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FULL TEXT OF RESPONSES BY JERRY MANDER TO ANDREW REVKIN OF NY 
TIMES FOR NY TIMES.COM INTERVIEW IN DOT EARTH BLOG: 
 
 
Hi Andrew, 
 
You asked really big questions, but are seeking short answers.  These answers may be 
longer than you wished, but I hope they will be helpful.  
 
GENESIS OF “GREENSUMPTION”:  Per earlier note, I was co-author of the video, 
together with Koohan Paik, who is the actress in it, and the director of the film.  She is a 
fantastically talented  independent film/video writer and producer in Hawaii, and theatre 
director, who has used youtube very cleverly for political messages. (You might check 
out her "Discover Kauai" video which also caused a huge uproar and stimulated a new 
strong ecology movement on Kauai.)  The producer is the International Forum on 
Globalization; we first used it to promote our Washington DC teach-in on “TheTriple 
Crisis” in September; now it is slightly more generic. 
 
We got the idea together just by talking and laughing about the absurdity of the notion 
that the way out of this planetary crisis—which is deeply rooted in overuse of scarce 
resources-- is to go out and “shop to save the planet”.  Among many "false solutions" 
now coming at us, it is surely the most peculiar, but so American: every crisis viewed as 
a new business growth opportunity.  Obviously the better answer is less use of energy, 
materials, consumption, not more, as we said in the video. And, to separate fake solutions 
(like "clean coal" and "clean nuclear" and industrialized large scale biofuels) from real 
ones.  
 
YOUTUBE: The dominant fact today about information movement globally is that it 
remains almost entirely in the control of a very small number of mega corporations, 
projecting highly homogenous views of how life should be lived, hierarchies of values, 
and breadth of political context.  Mass media, especially electronic media, has been a 
primary instrument of cultural and political “cloning”,  superficiality, dumbing-down, 
and political control. So far, youtube looks like the proverbial grass growing through the 
pavement.   At least for the moment, (and until corporations figure out how to shape it to 
their own purposes,) it opens a rare window for greater access for individuals and points 
of view, that have been largely excluded from the information mix till now.  What we 
see, so far, in youtube includes a pretty impressive display of creativity and perspectives 
that would not get through commercial media, certainly not mainstream.  It also reaches 
new audiences that are not so fixed on mainstream media.  So it has some positive 
implications for a greater democratic information climate. The downside, of course, 



remains that its very success, as with other internet based information, is that it further 
attaches humans to their technofixation with gathering information from terciary distant 
(and often doubtful) sources. It continues the process of alienation from local community, 
nature, and non-mediated culture.  Also, much of the quality is poor.  Of course I never 
expected to be using it (and in it) myself, but its openness and inclusiveness has an appeal 
that television, especially commercially controlled television, never will. Will it remain 
open this way?  Owned by a giant corporation now, I am doubtful about that, but for the 
moment, it's interesting. 
 
WAL-MART:. Any company earnestly seeking greener behavior, and promoting “green” 
products is probably making a smart business move.  Cutting energy costs is obviously 
good, and promoting highly visible new green products like CFLs—has both PR and 
profit benefits, at a time when the company was being trashed for terrible employee and 
other policies. The scale that Wal-mart operates on has meant it could quickly dominate 
the CFL market in a product that looks terrifically beneficial.  But, just how beneficial is 
it?  I have not seen any “lifecycle analyses” of CFLs—have you?-- so my knowledge 
about them is admittedly limited. But, I accept that they use less energy and last longer.  
But other questions to ask about them are such as these:  What is the energy and materials 
flow used for their production, “dust to dust”?  Where do the materials come from; how 
are they mined? How much do the materials get transported before manufacture? Where 
are they made (under what worker conditions)?  Is the energy used for their production in 
China from coal?  (Almost surely.) What is their  total trans-ocean shipping impact? 
Also, are there toxics in CFLs that become pollution?  (I think there are.)  Are the toxics 
worse than incandescents?  Etc. (Note: Wal-mart is already the largest user of trans-ocean 
shipping of any company in the world. And according to the recent Institute for Policy 
Studies/Friends of the Earth report, Wal-Mart’s greenhouse gas emissions on an annual 
basis equal one-half of all greenhouse gas emission of France.  That report also says that 
the company’s supply chain creates more than 40 times the emissions it says it is trying to 
eliminate. Etc.  So, if they’re greener than they were, it’s not so it means all that much. )  
 
