
     
 
  The low-flush toilet regime has pernicious effects on the other side of the pipes as well. 
Low-flow toilets have been named the culprits responsible for sludge accumulating in San 
Francisco sewers.5 The problem has gotten so bad that the smell of rotten eggs often wafts 
through parts of the city. To fight this, San Francisco is spending $14 million to dump bleach 
into the sewers. Bleach, which obliterates everything in its path including bacteria and viruses, is 
not exactly the most environmentally friendly chemical. Once again, in another misguided 
“feel-good” attempt to save the earth, environmentalists have managed to conjure up a civic 
disaster where none previously existed. Come to think of it, the image conjured up by a clogged 
toilet seems a rather apt metaphor for modern-day, trendy environmentalism. 

 Solar Power Is Good, but Only If It’s Unionized 
 
  Since the nineteenth-century origins of progressivism, those under its banner have 
claimed to care about the environment. President Theodore Roosevelt, a progressive Republican, 
created the national park system. An avid hunter, Roosevelt wanted to ensure that nature was 
managed responsibly. That is why modern sports enthusiasts (who are often conservative) 
support sensible environmental regulation. They love the environment just as much as 
progressives do. 
  However, the key distinction between modern environmental progressives and the 
original breed is that pragmatism has been effectively eliminated from the former’s political 
positions. That is why they oppose oil drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR), 
despite the fact that 78 percent of Alaskans support it.6 The people of Alaska know they are 
blessed with gorgeous surroundings; they don’t really need lectures from environmentalists who 
live 5,000 miles away—and who have never been to Alaska, much less the part of the state 
closer to the North Pole than to the continental United States. 
  This inflexibility and unwillingness to strike a healthy balance between protecting the 
environment and promoting economic development are perhaps best exemplified by the ongoing 
fiasco surrounding solar power. Solar power rightfully excites a lot of people. The sun provides 
our planet with an awesome amount of clean energy, enough in a single hour to power the world 
for an entire year. In 2011, a company called Tessera Solar announced plans to construct an 
enormous solar thermal plant outside Barstow, California. Given the subject—green 
energy—you would think that progressives, who claim to be great champions of the 
environment, would greet such a development with enthusiasm. This 850-megawatt project was 
set to provide electricity on the scale of a coal or nuclear power plant, provide a boost to the local 
economy, and help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. It was as clear a win-win scenario as can 
be imagined. However, progressives used every legal maneuver possible to halt construction. Far 
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 America, Not Europe (or China), Leads the World in Scientific Research 
 
  Because progressives often claim to be the ultimate champions of science, we would 
expect Europe—that grand social experiment in progressive politics—to be the global hub of 
research and technology. But it’s not. The Economist recently lamented the fact that there is no 
British version of Bill Gates or Silicon Valley. It suggested the reason was because of “national 
and European regulations and a tepid climate for entrepreneurs.”35 Tepid, indeed. An enormous 
problem for Europe is the cost of labor, which consumes more than 70 percent of research and 
development (R&D) funds. Compare that to the cost of labor in the United States (45 percent) 
and Asia (30 percent, a figure that excludes Japan).36 
  But this is not the only problem Europe faces. Despite routine whining from progressives 
about what they perceive to be inadequate science funding from the federal government, the 
United States spends more money on R&D than any other nation. Progressives correctly indicate 
that, as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP), the federal share of R&D expenditures 
decreased over the past several decades. But this is only half of the story because, during the 
same time interval, private sector contributions increased. Combined, total R&D spending has 
remained relatively constant over the past thirty years, never dipping below 2.3 percent of GDP, 
as the graph above indicates.37 

  U.S. Research and Development Share of Gross Domestic Product: 1953–2008 
 

     
 
  It is important to note that federal R&D expenditures increased during the conservative 
Reagan administration, only to be cut massively by the moderately progressive Clinton 
administration. In fact, Reagan, who is routinely dismissed by progressives as a terrible, 
anti-science president, issued one of the greatest defenses of basic research funding for science 
ever: 
  Science has grown, and with it, the fascination it holds for all of us. But as the pursuit of 
science has become ever more nationally and even multinationally funded, it has also become 
more expensive. The problem here is that science, unlike a bridge or an interstate highway or a 
courthouse, has no local constituency. Today, when we’re witnessing some of the most exciting 
discoveries in the history of science, things similar to the breakthroughs associated with Einstein, 
Galileo, and Newton, Federal funding for science is in jeopardy because of budget constraints. 
             That’s why it’s my duty as President to draw its importance to your attention and 
that of Congress. America has long been the world’s scientific leader. Over the years, we’ve 
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             Share of Total Global R&D Spending 
 
  Another way to measure a country’s scientific impact is to determine how many of the 
world’s top universities are located there. (This is because the frequency with which faculty 
members are cited by academic publications is often a criterion used in ranking universities.) 
U.S. News & World Report publishes such a list annually. In 2010, the United States had 
thirty-one of the top one hundred universities, far more than any other country or region.49 
(Please see graph on page 158.) 

