‘“The Threat to the Planet’: An Exchange

Té the Editors;

1 want to compliment Dr. Jim H for
another lucid presentation of the science
div ting the 1 tnduced  global
warming probieny In fact, Dr. Flansen’s ur-
ticle ["The Threat w the Planet,” NYR,
July 13] covers a critical topic that Al
Gore's movie omits, namely B gives the
reader & goodd sense of how so0n culs in
carban emissions would have (0 begin in
order 1o lomit warming to 2 degrees Fahr-
enheit. Le.. through the presentation of his
“ahernntive” scennrio. Here Dr, Hansen
clenrly indicates thal humanity has less
thun 4 decade 10 begin redocing the emis-
sions rate of cirbon m order to achieve the
“henefits™ of this altemative scenario whien
compared 10 “business-as uwidl.” In addi-
tion, Dr. Hansen makes the claim that
camomists would gencrally recommend
that a carbon tax be implementsd on all
cathon emissions i order 1o achieve this
gonl of declining cmivons within a decade,

Unfortunately, here is where 1 believe
Dr. Hansen's recommendations {all some
wihut short of what s necessary 10 schieve
his own scenanio, snd will oaly be likely o
leave the reader of his article with the fulse
impr that & les! carbon tox can
easily gof humanity off the hook without
mtch fuss and bother by reducing carbon
emissions to “mcceptable” levels He even
claims that this carbon tax should  be
phased in gradually, & recommendation
that clesrly conflicts with achieving carbon
cmissions decreases within a decade.

What Dr. Hanzen fails (o discuss is how
large this carbon tux might have W be in
order to achieve the magnitude of the ef-
fect he correcily wante. Given how locked
in all economies ave to high encrgy-using
equipmen! including vehicles, it s well
knuwn that the price of energy would have
to be many times the current price in arder
to mduce the desired {ovels in reduction of
energy wie through price effects alone. For
example, il gasoline is currently about $3
par gallon, the price including Hansen's pro-
posed carbon tax would have o be several
times this lovel, at least, to hove any sigail-
icant mpact oo total energy comnyimption
within a decadz. (Remember gasoline in
Europe already coats almost $6 por gallon,
and Europe also uses far too much gk
line. ) Much higher encrgy prices would be

fod by people’s  roay to
higher energy prices alone can only be very
himited wntid all the energy-uiing equip-
tiend in the world can chinjie over to vasily
more efficiont equipment, This inkes
decades, gnd 2 lod of new investment, Thus,
1o induce less encrgy consumption, snd less
carbon emissions within 4 decade, the car-
bon tax thet Dr. Hamsen advocates might
have to be vastly higher than the $10-20
per ton af COy thal cconomists often dis-
cuss us appropriste today: perhaps $100
pertan af COy, or more. This level of ocur-
bop tax would probably throw most ni:
tional ccononvies, pasticularly that of the
US, into disarray,

In addition, Dr. Hansen fails to point ot
that Al Gore's own chart, which he repro-
duces i his article, shows that the US uses
shout 5.5 times the world average of car-
ban per capite. Thus, if by 2050 or so, the
world average curbon-ennssions riate had
to a1l by 50 percent from current levels,
which scems consistent with Dr. Hansen's
alternative scenanio, then if equity were to
be imposed on the US on a per capita basis,
the LS would have to cut back carbon
cmssions by a factor of 11 (1/2 imes 1/5.5).
This is & 91 percent reduction! Tiis level
ol reduction would truly revolutionize
the 1S eiiergy sysiom, and the overall
econciny &y well, | ¢idim that this level of
reduction would not be achizvable without
mujor chisnges in American values and, 1o
somt cxtenl. the American way of life, in
addition to major changes m enengy-using
technologies.

