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Why call this Newsletter, The Trendevents?   Many members will remember the original  monthly 
Trendevents published by Los Angeles Section 2 RD11834 during the 60’s and 70’s.  I was 
unaware that Wilton Ivie was the author of the commentary which opened each issue and was 
credited as the Techno-Critic.  The source of Wilton’s commentary was reveled to me during an 
extended visit to CHQ at Rushland Pa. in early spring of 1969.  Wilton would visit Rushland CHQ, 
about the middle of the month.  Wilton would sit at one end of the great dining room table and 
Scott at the other.  Wilton would open his writers pad and Howard Scott would proceed to dictate  
a compilation or digest of the information he’d read over the past 30 or so days. 
 
 You see, every day various newspapers, magazines, periodicals, Scientific and Engineering 
Journals and more would collect in a neat pile on a table at CHQ.  Weekly depending on volume, 
after all at CHQ retire for the night, Howard Scott (Who said: he always worked best at night 
without any interruptions)  would proceed to read each and every item till he retired around 5 or 6 
am in the morning.  The next morning one would find all of the reading matter in a pile, next to 
Scotts chair.  Curious me, I asked Mr. Scott how could he read & retain all of this material?  He 
explained, that he had what people referred to as a Photographic memory.  He read by a page at 
a time, exceptions were chemical formulae and complex mathematics.  Which he said: when in 
large quantity would give him one heck of a headache.  Howard Scott was our most important 
asset and irreplaceable                                                                                                                              
 
Now here today we find events in these times are doing the divining of the trends.  The Internet 
and various sources therein now make it possible to discover great resources of useful and 
important commentary. There are forces in play on this continent today that are like multiple 
swords of Damocles hanging over all of our heads by a thread.  The following 3 articles are from 
the internet, and they are proofs that the direction of current social and financial conditions are 
definitely headed for big time trouble.  The final article is from The Seattle Post Intelligencer  by 
Hubert G. Locke, of Seattle.  He is a retired professor and former dean of the Daniel J. Evens 
Graduate School of Public Affairs at the University of Washington.   
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
From the NY Times, March 25, 2005 
Trading Places: Real Estate Instead of Dot-Coms 
By MOTOKO RICH and DAVID LEONHARDT  
 
Real estate-crazed Americans have started behaving in ways that eerily recall the stock market 
obsession of the late 1990's. 
 
In Naples, Fla., some houses have been bought twice in a single day, an early-21st-century 
version of day trading. Buying stocks on margin has morphed into buying homes with no money 
down. The over-the-top parties of Internet start-ups have been replaced by flashy gatherings 
where developers pitch condos to eager buyers. 
 
 Nobody can know whether the housing boom of the last decade will end as the dot-com frenzy 
did. For one thing, houses are not just paper wealth: you can live in them. 
 
Still, perhaps the most troubling similarity, some analysts say, is the claim that the rules have 
somehow changed. In an echo of the blasé attitude that "new economy" investors took toward 
unprofitable companies, the growing ranks of real estate investors are buying houses they never 
expect to be able to rent at a profit. Instead, they think the prices of houses will just keep rising. 
 
Indeed, the government reported yesterday that sales of new homes jumped sharply in February, 
in the biggest monthly increase in four years. A strong economy and an improving job market 
contributed to the gain. But many buyers were also trying to beat rising mortgage  
rates, which could eventually cool the market. 



Adding to the parallels between stocks and housing, some of the doomsayers from the 1990's 
have returned with new warnings. "We're going through something very similar in real estate that 
we did with stocks," said Robert J. Shiller - a professor of economics at Yale, whose prescient 
book on stocks, "Irrational Exuberance" (Princeton University Press, 2000), appeared just a few 
months before technology stocks began their slide. "It's driven by the same forces: that 
investments can't go bad; that it has the potential to make you rich; that you'll regret it if you don't 
do it; that it looks expensive but is really not." 
 
 Consider this:  "Dow 36,000" (Times Books), which was a best seller in late 1999. Its authors, 
James K. Glassman and Kevin A. Hassett, argued that stock prices, despite five years of roaring 
gains, "could double, triple or even quadruple tomorrow and still not be too high." The Dow Jones 
industrial average hovered around 11,000 when "Dow 36,000" was published. It dropped below 
8,000 in 2002 and closed at 10,442.87 yesterday. 
 
