
April 9, 2014 
 
Michael Barone has a thoughtful piece on how history can determine thoughts and 
opinions.  
... It seems farfetched to suppose that centuries-old events and migrations could be reflected in the 
election results of 2010 and the overthrow of a regime in 2014. But you can see the mark of history 
on current electoral politics elsewhere, in Europe and North America. 

Take Poland. In its 2010 election one candidate carried the regions that were part of the German 
Empire and most that were in Austria-Hungary before 1918; the other carried the areas that were 
part of Czarist Russia except for metro Warsaw. 

Or move west to Germany. In post-World War II politics, the Christian Democrats have carried 
most regions that were Catholic after the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, and the Social Democrats 
have carried most regions that were Protestant. 

And then there is the United States. Southern whites remained overwhelmingly Democratic for 
almost 100 years after the Civil War. During that period, the Republican strongholds were northern 
areas settled by New England Yankees and their progeny. 

Party allegiances were reversed in a process that took half a century, but the regions are still 
distinctive, with southern whites heavily Republican and the Yankee diaspora generally 
Democratic. 

Many counties in the Appalachian chain still vote as they fought in 1861. Exceptions are coal 
counties, which swung Democratic with unionization and now swing Republican thanks to Barack 
Obama's “war on coal.” ... 

  
  
Joel Kotkin calls it "the debate is over syndrome" and says the left is becoming 
increasingly totalitarian.  
On climate and other issues, many in academia, media, government insist their viewpoint is 
unassailable and won’t tolerate dissent. 

The ongoing trial involving journalist Mark Steyn – accused of defaming climate change theorist 
Michael Mann – reflects an increasingly dangerous tendency among our intellectual classes to 
embrace homogeneity of viewpoint. Steyn, whose column has appeared for years on these pages, 
may be alternatingly entertaining or over-the-top obnoxious, but the slander lawsuit against him 
marks a milestone in what has become a dangerously authoritarian worldview being adopted in 
academia, the media and large sections of the government bureaucracy. 

Let’s call it “the debate is over” syndrome, referring to a term used most often in relationship with 
climate change but also by President Barack Obama last week in reference to what remains his 
contentious, and theoretically reformable, health care plan. Ironically, this shift to certainty now 
comes increasingly from what passes for the Left in America. 

These are the same people who historically have identified themselves with open-mindedness and 
the defense of free speech, while conservatives, with some justification, were associated more 



often with such traits as criminalizing unpopular views – as seen in the 1950s McCarthy era – and 
embracing canonical bans on all sorts of personal behavior, a tendency still more evident than 
necessary among some socially minded conservatives. ... 

... Political uniformity is certainly in vogue. A remarkable 96 percent of presidential campaign 
donations from the nation’s Ivy League faculty and staff in 2012 went to Obama, a margin more 
reminiscent of Soviet Russia than a properly functioning pluralistic academy. 

  
  
  
Writing in the Telegraph, UK, Christopher Booker says future generations will find it 
hard to understand the globalony hysteria of the left.  
When future generations come to look back on the alarm over global warming that seized the 
world towards the end of the 20th century, much will puzzle them as to how such a scare could 
have arisen. They will wonder why there was such a panic over a 0.4 per cent rise in global 
temperatures between 1975 and 1998, when similar rises between 1860 and 1880 and 1910 and 
1940 had given no cause for concern. They will see these modest rises as just part of a general 
warming that began at the start of the 19th century, as the world emerged from the Little Ice Age, 
when the Earth had grown cooler for 400 years.  

They will be struck by the extent to which this scare relied on the projections of computer models, 
which then proved to be hopelessly wrong when, in the years after 1998, their predicted rise in 
temperature came virtually to a halt. But in particular they will be amazed by the almost religious 
reverence accorded to that strange body, the United Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), which by then will be recognised as having never really been a scientific 
body at all, but a political pressure group. It had been set up in the 1980s by a small band of 
politically persuasive scientists who had become fanatically committed to the belief that, because 
carbon dioxide levels were rising, global temperatures must inevitably follow; an assumption that 
the evidence would increasingly show was mistaken. ... 

