until Canada grasps “energy independence,” and a new “national 
energy policy,” as US leaders call their plans, Canada cannot seri-
ously address climate change. To do the latter, Canada would have 
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to regain control over energy exports, ownership and production 
levels. Canada needs a new energy strategy.

Laxer offers a multi-pronged program that, besides building a national 
electricity grid for power sharing across Canada, includes imposing an im-
mediate moratorium on new tar sands projects; getting a Mexican exemption 
on compulsory energy exports to the US, or giving six months notice and 
exiting NAFTA; reinstituting the twenty-fi ve years of  “proven” supply of  oil 
and gas for Canadians before export licences can be issued; insisting that 
100 percent of  the economic rents [excess profi ts] on existing oil and gas 
should go to the resource owners—citizens of  energy-producing provinces 
and First Nations; and, following Canadian public opinion, nationalizing or 
provincializing part or all of  the oil and gas industry.

Resource Wars
As global scarcity mounts and new industrial giants like China and India enter 
the race for energy and materials, the US is not only concerned to maintain its 
share of  the world’s energy supply—one out of  every four barrels of  oil of  the 
world’s production—but also to control the access of  its rivals and potential 
rivals. This surely is the rationale behind the US invasion and occupation of  
Iraq. As Noam Chomsky has explained, “control [of  the Middle East and its 
oil] gives the United States ‘veto power’ over its industrial rivals.”2

 China in particular is feared as an economic threat. Chomsky notes that 
the Bush administration’s March 2006 National Security Strategy document 
describes China as the greatest long-term threat to US global dominance. 
It warns that Chinese leaders are not only “expanding trade but acting as if  
they can somehow lock up energy supplies around the world.”3

 China’s oil imports are growing by 24 percent a year. To achieve energy 
security its state-owned companies have taken a stake in forty-four countries, 
prospecting for and producing oil and gas as well as constructing pipelines. 
Just before the US-led attack on Iraq, China had signed a production-shar-
ing contract with Baghdad. It has developed close ties with Saudi Arabia, 
a US client state since the British were expelled during World War II, and 
with Iran, now China’s third largest supplier after Saudi Arabia and Angola. 
These countries and others look to developing closer ties to China as a means 
of  reducing their dependency on the US.4

 Venezuela, the leading oil producer in the western hemisphere, is an-
other concern, and China is investing there too as well as in other resource-
rich Latin American exporters. Venezuela has been using its oil wealth to 
help the likes of  Argentina, Bolivia and Brazil to pay off  their debts to the 
International Monetary Fund, a fi nancial tool Washington uses to control 
the economies of  Third World nations. While Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez 
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has been nationalizing that country’s oil industry, Bolivia’s Evo Morales has 
been nationalizing that country’s gas resources, the largest gas reserves in 
Latin America.
 Russia, with 13 percent of  the world’s proven oil reserves and 34 percent 
of  its gas reserves, is yet another major energy player. And together with 
China, India—Asia’s other giant—has formed the Asia Energy Grid to 
ensure reliable delivery networks and energy security and to acquire stakes 
in production and exploration for which New Delhi and Beijing continue to 
cooperate and compete.5

 “The days of  unalloyed Anglo-American petroleum dominance are 
gone,” writes William Tabb. He continues:

This does not mean that Exxon-Mobil is not the world’s most valu-
able and most profi table company nor that the oil giants do not ben-
efi t from high oil prices. They do, however, face more sophisticated 
national oil companies from China, India, Brazil and elsewhere 
who compete for supply that is increasingly under the control of  
state-controlled producers. The seven largest national oil companies, 
like Kuwait Petroleum, Abu Dhabi National Oil Company, Algeria’s 
Sonatrach and the more familiar Saudi Aramco hold at least half  
the world’s proven resources and account for a quarter of  current 
production.6

As the case of  Iraq demonstrates so clearly, the US, together with Britain, is 
using state terror and coercion to reassert its dominance of  the world’s energy 
system. Obviously it is a failing effort not only because of  the strength of  the 
Iraqi resistance, but because of  the massive amount of  energy the US must 
employ in conducting its foreign wars. Indeed, Michael Klare has calculated 
the annual tab in Iraq and Afghanistan alone at 1.3 billion gallons of  oil, not 
counting the world’s largest fl eet of  modern aircraft, helicopters, ships, tanks, 
armored vehicles and support systems maintained by the Pentagon.7

 “[U.S.] ‘oil security,’” writes the economist Elmar Altvater, “has several 
dimensions: fi rst, the strategic control of  oil territories; second, the strategic 
control of  oil logistics (pipelines, the routes of  oil tankers, refi neries and 
storage facilities); third, infl uencing the price of  oil by controlling supply 
and demand on markets; and fourth, determining the currency in which the 
price of  oil in invoiced. When we consider the many strands in a complex 
strategy of  oil security or “oil imperialism” the formula of  “blood for oil” 
seems much too simple. Yet it is essentially correct.”8

 British defense secretary John Reid warns that climate change will further 
aggravate the resource wars. It will, he says, “make scarce resources, clean 
water, viable agricultural land even scarcer” and so “make the emergence of  
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violent confl ict more likely.”9 William Tabb adds that “in the United States, 
too, military planners and the CIA spin out scenarios of  wars for desperately 
needed natural resources and the need to deal with the mass migrations of  
desperate people as entire societies disintegrate. Climate change, the forecasts 
suggest, will bring on new and even greater resource wars.”10

