


























April 22, 1970, a Wednesday,
was a glorious spring day in
most parts of the country.

The Spirit of

the First Earth Day

by Jack Lewis

In the waning months of the 1960s,
environmental problems were
proliferating like a many-headed hydra,
a monster no one could understand let
alone tame or slay. Rampant air
pollution was linked to disease and
death in New York, Los Angeles, and
elsewhere as noxious fumes, spewed out
by cars and factories, made city life less
and less bearable. In the wake of Rachel
Carson’s 1962 best-seller, Silent Spring,
there was widespread concern over
large-scale use of pesticides, often near
densely populated communities. In
addition, huge fish kills were reported
on the Great Lakes, and the media
carried the news that Lake Erie, one of
America’s largest bodies of fresh water,
was in its death throes. Ohio had
another jolt when Cleveland's Cuyahoga
River, an artery inundated with oil and
toxic chemicals, burst into flames

by spontaneous combustion.

In a response commensurate with the
problem, an estimated 20 million
Americans gathered together on April
22, 1970, to participate in a
spectacularly well-publicized
environmental demonstration known as
“Earth Day.” The rallies, teach-ins,
speeches, and publicity gambits almost
all went smoothly, amid a heady and
triumphant atmosphere that was further
enhanced by perfect spring weather. But
the months leading up to Earth Day had
been frantic, and the success of the
event had been unpredictable up to the
very last moment.

Such uncertainty is endemic when
volunteer effort is the driving force
behind any activity, let alone one as
ambitious as Earth Day 1970. Some of
the grassroots activists who coordinated
the work of thousands of Earth Day
volunteers had come to the
environmental cause rather late, after

{Lewis is an Assistant Editor of EPA
Journal.j

cutting their teeth on other political
issues of the 1960s, such as civil rights
and the anti-war movement. Others,
however, had been intensely involved
in environmental causes for many years.
Whatever their background, these
activists were the driving force not only
behind Earth Day, but also behind many
smaller and less publicized
environmental reforms during the
closing months of the 1960s.

The term “Breathers’ Lobby” was
coined by the Wall Street Journal in the
late 1960s to dencte one of the most
prominent components of the grassroots
movement: the congeries of anti-air
pollution groups that had sprung up
over the previous decade in urban areas
across the country. GASP in Los
Angeles and Pittsburgh, the
Metropolitan Washington Coalition on
Clean Air, the Delaware Clean Air
Coalition, and other similar groups
started with sweat equity, then qualified
for grants and technical assistance from
the federal government. Groups focusing
on water-quality issues were also
making dramatic inroads: most notably,
the Lake Michigan Federation, and Get
Oil Qut in Santa Barbara, California.

The anti-pollution stance of these
groups, after changing the climate of
political opinion at the state and local
level, quickly permeated editorials and
editorial cartoons featured in the
nation’s leading newspapers. Even
Broadway picked up the environmental
theme when the smash-hit musical Hair
lampooned air pollution with a
hilarious song called “The Air,” which
ended in a choking chorus of coughs.
Readers were sampling a range of
provocative books on the environment:
The Whole Earth Catalogue, John Sax’s
The Environmental Bill of Rights, Paul
Ehrlich’s The Population Bomb, and
Charles Reich's The Greening of
America. Students tuned into the
counterculture were picking up
environmental messages from rock
lyrics.
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through a copy of Ramparts magazine
when an article about anti-war teach-ins
caught his eye. It occurred to him that
the teach-in concept might work equally
well in raising public awareness of
environmental issues.

In September, in a ground-breaking
speech in Seattle, Senator Nelson
announced the concept of the teach-in
and received coverage in Time and
Newsweek and on the front page of the
New York Times. Several weeks later, at
his office on Capitol Hill, he
incorporated a non-profit, non-partisan
organization called Environmental
Teach-In, Inc. He announced that it was
to be headed by a steering committee
consisting of himself, Pete McCloskey, a
Congressman from California, and
Sidney Howe, then the President of The
Conservation Foundation.

The main purpose of the new
organization, he declared, was to lay the
groundwork for a major nationwide
series of teach-ins on the environment
early in 1970. The purpose of the
teach-ins was, in Nelson’s words, to
“force the issue [of the environment]
into the political dialogue of the
country.” Very quickly, Environmental
Teach-In received pledges from the
Senator himself ($15,000), from the
United Auto Workers and the AFL-CIO
{$2,000 each), as well as from The
Conservation Foundation ($25,000} and
other organizations.

Early in December, Senator Nelson
selected a 25-year-old named Denis
Hayes, the dynamic former President of
the Stanford student body, as national
coordinator. Hayes, postponing plans to
enter Harvard Law School, immediately
set to work making plans for the
inaugural Earth Day.

Hampered from the start by an
extremely limited budget
(approximately $190,000), he rented an
office in Washington and gathered
around him an enthusiastic cadre of
volunteers, most of them students. The
most promising and the most dedicated
of these were named coordinators for
various regions of the country. Working
in an atmosphere Midwest Coordinator
Barbara Reid Alexander recalls as “mass
confusion,” they were inundated each
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day by torrents of phone calls and
overflowing mailbags.

Senator Nelson’s Senate staff lent its
full support and guidance to the work of
Hayes and his assistants, only a few of
whom were salaried and those only at
meager levels. Nelson and Hayes had
already agreed that the teach-ins should,
wherever possible, be located not on
college campuses, but in public spaces
within the community, and furthermore,
that active participation should be
sought from labor unions, the League of

Women Voters, and other organizations.
The latter goal was realized, but not the
former, at least not to the extent
originally intended.

One masterstroke was the purchase of
a full-page ad that appeared in the New
York Times early in February 1970. The
advertisement announced that on April
22, 1970, at locations throughout the
United States, citizens would
demonstrate for a cleaner environment.
Immediately contributions started to roll
in, and better yet, the curiosity of

by Gaylord Nelson

We can get a rough measure of the
impact of Earth Day 1970 on
the nation by asking some key
questions:

® What changes on the political
scene did it bring?

® What has been achieved?

® How did it affect public
attitudes on environmental issues?

® Can we see some sprouting
seeds that might flower into a
national conservation ethic?

These questions can be
answered fairly briefly.

My major objective in planning
Earth Day 1970 was to organize a
nationwide public demonstration
so large it would, finally, get the
attention of the politicians and
force the environmental issue into
the political dialogue of the nation.
It worked. By the sheer force of
collective action on that one day,
the American public forever
changed the political landscape
regarding environnmental issues.

(Nelson, founder of Earth Day
1970, is Counselor to The
Wilderness Society.)

The Legacy of Earth Day

By the sheer force Zf collective

action on that one day, the
American public forever
changed the political

landscape regarding
environmental issues.

The politicians got the message.
They responded with a series of
major legislative initiatives that
have begun to move us in the right
direction. There are even glimmers
of hope that we, as a society, may
be starting to develop a
conservation ethic and that the
next generation may turn out to be
the conservation generation so
vital to our future.

Another important change has
occurred in the past decade or
so—a change that now makes it
likely that Congress, regulatory
agencies, industry,
environmentalists, and the public
can cooperate to make
environmental controls more
effective and less costly. For years
every major legislative initiative to
control pollution was opposed by
the affected industries on the
grounds that the proposals were
unnecessary, too expensive, or
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Harbor to an abandoned Superfund site
in New Jersey. Both candidates made
major speeches about the environment
and featured one another’s
environmental past in their television
ads.

Nor is the environment strictly an
American phenomenon. Green politics
have emerged from minority status and
become a political movement to be
reckoned with in countries throughout
Europe. (See article on p. 46.) Such
events as the massive destruction that
resulted from a chemical spill on the
Rhine River and the nuclear disaster at
Chernobyl only served to bolster the
emergence of the Greens. Even in the
Soviet Union and the rest of newly
enfranchised Eastern Europe, the public
has demanded more environmental
protection, and the leaders are
beginning to respond.