  
  
Also in the Telegraph, Charles Moore has more on globalony.  
... The theory of global warming is a gigantic weather forecast for a century or more. However 
interesting the scientific inquiries involved, therefore, it can have almost no value as a prediction. 
Yet it is as a prediction that global warming (or, as we are now ordered to call it in the face of a 
stubbornly parky 21st century, “global weirding”) has captured the political and bureaucratic elites. 
All the action plans, taxes, green levies, protocols and carbon-emitting flights to massive summit 
meetings, after all, are not because of what its supporters call “The Science”. Proper science 
studies what is – which is, in principle, knowable – and is consequently very cautious about the 
future – which isn’t. No, they are the result of a belief that something big and bad is going to hit us 
one of these days.  

Some of the utterances of the warmists are preposterously specific. In March 2009, the Prince of 
Wales declared that the world had “only 100 months to avert irretrievable climate and ecosystem 
collapse”. How could he possibly calculate such a thing? ... 



... The origins of warmism lie in a cocktail of ideas which includes anti-industrial nature worship, 
post-colonial guilt, a post-Enlightenment belief in scientists as a new priesthood of the truth, a 
hatred of population growth, a revulsion against the widespread increase in wealth and a belief in 
world government. It involves a fondness for predicting that energy supplies won’t last much longer 
(as early as 1909, the US National Conservation Commission reported to Congress that America’s 
natural gas would be gone in 25 years and its oil by the middle of the century), protest movements 
which involve dressing up and disappearing into woods (the Kindred of the Kibbo Kift, the 
Mosleyite Blackshirts who believed in reafforestation) and a dislike of the human race (The Club of 
Rome’s work Mankind at the Turning-Point said: “The world has cancer and the cancer is man.”).  

These beliefs began to take organised, international, political form in the 1970s. ... 
  
  
Associated Press reports on efforts to clear the Great Lakes of ice.  
U.S. and Canadian Coast Guard crews kept up their battle Monday to clear pathways for vessels 
hauling vital raw materials on the ice-clogged Great Lakes, where a shipping logjam forced a 
weeklong shutdown of the nation's largest steel (mill).  

Traffic remained largely at a crawl after a winter that produced some of the heaviest ice on record 
across the five inland seas, where more than half the surface area remained solid this week. 
Icebreaking ships slogging across Lake Superior were still encountering ice layers 2 feet to 3 feet 
thick. In some areas, wind and wave action created walls of ice up to 14 feet high. 

United States Steel Corp.'s plant in Gary, Ind., had resumed limited operations after receiving a 
shipment over the weekend of iron ore from a company mill near Detroit, which was sending one 
additional load, spokeswoman Courtney Boone said. 

Two ships were scheduled to arrive Tuesday with ore from mines in northern Minnesota following a 
two-week voyage across Lake Superior, which ordinarily would take three days. 

Other companies were hoping their supplies would be adequate to avoid significant disruptions. ... 

  
 
 
 

  
Examiner 
Ukrainians, and Americans, are the children of history 
by Michael Barone 
  
If you've been following events in Ukraine closely, you may have seen maps, available at 
electoralgeography.com, showing how the ethnic Russian areas voted heavily for one candidate 
and the ethnic Ukrainian areas for another. 

However, as the eminent historians of Eastern Europe Timothy Snyder and Anne Applebaum have 
written, the division is not simply based on ethnicity or language. Almost all Ukrainians can speak 
Russian and most can speak or at least understand the closely related Ukrainian. 



The maps suggest a different story. This division of Ukraine is based, most of all, on history. 

Consider the far western part of Ukraine around Lviv. In the 2010 presidential election, only about 
10 percent there voted for the pro-Russia and now ousted Viktor Yanukovych. 

This area was heavily Catholic and part of Poland between World War I and World War II. Before 
that it was in the Austria part of the Austro-Hungarian empire. 

These were areas with relatively good rule of law and considerable democratic heritage. Austria 
instituted universal male suffrage in 1907. 

Two fringe areas of western Ukraine had higher Yanukovych percentages. One is Ruthenia, part of 
the less democratic Hungary half of Austria-Hungary before 1918. The other was part of Romania 
before World War II. 

