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Aeting Associate Administato ndividualism is a great American tradition. It is expressed. today in the
Charles Osolin driver commuting alone to work; the detached, single-family suburban
Director of Editorial Services home; and the second family home on a strip of waterfront property. Ina

little over 200 years, this spirit has conquered a vast expanse of land from the
John Heritage Atlantic to the Pacific, produced one of the world’s _mgst powerful economies,
Editor and resulted in a lifestyle that is sought after by societies around .the glgbe.

But America is much more than 249 million individuals. Itis, in reality, a

Karen Flagstad complex, intricate organism, just as the human body is made up of skin and
Associate Editor blood vessels, bones, and lungs. If these systems are functioning well and
Teresa Opheim working effectively together, the organism will be healthy and operate
Assistant Editor efficiently. These “life support” systems in our society include energy,

technology, transportation, industry, the land and the use we make of it, and
Gregg Sekscienski even people, the greatest resource of any society.
Assistant Editor We need to view ourselves as a society composed of such systems and
Ruth Barker take the time to ask, Are our systems operating well? If we persist in

seeing ourselves simply as a nation of individuals, fragmented by our own
interests and concerns, it is logical to expect that the vital systems of support
Nancy Starnes will deteriorate and threaten the quality, if not the very future, of the
Assistant Editor American venture.

There are already many signs of trouble, from traffic jams to industry
struggling to remain competitive with the rest of the world, from pollution to
decaying city cores. The challenge for this nation, as we try to become a
Rich tenWolde better neighbor on the planet, is to lower our individual guards and declare
Intern our interdependence with each other and with the “life supports” whose
condition will determine the health and strength of a future America.
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A Call for Sustainability

To ensure our future survival,
major changes are needed now

by Russell E. Train

he coming together of more than
170 nations under the auspices of

. the Earth Summit was, if nothing
else, the first global acknowledgement
that environmental quality and
economic health are inextricably
linked—that the economic well-being
of the Earth’s peoples depends directly
on the continued health of its natural
resources.

This synthesis of environment and
economics—and put forward in
Agenda 21, the lengthy charter for the
future adopted by the conference
plenery—known as sustainable
development, was only advanced,
not discovered, by the diplomats
in Rio. I suspect that if one were to
search the literature, one would find
references to the basic relationship
hundreds, if not thousands, of years
ago. 1do know that 85 years ago, in the
annual message to Congress which has
since become known as the State of the
Union address, President Theodore
Roosevelt said, “To waste our natural
resources, to skin and exhaust the land
instead ¢f using it as to increase its
usefulness, will result in undermining
in the days of our children the very
prosperity which we ought by right
to hand down to them amplified and
developed.”

The choice between crisis and
sustainable development is one our

(Train, a former EPA Administrator, is
Chairman of World Wildlife Fund.)
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nation shares with the rest of the world,
and the only way to address it is
through international cooperation and
through U.S. commitment to leadership
at home and abroad.

As the world’s single largest
economy, the largest user of natural
resources, the largest producer and
consumer of energy, and the largest
producer of carbon dioxide pollution,
the United States has not just a
special responsibility to exercise
world leadership but a particularly
high stake in meeting the
environmental challenges of the future.

I am convinced that the natural
processes that support life on Earth are
in serious jeopardy and that by acting
now—or not acting—our country is
choosing between two radically
different futures. 1f the United States
continues down its current path,
merely reacting to and trying to
repair environmental injuries, then
the nation’s natural resources,
economy, and way of life will
deteriorate. However, if our country
pioneers new technologies, realigns
government policies, makes bold
economic changes, and embraces a
new ethic of environmentally
responsible behavior, we can expect the
coming years to bring a higher quality
of life, a healthier environment, and a
vibrant economy.

The time is now for new strategies to
address the environmental challenges

of the future. The National
Commission on the Environment (see
box on page 9) spent more than 18
months deliberating and debating ways
to address the overwhelming
environmental problems we face. Let
me share some thoughts of mine that
arose from the commission’s work.