Holly Peterson, who is writing a novel about the idiosyncrasies of New York's rich, said  five years 
ago friends at parties were crowing about "making millions of dollars on paper with $25,000 and 
$50,000 investments." But "most of those people," she added, "got wiped out." 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
 
The New York Times   March    25, 2005    OP-ED CONTRIBUTOR  

What Happens Once the Oil Runs Out?  
 By KENNETH S. DEFFEYES - Princeton, N. J. 
 
PRESIDENT BUSH'S hopes for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge came one step closer to reality 
last week. While Congress must still pass a law to allow drilling in the refuge, the Senate voted to 
include oil revenues from such drilling in the budget, making eventual approval of the president's 
plan more likely. Yet the debate over drilling in the Arctic refuge has been oddly beside the point. 
In fact, it may be distracting us from a far more important problem: a looming world oil shortage.  
The environmental argument over drilling in the refuge has often been portrayed as "tree huggers" 
versus "dirty drillers" (although, as a matter of fact, the north coastal plain of Alaska happens to 
have no trees to hug).  Even as we concede that this is an oversimplification, we should also ask 
how a successful drilling operation would affect American oil production.  
 
The United States Geological Survey has estimated that the Arctic oil field is likely to be at least 
half the size of the Prudhoe Bay oil field, almost 100 miles to the west. Opening that oil field was 
like hitting a grand slam:  Prudhoe Bay, which has already produced more than 13 billion barrels, 
is the biggest American oil field. (I was once at a party with a bunch of geologists from Mobil Oil 
when an argument broke out: who discovered Prudhoe Bay? Everybody in the room except me 
claimed to have done so.) 
 
Unfortunately, you don't hit a grand slam in every at-bat. The geological survey estimates that the 
Arctic refuge could produce at least half as much oil as Prudhoe Bay. It is also possible, however, 
that the refuge could produce no oil at all - it often happens in the oil industry. At the other 
extreme, the upper range of the geological survey's estimate soars to 16 billion barrels.  Although 
the geologists at the survey are widely respected, the upper ranges of their petroleum estimates 
for the refuge have drawn criticism, sometimes expressed as giggles, from other petroleum 
geologists.  
 
Despite its size, Prudhoe Bay was not big enough to reverse the decline of American oil 
production. The greatest year of United States production was 1970. Prudhoe Bay started 
producing oil in 1977, but never enough to raise American production above the level of 1970. The 
Arctic refuge will probably have an even smaller effect. Every little bit helps, but even the most 
successful drilling project at the Arctic refuge would be only a little bit. 
 
But if the question of whether to drill in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is the wrong one, what's 
the right one? In 1997 and 1998, a few petroleum geologists began examining world oil production  



 
using the methods that M. King Hubbert used in predicting in 1956 that United States oil 
production would peak during the early 1970's. These geologists indicated that world oil output 
would reach its apex in this decade - some 30 to 40 years after the peak in American oil 
production. Almost no one paid attention. 
 
I used to work with Mr. Hubbert at Shell Oil, and my own independent research places the peak of 
world oil production late this year or early in 2006. Even a prompt and successful drilling operation 
in the Arctic refuge would not start pumping oil into the pipeline before 2008 or 2009. 
 
A permanent drop in world oil production will have serious consequences. In addition to the 
economic blow, there will be the psychological effect of accepting that there are limits to an 
important energy resource. What can we do? More efficient diesel automobiles, and greater 
reliance on wind and nuclear power, are well-engineered solutions that are available right now.  
Conservation, although costly in most cases, will have the largest impact. 
 
The United States also has a 300-year supply of coal, (Only if there is no Growth in the rate of  its 
extraction) and methods for using coal without adding carbon dioxide to the atmosphere are being 
developed.  The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a side issue. The problem we need to face is 
the impending world oil shortage. 
 
Kenneth S. Deffeyes, a professor emeritus of geology at Princeton, is the 
author of "Beyond Oil: The View from Hubbert's Peak." 
 