Returning. thes, to the issuc of the mug-
nitude of 2 carbon tax U would be

necded to nchieve sach a large reduction in
US carbon cmissions, & very high carbon
tax would have W be combined with com-
plomenitary carhon tax rebate programs (o
two main reasons. First, the rebites would
have to terget the tax pryments (o exactly
the kinds of new, more energy-efficent
technalogies that would be needed, Exam-
ples would be super-insulated homes, very
efficient bppliinces and vehicles, and,
prolably, investments for solar and wind
fucilities and acw electric transmitsion
fines needed 1o bring renewahle power to
the soctions of the US that have poos sup-
plies. Sccondly, the rebates would have (o
be allocared in ways so that the poor and
middle olass would ot be thrown into

countries dramatically violate this prinici-
ple, since these governments subsidize use
of Tossil fuets und do not apportion custs of
enviranmental and health damage to the
energy sources Ut create the damage.
Fnerzy policy should mclude a gradual
but steadily incressing carbon tax. Thar i
the primary requirement for attainment of
the ~altomastive” scenario for future cli-
mate, An important puint & the certainty
tha! the tax will contimue o icrease, which
citizens and husimesses must have confi-
dutice in. Because it s gradual, it will not
caune coonomic distuption. and because it
i% certiin, i will unbeash humag mgenuity
in discovering ways (0 improve efficiency
and develop renswable encrgies The gov-

poverty by the high carbon tex imposed an
all their carbon use. wiule renewable en-
ergy had a chance to become the dominany

Selar panels in front of the decommivsioned Rancho Seco

ot 1 shoatld Jeave the picking of win-
ners 1o the murketpluce
1 appreciate Dr. Rosen's pempective, but
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typre of energy supply over the next few
decades. I am afraid that Dr. Hansen's con-
cept of a revenue-aeutmt carban tax would
not sufficienily incontivize new technolopes
quickly esough, i most (higher-income)
people did not feel some st Fvancial pain
due Lo the new cirbon tax.

The “botiom line™ is thit ovach more will
need to be done by the US government
(and govarnments in general) in the way of
planning new encrgy elficiency programs
and a vast new renowable enetgy Infra-
strocture than Dr. Hansen kets on (0 by his
narrow focus on the single pobicy instru-
ment of b carbon tor Again, this criticim
doos pot subtract from tho excellent s-
petts of most of his review,

Richurd A. Rosen, Ph.D.

Extcutive Viee-President
Tellus Institite
Boston, Massachusetts

Jim Hansen replies

I'use the terms “carbon tax™ and “revenue
teutral” in a general sense. “Revenue neu-
tral® that gover should nol
use the climate problem as an excust to in-
crease the overall tax burden. However, in-
dividuals and bisinesses may pay more or
less tnx depending on choices they make,
such as the vehicles they drive, other prod-
ucts they buy, and persosal hubite In
proposing 4 “cartson tax™ | did not specify
the details of collecting the tax. The tax
might include schemes (o optimize effec-
tivenoss such o8 “Cap and trade,” an armange-
ment in which the government “caps” the
cmissions of cerinin seurces. For example.
it us say that emissions from power plints
must be reduced by 50 peroent. I an mndi-
vidual pliat foiled 1 reduce its emisiions
by S0 pereent, it conld buy ambssion rights
from mnother plant that had reduced its
emissions by more than 50 percant

An imporiant principle is that govern-
menis should assure that each energy somrce
6 priced to melude its true cost to soety,
inchuding damage 1o the environment and
humun health. Present policies in the
Linited States, Chinn, Indis, snd other key

T disagree thatr sadden lurge tax changes
are desirable. Gradual, but stendy and cer-
tain, gowth of the tax i needed 10 avoid
economic disruption and waste as existing
infrastructuse is phased out. The carbon
tax will be lnrge in the end, und the rate at
which it grows may be adjusted as expori-
chie is gained and svidence about climale
change accurulyios.

Ciovernments must alsn exert landership
in many other ways such as setting mink
nim standards for appllance efficiencics,
building codes, and wvehicie potformance,
Standards are needed becaune consumerns
often purchase cuergy-inefficient products
witlt the least up-front cost, even when 1he
life cycle cost of a better technology prod-
et s lower.

Dr. Rosen ds corvect that a certain shock
trestment i nezded, but it would best be
dilivered with s two-by-four as a solid
whack to the hoad of politicians who re-
muin oblivious o fundamentnd physical
faciw The Eurih's Instory reveals thm
globul warming of an sdditional 2-3 de-
grees Celsius (S degrees Fahrenheit ) wodld
tranvform the planet and would be disas-
trous for humans and other species. Ac-
tions te avoid these consequences withoit
ecpnomic disraption need o begin now
We cannot afford 1o wasie another decacde
in trying to wake up political leaders.