EPA sits in the middle of this new
awareness and increased demand for
action. Like it or not, EPA is the
repository for this nation’s hope,
concerns, and frustrations about the
environment. How can and should EPA
respond to the new forces that buffet it
on all sides reflecting the ever-changing
concerns of the public, the Congress, or
the special interest groups? What are its
responsibilities in the decade to come?
What are the responsibilities of the
other institutions in our society that
affect environmental policy? The
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answers will determine how effectively
our country and the rest of the world
respond to the increased demand for
action on the new environmental
agenda.

Without question, today's EPA is far
different than it was in 1970. It is more
mature. It is more focused on public
health than it was 20 years ago. EPA is
more seasoned, more bureaucratic, but
in my view, no less committed than it
was in the heady days of the early 70s.

Despite that commitment, [ have
concerns about the future of EPA. The
turmoil of the early 80s left some deep
and abiding scars on the Agency. It
affected EPA’s ability to interact
effectively with Congress in defining its
mission and goals. The scandals broke
the fragile ties of trust that must exist
between an entity like EPA and the
public if the Agency’s judgments are to
be trusted and the Agency itself is to
remain self-confident. Both public trust
and a self-confident EPA are necessary
ingredients for true environmental
progress.

In addition, the turmoil—and the high
degree of politicization attendant to
it—has resulted in a stridency and
bitterness in the environmental debate
that was unheard of in the 70s. Too
often the focal point of public and
political rancor is EPA. Congress,
environmental groups, and industry,
pursuing their own agendas, have

Reprinted with permission of the Arkansas Gazette.

engaged in “EPA bashing” on a wide
scale. That has contributed to the
further erosion of trust in the Agency.
and in recent times has led to highly
dedicated civil servants leaving
government service.

As the Agency became an inviting
and vulnerable public target, it attracted
the inevitable legislative response. The
history of environmental legislation in
the 80s is characterized by a singular
lack of trust in EPA by Congress. That is
manifested in increasingly prescriptive
legislation that strips away
administrative discretion from EPA
managers and often sets impaossible
goals for the Agency. These goals may
gain political mileage, but their extreme
nature ensures practical failure. The
result has been missed deadlines,
unfulfilled promises of purity, failure to
achieve goals, another round of EPA
bashing, followed by even more
stringent goals; and the spiral of
mistrust continues.

What is so remarkable about all this is
that EPA, when given well-defined,
realistic goals and adequate resources,
performs as well as, if not better than,
other institutions of government. If you
look back over the 20 years of EPA's
existence, the progress made in cleaning
up the gross pollution problems of the
past and addressing the more difficult
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issues of toxic pollution of today is
quite impressive. Of course, there have
been missteps; certainly not every
reasonable goal has been achieved, but
overall the record on the environment
in America is as good as, and probably
better, than anywhere in the world.

Just imagine the condition of our
harbors and rivers had we not embarked
on the sewage treatment program of the
70s and the vigorous enforcement of the
Clean Water Act in the 80s. Imagine the
skies over our major cities had we not
aggressively implemented the Clean Air
Act, controlling both smokestack
emissions and severely restricting
automobile pollution. One of the major
health threats to our society—airborne
lead—has now been virtually

Like it or not, EPA is the
repository for this nation’s
hope, concerns, and
frustrations about the
environment.

eliminated. We should take pride in the
fact that we have been able to achieve
these gains. These precedents should
give us confidence that the new issues
that confront us—toxics and acid rain,
and the planetary problems of ozone
depletion and global warming—can be
effectively addressed by our
government, given proper direction and
incentives.

Any doubt concerning America’s
progress on the environmental front
may quickly be erased with the
purchase of a few plane tickets. My
travels as a member of the United
Nation's World Commission on
Environment and Development during
the 80s took me to any number of Third
World countries where the
environmental problems make ours pale
into insignificance. In Latin America,
Africa, and Asia, the pollution problems
are so fundamental, so massive, and so
pervasive in every aspect of human life
as almost to defy description. While that
should not deter us from addressing our
continuing environmental problems in
this country, it should show us how
much we have achieved and provide us
with the confidence to allocate more
wisely our resources for environmental
improvement in the future.

To achieve that wise allocation, and
consider what to do next, we need to
lower the decibel level of environmental
rhetoric in this country. The bitterness
and anger that have characterized the
debate in recent years represent
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something new, something we didn’t
have in the late 60s and early 70s, and it
ought to end. There must be room in the
America of the 90s to debate these
issues and disagree about solutions to
problems without the participants being
dismissed as “‘tree-huggers” or “industry
stooges.”

We need to address the increasing
inability of our political processes to
make final decisions about needed
facilities for the disposal of waste in our
society. Regardless of the merits of
public participation in environmental
decisions, the “not-in-my-backyard”
(NIMBY) syndrome is here to stay. We
need to institute processes that come to
an end, that provide closure, that ensure
the finality of decision-making without
sacrificing the quality of decisions. To
maintain the status quo is to ensure
gridlock.

EPA must re-enter the fray: EPA must
re-assert itself and help define the
environmental agenda for the future and
set realistic goals. This alone could lead
to a far more efficient allocation of what
necessarily will be inadequate
resources, and ultimately a
re-establishment of trust in EPA by the
public.

The process of setting these goals
needs to be based on a solid scientific
understanding of the problems we face,
a thorough and objective review of the
solutions that are available, and a
realistic assessment of the costs of each
of those solutions. A very open
goal-setting process will lead to a
greater public understanding and
acceptance of the goals that are set and
the solutions chosen.

Right now the Agency, according to
its own analysis, is spending an
enormous amount of its precious
resources to control environmental
hazards that pose relatively small risks
to our society. At the same time, many
known environmental hazards are
barely being addressed because of the
low priority for them dictated by
Congress. Some would say the answer is
to give EPA more money. The Agency
may need increased resources, but the
fact is there will always be problems
waiting when those of higher priority
are brought under social control.

As with all problems facing our
society, today's reality in Washington is
one of limited resources, and choices
must be made by EPA, like everyone
else. Congress, working with the EPA
comparative risk analysis already
available, must thoroughly re-examine
the existing allocation of resources in
terms of real health and environmental

priorities. Surely the current disconnect
between Congressionally allocated
resources and priorities to be addressed
can be remedied. It is in the best
interest of EPA, the environment, and
the country to do so.

As environmental demands increase
in breadth and depth, allocating
resources will become an increasingly
larger challenge for all our elected
leaders. Let me give you an example. A
major chemical company, as a result of
its SARA Title Ill chemical emissions
report, has decided to reduce those
emissions by more than 90 percent by
1992. That decision will cost the
company almost $200 million. The
company has estimated that if all
industrial concerns in this country
undertook the same control program,
the total cost would approach $20
billion.

Recently, when [ asked the senior
scientists and engineers of the firm
whether they honestly believed that a
significant public health improvement
would result from that action, they
answered no. Their action stemmed
from a combination of public
spiritedness, enlightened self-interest,
and a desire to be out of the line of fire.
The point was not whether reducing
those emissions of chemicals is a good
or bad thing. In a world of limitless
resources, it is probably something
worth doing. But in a society faced with
real and hard choices about resource
allocations, is this the best way to spend
$200 million or $20 billion to serve
public health? I doubt it.

These kinds of choices are being
made by institutions and individuals in
our society every day. The choices often
involve the commitment of resources
against one devil at the expense of a
more formidable one. The dynamics of
the choices made are driven by a
combination of public opinion,
Congressional legislative reaction, and
EPA implementation—the process that
generates public policy. EPA cannot
escape responsibility for the human
health or environmental implications of
the policies or the choices made as a
result of that process. The failure to
help society understand where its best
interests lie is no less because "Congress
made me do it.”

This is where EPA’s role as educator
is important. More knowledge about
public health or environmental risks
exists within EPA than anywhere else.
That knowledge must be shared. It
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neatly defined regional boundaries.
Nevertheless, Congress as a whole and
American industry were not yet
convinced of the need for a national
strategy for pollution control; therefore,
as a first step, the 1967 statute’s regioral
approach became the law of the land.