This comment posted by a member of the Energy Resources List: Ron Petterson   
 
In his latest book "Beyond Oil", Kenneth Deffeyes writes the following concerning Hydrogen fuel 
cells: "There's good news and bad news about producing hydrogen by electrolyzing water. The 
distinction between the electrical current (amperes) and the electrical voltage (volts). The good 
news is that the electrical current passing through the electrolytic cells makes hydrogen with better 
than 98 percent efficiency. The bad news is that the electrical voltage required is 20 to 35 percent 
higher than the theoretical ideal voltage. If the hydrogen is then used in a hydrogen-air fuel cell, 
much the same thing happens. The electrical current comes out with 100 percent efficiency, but 
there is a voltage penalty; you get less than the ideal voltage. In practical terms, the most efficient 
commercial cells for producing hydrogen require 1.75 to 2.0 volts and the fuel cell returns about 
0.7 volt. The bottom line: The hydrogen economy has a built-in surcharge. You  get back only 
about 40 percent of what you put in."  Page 157 
 
"One thing certainly will not happen. In his book The Hydrogen Economy, Jeremy Rifkin envisions 
a parking lot full of hydrogen powered automobiles making money in their off hours by selling  
electric power to the grid. It is not a result of the thermodynamic theory: it is a matter of practical 
engineering. You paid somebody for 1.7 volts to get the hydrogen and you are going to make 
money by selling it back at 0.7 volt?" Page 166 
 
I have, in the past, on this list, heard different figures on the efficiency of electricity to hydrogen to 
electricity. Mind you, the  above figures does not include compression, shipping and storage of  
hydrogen, only the pure efficiency of electricity to hydrogen to electricity.  40 percent according to 
Deffeyes.  If you then add in all the other energy costs, compression, shipping and storage and  
delivery into the vehicle, you will likely come up with less than 30 percent. 
 
Does anyone on the list wish to argue with Deffeyes?            Ron Patterson 
 
 
 

 
 



Its’ not your Father’s America any more 
Hurbert G. Locke  -  P- I  Columnist               Friday, March 25, 2005 

 
The country is becoming more unrecognizable with each passing day.  The government, we’ve 
learned recently, now packages the news.  It provides television stations with hundreds of video 
news releases made up to resemble actual news reports that give us predigested, Orwellian 
information designed to convince the public that everything in the nation is being well-managed. 
  
Along side this propaganda circus comes the added revelation that the presidential hops George 
W. Bush is taking around the country to peddle his case for dismantling Social Security are not 
conversations with local citizens – as they are billed – but carefully arranged events before 
prescreened audiences who hear presentations from panelists who’ve been, by the recent 
admission of one of them, repeatedly rehearsed on what to say. 
 
Meanwhile, the Department of Homeland Security issues a doomsday scenario that details the 
anticipated consequences of a dozen possible terrorist attacks – complete with body counts and 
economic damage estimates.  The department insists it is not trying to scare the public, although 
how a report that has turned promoting and exploiting public fear into an art form that Joseph 
Goebbels would envy.   
 
The only thing worse than the government these days – if such is possible – are those portions of 
the populace to whom this government owes its allegiance. These are people for whom the 
country got off on the wrong track a half-century ago when hippies and flower children became 
symbols of a new permissive culture and “race relations” – a euphemism in an era when “colored 
people” knew their place – exploded in a civil rights struggle that upset a settled and long-accepted 
way of life. 
 
Fifty years ago, this aggrieved sector of the nation’s populace switched its political allegiance from 
the Democratic to the Republican Party.  This new voting bloc brought with it a set of sentiments 
and values on maters of personal belief or private opinion that both political parties have long 
believed ought to remain in the personal, private realm.  Mainstream Republican tried for several 
decades to ignore these private agenda matters.  But championed by fire-eating evangelists, what 
are personal and private matters for many of us are now being turned into issues for public 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
What were- a generation ago –matters at the margin of public discussion and debated are now 
contentions that are being forced to the center of Republican politics and, because it is the party in 
power, onto the front burner of American public policy. 
 
In the past several weeks for example, some science museums, mainly in the South have 
announced they will no longer show films that discuss evolution, the geology of the Earth or the 
Big Bang theory for fear of offending people who think such topics contradict the Bible.  Topping 
this enlightening development is the spectacle of the U.S. Congress leaping into the midst of a 
tragedy confronting a family in Florida faced with deciding whether to end the tube feeding of a 41 
years old woman whom doctors describe as existing in a vegetative state for the past 15 years.  
Several of the biggest crooks in Congress who face multiple wrongdoing inquires have managed 
to deflect attention from their misdeeds by turning this tragedy into a “cause de jour” for the 
religious right.   
 
We could probably endure all of this if it were only another of the outbursts of cultural passion that 
Americans periodically undergo in an attempt to assert why we think we’re God’s gift to the 
civilized world.  The problem is that the people currently in political power in the United States  
and the  people who support them really think we are – and that’s why this country is becoming 
more unrecognizable with each passing day.       
 
Paul Cordsmeyer 



 