The Picture
Today

Over the past 20 years, an impressive
array of federal, state, and local
pollution control and resource
management programs, both public
and private, have been instituted in the
United States. Total U.S. expenditures
on environmental protection now
average more than 2 percent of gross
national product per year.

The United States had the foresight to
begin adopting stringent environmental
laws and regulations more than two
decades ago and to make sizable
economic investments in pollution
control and energy efficiency. Asa
result, this country does not have to
contend with landscapes as blighted,
air and water as polluted, soils as
poisoned, or public health as ravaged
as those of Central and Eastern Europe.
The measurable environmental
progress made by the United States
should be a source of national pride.

Still, our country’s environmental
achievements allow no room for
complacency. Despite numerous
























Powering the Future

Efficient use and renewable supplies are key

by Robert H. Williams

ustainable development requires
that clean, secure, and safe

~ energy be available for economic
growth. As the 21st century
approaches, the challenges implicit in
“clean, secure, and safe” seem daunting
for the United States.

» Urban air pollution is putting
pressure on the internal combustion
engine. California has mandated that
2 percent of new cars must be
“zero-emission vehicles” by 1998;

the percentage rises to 10 percent by
2003. Other states may follow
California’s lead.

¢ Domestic cil production has fallen to
9 million barrels per day (mmbd) from
the 1970 peak of over 11 mmbd. The
Department of Energy (DOE) projects
that output will fall to 4 mmbd by 2030.
It is generally expected that
conventional oil production will decline
after 2000 in all major regions outside
the Middle East.

(Williams is a Senior Research Scientist
at Princeton University’s Center for
Energy and Envirommental Studies. The
UNCED study scenario is detailed in the
book Renewable Energy: Sources For
Fuels and Electricity, edited by T.B.
Johansson, H. Kelly, A.K.N. Reddy, and
R.H. Williams, 1142 pp., Island Press,
Washington, DC, 1992. It is available
from the publisher.)
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* If greenhouse warming is as serious
as most scientists believe, the world
may be required to reduce emissions of
carbon dioxide (CO,) substantially: by
60 percent or more to stabilize current
atmospheric concentrations. Much of
the burden would fall on the already
industrialized countries, which today
account for three-quarters of the
emissions.

Despite such challenges, the
prospects are good that energy can be
provided consistent with sustainability
goals. This will be illustrated by
describing an energy future for the
United States that emphasizes efficient
use and renewable supplies of energy.
The scenario was developed in an
assessment of renewable energy carried
out by an international team of experts
as an input to the United Nations
Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED).

Improvements in efficiency can
reduce environmental and energy
security risks substantially. While it
has long been assumed that energy
consumption must grow in lock-step
with economic growth, U.S. energy
consumption remained constant after
the energy crisis of 1973 while the
country’s economic output increased by
more than one-third. Although energy
use since 1986 has once again followed
economic output, the opportunities for
decoupling energy and economic
growth through investments in more

efficient energy use are substantial. In
the UNCED study scenario, during the
period 1985 to 2050, energy use
decreases by one-fourth (see figure)
while economic output increases nearly
five-fold.

Electricity (excluding losses during
generation) has accounted for a
growing share of energy use in the
United States, increasing from 6 percent
in 1960 to 12 percent in 1991. While
driven primarily by desirable
attributes—high quality, ease and
flexibility of use—the trend would be
reinforced if environmental concerns
become a major determinant of energy
carrier choice: It is generally easier to
bring environmental problems under
control with electricity than with
alternative carriers. In the UNCED
study scenario, electricity’s share of
U.S. energy rises to 20 percent by 2050.
However, electricity demand grows at
only one-fourth the rate of the last
decade because of the emphasis given
to more efficient use.