The approach was a notable failure.
By 1970, fewer than three dozen
air-quality regions had been designated,
as compared to an anticipated number
in excess of 100. Moreover, not a single
state had developed a full pollution-
control program.

This unsatisfactory record, coupled
with the public pressures created by the
Earth Day movement, provided the
necessary impetus to convince Congress
that national air quality standards were
the only practical way to rectify the
United States’ air-pollution problems.
Similarly, the record of inaction under
the 1967 law led Congress to impose
statutory deadlines for compliance with
the emissions standards authorized
under the 1970 statute, in the hope that
those deadlines would spur action.

Thus, the two key provisions in the
1970 act were not a frenzied reaction to
public pressure, but instead were a
deliberate response aimed at correcting
the demonstrated failures of previous
regulatory efforts.

Of course, no one would argue that
the 1970 statute achieved all of its
objectives; the deadlines were extended,
and for the most part, the national
standards were not attained. Yet |
believe that history, on balance, should
judge the 1970 amendments as a major
and positive turning point in the

national environmental-protection effort.

The 1977 Clean Air Act amendments
confirm this judgment.

For just as important as its deadlines
and innovative nationwide
standard-setting approach was the 1970
statute's underlying purpose: to raise
the consciousness of the American
public and American business regarding
the importance of pollution control. in
enacting the 1970 statute, Congress
knew that a central element in any
successful approach o air-pollution
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control {and, indeed, environmental
protection generally) would have to be a
change in attitude about the value of
environmental protection.

During the House floor debate on the
amendments, one of my colleagues
quoted a small town mayor, who (in
expressing the previous conventional
wisdom that environmental protection
and economic growth were not
compatible) is reported to have said: “If
you want this town to grow, it has got to
stink.” Before 1970, there were still
many persons and companies
throughout the United States who
agreed with the mayor that pollution
was the inevitable price of progress. In
the 1970 amendments, however,
Congress signalled its firm belief that

The 1970 amendments moved
environmental protection
concerns to a prominent
position on Capitol Hill, where
they by and large have
remained ever since.

economic growth and a clean
environment are not mutually exclusive
goals.

In order to change these previously
entrenched attitudes, it was necessary to
get the attention of industry and the
American people. By taking the
then-bold step of making air-pollution
control a national responsibility, with
strict deadlines for compliance,
Congress accomplished that purpose in
the 1970 statute. Even though the
deadlines originally imposed in the
1970 amendments ultimately were not
met, the amendments unquestionably
succeeded in fostering a profound
attitude shift in this country.

A consensus has emerged from the
experiences gleaned under the 1970
amendments that environmental
protection and economic growth can,
and must, be accomplished
hand-in-hand. Indeed, I suspect that if
the mayor quoted by my colleague were
to seek election today, he or she would
be soundly rejected at the polls. This
attitudinal change in American society

is itself a significant achievement for
which the 1970 Clean Air Act
amendments deserve a share of the
credit.

But a positive change in attitude and
assumptions about environmental
protection does not in itself clean up
dirty air. Congress is still struggling
with the difficult question of how to
achieve that goal. Thus it is fair to ask
what lessons the 1970 amendments
might hold for Congress as it sets about
revising the Clean Air Act once again. 1
believe several lessons may be drawn.

® Strike while the iron is hot. While the
1970 amendments gradually evolved to
correct previous statutory initiatives that
had failed, their actual enactment by the
full Congress was accomplished with
unaccustomed speed. This was made
possible because of the high priority
assigned to environmental issues on the
public agenda following Earth Day.

Today’s political climate is similar.
Rising public concerns over
well-reported environmental problems
such as acid rain, global warming, and
fouled beaches, coupled with the high
profile that environmental issues took in
the 1988 presidential elections, provide
this Congress with one of the most
promising opportunities for legislative
initiatives on clean air in recent years.
Since this positive combination of
events is likely to have a somewhat
limited life span, Congress should seize
the opportunity—as it did in 1970—and
act now to revise the statute.

® Avoid artificial limits on
pollution-control efforts. Just as the
1970 amendments demonstrated
Congress' acknowledgment that air
pollution could not be effectively
addressed on a regional level, the
current effort to amend the statute
should take into account the increasing
emphasis on the international nature of
air-pollution problems. The recent
Montreal Protocol on reducing use of
chlorofluorocarbons and our ongoing
dialogue with Canada regarding acid
rain are but two examples of the
growing recognition that air pollution
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institution in the region. At scientific
symposia, experts from universities,
corporations, and state and local
governments met to discuss the most
pressing air and water pollution and
waste disposal issues of the day. The
events attracted Clean Air Act author
and then-likely Presidential candidate
Senator Edmund Muskie, Senate
Minority Leader Hugh Scott, biologists
René€ Dubos, Luna Leopold, and Paul
Ehrlich, Nobe! laureate George Wald,
consumer advocate Ralph Nader,
sociologist John McHale, poet Allen
Ginsburg, Dune author Frank Herbert,
nuclear physicist and former Atomic
Energy Commission Chairman and
critic, Ralph Lapp, urban planners
Lewis Mumford and lan McHarg, and
ecologist Kenneth Watt. Also in
attendance were several rock bands and
other performers, including the entire
Broadway cast of Hair.

The strategy worked. The
Philadelphia Earth Week program
became a major subject in the national
media. It was featured twice on the
Today Show, for a full hour live on
PBS, and in the CBS Special Report that
aired at 7 p.m. on April 22. The CBS
crew arrived two weeks early, and when
host Walter Cronkite opened the
program, he was sitting in front of a
blow-up of our logo. One-quarter of that
one-hour news special was devoted to
the Philadeiphia program.

The new environmentalism also
worked for other organizers in Berkeley,
New York, Washington, Boston,
Madison, Wisconsin, and thousands of
other American cities and towns. On
hearing of the Earth Day idea, civic
groups, college and high school
students, garden clubs, and others began
organizing their own spontaneous
events, each marked by a local vision
about the environment. Earth Day was
spontaneously organized and pluralistic,
and it was apparently the largest public
demonstration in U.S. history, involving
an estimated 20 million people.

Earth Week and Earth Day’s
implications were not missed by
national policy-makers. And for a while
during the 1970s, it appeared as though
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the United States was well on its way
toward reversing the most troubling
environmental trends. A newly created
EPA had shown it intended to enforce

. the new environmental laws, billions of

dollars were being spent to reduce
municipal and industrial water
pollution, and the catalytic converter
and unleaded gasoline seemed to be

We need to move
environmentalism an order of
magnitude beyond where it
has ever been.

making a dent in urban air pollution. So
in 1979, when the prospect of
organizing a national 10th-anniversary
Earth Day was suggested to me, ] said I
didn’t think the need existed the way it
did in 1970. Laws had been passed,
state, local, and federal environmental
agencies were hard at work on the
problems, and hundreds of new
environmental organizations had been
formed. Finally, 1 said 1 just wasn’t
interested in putting together what
would amount to a birthday party for
Earth Day.

By the summer of 1988, things had
changed. Every day, headlines seemed
to bring news of a new environmental
catastrophe: Holes in the earth’s
protective ozone layer were confirmed
by scientists; experts spoke of global
warming from the Greenhouse Effect;
and there was the news of medical
waste washing up on east-coast beaches.
Other evidence of ocean pollution
damage continued to mount, including
the widely reported incident of dead
seals washing up on North Sea beaches.
Each day brought fresh news of species
extinction, deforestation, toxic-waste
contamination of food and water
supplies, and other insults to the
environment. It was becoming clear that
despite a 20-year effor! to improve it,
the global environment was
deteriorating at an accelerating pace.

So the summer of ‘88 was a kind of
last straw faor a lot of people, including
me. As a result, when | was asked to
organize an international 20th Earth Day

program, | agreed. Something had gone
terribly wrong since the first Earth Day,
and it had happened in spite of all the
new legislation, and the creation of the
federal, state, and local regulatory
agencies and international bodies. it had
occurred in spite of the proliferation of
environmental organizations in the
United States and the Green parties in
Europe.