Southern and eastern Ukraine, which voted between 60 and 90 percent for Yanukovych, had a 
starkly different heritage. Much of its land was acquired in the 18th century by Catherine the Great 
and was settled only in the late 19th. 

Odessa on the Black Sea became Czarist Russia’s great grain-exporting port in the late 19th 
century, with a large Jewish population later murdered in the Holocaust. 

In Ukraine’s far east, the city of Donetsk was founded only in 1869. Its steel industry was vastly 
expanded by Stalin and manned with an influx of people from the Russian countryside. 

The political heritage in these areas is purely Czarist and Soviet, with little or no rule of law and just 
the barest smidgen — in the last Czarist years — of electoral democracy. 

Further away from the Black Sea is north-central Ukraine and the capital of Kiev, an area that 
voted about 30 percent for Yanukovych. This was ruled by Russia for years, but not forever. It was 
part of the relatively free Kingdom of Poland from the 16th until the partition of Poland in 1772. 

It seems farfetched to suppose that centuries-old events and migrations could be reflected in the 
election results of 2010 and the overthrow of a regime in 2014. But you can see the mark of history 
on current electoral politics elsewhere, in Europe and North America. 

Take Poland. In its 2010 election one candidate carried the regions that were part of the German 
Empire and most that were in Austria-Hungary before 1918; the other carried the areas that were 
part of Czarist Russia except for metro Warsaw. 

Or move west to Germany. In post-World War II politics, the Christian Democrats have carried 
most regions that were Catholic after the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, and the Social Democrats 
have carried most regions that were Protestant. 

And then there is the United States. Southern whites remained overwhelmingly Democratic for 
almost 100 years after the Civil War. During that period, the Republican strongholds were northern 
areas settled by New England Yankees and their progeny. 



Party allegiances were reversed in a process that took half a century, but the regions are still 
distinctive, with southern whites heavily Republican and the Yankee diaspora generally 
Democratic. 

Many counties in the Appalachian chain still vote as they fought in 1861. Exceptions are coal 
counties, which swung Democratic with unionization and now swing Republican thanks to Barack 
Obama's “war on coal.” 

How can history have such an impact on current politics? 

Habits of the heart, passed on from century to century, vary depending on the strength or 
weakness of the rule of law, government's responsiveness or lack there of, and the degree of 
opportunity to participate in voluntary associations. And on religious belief and tradition. 

These heritages tend to shape political preferences. As Samuel Huntington noted in The Clash of 
Civilizations, most countries with Protestant and Catholic heritages are peaceful and orderly. 
Eastern Orthodox countries suffer more turmoil and many Muslim nations have dismal governance 
and violent conflict. 

We like to think we’re autonomous adults. But we are also the children of history. 

  
  
Orange County Register 
The spread of 'debate is over' syndrome  
by Joel Kotkin 

On climate and other issues, many in academia, media, government insist their viewpoint is 
unassailable and won’t tolerate dissent. 

The ongoing trial involving journalist Mark Steyn – accused of defaming climate change theorist 
Michael Mann – reflects an increasingly dangerous tendency among our intellectual classes to 
embrace homogeneity of viewpoint. Steyn, whose column has appeared for years on these pages, 
may be alternatingly entertaining or over-the-top obnoxious, but the slander lawsuit against him 
marks a milestone in what has become a dangerously authoritarian worldview being adopted in 
academia, the media and large sections of the government bureaucracy. 

Let’s call it “the debate is over” syndrome, referring to a term used most often in relationship with 
climate change but also by President Barack Obama last week in reference to what remains his 
contentious, and theoretically reformable, health care plan. Ironically, this shift to certainty now 
comes increasingly from what passes for the Left in America. 

These are the same people who historically have identified themselves with open-mindedness and 
the defense of free speech, while conservatives, with some justification, were associated more 
often with such traits as criminalizing unpopular views – as seen in the 1950s McCarthy era – and 
embracing canonical bans on all sorts of personal behavior, a tendency still more evident than 
necessary among some socially minded conservatives. 



But when it comes to authoritarian expression of “true” beliefs, it’s the progressive Left that 
increasingly seeks to impose orthodoxy. In this rising intellectual order, those who dissent on 
everything from climate change, the causes of poverty and the definition of marriage, to opposition 
to abortion are increasingly marginalized and, in some cases, as in the Steyn trial, legally attacked. 