Another thing that is probably not okay, is to advocate that CFLs replace and therefore 
waste already manufactured, unused incandescent bulbs that have energy and materials 
already embedded as part of their manufacture. Once they exist, there are probably 
“comparative life cycle” savings in energy and materials from using-up incandescents 
until they burn out, rather than tossing them for newly mined, manufactured, and shipped 
new products (even if they are apparently more efficient).  That’s why we use the 
example in Greensumption that life cycle analyses suggests that getting a good used car is 
probably “greener” than getting a new  hybrid.)  But I am sure someone is making that 
comparative lightbulb analysis someplace right now, and we will see.  Finally, of 
course, there is the big mercury problem in CFLs, which 
make them nearly impossible to safely dispose of or recycle 
in any way, and with some dangers for kids too.  Not so 



green after all. (A good quick summary of CFL issues is in 
the NPR.com story "CFL Bulbs Have One Hitch: Toxic 
Mercury," among other sources.) 
 
What is obvious about Wal-Mart, is that, for all 
the PR, it has not had any meaningful transformation, 
adjusting its primary goals and drives:  profit, growth, 
market domination always first; environmental and social 
issues way down the list, and then only if they serve 
profit and PR.  In this they display the same core 
attitudes as nearly all large corporations; greenwashing 
where they can, but not much greening. The planet can no 
longer sustain that hierarchy of values.  
 
 
 
In the end, the far better option for cutting energy use and sustaining the life of bulbs is to 
make them all last longer by turning them OFF most of the day, and in all rooms that are 
unoccupied;  do not allow buildings to have all their lights on during non-office hours; 
and to cut external uses to necessities, not decoration. (You can get more info. on Wal-
Mart from the IPS-FOE report.) Here’s the link: 
http://www.bbc.wikispaces.net/space/showimage/Counte
rSustainability 
 
GLOBALIZATION AND POST GLOBALIZATION:  Most of our gang believes that 
modern economic globalization will not survive the current set of planetary crises, even if 
all of us naysayers offered no protest at all. At least it cannot survive in anything 
approaching its current forms and scale. You cant have globalization without digging up 
the last resources on the earth to feed corporate growth, and to engage in a staggering 
amount of transoceanic shipping (as the video showed) using fuel which is getting 
constantly more expensive and dangerous to our survival. The modern economic 
globalization model (since the 1946 Bretton Woods meetings) depends upon four 
impossible conditions:  First and foremost, continuous rates of high economic growth for 
global corporations, and for the overall system itself. That idea is itself preposterous on a 
finite planet.  The growth itself depends on:  Second, ever-increasing access to supplies of 
(inexpensive) natural resources, especially cheap energy and inexpensive global 
transport, arable soils, and water.)  Third, always increasing new markets.  And, Fourth, 
always expanding supplies of cheap labor. Global corporations had a field day over the 
past five decades, while all of those things were in abundant supply. But we live on a 
finite planet: limited resources, limited sinks, limited rates of recovery, limited carrying 
capacity.  To sustain the voracious appetites of global corporations, at anything like the 



rate of development over the past half century is impossible on a planet with such clear 
natural limits.    
 
The ecological limits of the planet are now in clear view, as expressed by the 
combination of climate change, peak oil (the end of the era of cheap energy), and overall 
global resource depletion and extinctions.  We call this “The Triple Crisis.”  Where 
resources continue to exist, they are ever more difficult and expensive to retrieve, (thus 
bringing wars, of course, like Iraq.) The root cause of all three conditions is over-use of 
resources:  energy, land, water, forests, soil, biodiversity, oceanic life, etc.   The solutions 
to all three are the same:  less use, powering down, conservation, efficiency, localization, 
less consumerism.  
 
Another very important part of the failure of globalization 
is that the model itself has not lived up to its own 
advertising, as displayed so prominently in the 1980s and 
1990s:  Economic growth was sold to us as bringing 
a"rising tide that lifts all boats."  In fact during 
the last three decades, it has brought the greatest 
separation between rich and poor within and among 
countries in history.  More billionaires; more poverty.  
The rising tide apparently lifts only yachts. 
 
Most of the world has begun to figure this out; South 
America is ahead of everyone else, voting for anti-
globalization presidents in: Argentina, Ecuador, 
Venezuela, Uruguay, Bolivia, and (sort of) Brazil, 
with stirrings also in other countries, and in Central 
America and Mexico. Already, in recognitiion, the U.S. 
is abandoning its coveted Free Trade Area of the 
Americas, and trying for bilateral agreements where it 
can.  And the WTO is floundering badly. 
 
