Jon Brengle

Complete Collapse


Recently, I have been reading an eye opening book.  The book is titled Requiem for a Species:  Why We Resist the Truth About Climate Change by Clive Hamilton.  He makes the purpose of the book very clear in the Preface.  The book is not about evidence for or against Global Warming.  The purpose of this book is to explain why humanity has refused to listen to the overwhelming evidence for Global Warming.  I have not completed the entire book.  I have however, completed all the chapters that essentially cite the overwhelming evidence, and the cause of rejection.  The remaining three chapters are essentially his overall solution to the problem.  I will talk about this book more specifically, but the main reasons why we have refused to accept this evidence is as follows:

1. Economic Growth Fetishism

2. Consumerism

3. Denial

4. Loss of Touch with Nature


Earlier this Sunday afternoon, I placed a DVD inside my Blu-ray player that in combination with the information of this book, as well as my other readings and philosophical conclusions, finally gave me a sense of peace.  (which is strange when one really examines what I am about to say.)  For now I know.  I know that a complete economic and societal collapse is eminent.


The title of this documentary is Collapse.  Collapse is essentially an interview with one of the best critical and investigative minds of our time.  His name is Michael Ruppert.  If one were to read about this man on the internet, his name would be filled with slander.  Part of the explanation of this slander, has to do with the ideas presented in the book that I am reading.  Usually, when a human is presented with evidence that goes against their preconceived ideals, there is a phenomena that psychologists call cognitive dissonance.  It is essentially a fancy word of saying intellectual pain.  And the more entrenched one is to their ideals, a more intense “cognitive dissonance” is experienced.  The brain, protecting itself from intellectual pain, essentially initiates mechanisms to defend itself from the pain (hence the word defense mechanisms).  One way a person can go about doing this, is slandering the credibility of the person presenting the evidence, so therefore the evidence is not valid.  This therefore takes away cognitive dissonance and brings about a more comfortable state.


The problem is, Michael Ruppert has been predicting a lot of these events extremely accurately.  Even with time tables!  He was off by just a year when predicting this most recent economic collapse.  In other words, he has some accuracy behind his claims.  And the purpose of this segment, is to show the parallels between his thesis of an eminent collapse and the overwhelming evidence of global warming.


I have a mathematical mind.  So, I am going to start with an extremely easy equation that computes carbon dioxide emissions:

CO2 = P * A * T

Where:

CO2 symbolizes carbon dioxide emissions.

P symbolizes population of the entire world.

A symbolizes affluence.

T symbolizes technology.

Affluence and technology can both be defined separately:

A = GDP/P

T = CO2/GDP

Where GDP correlates to Gross Domestic Product.  Thus the overall equation is:

CO2 = P * GDP/P * CO2/GDP

Initially, one can tell that population and gross domestic product reduce each other to one.  Leaving carbon dioxide emissions on both sides of the equation.


This overall equation really shows how the consequences of our decisions as a society has brought about the conditions of global warming.  And well, for a thought exercise, let us examine on the right side of the equation each part, to see how we as a species could reduce carbon dioxide emissions.


The first term is population.  In order to bring about a negative rate of population growth, the entire world would essentially have to put into place governmental policies that focused on population control.  And, western countries would have to have stricter restraints compared to the rest of the world.  The reason being, is if a family refuses to have a son or daughter in, the amount of carbon saved from being expelled in the atmosphere is astronomical compared to a country like Argentina.  Therefore, there would be more of an impact faster if Western societies tackled this issue aggressively.  However, we all know how impossible it would be for The United States Government to enact population control policies.  That can easily be argued to go against our Constitution.  Furthermore, it is somewhat common knowledge that Communist China passed legislature similar to this.  So obviously, very uneducated people would be screaming “communism” as the root cause instead of “global warming.”


So, population is a lost cause.  What about affluence?  It is true, that as population increases the denominator of that term would be continually increasing, thus resulting is a smaller value.  However, as population is increasing GDP has steadily been increasing.  Why?  Essentially because everyone seems to think economic growth is the answer to all of our problems.  “I am a woman and I am barren.  I need to earn some more money to get more value in my life.”  Or, “My wife is crazy and my son is increasingly becoming problematic.  I might as well make more money to secure our future.”  So on and so forth.  There have been countless surveys that suggest that very rich individuals do not correlate making money to happiness.  In fact, once a certain amount of money is established, making more money actually creates more unhappiness.  Simply because, in order to make even more money one has to work even longer hours.  What is the point to having a sports car when someone can only ride to and from work?


So this drive to maximize profits at no matter the consequence is so engrained into our society, that if scientists were to go up to countries all over the world and say, “You really need to cut your GDP by fifty percent.” would result in laughter and middle fingers.  Especially if a white scientist went to a poor African country and told the same message.  (This reduction of GDP has to be done all around the globe.)  And well, the book I am reading does a very good job explaining why Western society will never give up their GDP.  If one were to take a basic macro-economics course, one thing that will be taught is that consumption drives the current economies of our time.  So one way to substantially reduce GDP, is for citizens of that economy to consume less.  The problem, is that children can actually identify logos and symbols with their corresponding companies at around the age of six months.  We also know that these advertisements send messages constantly, which is the whole point of push and pull advertising.  Therefore, long story short, many of us have attributed our consumption to our self-identity.  And, in order for us to change our consumption habits, we will ultimately have to change how we identify ourselves.  The only way for an individual to do this, is to go through what is termed “self-identity death” and then “self-identity rebirth” with the new self-identity hopefully correlating to consumption behaviors that drastically reduce GDP.