To develop a meaningful program for
the 20th Earth Day, we felt we needed
to look both at the way governments
were dealing with environmental
problems and at how the environmental
movement itself was addressing the
issues.

As Barry Commoner pointed out in
his recent article in EPA Journal, the
pollution-control approach that
governments have been using hasn't
worked. We have failed to improve the
environment in a really significant way
with the black boxes we have attached
to wastestreams that still end up
depositing pollutants from our oceans,
rivers, air, and land. Only poliution
prevention seems to have worked. Only
when we have removed pollutants in
the production process have we
succeeded in dramatically improving
the environment: The cessation of
atmospheric testing of nuclear warheads
reduced traces of strontium 90 in
human tissue by over 90 percent; taking
the lead out of gasoline has had similar
dramatic success. Dr. Commoner put it
humorously-but perfect]ly—during the
address he gave at the recent Chapel
Hill SEAC conference: “The first rule
about pollution is this: if you don't let
the pollutant into the environment, it
isn’t there."

Getting governments to acknowledge
the importance of pollution prevention
is a major goal of Earth Day 20 and
Earth Week 1990. On April 18, 1989,
just before last year’s Earth Day, the
Earth Day 20 Foundation delivered
letters to President Bush, USSR Premier
Gorbachev, China Premier Li Peng, and
UN Secretary General De Cuellar. The
letter, signed by Gaylord Nelson, Barry
Commoner, Elliot Richardson, John
O’Connor (National Toxics Campaign),
Gene Karpinski (U.S. Public Interest
Research Group), Peter Bahouth
(Greenpeace), Cordelia Biddle, and me,
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called on the leaders of the superpowers
to convene an environmental summit
under the auspices of the UN and
immediately begin the process of
implementing a five-point
pollution-prevention program:

® A total ban on the production and use
of chlorofluorocarbons and other
chemicals that destroy the ozone layer
and the establishment of a program to
use safe alternatives.

¢ Introduction of energy-conserving
power systems, such as cogenerators,
fuel-efficient vehicles, and others as
well as the use of solar-energy sources
in order to reduce carbon dioxide
emissions—the chief cause of global
warming.

® Progressive reduction in the excessive
use of pesticides, which are responsible
for serious health hazards, by
introducing integrated, biology-based
pest management systems and other
non-chemical techniques.

® Steps to eliminate toxic chlorinated
chemicals—which are responsible for
serious environmental hazards (for
example, a phaseout of the use of
chlorine in. paper production).

¢ A global ban on production processes
that threaten the extinction of species.

To address these environmental issues
effectively, national and bilateral
strategies will not be enough. Nothing
will work short of unprecedented
multilateral treaties and accords in
which the rich nations of the Northern
Hemisphere and the poor nations of the
Southern Hemisphere agree to prevent
environmental degradation and reverse
the deterioration that has already
occurred.

Something else has gone wrong over
the last 20 years. In spite of the
achievements and numbers of the
environmental movement (some
estimates are that 10 million Americans
belong to some kind of environmental
group), environmental
organizations—without meaning to do
so—have become primarily a group of
elites; ordinary people tend to remain
on the sidelines. “Environmentalism,”
as John O’Connor of the National Toxics
Campaign likes to put it, “needs to
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become the issue of the hamburger and
Budweiser crowd, not just the issue of
the Brie and Chablis crowd.” We need
to move environmentalism an order of
magnitude beyond where it has ever
been.

In some ways, we are already
as advanced in our planning
as we were a few weeks
before the first Earth Day, and
there are still a couple of
months to go.

As we began planning our 1990
program, the basic strategy we used
during the first Earth Week seemed to
make sense as much as ever. In other
words, first create Earth Week 1890
events so riveting that the newsstands
and airwaves become saturated with the
message of pollution prevention and
multilateral cooperation to reverse the
environmental deterioration of the
planet. Second, provide opportunities
for ordinary people not merely to hear
the messages and witness the events
electronically, but also to participate
directly in their communities.

This mass media/grassroots dual
approach is the essence of the Earth Day
20/Earth Week 1990 program:

® An Earth Week Expo at the Columbia
River Gorge will provide a full week of
visually exciting exhibits, addresses by
major political and environmental
leaders, and appearances by scores of
international celebrities, musicians, and
performers. Many communities will
hold their own local expos and use
satellite dishes at local shopping centers
or theaters to receive daily broadcasts of
the addresses and performances from
the Columbia Gorge site.

The national media are also expected
to broadcast news of the Mount Everest
Earth Day 20 International Peace Climb,
in which American, Soviet, and Chinese
climbers will rope together and attempt
to reach the summit of Everest on Earth
Day as a metaphor of international
cooperation to ensure survival. These

events in combination with the
thousands of local Earth Day
observations will attract millions of
viewers and participants.

® Grassroots community organizations,
led by National Toxics Campaign
chapters in 1,000 communities will join
with college, high school, and
elementary schoo] students and their
faculties and get involved in
community-focused programs and
events that will reinforce the messages
broadcast on the national media. The
centerpiece of the local programs will
be the “Good Neighbor” agreement
program, in which private and public
entities will be encouraged to sign
agreements to reduce toxic-waste
production. In addition, local
newspaper-sponsored high-school essay
contests as well as elementary school
poster and letter-writing contests will be
held; Girl Scout, and Boy and Cub
Scout Earth Day merit badges will be
awarded.

In some ways, we are already as
advanced in our planning as we were a
few weeks before the first Earth Day,
and there are still a couple of months to
go. The national media—the major
magazines as well as the TV and radio
networks—have already devoted an
unprecedented amount of coverage to
environmental issues; political leaders
here and abroad are vying with each
other for the “Wha's the greenest public
figure?” award; our mailbox bulges and
the phones ring off the hook every time
there is a new article about Earth Week
or Earth Day.

It would be nice to think that this
attention is somehow the result of the
work of the various national Earth Day
organizations, including ours, but |
think it is not. Instead, it is cbvious that
this is finally an idea—this idea of
survival—whose time has come. D

Editor's note: Readers who wish to
obtain more information on Earth Day
20/Earth Week 1990 activities should
contact:

Earth Day 20

10020 Main Street

Suite A-1990

Bellevue, Washington 98004
(206) 462-1990.
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The Stars Take on the
Environmental Crisis

by Roy Popkin

Spurred by growing concerns about
global environmental problems, the
entertainment industry is in the midst
of a massive consciousness-raising effort
on a variety of environmental issues.
The environment is not the first social
issue to be adopted by show business,
but it may well be the catalyst for the
most far-reaching public interest
campaign yet launched by the industry.

Show business has had a long history
of involvement in public affairs, dating
back to World Wars I and 11, when
Hollywood actively promoted
home-front activities. More recently,
especially since the advent of television,
the industry has fought illiteracy and
drunk driving and taken on other social
causes. TV images have aroused
widespread concern for the starving in
Africa, called attention to the homeless
and hungry here at home, and helped
the Red Cross raise $100 million for aid
to the victims of Hurricane Hugo and
the California earthquake. The
entertainment business has a proud
record of supporting civil liberties.

Until recently, entertainment industry
environmentalism was associated
largely with a small group of stars such
as Robert Redford, Paul Newman,
Joanne Woodward, Meryl Streep, and
Judy Collins, the Ted Turner
broadcasting interests, and occasional
news or educational TV specials. But
now Hollywood has gone green in a big
way. Says Andy Spahn, president of one
of the two major Hollywood
organizations focusing on environmental
issues: “We're in it for as long as it
takes. They tell us we may have as little
as 10 to 12 years to correct or reverse
some of the most serious threats. You
might say that length of time is our
minimum commitment.”

One indication of this commitment is
a two-hour ABC-TV Earth Day special to
be aired on the evening of April 22,
starring Barbra Streisand, Kevin Costner,
Bette Midler, Robin Williams, Michael
Keaton, and others. Still other

(Popkin is a writerleditor in EPA’s
Office of Communications and Public
Affairs.)
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performers may be expected to appear at
various Earth Day functions around the
country.

Two Hollywood groups, the
Environmental Media Association and
the Earth Communications Office, are
spearheading the entertainment
industry’s approach to creating national
and international environmental
awareness.