A few days ago, Brendan Eich, CEO of the web browser company Mozilla, resigned under 
pressure from gay rights groups. Why? Because it was revealed he donated $1,000 to the 
campaign to pass Proposition 8, California’s since-overturned ballot measure defining marriage as 
between one man and one woman. 

In many cases, I might agree with some leftist views, say, on gay marriage or the critical nature of 
income inequality, but liberals should find these intolerant tendencies terrifying and dangerous in a 
democracy dependent on the free interchange of ideas. 

This shift has been building for decades and follows the increasingly uniform capture of key 
institutions – universities, the mass media and the bureaucracy – by people holding a set of 
“acceptable” viewpoints. Ironically, the shift toward a uniform worldview started in the 1960s, in part 
as a reaction to the excesses of Sen. Joseph McCarthy and the oppressive conformity of the 
1950s. 

But what started as liberation and openness has now engendered an ever-more powerful clerisy – 
an educated class – that seeks to impose particular viewpoints while marginalizing and, in the 
most-extreme cases, criminalizing, divergent views. 

Today’s clerisy in some ways resembles the clerical First Estate in pre-revolutionary France, 
which, in the words of the historian Georges Lefebvre, “possessed a control over thought in the 
interests of the Church and king.” With today’s clerisy, notes essayist Joseph Bottum, “social and 
political ideas [are] elevated to the status of strange divinities ... born of the ancient religious 
hunger to perceive more in the world than just the give and take of ordinary human beings, but 
adapted to an age that piously congratulates itself on its escape from many of the strictures of 
ancient religion.” 

To be sure, there remains a still-potent camp of conservative ideologues, many associated with 
think tanks, such as the Heritage Foundation, and a host of publications, most notably the media 
empire controlled by the Murdoch family. But, for the most part, today’s clerisy in media and 
academia tilts in one basic direction, embracing a fairly uniform set of secular “truths” on issues 
ranging from the nature of justice, race and gender, to the environment. 

Those who dissent from the “accepted” point of view may not suffer excommunication, burning at 
the stake or other public rituals of penance, but can expect their work to be vilified or simply 
ignored. In some bastions of the new clerisy, such as San Francisco, an actress with unsuitable 
views can be pilloried, and a campaign launched to remove her from a production for supporting a 
Tea Party candidate. 

Nowhere is this shift more evident than in academia, as evidenced in Mann’s civil action against 
Steyn. The climate change issue, one of great import and worthy of serious consideration, is now 
being buried by the seemingly unscientific notion that everyone needs to follow orthodoxy on an 
issue that – like the nature of God in the Middle Ages – is considered “settled,” and those who do 
not agree deserve to be pilloried. 



But climate change is just one manifestation of the new authoritarian view in academia. On many 
college campuses, “speech codes” have become an increasingly popular way to control thought at 
many campuses. Like medieval dons, our academic worthies concentrate their fire on those whose 
views – say on social issues – offend the new canon. No surprise, then, as civil libertarian Nat 
Hentoff notes, that a 2010 survey of 24,000 college students found that barely a third of them 
thought it “safe to hold unpopular views on campus.” 

This is not terribly surprising, given the lack of intellectual diversity on many campuses. Various 
studies of political orientation of academics have found liberals outnumber conservatives, from 8-
to-1 to 14-to-1. Whether this is a reflection of simply natural preferences of the well-educated or 
partially blatant discrimination remains arguable, but some research suggests that roughly two of 
five professors would be less inclined to hire an evangelical or conservative colleague than one 
more conventionally liberal. 

Political uniformity is certainly in vogue. A remarkable 96 percent of presidential campaign 
donations from the nation’s Ivy League faculty and staff in 2012 went to Obama, a margin more 
reminiscent of Soviet Russia than a properly functioning pluralistic academy. 