Coal, which is the source for 55
percent of U.S. electricity production,
poses the greatest environmental
challenges in the power sector: It is
responsible for 85 percent of the sector’s
CO, emissions and for most of its air
pollution. Air pollution problems are
likely to be solved by the coal
gasification technologies being
developed for use with advanced
power-generating cycles.

(Continued next page)
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it may be an improved transit system,
better land use planning, or an
intermodal facility. Performance, not
total lane-miles of pavement, must be the
measure of success.

Second, transportation decisions
have to be part of a larger planning
process that recognizes how
transportation touches every corner of
our lives. The way our neighborhoods
are zoned, for example, dictates
whether we get in our car for every
errand or whether we can walk to the
grocery store or the day care center.

Finally, people must be given
options. Policies have to be put in place
to encourage habits that will sustain
our environment—policies which will
provide mobility for everyone,
including those who do not have access
to a car.

If people are given the choice of
commuting to and from work either
alone in their cars, at 55 miles per hour,
using cheap fuel, or making three bus
connections, they will most likely
choose their cars. If the choice is to pay
$150 a month for parking, or walk or
bike a short distance to public transit
for the work commute, more people
may leave the car at home.

The Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA) makes fundamental changes to
our transportation policy. This new
law is based on the premise that we
must permanently change our habits if
we are going to maintain our mobility
and preserve the environment that
sustains us.

The 1991 transportation law gives the
U.S. Department of Transportation a
new mission: improving the
performance of the transportation
system rather than just building
additional capacity. The department no
longer has the single objective of
building new highways. Its objectives
now include clean air, energy
conservation, productivity, and
international competitiveness.

For the first time in the history of this
program, the transportation law
recognizes the connection between
transportation policy and clean air. The
law provides $1 billion per year which
can be spent only in locations that are
formally designated as “nonattainment
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areas” under the Clean Air Act and can
be spent only on transportation projects
that will improve air quality. It
requires each state to conform its State
Implementation Plan for air quality
with its Transportation Improvement
Program. This means each state must
actually do the transportation projects it
promises to do to clean up the air.

The new transportation law renews
and expands on previously established
planning requirements. State and local
officials must now consider the effect of
their transportation policy on land use,
energy conservation, the environment,
and the efficient use of existing
facilities. The law also expands the
number of constituencies who will
participate in the planning process and
make project selection decisions.

ISTEA substantially increased the
federal research program for new

Performance, not total
lane-miles of pavement,
must be the measure

of success.

technologies that hold promise for
transportation systems that are more
efficient and more environmentally
responsible. These include high speed
rail, magnetic levitation, electric vehicle
research, and Intelligent Vehicle
Highway Systems (IVHS). Again, the
relevant standard is performance, not
pavement.

The new law includes a pilot
program to put in place congestion
pricing, such as tolls on heavily used
roads, especially during peak use times.
It is no longer enough to manage
demand. We must reduce demand.
Pricing incentives that charge true costs
for using a facility at peak times are one
way to reduce demand.

ISTEA recognizes that problems are
created as well as solved by our
transportation facilities, and that
transportation policy must address
these problems. The new law, for
example, requires that each state use a
minimum amount of rubber-modified

asphalt pavement. This requirement
will help dispose of at least a portion of
the thousands of scrap tires that are
discarded each year and are currently
being placed in environmentally
unsound waste piles.

The 1991 transportation law directs
states and communities to use a portion
of their highway funds for
transportation enhancements such as
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, historic
preservation, and scenic beautification.
The purpose of these projects is to
improve the community as
transportation investments are made.

ISTEA will not solve all our
transportation problems, nor will it
cure all other ills. It is less a mandate
for change than a compelling invitation
to change. It provides a blueprint for
the necessary first steps toward change
in our transportation policy.

