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percent drag on the American economy, which has
recendly grown only arcund 2.5 percent a year,”

If America’s corporations had to meet an inter-
national emissions standard, an international agency
would be necessary o set the standard and to en-
force its implementation. Setting a just and equi-
table standard would prove an extremely difficult
underiaking given the different economic circum-
stances and natural resources of each nation. State
Department officials have publicly stated their doubt
that a common measure could judiciously apply to
all countries.*

The costs and benefits of greenhouse gas
mitigation have yet to be properly
debated by the American public and its
governmental representatives,

For the standard to be binding, this regulating
agency must have the power to punish businesses,
governments, and other organizations that fail w
meel the targets. This is a frightening prospect for
industries and localities that already wade through
bureaucracies and regulations imposed by their own
federal and state governments. IF this new agenda
were to become international law, a substantial
amount of regulatory power would shift from indi-
vidual mations to a global governing agency.

It might be argued, however, that the serious-
ness of the threat to the earth’s ecosystem requires
this tremendous cost. Perhaps the present genera-
tion has a responsibility to future generations 1o take
these steps. This may, or may not be, the case,
The costs and benefits of greenhouse pas mitigation
have yet to be properly debated by the American
public and its governmental representatives. The
environmental and economic implications are oo
significant (o let the issue be decided without sub-
stantial public debate,

History of Negotiations

The global climate change issue is of fairly re-
cent origin. It was not until the late 1980s, when
reports implicated human activity for the depletion
of the ozome layer, that much of the public came o
believe that human action could indeed affect the
atmosphere. In 1983, the coupling of a Midwest-
ern drought and a congressional hearing chaired by
then-U.S. Senator Timothy Wirth forced the issue
to the fore. At that hearing, prominent climatolo-
gist James Hansen testified that he was 99 per-
cent™ sure that global warming was occurring.®

That same year, the United MNations and the
World Meteorological Organization established the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).
They designed the IPCC to provide a “consensus™
scientific perspective on global climate change and
to scientifically inform the decisions of policymakers.
In 1990, 154 nations organized themselves as the
Intergovernmental Negotiating Committes (INC) to
develop a worldwide treaty in response o IPCC
analyses of climate change.®

In 1992, environmental ministers meeting un-
der United Nations auspices produced a “treaty”™
document called the Framework Convention on
Climate Change (FCCC) at the U.N. Conference
on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro,
That document has provided the foundation for all
subsequent U.N. conferences on global climate
change. To date 139 countries have signed the
Framework Convention, inchuding the United States.
Approving the Framework Convention gives coun-
tries membership in the Conference of Parties which,
in turn, gives them a seat at the able in future cli-
mate negotiations.

The Framework Convention imposes two key
stipulations on member natipns. First, it calls for
capping greenhouse gas emissions at 1990 levels.
Second, it requires a periodic report on each nation’s
net emissions of greenhouse gases. The exact lan-
puage (Article 4) of the Framework Comvention states,
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When the [PCC published this report, several
prominent scientists cried, “Foul!™ Led by Dr.
Frederick Seitz, former president of the National
Academy of Sciences, these critics claim that the
leaders of the IPCC altered the technical report af-
ter it had garnered approval from its scientific board
of advisors.™ Dr. Benjamin D Samer, lead author
of the report, replied that the alterations were purely
cosmetic, made only (o provide a better summary
for policymakers. Dr. Santer maintained that the
essence and substance of the report was unchanged.

Al least 25 percent of experts believe,
despite a lack of evidence, that
global warming is occurring.

Dr. Santer's response has not silenced the crit-
ics. They continoe to claim that the “cosmetic”
changes significantly altered the report. They note
the deletion of such statements as, "Mone of the
studies cited above has shown clear evidence that
we can aiiribuie the observed changes (o the spe-
cific cagse of increases in greenhouse gases. ™
Moreover, in the final editing new statemenis were
inserted, such as, “The observed trend in global
mean temperature over the pasi 100 years is un-
likely to be entirely natural in origin, ="

The critics” charges raise special concem m view
of the tendency of some scientists to overstate the
threat of global warming. In 1991, the Gallup or-
ganization polled a random sample of 400 clima-
tologisis and atmosphericists. Only a minority of
those surveyed, 41 percent, agreed with the state-
ment that “currently available scientific evidence
substantiates its [global warming's] accurrence. "'
Nevertheless, a clear majority of the respondents,
66 percent, affirmed their belief in the occurrence
of global warming. Thus, at least 25 percent of these
experts believe, despite a lack of evidence, that glo-

]

bal warming is occurring. Apparenily, even scien-
(ists are swayed by nonscientific beliefs.