In general, their goal is to create a
steady stream of environmental
messages written into plot lines of
regular programs and motion pictures,
entertainment specials, and other outlets

The communications industry
is in a unique position in its
ability to reach millions of
people around the world . . . .

such as special events and new music
and songs. These messages are intended
to complement ongoing public service
announcements, occasional news
specials, and science programs on cable
or public television. Stars and other
industry leaders are also being asked to
take the kinds of environmental
leadership roles that Redford and Streep
have assumed in recent years.

The EPA Office of Communications
and Public Affairs has staff assigned to
act as liaison to producers and writers
working on scripts or treatments who
need quick information about
environmental problems related to the
plot lines they are developing.

The burgeoning interest in
environmental concerns is already
reflected on the air and in current
production plans. For example, a recent
episode of “Murphy Brown” was
devoted to recycling. From September to
December of last year, CBS ran
one-minute “Earthquest” reports during
prime time. "Thirtysomething” is
planning to deal with environmental
problems on several programs. Several
episodes of the ABC series “Head of the
Class” will have environmental

messages. There will be environmental
themes on “ALF,” “Baywatch,” “LA
Law,” “My Two Dads,” and other
shows.

Turner Broadcasting System, long
heavily into environmental
programming—owner Ted Turner in
1985 co-founded the Better World
Society to produce documentaries and
air a weekly documentary,
“Earthbeat'"—is working on an animated
cartoon series named “Captain Planet.”
Puppeteer Jim Henson is working on a
children’s series about nature entitled
“W.LL.D.,” and the Children's
Television Workshop, already doing
special educational material on natural
disasters, is also working on
environmental programming. Olivia
Newton-John is doing a special called
“A Very Green Environment.” Musical
stars like Streisand, Quincy Jones,
Belinda Carlisle, and Newton-John are
having environmental messages printed
on their records, tapes, and compact
discs.

The Environmental Media
Association—described by the New
York Times as the brainchild of Norman
Lear and his wife, Lyn—was formed in
June 1989 by a group of industry leaders
to complement the work of
environmental groups by encouraging
the creative community to incorporate
environmental themes into its projects.
Its Board of Directors includes top
executives of major studios and other
parts of the industry. According to its
President, Andy Spahn, the organization
“hopes to generate a climate of concern
about our environment and give creative
expression to the vision of a healthy
future for the planet.”

The aim of the Environmental Media
Association, says Spahn, "is to do for
the environment what the Entertainment
Industries Council did for seatbelts and
what the Harvard Alcohol Project is
doing for designated drivers. Roseanne
arguing with her family about the
importance of recycling or the
characters on "thirtysomething’
discussing cloth versus disposable
diapers can have a tremendous impact.
Hearing their favorite characters discuss
environmental issues and watching their
favorite shows grapple with
environmental themes can encourage
individuals to think about changing
their lifestyles and becoming actively
involved in environmental issues.”

The association plays a coordination
role—networking and outreach—by
contacting hundreds of writers,
producers, and others who may be
interested in anything from endangered
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alternative to CFC-12 known as
HFC-134a, which would have led to a
loss in energy efficiency. EPA and other
manufacturers saw things differently;
together we recognized that a more
deliberate investigation of many
alternative chemicals and system
designs could produce a refrigerator
with far superior energy efficiency.

Consensus on the best replacement
chemicals has not yet been forged, but a
framework for research and cooperation
is in place. Recently, the Association of
Home Appliance Manufacturers, EPA,
and the Department of Energy organized
an industry-wide research consortium to
undertake joint research on alternative
refrigerants and foaming agents. By
coordinating research among refrigerator
companies and government agencies,
the consortium eliminates wasteful
duplication of effart and ensures that
research results are disseminated
rapidly.

The combined resources of the
consortium allow exploration of ideas
which no single manufacturer would
have considered pursuing alone. For
example, the use of HFC-152a, a
refrigerant, has been limited due to
concerns about its slight flammability.
Recent tests demonstrate that HFC-152a

would improve refrigerator energy
efficiency by up to 10 percent, which
would make it an attractive near-term
option in the transition away from
CFC-12. Since the amount of refrigerant
used in refrigerators is very small (only
4 to 8 ounces), it is possible that the
flammability of HFC-152a can be safely
managed.

The consortium has organized
manufacturers, Underwriters Laboratory,
EPA, U.S. government safety agencies,
and consumer groups to investigate the
feasibility of using HFC-152a in
household refrigerators. If HFC-152a
turns out to be a viable refrigerant, the
investment of consortium resources
could have outstanding rewards. If 100
million U.S. refrigerators cut their
electricity use by 10 percent, 10 billion
kilowatt-hours would be saved every
year. This would put $700 million back
into consumers’ pocketbooks and
prevent the emission of 8 million tons
of CO, and 60,000 tons of SO,.

EPA and the Department of Energy
have also invested millions of dollars in
longer-term fundamental research on
refrigerants and refrigerating systems.
These investments are pushing the
limits of refrigeration science: Old ideas
long-buried have been dusted off and

new ideas given a chance in the
laboratory. Among the ideas being
tested:

® “Non-azeotropic” refrigerant
mixtures: Today's refrigerators all use a
single refrigerant, CFC-12, which boils
at exactly -30 degrees Celsius. {The
boiling point of water, by comparison, is
100 °C)

Most early discussions of replacing
CFC-12 focused on finding a single
“drop-in” replacement. However, certain
mixtures {termed non-azeotropic
mixtures) of non-CFC refrigerants boil
over a range of temperatures. This
property provides a number of
thermodynamic advantages in designing
a refrigeration system.

® The Lorenz cycle: The modern
refrigerator/freezer has its evaporator in
the freezer where a fan blows air over it.
(See illustration.) This cools the air
below the freezing point of water, which
removes moisture from the airstream.
The cold, dry air circulates through the
freezer and then into the refrigerator,
where it is likely to desiccate the
vegetables.

A better system would use a
non-azeotropic refrigerant mixture and
have two evaporators (one in the

How Refrigerators Work

Simply put, refrigerators soak up
heat from the inside of the box and
squeeze it out into the kitchen.
{See illustration.) Starting at the
compressor, gaseous refrigerant at
low pressure is compressed to a
high pressure and passed into a
heat exchanger outside the
refrigerator (the condenser). The
condenser transfers heat from the
refrigerant to the kitchen, and the
refrigerant changes from a hot
high-pressure gas to a cooler
high-pressure liquid.

The high-pressure liquid
refrigerant then passes through a
tube into the refrigerator and into
another heat exchanger (the
evaporator). The refrigerant is
allowed to expand during this leg
of the cycle, so that it absorbs heat
from the interior of the box and
boils into a low-pressure gas. (It
may seem odd that a boiling fluid
would be cold, but think of how
rubbing alcohol feels as it
evaporates from your skin, and
you get the idea.) The gasecus

refrigerant then passes through the
compressor, where the cycle
begins anew.

A refrigerator doesn’t run
continuously, only long enough to
remove the heat that entered the
box through the walls and during
door openings. The refrigerator’s
walls are insulated to slow the
passage of heat; better insulation
means that the compressor runs
less frequently and for shorter
periods of time, reducing
electricity consumption.

Different refrigerants have very
different thermodynamic
properties. The freezer should be
kept around 5° Fahrenheit, so
ideally, the refrigerant in the
evaporator should boil at a
temperature somewhat lower than
that to ensure that heat will flow
from the (relatively) warm interior
of the freezer to the cold
refrigerant.

However, only a few chemicals
boil within the proper temperature
range. Additionally, some

chemicals absorb large amounts of
heat per unit velume as they pass
through an evaporator, while
others absorb only a little (this is
the measure of a refrigerant’s
capacity). A compressor has to
pump a large volume of
low-capacity refrigerant through an
evaporator to achieve the same
cooling effect as pumping a
smaller volume of high-capacity
refrigerant. Balancing efficiency
and capacity makes the job of
selecting refrigerants more
difficult. There are also a number
of safety considerations: even
though the refrigerant is confined
to a sealed system, in ideal
circumstances it would be
non-toxic, non-flammable, and
non-corrosive. In reality,
non-flammability may not be a
crucial attribute; many of us use
gas stoves and aerosol cans that
contain much larger volumes of
flammable materials that are not
confined.
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reduction. Many such requirements do
not apply to small businesses.