States, faced with congestion, limited
resources, and clean air compliance
deadlines, also realize that we must
change our driving habits. They are
trying to provide these choices.
Unfortunately, if a recent example in
Virginia is an indication, changing old
habits will not be easy. Virginia
established High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes in a very congested
corridor near Washington, DC.
Commuters in the remaining,
congested lanes cried out for relief.
They did not like the idea of carpooling,.
Within one month of the new HOV
restrictions, before people had a chance
to get used to the idea of change,
Congress responded to the outcry and
directed Virginia to take the easy way
out—by getting rid of the HOV lanes.

We have already taken the easy
steps. If we are going to have a
transportation policy in the future that
we can sustain, and that will sustain us,
we are going to have to put up with
some temporary pain to achieve the
long term goals of environmental
protection, energy security, and
economic stability. Achieving these
goals will take laws like ISTEA, strong
leadership at all levels of government,
and the commitment of the traveling
public to leaving a car at home
sometimes because doing so is good
economic, energy, environmental, and
transportation policy. 0






























Agriculture: Two Views

Farmers must do more
than take green subsidies

by Ken Cook

or the past 30 years, ever since
* Rachel Carson revealed the
[ ecological costs of agricultural
pesticide misuse in Silent Spring, the
louder voices in agriculture have
howled in protest whenever evidence
surfaced that modern farming
contributes to a serious environmental
problem, be it wetlands loss, surface
water pollution, or ground water
contamination. Chances are, however,
that we’ll hear many of those very same
voices say just the opposite, and say it
just as loudly, over the next few years.
Agriculture’s environmental problems,
far from being exaggerated, will be
discovered to be so severe that society
will be asked to pay farmers billions of
dollars each year to deal with them.
What will account for the reversal?
Will it be a response to the Earth
Summit’s call for “sustainable
agriculture?” Alas, dear taxpayer, the
voices will be motivated by green of
another kind. Farm interests
throughout the industrialized world
have resigned themselves to the fact
that the only feasible, politically correct,
post-Rio defense against the growing
assault on their massive agricultural
subsidies is to put an ecological coating
on the flow of cash. It’s quite a sight,
really: farm policy, big and
embarrassed, arriving at the new world

(Cook is Vice President for Policy at the
Center for Resource Economics in
Washington, DC.)
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order all done up in the most delicate
shades of green.

Will the new color have a slimming
effect? A fellow in the business of
defending farm subsidies these days
really must keep an eye on his figures:
Agricultural protectionism costs
taxpayers and consumers tens of
billions of dollars each year here and in
Japan, and gobbles up most of the
European Community’s revenues.
And quite apart from their cost,
agricultural subsidies in Europe, the
United States, and Japan have been
targeted during the current Uruguay
round of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT) as the
principal roadblock to freer trade
worldwide. That has put commodity
export subsidies, price supports, cash
payments, and myriad other forms of
agricultural protectionism on the
chopping block of the post cold-war
world.

GATTocrats emphasize, however,
that national subsidies made for
environmental purposes would remain
unaffected by proposed
reforms—they’re “GATT-proof,” as
they say in the trade. And therein lies
the inspiration for environmentally
friendly farm policies that are de rigueur
in Europe, and catching on here.

As Britain’s Agriculture Minister
John Gummer declared at a recent
international meeting in The
Netherlands, “Farmers who benefit
from direct payments under the

reformed Common Agricultural Policy
should be expected to protect and
safeguard the countryside and its
wildlife.”

The United States may be said to be a
season or two ahead of the fashion, at
least on paper. Since 1985, U.S. farm
policy has stipulated a conservation
quid pro quo for some two dozen forms
of farm benefits. Under those policies,
farmers who drain wetlands or farm
erodible lands outside the rules lose
their eligibility for most farm programs.
In fact, the supposed conservation
benefits were used to defend farm
programs from attack during the 1990
Farm Bill debate. U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) officials claim
great conservation gains under these
policies, but investigations by the
USDA'’s Office of Inspector General,
among others, show that USDA’s
enforcement of the rules has been
exceedingly lax. Center for Resource
Economics research indicates that
thousands of farmers should have lost
program benefits for failing to protect
wetlands and fragile soils in recent
years, but all but a handful got off scot-
free. That means taxpayers still are
subsidizing soil erosion and wetlands
destruction on an extensive scale.