Why would such a large percentage of scien-
tists respond in this nonscientific way? A benign
explanation is that taking such a position represents
the triumph of the heart over the mind. Another
theory is that of Dr. Richard 5. Lindzen, a distin-
guished astrophysicist at ML T., who notes that
potential financial support encourages many scien-
tists to support the global warming theory. He says
that this bias is "unconscious™ and even “natural. ™"

Seitz and his colleagues at the George Marshall
Instirute offered a similar explanation before the
House Committee on Science, saying:

Fundamental research on global climate change can
become entangled with the temptation 10 support pre-
ardained answers thai may be linked o the process
of securing continuing funding. This perversion of
the scientifie process could undermine the mest im-
portant element of research in global climate change:
ohtaining the best affordable reszarch on the funda-
mental phvsics of global climate.™

Harvard planetary scientist Charles L. Harper,
Ir. contends that, “the scientific ‘consensus® the
[IPCC] report presents may have mare to do with
the politics of fear than with objective science.
This wide-ranging criticism of the IPCC report calls
inio question the supposed “scientific consensus”
that the report is designed 1o provide.

The Geneva Conference of Parties,
July 1996

The Geneva Conference of Parties in July 1996
used the 1996 [PCC report as its scientific founda-
tion. Afier 10 days of deliberations, the conference
produced a two-page ministerial declaration which
endorses the IPCC report and affirms the need for
binding timetables. The declaration garmered ap-
proval by a large majority of participating nations
but was never put to 2 vole.

Fourteen nations, many of them members of
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the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC), vociferously contested the ministeria] dec-
laration due to its affirmation of the IPCC report
and its stance on binding emissions targets.* The
ministerial declaration uses the [PCC report’s lan-
guage to state, “The balance of evidence suggests a
discernible human influence on global climate, **

United States delegates played a large pan in
writing the declaration, but some U.S. officials de-
sired an even stronger statement. Assistant Secre-
tary of State Eileen Claussen stated,

[The U.5.) wholeheartedly endorses this declaration
and agrees that we must now move faster and set
legally binding targeds in Kyoto [location of the next
Conference of Pariies meeting]. We could hunve gone
farther.?

Emboldened by the IPCC report and the near
consensus of support, ministers called on their gov-
ernments 0 “instruct their representatives (o accel-
erale negotiations on the text of a legally-binding
protocol or another legal instrument to be completed
in dwe time for adoption at th.: third session of the
Conference of the Parties [in December 1997). %

Emission Reduction Costs

A legally binding protocol fo restrict carbon
emissions, whatever its form, will have substantial
impacts on the American economy. Economist
William Nordhaus of Yale University estimates that
emissions stabilization at 1990 levels, as proposed
by the Framework Convention, would gensrate a
net discounted cost of $7 trillion.®

Dr. Lawrence Horwitz of the economic con-
sulting firm DRI/McGraw Hill analyzed the anmaal
economic effect of greenhouse gas mitigation. He
estimates that a carbon ax of 5100 a won, which
could lower emissions levels to near 1990 levels,
would cost the American economy 5203 billion each
vear, According to his caleulations, a $200-a-ton
carbon tax (which would ensure emissions below
1990 levels) would cost the American economy 4.2

8

percent of its gross domestic product, or $350 bil-
lion a year in reduced production of goods and ser-
VICES,
Some of the most significant effects cannot be
expressed in dollar terms. For example, Horwitz
projects that 520,000 jobs would be lost each year
from 1995 to 2010 under a $100-a-1on carbon tax.
Under a carbon tax of 5200 a ton, the American
econcrmy would lose an average of 1.1 million jobs
arnually over that 1 3-year period, ™

If a carbon tax fell solely on
industrialized nations and not on
developing nations, total worldwide
greenhouse gas emissions would be
likely o rise, not fall,

Some proposals seek to limit greenhouse gas
emissions even further. The Alliance of Small Is-
land States (ADSIS) believes that its member coun-
tries will face grave danger from rising ocean levels
if global warming occurs. Therefore, they have pro-
posed that by 2005 developed countries stabilize
their emissions at 20 percent below 1990 levels. To
accomplish this aim, carbon taxes would need to be
in excess of 5280 a won. According o economic
consultants for the Global Climate Coalition, this
would cost the U.S. economy $262 billion to $305
billion cach year. ¥

Whichever means of curtailing carbon emissions
i5 used, limiting emissions will degrade living stan-
dards. Moreover, if a carbon tax fell solely on in-
dustrialized nations and not on developing nations,
as is currently the plan in every protocol before the
Framework Comvention, tolal worldwide greenhouse
gas emissions would be likely 1o rise, not fall. If
emission reduction standards become law in indus-
trialized nations, total consumption of carbon-emit-
ting goods will fall. Thus, the price of goods such

9















	The Quiet Reversal of U.S. Climate Change Policy
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1439239326.pdf.Dbpw0