Stage Three: Overcoming Concerns
About Investment and Risks Through
Analyses

Passing through the first two stages may
take from one to five years for
individual plants or companies. The
next major obstacle to waste reduction
is economic uncertainty associated with
substantial changes in technology and
equipment. For such changes may
involve core process technologies and
require an interruption in production.

At this stage, greater involvement of
senior production people probably is
necessary. The environmental impacts
of changes made for waste-reduction
purposes have to be analyzed. Major
capital investment becomes necessary,
and risk increases. Investment payback
periods become longer, and capital
needs compete with more traditional
uses for capital. Testing and
development needs increase. The
imperative to consider changes in
products—either to minimize
manufacturing waste or to reduce
post-consumer waste generation or
toxicity—also increases. In other words,
waste reduction is no longer simple and
self-evidently feasible or profitable.

All of this leads to the need for the
kind of formal analyses which are being
called waste-reduction audits or
assessments. These analyses must
capture and identify costs, benefits,
uncertainties, risks, schedules, and
relationships to other company plans
and programs, such as R&D, expansion,
diversification, and marketing of new
products.

For example, General Electric Medical
Systems replaced a paint-stripping
operation using methylene chloride
with sand-blasting and mechanical
sanding. The company had found that
methylene chloride material and
waste-management costs were $2,525
annually, whereas the sand-blasting
replacement would cost only $2,000,
offer a 0.8-year payback, and lower the
company's liability. There are hundreds
of such examples in the literature on
waste reduction in virtually every
industry.
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Without formal analyses, people may
incorrectly conclude that they have
exhausted their waste-reduction
opportunities or that the costs of
implementing waste reduction are too
high. On the other hand, they may
pursue projects which are technically,
economically, or environmentally
ill-advised. Or they may miss
opportunities to reduce non-regulated
wastes or relatively small wastestreams
which nevertheless pose substantial
costs and liabilities.

Experience has shown that an
important obstacle to success is the
“feeling” of many engineers that they
have already optimized their processes
and products. Formal analyses can
overcome such unintended prejudices
against change.

Finally, a continuing problem, even
when formal analyses are done, is that
many economic benefits of
waste-reduction options are not
captured because they are difficult to
quantify. Examples include reductions
in future liabilities associated with any
form of hazardous-waste management,
spin-off technological innovations and
businesses, and improvements in the
public image of a company which could
reduce public opposition to new
company activities.

Small businesses may find this stage
particularly difficult because it requires
much more time and money than the
previous two stages and because it is a
continuing activity, at least for the next
decade or two. The use of outside
consultants becomes increasingly
necessary. But even large companies
may find this stage so burdensome that
interest in waste reduction may wane.
At the highest levels of corporate
management, there may be less interest
in pursuing uncertain, high-cost
activities even if they are labeled waste
reduction. Seasoned technical
professionals and managers may feel
that they have reached the limits of
improving or fine-tuning processes.

The potential for this stage to become
the “wall” that brings an end to a
company’s or plant’s waste-reduction
effort means that the role of government
becomes more critical here. Government
policies, national goals, jawboning, and
performance requirements can maintain

pressure on companies to maintain their
commitment to waste reduction. Special
economic incentives such as tax breaks,
for example, may be useful to spur
capital investment which may seem less
attractive than other uses of capital
(such as expansion and diversification).
Government small business loans for
waste reduction could be given special
preference. And much more attention
needs to be given to offering flexibility
in compliance with current regulations,
so that companies can channel their
capital investment into pollution
prevention instead of more
pollution-control facilities.

Stage Four: R&D Creates New
Technology and Products

Eventually, for both process and
product changes, new technical
solutions must be sought through R&D.
Indeed, from the previous stages, many
needs will have been identified.
Completely new manufacturing
processes and products can be
considered, with waste reduction a
primary goal. Designing, making, and
marketing new consumer products pose
the greatest challenge.

The idea of gaining competitive
advantage through selling products
which appeal because they offer
environmental benefits is only now
emerging, but it could be the major
marketing breakthrough of the 1990s.
Products free of toxic chemicals and
products that generate little household
waste could have the same kind of
appeal to consumers as foods that help
prevent disease and products which
have higher quality. Conversely, more
conventional products which contain
hazardous substances and generate lots
of garbage could be increasingly seen as
being as dangerous as cigarettes and as
unattractive as defective and short-lived
products. U.S. manufacturers need to
see international market opportunities
for what are being called safe
substitutes, toxic-free products, and
“green” products.

But large-scale product change will
require major R&D programs by
manufacturers of consumer products,
and eventually these efforts will affect
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Thinking About Our
Environmental Future

by Anne and Paul Ehrlich

It seems fortuitous that the
far-reaching changes taking
place now in the international
arena coincide with the 20th
anniversary of Earth Day . . ..

{Anne H. Ehrlich is a senior research
assistant, and Paul R. Ehrlich is Bing
Professor of Population Biology in the
Department of Biological Sciences at
Stanford University. Their latest book is
The Population Explesion (Simon &
Schuster, New York, 1890).]
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The 20th anniversary of Earth Day
finds us facing a daunting array of
environmental problems of global
dimensions—problems linked more
clearly than ever to unchecked human
growth. The problems of 1990 are not
only larger in scope and scale than
those we confronted in 1970, but much
more complex and entangled with our
way of life. Moreover, the time and
resources available to deal with them
are much scarcer.

The responsibility of people in rich
nations to help developing nations
grapple with these problems is
inescapable. Why? The answer is partly
because we have the lion's share of
resources and partly because much of
the trouble can be laid at our doorstep.

This is not to say that people in rich
countries have purposely brought on
planetary degradation. Rather, we have
failed to perceive the consequences of
our actions and ignored warnings by
those who did. But our purpose here is
not to assign blame, but rather to shed
light on causes and reveal ways to
reduce or prevent impacts.

The environmental damage a saciety
causes can be summed up in a simple
equation: Impact (1) equals the number
of people (P) times per-capita
affluence, or consumption of
resources (A), times the technology (T)
used to create each unit of affluence. In
short, [ = PAT. This is an
oversimplification, of course.
Nevertheless, it is a useful
approximation.

A rough measure of the
environmental impact of each
individual (A x T) in a society is
average per-capita commercial energy
use. Energy is closely connected to
numeraus environmental problems,
from air and water pollution to acid
precipitation and global warming.

While the affluence or consumption
{A) factor is a major component of
environmental impacts associated with
energy, the technology (T) factor is also
important. All energy technelogies have

environmental impacts, but these
impacts differ widely in kind and
degree. Just consider, for instance, the
differing environmental risks of mining,
transporting, and using coal, oil and
natural gas, as compared with those
associated with hydroelectric facilities,
passive or active solar technologies, or
nuclear power.

People in industrial nations comprise
about 20 percent of the global
population but account for about 80
percent of the world’s commercial
energy use today. By this measure, the
average American has some 33 times the
impact on the environment as the
average Indian and more than 200 times
that of a Tanzanian.

Moreover, the environmental
consequences of rich nations’ activities
are global in scope. We obtain resources
from around the world and emit huge
amounts of industrial poliutants o the
atmosphere and oceans. Human
activities in poor countries usually
cause only local environmental
degradation—horrendous though that
may be for the people affected. In short,
developed nations tend to create global
environmental problems, whereas the
burgeoning populations in poor
countries mostly impoverish their own
resource bases and themselves.

Sometimes a technical (T) factor is the
principal source of a problem, as in the
depletion of the stratospheric ozone
layer and significant contributions to
global warming caused by the
production and release of
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). In such
cases, focusing on that technological
factor may be the most effective

‘strategy. Indeed, the decision made by

the United States to stop using CFCs in
aerosol cans in 1977 may have delayed
global warming effects by as much as 20
years, according to atmospheric
scientists.

