











which accounts for the fact that WWF, instead of
loudly denouncing the incident as one more piece
of evidence on the environmental hazards, has
kept singularly quiet about the whole business.

It is not necessary to examine in detail the var-
ious environmentalist groups, more or less alike in
terms of aims, philosophy and (double) standars
of behaviour, neither would it be any use to con-
sider the further developments of ecologism,
which has tediously continued to harp constantly
on the same tune. What would be the outcome,
were this kind of environmentalism to be entirely
successful? Probably nothing different than a
worsening of what is already taking place: (i) a
huge increase in wealth of the financial and oil
lobbies sponsoring the movement; (ii) stagnation
in the poorer countries and a halt to the positive
effects of globalization; (iii) continued domi-
nance of the Anglo-Saxon north Atlantic econom-
ic bloc, which controls huge oil reserves, upon
Germany, France, Italy, and the rest of Europe,
countries far less well provided with oil, whose
interest would be rather to rely on nuclear power.
However, in view of the strength deriving to terror-
ist organizations, such as Al Quaeda, precisely
from oil, it is quite possible that the USA and the
UK may decide to lessen the dependence on oil
for political considerations overriding the inter-
ests of oil tycoons, and this will give a boost to the
adoption of other energy production methods,
including nuclear power.

It seems that the nuclear industry tries to influ-
ence the environmental movement too, and the
campaign against carbon dioxyde increase in the
atmosphere began, having as a major target all
fossil fuels. This attempt by opposing lobbies to
have the environmentalists side with them, leads
the ecologist movement to attack any kind of de-
velopment (though some lip service is paid to “sus-
tainable development”, whatever this may mean,
or “alternative paths to development”, just anoth-
er expression of quite uncertain meaning). This is
exactly what a definite section of the industrial
world wants: i.e. all those who have invested huge
amounts of capital in long mature technologies:
oil, cars, rubber, and all linked activities.

Ecological totalitarianism

Many of the founder members of the Friends of
the Earth came from the associations Planetary
Citizens and World Federalists, closely linked with
the Free Masons. The cream of the financial aris-
tocracy of the Anglo-Saxon world belongs to these

two associations, whose goal is the union of the
world under a single government. The world gov-
ernment idea is not new. It was one of the strong
pieces of the Enlightenment, such as in the pam-
phlet Zum ewigen Frieden of 1795, by Immanuel
Kant, who suggests that a government of that kind
could guarantee “eternal peace”. It may well be
asked how could this be reconciled with reality
and with Christian doctrine, which promises
peace only on an eschatological perspective and
prophesizes that war (Armagheddon) will be with
us to the end of time, which will be time of the
Antichrist. The Enlightenment, it is well known,
rejects the Christian Revelation and, being a form
of neognosis, maintains that mankind can achieve
peace by its own efforts, becoming united in
brotherly embrace which can only be that of the
masonic brotherhood. It must also be borne in
mind that most Free Masons have no idea of what
their sect is all about: there is a great numer of
initiation steps, and only the puny clique at the
top, is in the know; the others are just led by the
nose and most probably they have joined merely
in the hope to gain advantage for their careers in
the first place.