At the same time, U.S. policy has
conclusively demonstrated that farmers
will line up in droves for environmental
subsidies. Under the Conservation
Reserve Program, also established in
1985, farmers are being paid to plant















America leads the world in protecting
the quality of the human environment
because the creativity of our technology
and the strength of our economy permit
us to do so. Since only a country with a
strong economy can spend money on
environmental protection, it is hardly
surprising to have found environmental
disasters in the economically hard
pressed, government managed
economies of Eastern Europe.

Another delusion underlying
“sustainable development” is that we
are running out of natural resources.
Yet every generation has left the next
generation with more, not fewer, usable
resources. The prices of coal, oil, gas,
and metallic ores are at or near all time
lows, denoting abundance, not scarcity.
Current predictions of gloom are as
erroneous as the forecast of the
“expert” who once intoned: “When
whale oil is gone, the world will be
plunged into darkness.”

We in the western United States have
long recognized the need for good
stewardship and conservation.
Conservation, in Theodore Roosevelt’s
sense of the term, means the wise use of
natural resources—mankind and nature
living together in productive harmony
for the benefit of mankind.

Some in the highly urbanized East
see the West as a land mass to be
managed, not for multiple use and the
economic well-being of those who live
here, but as a playground to be enjoyed
by urbanites. Of course, vast reaches of
the West are set aside for single
purpose recreational pursuits,
including millions of acres of parks and
wilderness areas. However, the federal
lands that remain are key to our
region’s economy. As to those lands,
only the most disingenuous would
assert that the needs of future
generations are not being protected by
the economic activities now taking
place—activities like ranching,
timbering, mining, and oil and gas
development.

Grazing lands in the West are in the
best shape in decades. Wildlife in the
West—elk, deer, antelope, bear,
mountain lion— are at their highest
population levels since record keeping
began in the early 1900s. These lands,
which have supported economic
activity for generations, are being
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managed for sustained development far
into the future, since it is the fervent
prayer of every ranching family that its
sons and daughters remain on the land.
The battle over grazing in the West
(“Cattle-Free by '93,” cry some zealots)
does not involve environmental
considerations but matters of culture.
As one federal judge concluded, some
find unique beauty in the droppings of
elk but are offended by the leavings of
cattle.

Timber is a story of untold success
and tragedy. The success is the fact that
there are more trees today than 40 years
ago, the result of thoughtful
reforestation programs and the
management of private and public

Federal bureaucrats may
breathe the rarefied air of
Washington’s Mount
Olympus-like atmosphere,
but their crystal balls are no
better than yours or mine.

forest lands for sustained yield. The
tragedy is the manner in which—as a
result of endless, mindless appeals

by so-called environmental
groups—forested lands, devastated by
insect infestation and the victims of
“fuel” (decaying, dead, and downed
trees) buildup, are being permitted to
rot. In time, much of these once
beautiful forests will erupt into fire,
much like Yellowstone National Park
did, thereby releasing carbon dioxide
into the atmosphere, destroying
wildlife habitat, killing fish and game,
and wiping out vast, rich, renewable
resources.

As for mining, only mineral deposits
that represent the highest, most
efficient use for the least amount of
disturbance will be mined. Companies
that mine in America compete in a
world market in which cheap foreign
labor provides a tremendous advantage

(American miners are among the
nation’s best paid workers). Thus,
mineral deposits in the United States
are only being developed—yielding
millions of dollars in revenues, salaries,
and tax payments to federal, state, and
local governments, not to mention
valuable natural resources—if the
deposits are world class, that is, if they
can compete with the rich ores found in
South Africa, Russia, or Brazil.