  
Telegraph, UK 
How did the IPCC’s alarmism take everyone in for so long? 
Climate scaremongers are still twisting the evidence over global warming  
by Christopher Booker 

When future generations come to look back on the alarm over global warming that seized the 
world towards the end of the 20th century, much will puzzle them as to how such a scare could 
have arisen. They will wonder why there was such a panic over a 0.4 per cent rise in global 
temperatures between 1975 and 1998, when similar rises between 1860 and 1880 and 1910 and 
1940 had given no cause for concern. They will see these modest rises as just part of a general 
warming that began at the start of the 19th century, as the world emerged from the Little Ice Age, 
when the Earth had grown cooler for 400 years.  

They will be struck by the extent to which this scare relied on the projections of computer models, 
which then proved to be hopelessly wrong when, in the years after 1998, their predicted rise in 
temperature came virtually to a halt. But in particular they will be amazed by the almost religious 
reverence accorded to that strange body, the United Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), which by then will be recognised as having never really been a scientific 
body at all, but a political pressure group. It had been set up in the 1980s by a small band of 
politically persuasive scientists who had become fanatically committed to the belief that, because 
carbon dioxide levels were rising, global temperatures must inevitably follow; an assumption that 
the evidence would increasingly show was mistaken.  

Five times between 1990 and 2014 the IPCC published three massive volumes of technical reports 
– another emerged last week – and each time we saw the same pattern. Each was supposedly 
based on thousands of scientific studies, many funded to find evidence to support the received 
view that man-made climate change was threatening the world with disaster – hurricanes, floods, 
droughts, melting ice, rising sea levels and the rest. But each time what caught the headlines was 
a brief “Summary for Policymakers”, carefully crafted by governments and a few committed 



scientists to hype up the scare by going much further than was justified by the thousands of pages 
in the technical reports themselves.  

Each time it would emerge just how shamelessly these Summaries had distorted the actual 
evidence, picking out the scary bits, which themselves often turned out not to have been based on 
proper science at all. The most glaring example was the IPCC’s 2007 report, which hit the 
headlines with those wildly alarmist predictions that the Himalayan glaciers might all be gone by 
2035; that global warming could halve African crop yields by 2050; that droughts would destroy 40 
per cent of the Amazon rainforest. Not until 2010 did some of us manage to show that each of 
these predictions, and many more, came not from genuine scientific studies but from 
scaremongering propaganda produced by green activists and lobby groups (shown by one 
exhaustive analysis to make up nearly a third of all the IPCC’s sources).  

Most of the particularly alarmist predictions came from a report by the IPCC’s Working Group II. 
This was concerned with assessing the impact on the world of those changes to the climate 
predicted by the equally flawed computer models relied on by Working Group I, which was charged 
with assessing the science of climate change. The technical report published last week was its 
sequel, also from Working Group II, and we can at once see, from its much more cautious 
treatment of the subjects that caused such trouble last time, that they knew they couldn’t afford any 
repeat of that disaster.  

Looking at the Summary for Policymakers, however, we see how the scaremongers are still 
playing their same old game. On pages 12-14, for instance, they are still trying to whip up fears 
about extreme weather events, killer heatwaves, vanishing tropical islands, massive crop failures 
and so on, although little of this is justified by the report itself, and even less by the evidence of the 
real world, where these things are no more happening as predicted than the temperature rises 
predicted by their computer models.  

This latest report has aroused markedly less excitement than did its hysterical predecessor in 
2007. They have cried wolf once too often. The only people still being wholly taken in, it seems – 
apart from the usual suspects in the media – are all those mindless politicians still babbling on 
about how in Paris next year they are finally going to get that great global agreement which, if only 
we put up enough wind farms and taxes, will somehow enable us to stop the climate changing.  

They can dream on. But alas, the rest of us must still pay the price for their dreams. 

  
Telegraph, UK 
The game is up for climate change believers 
Review of The Age of Global Warming by Rupert Darwall 
by Charles Moore 

Most of us pay some attention to the weather forecast. If it says it will rain in your area tomorrow, it 
probably will. But if it says the same for a month, let alone a year, later, it is much less likely to be 
right. There are too many imponderables.  

The theory of global warming is a gigantic weather forecast for a century or more. However 
interesting the scientific inquiries involved, therefore, it can have almost no value as a prediction. 
Yet it is as a prediction that global warming (or, as we are now ordered to call it in the face of a 



stubbornly parky 21st century, “global weirding”) has captured the political and bureaucratic elites. 
All the action plans, taxes, green levies, protocols and carbon-emitting flights to massive summit 
meetings, after all, are not because of what its supporters call “The Science”. Proper science 
studies what is – which is, in principle, knowable – and is consequently very cautious about the 
future – which isn’t. No, they are the result of a belief that something big and bad is going to hit us 
one of these days.  