Energy, Climate and Capitalism
In various ways both peak energy and climate change are tied to the very 
heart of  the capitalist system. Capitalism is growth driven. Without economic 
growth profi ts cannot expand and without expanding profi ts capitalism would 
die. Besides a pool of  available labour to keep wages in line, expanding pro-
duction requires increased supplies of  energy and materials. As conventional 
sources are exhausted, ever-resilient capitalism searches the earth and the 
oceans for new sources and invents new technology to overcome natural bar-
riers. But over time these essential inputs become increasingly more costly 
to produce and deliver and undermine profi t margins.
 Besides fostering international confl ict in the competition for and control 
over scarce resources, the scramble for resources inevitably comes into confl ict 
with indigenous peoples on whose traditional lands they are most likely to 
be found and with local communities and environmentalists.
 There are capitalist solutions to energy insecurity and climate change, 
but they mostly result in moving the problems around or causing other ones. 
For example, as conventional oil becomes increasingly scarce, the capitalist 
market system will go all out with coal, tar sands and nuclear power—ex-
acerbating greenhouse gas emissions and imposing new levels of  dangers 
with regard to nuclear accidents and nuclear waste. Further, the high cost 
of  producing “clean coal,” nuclear power and oil from the tar sands only 
adds to the increased cost of  energy from conventional oil and gas. And as 
the market pushes up the price of  energy in a world already marked by huge 
inequalities, the fall-out is a horrifi c worsening of  conditions for most of  the 
inhabitants of  the world.
 As the threat of  climate change becomes ever clearer, around the world 
a new movement called eco-socialism is being born. The reason that this 
new movement was bound to appear and is bound to grow is that the capi-
talist system, however fl exible and resilient it has been over some centuries 
of  stress, has no acceptable answer to the twin crises of  peak energy and 
climate change which it itself  has produced. Setting hard limits on the use 
of  carbon fuels whether by means of  regulation or carbon taxes or any of  
the other tools discussed by experts in this volume interferes with economic 
growth, the sine qua non of  capitalist accumulation.
 In the words of  the eco-socialist manifesto written by Joel Kovel and 
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Michael Lowy, this is an

unacceptable option for a system predicated upon the rule: Grow or 
Die! And it cannot solve the crisis posed by terror and other forms 
of  violent rebellion because to do so would mean abandoning the 
logic of  empire, which would impose unacceptable limits on growth 
and the whole “way of  life” sustained by empire. Its only remaining 
option is to resort to brutal force, thereby increasing alienation and 
sowing the seed of  further terrorism … and further counter-terror-
ism, evolving into a new malignant variation of  fascism.

 “In sum,” the manifesto reads,

the capitalist world system is historically bankrupt. It has become an 
empire unable to adopt, whose very gigantism exposes its underlying 
weakness. It is, in the language of  ecology, profoundly unsustainable, 
and must be changed fundamentally, nay replaced, if  there is to be 
a future worth living.11

 There are many signs that the efforts to combat climate change are far 
too little, far too late. After all, carbon is a life-endangering issue. Yet, in this 
country even the very modest target set by the Kyoto Accord—that would 
only have cut economic growth rates by a few percentage points and was 
intended only as an interim fi rst step—is regarded by both the Harper gov-
ernment and industry as too costly to profi ts. Another sign—when Stéphane 
Dion, now leader of  the Liberal party, was asked in 2005 what he intended 
to do about the Alberta tar sands, the single biggest contributor to climate 
change, he responded: ”There is no minister of  the environment on earth 
who can stop this from going forward, because there is too much money in it.” 
Now there is lots of  talk about putting a price on carbon by way of  a carbon 
tax, but only a very large tax would have a signifi cant effect on business and 
consumer behaviour and of  course it would be highly regressive. If  it is set 
too low, it would not curtail emissions. If  it were set suffi ciently high, many 
corporations would shift their operations to countries without such taxes. In 
any event, there is no indication that governments are prepared to impose 
carbon taxes of  any magnitude on citizens or businesses.
 At this time most environmentalists seem ready to acknowledge that 
“business as usual” will not stop or even slow down climate change. But only 
at the fringes of  the movement are they at a point of  grasping that capitalism 
is ecocidal.
 We need to build the eco-socialist movement!
 We obviously cannot wait for a blueprint socialism to solve this problem 
for us. We need to act now. The fi nal chapter of  this book by Cy Gonick 
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and Brendan Haley sets forth a “Twelve-Step Program” around which to 
rally a broad-based movement to combat climate change. It is not intended 
as the fi nal word, but seeks instead to spark a discussion, promote electoral 
and civic action, and challenge industry and all levels of  government.
 To put it frankly, we need to fi ght for time. Pressing for these reforms 
like a moratorium on further tar sands development and others like a good-
old fashioned increase in progressive income taxes and wealth taxes to fund 
the expansion of  parks and community recreational facilities, public transit, 
health and education, social housing and retrofi tting offers the best short-
term strategy for decarbonization.
 To get from the current impasse of  a profi t-driven energy-depleting 
capitalist world order to a new eco-socialist global society requires much 
hard work and much hard thinking. This book is one place to start for those 
interested in contributing to the conversation and joining this new global 
movement.
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Michael Lowy, “Eco-socialism and Democratic Planning” in Panitch and Leys, eds., Coming 
to Terms with Nature.
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