Finally, | recognize thut some politicians
will be averse 1o the wonl "™ even revenue-
neutral tax. They can replace the ward with
# cuphemisin if they choose, but | recom-
mend a forthright approsch with the pub-
tic. The pbility of Amernicans to understand
und respond to the climale crisis, if 0 is
hanestly and ¢learly presented, should not
be undereitimated.

To the Editorr:

I note with interest and sotne concern that
Jim Hutisen does not mentton nuclear ¢lec-
tri¢c generation among the approaches 1o
curbing carbon dioxide coussions and per-
hups delaying severe global warmiag. The
“liberals”™ and Al Gore may not like 1o
nidmit i, but an operating auciear power
plant dies not emit carbon Jiexide, Even
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when the COy e fromm uranium en-
richment. fuel fubrication, und associied
uansportation are included. a nucicar
power plant is responsible for considerably
Jisss CO- than 4 fossil fuel plant ol the samie
cupacity,

About 20 percent of US electne gencra-
tion today is by nuclesr power plants, and
this could cenainly be increasad subston-
tinlly during the nexy decude. Surely this 1%
a mote democratic, pot to speak of ho
mane, sulution than curbing CO,; emissions
by increusing the cost of electricity and
gasoline. Anything can be rationed by in-
cronsing its cost; that way those who have
money can hnve what they want snd poot
pesple can’t linve any. Tax rebates don't
do you any good if you don’t have money
1o buy gasoline in the first place. My own
cotmute i eightedn miles round-trip and
iy car gets twenty-six miles per gallon. At
£1 per gallon that is $9.64 por weel. For
sameone oarning $12 per hour. slightly
more than twice minimum wags, that s 2
percent of that imdividual’s gross incoie
Bux fare in my city (Albuguergue, Now
Mexico) is §1 per trip— camparabie to the
cost of gusoline for this commute. More-
over, on $12 per hour, this mdividud! can
hardly afford a hybnd car or a “lightwaight
carbon-composite™ car, especially if he or
she is also supparting a child or two on $12
per hour.

In completely ignonng nuclenr electnc
power generation. Hansen appears (o have
bought into the unfortunate Democratic
and liberal antinuclesr point of view, with
its exaggeration of the health and other
risks of operating puclesr plants and dis-
posal of spent nuclear fuel If the reader is
asked 1o accept the science of global warm-
ing and not be swayed by anti-Kyoto Pro-
woeol propagands, cannol Hansen accept
the sctual scietee and engpneering of nu-
clear power, and not be swayed by unti-
nuclear propaganda?

Ruth F. Weiner

Chair, Fuel Cycle and Waste Mansgument
Divisyon

American Nuclear Socicly

Albiquerque, New Mexico

Jim Hansen replies:

I thank v, Weinor fof her commenis, but |
oust point out that she w incotrect in het
nsserion. 1 do not ignore the potential com-
tribution of nuclear power for delivening
natirly COy-free electrical power. On the
cottrary, | state, .. now electricity reguire-
mants shosld be mel by the use of renow-
able energios such as wind power as well as
by nuclenr power and olhes sources thut do
not produce CO4.°

Nuclear power is un emotionally charged
tssue for many people, bt mot for me. |
have often sated thut | would rather live
nexl to a auclear power plant thun pext 1o
a conl-fired power plant. We must recog-
nize, however, that several serions jssues
with nuclear power have yet to be ade-
quately addressed, including procedures
for disposal of nuclear wasie and assurnnce
thot weapans.grade nuclear muterinl cun
be kept out of the hands of terronsts, Gov-
ernments should address these issues with
greater urgency than they have o date, and
they should simphiy & ing procedures
to reduce the time required to construct
nuclear power plants.

Il these problems are successfully ad-
dressed, there is potentinl o the now-
penerstion end pext-generation nuclenr
power to contribute to solutinn of the
climate problem. Howeves, this should be
determined on the basis of open ceonomic
competition with other encrgy sources and

enurgy effbmency. A gradually increasmg

carbon tax: will favor nuclesr power. ax
well us renewable energies and energy effi-
crency, but taxpayers should ot be siildled
with funding direct subsidies of nuclear
power
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