It is far from difficult to grasp what kind of
world government would arise from extreme en-
vironmentalism: a dictatorship swayed by the él-
ite financial world, to the serious detriment of
true entrepreneurship and of mankind in gener-
al. Who these paladins of such “new order” are,
is clear from the offices held by them and the
kinds of projects they like to foster. Norman
Cousins, founder of the World Federalists, be-
longed to the board of Directors of the Friends
of the Earth, member of the Aspen Institute and
manager of the Saturday Review. Douglas Dillon,
a powerful Wall Street banker, founded in 1961,
upon advice of Bertrand Russell, the Institute for
World Order (IWO), aiming at bringing about a
world government and sponsor of the project
Mobilization for Survival, with the declared pur-
pose of phasing out nuclear power and bring
about a decrease of the population. In 1980 Pres-
ident Jimmy Carter sponsored the study Global
2000, which called for draconian measures for
the reduction of the population of developing
countries. In 1989, the then Soviet foreign minis-
ter Eduard A. Sheverdnadze proposed at the
United Nations to turn the UN environmental
programme into and Environmental Council
with mandatory powers, with attendant severe
curtailing of national sovereignties. It is fitting
that such a proposal should come from the Sovi-
ets, who have been the inventors of “limited sov-
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pan the world speed record on rails at 530 kmh.
The installation of 235 million Gigawatt of elec-
tronuclear power and the doubling of transport
capacity of transport systems thanks to a high
speed maagnetic levitation rail lines make up the
core of a development programme, outlined by
Engdahl et al. (1991). This would benefit Europe
greatly, turning its central part into an economic
megalopolitan core of world signficance, easily
overcoming, among other things, the problem of
high energy consumption by magnetic levitation
rail lines: a classical case of linked innovations
increasing the sinergy of the economic system, as
was the case of the relation between steam engines
and textile machines in the First Industrial Revo-
lution. The intrinsically secure nuclear power re-
actors might be a solution to the energy problem,
if governments sufficiently determined could be
found to oppose a strong political will and a suit-
able information campaign to the hysterical rav-
ing of most environmentalists, which explodes as
soon as nuclear energy is mentioned. It is certainly
true that traditional reactors are at risk of leaking
radioactive gases, although it must be borne in
mind that the only truly serious accident, that of
Cernobyl, was caused by the obsolete structure of
the station, devoid of a suitable cover, and by the
idiotic management of the technicians, who were
testing the cooling system to see up to what point
the core would melt, till the core really melted.
Traditional nuclear reactors in the Western
countries, are far better built than the Soviet
ones, they have sturdy covers and sophisticated
multiple control systems which have more than
once prevented disasters. Even the Three Mile Is-
land accident in Pennsylvania, the most serious
ever to take place in the West, has had practically
no consequences. The environmentalists’ frenzies
which put the nuclear reactor on the same foot-
ing as the atomic bomb are therefore utterly
groundless, also because the nuclear fuel is quite
different from the radioactive material used for
warheads. Moreover a nuclear reactor can be sup-
plied by a single cargo plane and needs no further
fuel for ten years. On the contrary, a power station
using coal, oil or gas, needs a steady inflow of sup-
plies: the resupply of such a station allows there-
fore frequent bribes, while for a nuclear one the
bribe can be got only once. This accounts quite
well for the suspicious interest of politicians and
high State official to demonize nuclear power and
to favour other kinds of power production, more
expensive for the tax-payers, but more lucrative
for themselves. Besides, it is far from difficult to
figure out what reactions are being stirred up by

the idea of a network of nuclear power stations
such as to cut the use of oil down to size, at the
archaic courts of sheiks and in the air-conditioned
offices of the great oil companies, and what legal
and illegal methods such power groups may put
into the field to annihilate the nuclear option.
There is therefore an extremely sturdy network of
vested interests and superstitious hysteria seeking
to bar the way to a rational solution of the energy
problem.

Nevertheless, the hazard of traditional nuclear
power stations, though remote, is a real one. It is
therefore justified to do away, gradually, the extant
nuclear reactors, but not to replace them with
“clean” sources such as solar energy, wind or bio-
masses, which can be useful for integrative purpos-
es but cannot replace fuels entirely. To supply a
city with solar energy it would take a station as
large as a city itself, without considering cloudy
spells. Wind and biomasses are unreliable too if a
steady energy production is sought. The solution,
instead, can come from intrinsically secure nucle-
ar reactors, sheltered from core melting hazards
by the laws of physics. A new industrial revolution,
based on intrinsically secure nuclear power, mag-
netic levitation, transgenic agriculture and the
computer industry is possible, but against such an
economic leap objections and obstacles of any
kind are unleashed by powerful pressure groups
linked to the oil and car industries. By producing
cars upon cars, a crisis in the long run is inevitable.
Mature technology and a largely stagnant market
(at least in the developed world) are the two hand-
icaps of the car industry, to which we could add
urban air pollution and traffic congestion. New
solutions must be found, so that a new constella-
tion of highly innovative industries with wide mar-
ket prospects may arise. But will environmentalist
furies in the pay of oil tycoons allow it?

The need to defeat the reactionary interests of
the enemies of innovation is therefore para-
mount, if we are to foster development and gener-
ate much needed jobs. This can only be achieved
by means of a well organized information cam-
paign. It must be made clear, once again, that
while a rational protection of the environment is
a healthy policy worth of support, people must be
aware of the fact that the interested screams of
extreme environmentalists are robbing them of
their future prosperity.
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