     
 
  There are several noteworthy points here. First, despite persistent complaints—not just 
from progressives, but from conservatives, too—that American education is underfunded, we 
remain the best country in the world for higher education. By far. No other country is even really 
close. 
  Second, the British have an incredibly strong record in higher education. When we 
consider that the United Kingdom has a population a fifth the size and an economy about a 
seventh the size of those of the United States, possessing nineteen of the world’s top one hundred 
universities is an outstanding accomplishment. Of course, the United Kingdom has a long, rich 
history of higher education. The University of Cambridge, now ranked #1 in the world, was 
founded around 1209. Harvard, now ranked #2, was founded in 1636—obviously, by British 
subjects. So the British have had several centuries longer than Americans to build their 
educational tradition. (Also, notice that the English-speaking world has sixty-two of the top one 
hundred universities. Despite the flaws of the British Empire—of which there were many—this 
is a phenomenal testament to its legacy. It also stresses the importance of speaking English in an 
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 Is It Logical to Invent Logical Fallacies? 
 
  When we met with our book publisher, we were asked what we thought would be the 
grenade militant progressives would try to throw at us in retaliation for our arguments in this 
book. We answered simultaneously, “False equivalence.” It’s an easy strategy because it sounds 
intelligent even though the meaning is just fuzzy enough to baffle listeners. 
  Here’s a good example: in response to an article Alex wrote in USA Today about how 
both Republicans and Democrats endorse anti-science policies,10 Paul Raeburn at Knight Science 
Journalism Tracker responded, “Many Republicans reject evolution and climate science, and 
there is no example of Democrats correspondingly rejecting a theory or an entire field of 
science.”11 
  By now, you know that statement is obviously an untrue assertion. Maybe his opinion 
will change after (if?) he reads our book. 
  But, essentially, this is the principle of false equivalence: progressives aren’t perfect, but 
there is no equivalence between dumb progressives and dumb conservatives. Clearly, 
progressives are smarter. Anti-science beliefs held by progressives don’t matter; only the ones 
held by conservatives do. Honestly, we wish this were an over-simplification of their argument, 
but it’s not. One academic, Ron McClamrock, a tenured professor of philosophy at 
SUNY-Albany, summed up the progressive sentiment quite bluntly: “Lefties are overrepresented 
in academia because on average, we’re just f-ing smarter.”12 
  Instead of asking you to replace lefties in that sentence with “men” or “whites” so that 
you can see how bigoted and ridiculous (yet common) that belief is, we’ll tackle it scientifically. 
Let’s backtrack all the way to Logic 101. One of the first things you learn in logic class is the 
difference between formal and informal fallacies. Formal fallacies are errors in logical structure. 
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  We began this book by taking cues from the quadrant system of values. But in order to 
find our way to the essential clash between progressivism and science, we need to revise this 
system. We have found that a triangle may be an even better way to think about political issues. 
Each issue comes down to striking the right balance among three core values. 
  The very etymology of “liberal” and “libertarian” stems from the Latin word liber, or 
“free.” Liberals and libertarians simply disagree on the degree of liberty individuals should have. 
In our classification system, they don’t need to be separated—both are similarly preoccupied 
with freedom. 
  A core tenet of progressive ideology is social justice and equality—leveling the playing 
field. “Fairness” is therefore another suitable label. 
  Conservatives often claim that self-determination and personal initiative are the 
paramount virtues. This is a little more complicated than the universal concepts of freedom and 
fairness, so we’ll simplify by saying conservatives want people to be able to excel if they choose. 
Thus, “excellence” is a positive word, and it also happens to be the most important component of 
good science. The best researchers and the best science should win. Nobody objects to 
excellence (except maybe losers), and everybody loves winning—particularly Charlie Sheen.6 
  That leads us to a triangle-shaped playing field. Where you come out on an 
issue—whether you prioritize freedom first or whether fairness or excellence is most important 
to you—dictates where you end up on the triangle. 

     
 
  If you occupied the exact middle of our triangle, it would mean you cared equally about 
freedom, fairness, and excellence on any particular issue. You would be the perfect 
moderate—heeding all sides to perfection. The reality, however, is that we all make trade-offs 
that dictate which point on the triangle we are closest to. 
  Take the sport of professional football. If you were creating rules for football teams in an 
alternate universe, would you make freedom the prevailing value and avoid regulating the sport 
at all? If so, you might end up with a serious steroid problem, as players would do whatever they 
pleased to win. Or you might end up with considerable injuries, as team owners would work their 
players beyond the point of exhaustion, answering to no one. 
  Alternately, you could rule over your imaginary sporting universe by dictating that 
everything should be fair before anything else. All players would have the same size and skill, 
and the coaching playbooks would be the same. The result would be a pretty boring sport. 
  Yet that isn’t to say that excellence alone is desirable. Fairness in opportunity is a must, 
as is freedom. Though one value takes precedence for different people regarding different issues, 
the balancing act is crucial. 
  We believe that science is no different from sports when it comes to the triangle of 
values. Freedom is important because scientists need to be free to investigate the laws of nature 
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