Some of the utterances of the warmists are preposterously specific. In March 2009, the Prince of 
Wales declared that the world had “only 100 months to avert irretrievable climate and ecosystem 
collapse”. How could he possibly calculate such a thing? Similarly, in his 2006 report on the 
economic consequences of climate change, Sir Nicholas Stern wrote that, “If we don’t act, the 
overall costs and risks of climate change will be equivalent to losing at least five per cent of global 
GDP each year, now and forever.” To the extent that this sentence means anything, it is clearly 
wrong (how are we losing five per cent GDP “now”, before most of the bad things have happened? 
How can he put a percentage on “forever”?). It is charlatanry.  

Like most of those on both sides of the debate, Rupert Darwall is not a scientist. He is a 
wonderfully lucid historian of intellectual and political movements, which is just the job to explain 
what has been inflicted on us over the past 30 years or so in the name of saving the planet.  

The origins of warmism lie in a cocktail of ideas which includes anti-industrial nature worship, post-
colonial guilt, a post-Enlightenment belief in scientists as a new priesthood of the truth, a hatred of 
population growth, a revulsion against the widespread increase in wealth and a belief in world 
government. It involves a fondness for predicting that energy supplies won’t last much longer (as 
early as 1909, the US National Conservation Commission reported to Congress that America’s 
natural gas would be gone in 25 years and its oil by the middle of the century), protest movements 
which involve dressing up and disappearing into woods (the Kindred of the Kibbo Kift, the 
Mosleyite Blackshirts who believed in reafforestation) and a dislike of the human race (The Club of 
Rome’s work Mankind at the Turning-Point said: “The world has cancer and the cancer is man.”).  

These beliefs began to take organised, international, political form in the 1970s. One of the 
greatest problems, however, was that the ecologists’ attacks on economic growth were unwelcome 
to the nations they most idolised – the poor ones. The eternal Green paradox is that the concept of 
the simple, natural life appeals only to countries with tons of money. By a brilliant stroke, the 
founding fathers developed the concept of “sustainable development”. This meant that poor 
countries would not have to restrain their own growth, but could force restraint upon the rich ones. 
This formula was propagated at the first global environmental conference in Stockholm in 1972.  

The G7 Summit in Toronto in 1988 endorsed the theory of global warming. In the same year, the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was set up. The capture of the world’s elites was 
under way. Its high point was the Kyoto Summit in 1998, which enabled the entire world to yell at 
the United States for not signing up, while also exempting developing nations, such as China and 
India, from its rigours.  

The final push, brilliantly described here by Darwall, was the Copenhagen Summit of 2009. Before 
it, a desperate Gordon Brown warned of “50 days to avoid catastrophe”, but the “catastrophe” 
came all the same. The warmists’ idea was that the global fight against carbon emissions would 
work only if the whole world signed up to it. Despite being ordered to by President Obama, who 
had just collected his Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo, the developing countries refused. The Left-wing 
dream that what used to be called the Third World would finally be emancipated from Western 



power had come true. The developing countries were perfectly happy for the West to have “the 
green crap”, but not to have it themselves. The Western goody-goodies were hoist by their own 
petard.  

Since then, the international war against carbon totters on, because Western governments see 
their green policies, like zombie banks, as too big to fail. The EU, including Britain, continues to 
inflict expensive pain upon itself. Last week, the latest IPCC report made the usual warnings about 
climate change, but behind its rhetoric was a huge concession. The answer to the problems of 
climate change lay in adaptation, not in mitigation, it admitted. So the game is up.  

Scientists, Rupert Darwall complains, have been too ready to embrace the “subjectivity” of the 
future, and too often have a “cultural aversion to learning from the past”. If they read this 
tremendous book they will see those lessons set out with painful clarity.  