Obviously the human mind does not want to go through that.  So, the second term can not really be manipulated that much.  That essentially means, that the entire responsibility of reducing carbon dioxide emissions lay on the shoulders of technology.


Now I am going to start bringing in concepts from the video documentary to this term.  A lot of people do not understand the extent at which we as a society depend on fossil fuels.  Essentially everything that a person sees around them that is man made, had to have gotten either in existence or to its destination by fossil fuels.  For example, let us examine food production.  First, a farmer has to ready the soil with an oil powered tractor.  Then seeds are planted by a huge oil powered device.  Then water and fertilizer (fertilizer is derived from oil) is then sprayed onto the crop using an oil powered device.  Finally pesticides, which are produced from oil, are then sprayed usually by plane (more oil) to keep the various critters away from the crop.  The crop is then harvested with oil powered devices, to finally be transported (even more oil) to the food distributors.  The food distributors inevitably use oil to transport the food to the super markets. 


This is just food!


And so let me introduce the concept of net energy.  Net energy is essentially the principal energy investment subtracted from the energy produced.  From this idea, one can examine all sorts of renewable energies.  However, the bottom line is this:


In order to implement renewable energies to meet the demands of the entire world, the net energy will be negative.


This is any renewable energy.  Why?  Because essentially in order to produce such technologies on such a large scale, there has to be fossil fuels at some part of the process.


Now, remember the three terms of that original equation?  Technology alone will not be able to reduce carbon dioxide emissions.  In order for humanity to reduce carbon dioxide emissions, our species would have to address each term of that equation.  However, I feel that considering the amount of time it would take to essentially change our fundamental ideologies of our culture and the state of the oil supply and the world, not only will carbon dioxide emissions not be reduced but there will be an entire collapse.  (On a side note, world leaders are only debating about the rate at which carbon is released into the atmosphere.  Even if humanity were to totally de-carbonize, we would then have to deal with the large amounts of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.)  Not only would an entire collapse threaten the livelihood of millions of humans very quickly, but the implications of global warming will start to be felt centuries in the future.  So, the survivors of this eminent collapse once they establish themselves in this new world, will then have to face the consequences of global warming.  Talk about Darwinism at work.


So what is the evidence for an entire collapse?  The answer is one word:  oil.


There was a term called “Peak Oil” that was derived during the 1970's.  Peak oil is best understood when examining a bell curve.  The bell curve essentially represents the overall oil supply of the world.  Oil production will peak once half of the oil supply would have been consumed.  Once that point is reached, oil production will steadily decrease, as there is less and less oil, which will ultimately result in higher oil prices.  When the supply of the world's oil gets really low, things get literally “bumpy” with oil production.  As the prices get so high because there is so little oil, demand for that oil decreases.  As the demand decreases, the prices decrease briefly, resulting in more consumption, which therefore results in less supply.  In other words, the prices will fluctuate regularly right before the entire supply is consumed.  That is why there is such a huge push to harvest absolutely every drop of oil.  Remember when I talked about how our food industry depends on oil?  Well, think about other parts of the economic sector.  What about health care?  What about the very electricity that is pumping through all of our institutions?  Most of it is coal, but how would coal be harvested if there were no oil powered machines to help with harvest, maintenance, and building of the refineries?  Tidal energy?  What about the oil needed to create the cement to maintain the dam?


And I think recently we have all witnessed the fluctuation of oil prices.  This is exactly what has been predicted when the world's oil supply is starting to run out.  Eventually, there will be no more oil.  There might be a very minuscule amount, but the cost to purchase such a commodity would be astronomical.  And so our very life blood of our current way of life would essentially stop being pumped, resulting is a slow but continuous collapse.  And, many people will die.


And well, humanity had it coming.  Simply because, our population on this earth has gotten out of control.  In the laws of biology, when a species of anything, ranging from insects, mammals, to even reptiles, experience a huge population boom, eventually a mechanism will manifest to wipe out much of the population.  This is well known in the discipline of biology.  Are we humans so arrogant to think that we can be an exception to the rule?  With oil out of the equation, not only will there be mass starvation around the world, but many health care facilities eventually will not be able to power many of the devices that we use on a regular basis.  Not to mention, compounded by the fact that we are continually warming the planet, will result in higher ocean levels which will push people into a more population dense area.  The first consequence of this that comes to my mind is viruses and bacterial infections.  


The result?  The crash of the human population, which follows the laws of nature. And through the equation that I presented earlier, a substantial decrease in human population would result in a significant decrease in overall carbon dioxide emissions.  This would allow the planet to stabilize the carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere.


And only the strong will survive.  Nature will provide the conditions and essentially select the few that will be able to reproduce and pass their genes.


And so, I suppose I am declaring myself as not only a catastrophic, but a “doomsdayist.”  I really think that if one is willing to open up their mind to any possibility, and examine the evidence, humanity is on a course of complete collapse.  I suppose the words of Michael Ruppert sums it up best:

First Law of Thermodynamics:  Energy can never be created nor destroyed, it is only changing form.  The Second law of Thermodynamics:  Energy only converts into one direction, from usable to unusable.  And in every energy transaction, there is always some energy that is lost.  So you have finite energy, and you have a financial paradigm that demands infinite growth.  At the first time in human history, our infinite growth paradigm is colliding with something that is more powerful than money.

-Michael Ruppert