Opportunities to solve environmental
problems through straightforward
technological changes are rare, however.
Much more common and difficult to
resolve are dilemmas arising from all
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When the time is ripe, social
changes can occur with
breathtaking speed.

which warms the planet, drives climate
and weather, and is the source of all
food energy) to increasing dependence
on “capital.” The capital we are
consuming today includes our Earthly
inheritance of minerals (metals and
fossil fuels). More critically, it also
includes our ground-water supplies,
agricultural soils, and the vastly diverse
lifeforms that share this planet with us
and are part of Earth's life-support
system.

Human beings now occupy or use
over two-thirds of Earth’s land surface.
As recent analysis has shown, human
beings consume or somehow divert
about 40 percent of net biotic
productivity on land {the solar energy
captured by green plants through
photosynthesis and not used for their
own life processes). This huge fraction
includes a sizable and growing portion
of potential production that is being lost
as more productive systems (such as
forests) are converted to less productive
systems (such as farms and pastures),
degraded through overcultivation or
desertification, or simply destroyed by
being paved over.

If capital accumulated over hundreds
of millions of years must be depleted to
sustain 5.3 billion people today, what
are the prospects for supporting the 10
billion or more projected by
demographers for the next century?
How much more of Earth's biotic
productivity can humanity co-opt
without severely damaging the capacity
of natural ecosystems to support us?

The trends just mentioned are grave
enough, but the consequences of
greenhouse warming will surely
intensify them. If global warming causes
flooding of coastal areas, disruption of
once-dependable agricultural weather,
and accelerated degradation of natural
ecosystems, to what extent will Earth’s
carrying capacity for human life be still
further diminished? What, if anything,
can we do about all this?

The short answer is, human beings
caused the problems, and human beings
can solve them if they apply their
collective wisdom to doing so. But it is
essential to understand all interacting
factors and to deal honestly with them.

While the global warming calculations
cited above throw a spotlight on the role
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of population in the current human
dilemma, they also glaringly display the
disproportionate consumption and
waste of resources in rich nations. Also
revealed is the scale of change that will
be required to avoid the worst
consequences of global warming and
still permit modest economic
development for the poor majority of
humanity.

Compared to what will be needed in
the decades ahead, past efforts to reduce
environmental impacts in developed
nations, including the United States,
have amounted to tinkering around the
edges. This holds true despite seemingly
endless arguments over economic
disruptions and costs of pollution
control.

In the 1970s, the environmental
movement and the “energy crisis™ led
many Americans to re-examine our
wasteful, resource-intensive way of life.
In particular, alternatives to the
prevailing urban/suburban lifestyle
based on automobile commuting were
seriously considered. But the “crisis”
faded—partly because successful energy
conservation programs reduced global
demand, creating a temporary oil
“glut”—and Americans resumed their
old, bad habits. Between 1975 and 1985,
the U.S. population increased about 9
percent, while the number of cars and
trucks increased by 30 percent.

If anything, automobile commuting is
more entrenched than ever today,
despite some attempls to improve
public transportation. Indeed, the
vulnerability and inefficiency of auto
commuting were spotlighted by the
earthquake in California last October,
but few noticed. While modestly
increasing automobile fuel efficiency
and curbing some emissions after 1974,
Americans acquired tens of millions
more cars and are driving billions more
miles a year.

Small wonder air pollution is worse
than ever. The population factor was
ignored; consumption was addressed
briefly, then forgotten; and most effort
went into regulation through
technology, sometimes making
consumption worse by reducing energy
efficiency. Until we tackle the difficuit
population and consumption questions
in a serious way, we will make no real
headway in solving the global problems

now looming over us. And because the
dilemma is global, solutions must be
globally agreed upon and implemented.

Until very recently, such a course
appeared politically impossible. But
when the time is ripe, social changes
can occur with breathtaking speed. The
latest demonstration of this potential is
the dramatic lowering of political
tensions between East and West in the
past year.

For two generations, the East-West
confrontation has overshadowed and
soured virtually all other international
relations, including those between the
rich nations of the Northern Hemisphere
and the poor ones of the Southern
Hemisphere. The recent transformation
should bring profound changes in the
economies of the two superpowers and
their allies. If nothing else, it is likely to
render their huge military
establishments largely unnecessary and
obsolete and free resources to address
more compelling aspects of global
security.

The political transformation of the
Eastern Bloc nonetheless may hold rich
irony, as 400 million Soviets and East
Europeans rush to adopt the West’s
profligate consumerist lifestyle. While
we wish them success in seeking
political and economic freedom, as
environmentalists we view with some
concern the possibility that their
econamies will come to mirror ours. We
hope they will embrace, along with free
enterprise, a conservation ethic.

It seems fortuitous that the
far-reaching changes taking place now
in the international arena coincide with
the 20th anniversary of Earth Day and a
renewed commitment in the West to
environmental goals. The economic and
political shifts that will be demanded by
the new relationships offer an
unprecedented opportunity to make the
sorts of changes in economic structure
that are needed if civilization is to
survive the challenges ahead. The way
is open. Every day, the world is
becoming more closely knit
economically. We need only recognize
that we are united in our problems as
well. I 5 billion people tackle them,
how can we fail? O
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these ambitious environmental
goals through cooperative
industry/government research and
action.

Methanol, ethanol, natural gas,
electricity—possibly other alternative
fuels like reformulated gasoline—are
prospects because emissions from these
fuels are less likely to form smog.

Ford’s research in this area has
accelerated in the last 10 years. We have
placed about 700 Ford demonstration
vehicles in service since 1981, and they
have provided valuable knowledge in
resolving some of the technical and
functional problems with alcoho!l and
gaseous fuels as well as with electric
cars. Each has advantages and
disadvantages when compared with
present-day gasoline. But achieving
widespread public acceptance remains a
conundrum until problems of limited
driving range, fuel availability, and
vehicle convenience can be solved.

Ford can commit to producing
vehicles capable of operating on
alternative fuels. Ford engineers have
developed a “flexible-fuel vehicle” that
is capable of using ethanol, methanol,
gasoline, or any combination of these
fuels with one common fuel tank. The
driver isn't required to make any engine
adjustments—the process is
automatic—no matter which fuel or mix
of fuels is in the tank. These vehicles
have demonstrated excellent road
performance in the last three years.

In those urban areas where clean fuels
would help reduce the smog problem,
such as in Los Angeles, a driver could
use one of these alternative fuels, but
use gascline on a cross-country trip.
Flexible-fuel vehicles are one possible
solution to the problem of assuring an
orderly transition while a new fuel
delivery system is developing. It would
be up to government, however, to create
an environment that encourages the
public to purchase and use such
vehicles and fuels.

Electric vehicles are another prospect
for improving air quality. Ford has been
involved since 1982 in a $20-million
research program with General Electric,
several battery manufacturers, and the
U.S. Department of Energy. Similar
efforts have been launched by the
Electric Power Research Institute in
conjunction with Chrysler and General
Motors.

What makes electric vehicles
attractive, environmentally, is that there
are no noxious motor emissions to foul
the air. However, one has to take into
account that electric cars must recharge
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their batteries by plugging into electric
sockets. And smokestack emissions from
electricity-generating plants fueled by
coal, oil, and gas already have been
targeted as major sources of air
pollution, particularly acid rain.

Electric vehicles, advocates agree, will
have only a modest impact for the
foreseeable future (perhaps 100,000
vehicles in a 15 million annual vehicle
market) and would mainly be used as
delivery trucks and service vans
required to travel only short distances
each day. The batteries require six to
eight hours recharging time during
every 24-hour period, assuming 8 to 10
hours of daily vehicle operation. At
present, the driving range of Ford’s
experimental electric Aerostar is 100
miles; the maximum speed is 65 miles
per hour.

In all electric vehicle prototypes,
major vehicle redesign is required to
accommodate batteries and to power
such things as power steering, brakes,
and air conditioning. And the price of
an electric vehicle, mainly due to
battery cost, will be well above
comparable vehicles using internal
combustion engines and conventional
fuels.