 
 
Though the heyday of globalization is already over, the system may blunder along for 
awhile. Eventually, however, it will inevitably be replaced by a transition toward regional 
and local systems that are not so intrinsically dependent on expensive, destructive long 
distance supplies and transport, or the constant reaching out for and digging up of 
resources wherever on earth they may be. It will be either that, or the even grimmer 
scenario of global military control….in a battle to determine “last man standing.”  It’s 
difficult to say which is more likely. 
 



 Local systems, of course, are inherently less ecologically harmful and wasteful—far less 
transport for one thing-- and have the potential, at least, for greater democratic 
engagement and control.  We advocate for "powering down" i.e., using less energy and 
less materials overall, and for localized renewable energy systems rather than the current 
global mega energy model, to keep within global carrying capacities.   We advocate a 
global treaty, an Oil Depletion Protocol, and similar treaties on preservation and equitable 
sharing of water.  One motto has become "less and local" and by that is meant working to 
create institutional biases toward the regional and local in materials supply, manufacture, 
distribution, ownership, and political systems.  This does not mean NO long distance 
trade, but less emphasis on trade, and greater emphasis on local production for local 
consumption wherever possible--especially local food production--using local labor with 
local ownership. We hope to see the accelerated demise of global corporations, and the 
transfer of local businesses to local ownership.  Anyway, that is the direction we think all 
solutions will increasingly take.  (For more on this, you can look at IFG publications: 
"Alternatives to Globalization",  edited by John Cavanagh of the Institute for Policy 
Studies, and me, and "Manifesto on Global Economic Transitions." a collective project 
among about 50 authors that I edited.  (www.ifg.org)     
 
POPULATION AND EQUITY ISSUES.   You asked about 7, 8, 9 billion people.  Most 
people I work with dont believe those numbers will happen because the resource 
shortages (including arable lands, and topsoils) are becoming so severe that it’s doubtful 
the planet can keep that many people alive under the best of circumstances, let alone 
under the circumstances of maldistribution and distorted access to resources that now 
obtain.  A central tenet of our own program is the argument that there can be no solution 
to the Triple Crisis, (and the needed shift toward localization and "powering down"), 
without squarely addressing the urgency of achieving greater economic equity among 
countries and within them.  Our organization and others favor two main strategies:  
 
First, the development of new systems of direct transfers of resources, wealth and 
sustainable technologies from the richest countries to the poorest, and the richest peoples 
within countries to the poorest within countries.  Achieving a good formula for how to 
achieve this is of course difficult, crucial work. But there can be no long term global 
solution without it. Our organization is part of a coalition of 30-40 organizations now 
working on promoting such solutions and hopefully we can take some steps in that 
direction as part of the overall post-Kyoto challenge.  Some of these ideas, much more 
elaborated than I can do here, will be offered at the upcoming UN Climate meeting in 
Bali. (A significant part of our  Washington DC teach-in that we just hosted in 
September, on “The Triple Crisis” was devoted to lengthy simultaneous meetings among 
north-south participants, to work toward good, viable equity formulas to be included in 
negotiations.)  
 



The second element, beyond direct transfers of wealth and technology, is to quickly get 
global corporations off Third World agricultural lands, so they can regain control of food 
growing and distribution. Economic colonization of the Third World has never really 
ended, and many activists from the global South say that the most important thing--even 
more important than wealth transfers--is for the rich industrial nations to give up control 
and leave, and allow traditional agricultural and resource activity to regain its local 
character. They point out that the Third World is far more competent to deal with 
scarcities and difficulties than the pampered north, but only if it has its land and 
remaining resources under its own control, with some technology to aid and accelerate 
the process.  (A complication in this formula is the problem of the hold of economic 
elites within these countries --that too needs political attention.  But no time for that 
here.) 
 
During 2008 IFG will be convening a major international conference on the relationships 
between population, globalization, economic growth and the Triple Crisis, bringing 
together an entirely new kind of international group:  mostly leading activists and 
scholars from all continents, and many disciplines,  who have not till now been deeply 
engaged in population issues.  We see now that we need to have much greater 
involvement, since the current powers-that-be are not thinking straight on it, or doing 
enough to make clear improvements and new directions.  It will probably be in late 
summer; I will let you know in due course about that. 
 
 
Well, Andy, I could go on and on about all this, but you were interested in brevity. I hope 
this helps you in whatever article or mentions you are planning.  Let me know if you 
want to take this further. 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
 


