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Next month, President Barack Obama is scheduled to attend a climate summit hosted by 
United Nations Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon to “galvanize and catalyze climate 
action.” 

Undoubtedly, Obama will be touting recent successes in the policy arena of climate 
change and urging world leaders to follow our lead. 

Well, perhaps successes ought to be in quotes. 

In actuality, the “successes” have only come in the form of proposed regulations from 
the Environmental Protection Agency (which were basically commanded by the White 
House) and from executive orders. 

In other words, President Obama is pretty much acting as a one-man wrecking crew 
when it comes to breaking the impasse on actions geared towards mitigating climate 
change by restricting greenhouse gas emissions. 

Which begs the question, is this really what Americans want? 

And what’s to be gained by “taking the lead” on climate change, anyway? 

It turns out to be very little. In fact, it may actually be detrimental. The U.S. is not at 
particularly large risk from climate change. 

The Obama administration’s Interagency Working Group tasked with establishing the 
social cost of carbon (SCC) — a loosely constrained and readily gamed estimate of how 
much future damage accrues from today’s carbon dioxide emissions — determined that 
the SCC for the U.S. was only a few dollars per emitted ton of CO2. 

And that number was calculated using models that, as shown by a growing body of 
scientific research, produce too much warming and too little agricultural benefit from 
increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. 

Accounting for these inaccuracies drops the “social cost of carbon” in the U.S. close to 
zero (perhaps even becoming negative, that is, carbon dioxide emissions may actually 
provide a net benefit to the economy). 



But such information is carefully concealed in Obama administration reports, such as 
the one issued recently by the Council of Economic Advisors that predicts escalating 
costs the longer we delay serious climate change mitigation efforts. 

Instead of focusing on domestic costs of climate change, the report is built around an 
estimation of the global cost for carbon dioxide emissions, which, by the 
administration’s numbers, is some 4 to 14 times greater on a per ton of emitted CO2 
basis than those projected for the U.S. 

Why should the president’s rush to restrict U.S. carbon dioxide emissions, which even 
his own officials say raises concerns about domestic energy costs and grid reliability, be 
justified upon supposed benefits which will largely accrue to foreign nations? 

The Council of Economic Advisors report clarifies: 

Climate change is a global problem, and it will require strong international leadership to 
secure cooperation among both developed and developing countries to solve it. America 
must help forge a truly global solution to this global challenge by galvanizing 
international action to significantly reduce emissions. 

This explains why Obama is headed to New York. But he must know that all he’ll be able 
to accomplish, even in the best case, will simply be lip service to his urgings. 

Current-generation renewable technologies are insufficient to meet the energy needs at 
the pace that developing countries (like China and India) would like to develop. 

Considering that opinion polls show that “climate change” ranks low among priorities of 
the U.S. populous, imagine where it must rank in countries with large populations with 
little to no access to electricity. 

Even if the president sees heads nodding along when he is speaking at the climate 
summit, it is unlikely that anything concrete—with lasting and demonstrable effects on 
the climate—will (or can) result. 

So where does that leave us? 
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