What the United States, indeed the
world, must face is that correcting any
single environmental concern, such as
urban smog, hazardous waste disposal,
or global warming, often creates a
backlash that has a negative impact on
other environmental concerns. This is
not theory, but a conclusion based on
the auto industry’s experience of some
20 years during which well-intentioned
environmental goals sometimes turned
into inflexible mandates that proved
costly and ineffective.

For example, the federal requirements
to rush newly developed
emissions-control systems into
production in the late 70s resulted in
serious degradation of vehicle
performance and driveability. That, in
turn, prompted customers either to
disconnect their catalytic converters or
to delay purchase of improved but more
expensive new vehicles. Either way, air
quality suffered.

Improvements in fuel economy can
also affect safety and consumer
preferences. Federal statistics show that
large cars are safer than small ones in
accidents. This is a simple matter of
kinetic physics: Large cars are heavier
and longer, so they offer more occupant
protection against fatal or serious injury.
Americans like safe cars, even if this
means greater fuel consumption. Yet
today’s largest cars have better fuel

mileage than the smallest cars 10 years
ago. This is true across the auto
industry.

Additionally, millions of people
purchase large vehicles to accommodate
their families or to meet particular
business needs. An obvious question:
Which is better for air quality—one
large car capable of doing what a
customer needs or two small cars? For
environmental and safety reasons, one
large car is preferred.

Let’s consider both national and
personal costs. Currently, clean-air,
fuel-economy, and safety legislation
under consideration in Congress would
add as much as $1,200 to the price of a
car or truck. And if some of the
environmentally driven provisions
affecting the auto industry become law,
the result could signal the demise of
family-size cars, farm-to-market trucks,
and commercial vehicles across
America.

Thousands of workers would face
unemployment, surely a matter of social
concern for state and federal welfare
agencies, plus heavy tax losses for the
U.S. Treasury, states, and cities—not to
mention the degradation of America’s
vital transportation system.

Such prospects should be of
tremendous concern to policymakers,
lawmakers, and labor and business
leaders worried about the nation’s
economic future. For one thing, there is
no substitute national plan to offset this
problem by providing adequate mass
public transit systems or expanded
railroad service to keep America
working, moving, and competing in a
very tough global market.

Many critical choices confront the
U.S. government, industries, and
workers in this laudable national
campaign to improve the quality of the
air we breathe. Much can be done and
should be done. Ford Motor Company
concedes that autos are part of the
problem and it wants to be part of the
solution: “At Ford, Quality Air is also
Job One.” The rest of the auto industry
shares this objective.

The 20th anniversary of Earth Day,
therefore, is a good time to note that
tremendous air quality improvement
already has been achieved by the auto
industry, and the industry is willing to
try to do more. But it is also time to
note that there are complex, global
interrelationships among differing
environmental goals that require careful
balancing and judicious tradeoffs by
lawmakers, federal regulators,
environmental crusaders, industry, and
the public. O
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environmental organizations exceeds the
total population (due to overlapping
memberships), the local incarnation of
the Greens has not had a major impact
because the political system is sensitive
to minority interests.

In neighboring Sweden, however, the
Greens emerged from recent elections as
a major political force despite the
government'’s vigorous and
long-standing commitment to
environmental protection. The reasons
presumably lie not in environmental
policy but in voters’ desire to protest
against a consensus-oriented,
palicy-making process in which
traditional parties did not appear to
offer realistic alternatives. Sweden
illustrates the extent to which the Green
phenomenon may be divorced from
specific environmental issues.

Three other major European
countries—Italy, France, and the United
Kingdom-—have tended to approach
environmental issues with more reserve
than the smaller countries. In these
three countries, Greens have been
having an impact on the political scene,
but in ways that differ widely from one
country to ancther.

In Ttaly and France, the Greens have
been remarkably successful in local and
regional elections but have not yet
penetrated at the national level. In ltaly,
this is presumably a matter of time,
provided the relationship with the
Radical Party—a traditional forum for
protest voters and a long-standing
champion of Green issues such as
disarmament, women's rights, and
pro-choice positions on abortion—can
be worked out. In France, the electoral
system creates serious impediments to
small-party representation without prior
electoral alliances with the large parties.
Such alliances risk limiting the ability
of the Greens 1o attract protest voters.
Thus, the French Greens were more
successful in the European Parliament
elections, which use a different form of
seat apportionment than the national
elections.

No electoral system is harder on
minorities than the one shared by the
United Kingdom and the United States,
in which elections are based on
electoral districts in each of which a
plurality elects an individual
representative. Yet the outcomes in the
two countries are quite different. U.S.
Congressional representatives find it
necessary to cultivate their electoral
districts and to respond to minority
interests at that level; such an
imperative exists to a much lesser
extent in the United Kingdom, where

party-line voting in Parliament is an
accepted fact of political life.

While Greens exist in both the United
Kingdom and the United States, there is
little sign that they will be able to elect
representatives in significant numbers.
They are ultimately victims of the
political system within which they
work. In the recent European Parliament
elections, the British Greens obtained 15
percent of the vote nationwide but
failed to elect a single member because
they could not muster a majority in any
one electoral district.

Perhaps the most fascinating aspect of
the Green phenomenon is the role
environmental interests have played in
the current transformation of Eastern
Europe. For many years, environmenta}
concerns were under-represented in
official government policy.
Paradoxically, this created a vacuum in
which informal environmental groups
could form since they did not conflict
with official structures. In many
instances, both inside the Soviet Union
and its republics and in Eastern Europe,
these nascent environmental groups
have found themselves at the very
center of a transforming political
system. They are one of the few
organized groups which are not
identified with the previous regime, not
only because the environment is a
severely neglected policy area but also
because they are politically neutral.

Environmentalists have been a
moving force in the Baltic provinces, for
example, and were organized in
Hungary at a time when citizen
participation was still officially frowned
upon. In Poland, representatives of the
ecological movement sat at the
roundtable negotiations which led to the
transformation of that country’s political
system. And in Bulgaria, small
environmental demaonstrations triggered
the pracess of change.

Ultimately, the Greens are a visible
incarnation of a challenge to
governments around the world. Electors
are seeking more energetic protection of
the environment, and traditional parties
are struggling to accommodate this new
interest.

The message of the Greens in this
situation is quite simple: If you do not
succeed in adopting vigorous
environmental policies, your voters will
turn to new parties. In West Germany
the result may even be a change of
government. O

ls there room for specifically Green
politics in the United States? At first
sight the outlook is cloudy. Unlike those
European countries where Green parties
flourish on small percentages of the
popular vote because of proportional
representation, the United States has a
simple-majority, winner-take-all system
of elections. This tends to freeze out
third-party projects.

Also, the need for a specifically Green
party is arguably less here than
elsewhere because of a strong American
tradition of freedom of association and
the correspondingly characteristic
American knack for forming pressure
groups. Thus, environmental issues are
pushed by a veritable throng of local
pressure groups and by strong
environmental lobbies centered in
Washington and state capitals.

Nevertheless, there are organized
Green political formations all over the
country. Perhaps the best organized and
the most ambitious of these are the
Green Committees of Correspondence,
which operate in the tradition of the
committees of correspondence that
helped build momentum for the
American Revolution. Organized in 250
local communities, in 34 regions, with
an Inter-regional Committee
headquartered in Kansas City, the
Greens are serious about building—from
the grassroots up—a strong, locally and
regionally based national political
movement. In addition to supporting
citizen actions on a range of issues,
such as anti-incineration and
pro-recycling campaigns, save-the-forest
campaigns, and various conservation
projects, Greens have run for political
office in many localities and state
legislative districts—getting as little as 1
percent and as much as 44 percent of
the popular vote.

(Rensenbrink, a political scientist,
teaches courses in ecology and politics
and in political theory at Bowdoin
College in Brunswick, Maine, and is
active with the Green Committees of
Correspondence. He is writing a book,
due to be published this fall, on the
Greens and the transformation of
American politics in the 90s.)





