  
Associated Press 
Crews work to clear Great Lakes shipping pathways 
bu John Flesher  
  
U.S. and Canadian Coast Guard crews kept up their battle Monday to clear pathways for vessels 
hauling vital raw materials on the ice-clogged Great Lakes, where a shipping logjam forced a 
weeklong shutdown of the nation's largest steel (mill).  

Traffic remained largely at a crawl after a winter that produced some of the heaviest ice on record 
across the five inland seas, where more than half the surface area remained solid this week. 
Icebreaking ships slogging across Lake Superior were still encountering ice layers 2 feet to 3 feet 
thick. In some areas, wind and wave action created walls of ice up to 14 feet high. 

United States Steel Corp.'s plant in Gary, Ind., had resumed limited operations after receiving a 
shipment over the weekend of iron ore from a company mill near Detroit, which was sending one 
additional load, spokeswoman Courtney Boone said. 

Two ships were scheduled to arrive Tuesday with ore from mines in northern Minnesota following a 
two-week voyage across Lake Superior, which ordinarily would take three days. 

Other companies were hoping their supplies would be adequate to avoid significant disruptions. 

"Nobody's stockpile situation is very good," said Glen Nekvasil, a spokesman for the Lake Carriers' 
Association, which represents companies that operate 57 U.S.-flagged freighters on the Great 
Lakes. "It's still very slow sledding." 

Only three ships were able to haul coal on the lakes in March, their cargos combining for 102,000 
tons - down 70 percent from the same month in 2013, he said. Coal trade was 54 percent below 
the long-term first-quarter average. 

The Gary Works mill generates steel for industries such as construction and auto manufacturing. 
Production resumed at one of the mill's three furnaces after Sunday's shipment was received, 
Boone said. The Gary Works is capable of producing 7.5 million tons of steel per year. 



U.S. Steel was able to operate off stockpiles for some time before the ice began affecting 
production, Boone said. 

Charles Bradford, a steel industry analyst, said the company should have done better planning 
even though this winter was among the harshest in recent memory. At one point, ice extended 
across 92 percent of the Great Lakes, falling just short of the record set in 1979. 

"They know that every winter the Great Lakes freeze over," Bradford said. Boone declined to 
comment. 

The shipping season officially began two weeks ago with the opening of navigational locks on the 
St. Marys River connecting Lakes Superior and Huron, a bottleneck for vessels hauling iron ore 
and coal to manufacturers and electric power plants. But just one convoy of vessels - including two 
icebreakers and the two ships hauling iron ore - had traversed Superior with loads of freight. 

Two other coal haulers were docked in Superior, Wis., waiting to make deliveries to a power plant 
in Marquette, Mich., said Mark Gill, director of vessel traffic service for the U.S. Coast Guard in 
Sault Ste. Marie. Five empty vessels were expected to begin crossing Lake Superior on Tuesday 
to pick up iron ore. 

The We Energies Presque Isle power plant in Marquette was operating just three of its five 
generating units to conserve coal until more arrives, spokesman Barry McNulty said. Even so, 
there wasn't enough demand to disrupt service, he said. The plant serves about 22,000 customers, 
mostly in Michigan's Upper Peninsula. 

DTE Energy, which operates five coal-fired plants in southeastern Michigan, has dealt with 
dwindling stocks by taking some units out of production for maintenance ahead of schedule and 
making up for the loss by buying power from the grid, spokesman Scott Simons said. 

"This will hold us over until we can rebuild our supplies," Simons said. 

General Motors has not had any delays or material shortages because of Great Lakes shipping 
problems, spokesman Tom Henderson said. 

Nine U.S. Coast Guard ships are capable of breaking ice but only one, the Mackinaw, is equipped 
to deal with the thickest formations, Gill said. The Canadian Coast Guard dispatched two heavy-
duty vessels to assist. 

About three-quarters of Lake Superior, the largest and deepest of the Great Lakes, remained ice-
covered. Gill estimated it would be about two weeks before the surface is clear enough for 
freighters to make the crossing without an icebreaker escort. 

Even then, the icebreakers probably will be on duty well into May and possibly as late as Memorial 
Day. 

"We'll be constantly on search-and-destroy missions, finding big pieces of ice and breaking them 
into smaller pieces," Gill said. 

  



 
  
  
  

 



 
  
  
  

 
  
 