President Jimmy Carter once
predicted that the world would run out
of oil by 1990. Obviously, it did not.
What we have run out of is much of our
domestic production (exploration is at a
50-year low) not because the oil isn’t
there, but because of “environmental”
regulations. While there are vast
regions of this country that contain
enormous hydrocarbon potential, we
appear to prefer to go to war in the
Persian Gulf and to permit the export of
some 440,000 energy-related jobs to
foreign countries. The irony is that the
United States is not thinking globally
when we look to the former Soviet
Unjon—with its dismal environmental
record—to produce energy resources
for us.

Calls for “sustainable development”
are based upon three fatally flawed
assumptions: that technology increases
standards of living at the expense of the
environment; that we are running out
of resources and must limit
development to ensure future
availability; and that government is any
better at telling us what type of
development is “sustainable” than it is
at telling us if it will rain tomorrow.

“Sustainable development” is simply
a code word. It is a code word for
federal land use planning, for more
government control, and for
centralizing enormous power in the
hands of bureaucrats who are
thousands of miles away from the
people whose lives they seek to control
and light years away from the real
world in which most of us live. ¢
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A Skeptical Twist

Look to the marketplace

for sustainable solutions

by Jane S. Shaw
and Richard L. Stroup

hieving the goal of sustainable
development does not require

@ legislatively imposed changes in
technology or lifestyles in the United
States. Rather, the path to sustainable
development lies in preserving the
institutions that have led to economic
growth, because economic growth
improves human health and
environmental quality.

In its broad definition, sustainable
development is economic development
that meets the needs of the present
generation without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. This is a goal that all
welcome.

But many people mistakenly believe
that “meeting the needs of future
generations” means providing future
generations with exactly the same
natural resource base we have today.
Thus, their recommendations tend to
focus on, for example, preventing
resource use. While there is nothing
inherently wrong with developing
energy-efficient lights and energy-
efficient refrigerators, forcing such
innovations when they do not make
economic sense will most often be
wasteful and counterproductive.

(Shaw and Stroup are Senior Associates of
the Political Economy Research Center in
Bozeman, Montana. Stroup also is
Professor of Economics at Montana State
University.)
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The Western World has a remarkably
safe and attractive environment,
especially compared with the Third
World and socialist nations. Our
system of property rights and decisions
made mainly in a market setting, with
the wealth that it has produced, is
largely responsible for that success.

By most available measures, the air
and water in the United States are
cleaner than they were a few decades
ago. Although we have cities that
suffer from air pollution, most violate
national standards only a few days a

The road to sustainable
development is to let the
forces that have worked
well continue to work.

year, and they are far cleaner than
cities, such as Mexico City, in the less
developed world. We have more acres
of forest in the United States than we
did in 1920, according to Resources for
the Future, a Washington, DC, research
organization specializing in the study
of natural resources. Life expectancy at
birth here is 76 years, compared with 47
at the turn of the century. The World
Bank’s World Development Report 1992
reveals significant environmental

improvement in the industrialized
nations since 1970. For example,
particulate emissions in industrialized
countries have declined by 60 percent
and sulfur oxides by 38 percent.

Environmental problems do exist,
both in our nation and in the rest of the
world. But in the United States, the
environmental problems most people
fear are such things as hazardous
waste, global warming, ozone
depletion, and toxic air pollutants.
While these are legitimate concerns,
they must be put into perspective. Not
one of these threats has been shown to
harm the general population. In
contrast, the environmental problems in
the Third World are often deadly. For
example, there is widespread disease
from lack of clean drinking water and
refrigeration, and soil erosion and
depletion are common.

A persistent fear is that development
cannot be sustained because
nonrenewable resources such as oil and
precious metals will be used up. But
history tells us otherwise. To our
knowledge, the world has never run
out of a nonrenewable resource, and
there are no signs that it is doing so
now. The World Bank's World
Development Report 1992 helps explain
why. It points out that as metals prices
rose in the 1970s, people began
conserving metals and switching to
other materials. Fiber optics replaced
copper in telecommunications; coatings
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