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The Solid Waste Association of 
ASS O CIATION O FFICE S 

1100 Wayne Avenue, Suite 700 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

MAILING ADDRESS 

P.O. Box 7219 
Silver Spring, MD 

20907-7219 

October 3, 1997 

Mr. T.J. Glauthier 
Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy and Science 
Office of Management and Budget 
Old Executive Office Building 
17th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Room 246 
Washington, D.C. '20503 

Dear Mr. Glauthier: 
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As a key participant in President Clinton's efforts to craft an international agreement to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the Solid Waste Association of_North Ameit~~ :37 
wants to ensure that you are aware of the important contribution landfill gas utilization projects 
can make in the economic implementation of any policy intended to reduce such emissions. 
Collection and utilization of methane emitted from municipal solid waste landfills is an 
economically feasible and existing technology by which significant greenhouse gas emission 
reductions can be achieved, and considerable amounts of renewable energy can be produced, 
within the U.S., as well as within developing countries. Methane gas has 21 times more heat 
trapping potential than carbon dioxide (CO2) and the emissions from domestic landfills represent 
an equivalent amount of CO2 eQYal to almost 5% of net C()i emissions in the U.S. 

SW ANA is a 6400-member association of solid waste management professionals in the 
United States and Canada which has ~ its mission the advancement of environmentally positive 
and economically sound solid waste management practices. Please find enclosed a copy of our 
Policy Statement on the Role of Landfill Gas in Efforts to Control Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
The Policy Statement sets forth the many attributes of landfill gas utilization projects and supports 
the Administration's proposal to create a national and international trading market for greenhouse 
gas emission reductions. 

We hope the information set forth in our Policy Statement will be of assistance to you. 
We urge you to ensure that landfill gas utilization projects are incorporated as an integral part of 
the Administration's greenhouse gas reduction policy and implementation programs. 

Very Truly Yours, 

GL_1-1.s~ 
g.:n H~kinner, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
& Chief Executive Officer 

enclosure 

"Advancing rhe practice of enviro11me11tally a11d economically sound munic:iool solid waste management in North America· 



The Solid Waste Association of North America 
-------

ASSOCIATION O FF I CES 

1100 Wayne Avenue, Suite 700 

Si lver Spring, MD 209 1 0 

MAILING A DDRESS 

P.O. Box 721 9 

Silver Spring, MD 

20907-721 9 

TE l E PHONE (301 ) 585-2898 
FA C S IM I l E (301) S89-7068 

HOM E PAGE on Che Internee: 
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THE ROLE OF LANDFILL GAS IN EFFORTS TO CONTROL 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Policy Statement 
By 

The Solid Waste Association of North America 

The Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA), a hot-for.:.profit associatior,- of 
6,400 public and private solid waste management professionals, urges the recognition 
of projects to control and utilize methane gas emitted from landfills in any federal policy 
whose goal is to control greenhouse gas emissions. Collection and utilization of landfill 
gas (LFG) is a low-cost method to limit the nation's greenhouse gas emissions and 
conserve fossil fuels. In addition to improving local air quality, this proven technology 
provides a two-fold reduction in greenhouse gas emissions: 
• through the direct abatement of methane (CH4), a greenhouse gas 21 times more 

potent than carbon dioxide (CO2); and 
• by providing a renewable energy source that can preclude the need for fossil fuel 

combustion, the largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S. 

Projects to collect and utilize LFG can play a significant role in U.S. compliance with 
the proposed international protocol for greenhouse gas emission reductions now being 
negotiated under the auspices of the United Nations Framework Convention for Climate 
Change. Landfill gas control projects offer a cost-effective option for meeting treaty 
objectives on an international and national basis. Specifically, SWANA strongly 
believes that any greenhouse gas emissions reduction policy supported by the United 
States must: 
• provide comprehensive coverage of greenhouse gases (including methane); 
• provide maximum flexibility to ensure the greatest environmental benefit at the 

lowest cost; 
• establish an allowance trading system for emissions reduction credits; and 
• support trading of post-1990 emissions reduction credits on both domestic and 

international levels. 

Introduction to Landfill Gas 

The generation of landfill gas, or "LFG", occurs naturally in municipal solid waste 
(MSW) landfills as MSW decomposes. Landfill gas, primarily methane and CO2 , 

constitutes the largest source of methane emissions in the U.S. Methane, as a 
greenhouse gas, is 21 times more potent than CO2. Human beings will always 
generate solid waste and, for the foreseeable future, dispose of such waste in landfills. 
Thus, LFG will continue to be a greenhouse gas of concern. This is true, 
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notwithstanding, that today's integrated municipal solid waste management systems 
stress, as a priority, waste reduction, followed by composting, recycling and waste-to­
energy projects. In 1995, according to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
nearly 11.1 million metric tons of methane gas was emitted from U.S. landfills. Based 
on methane's higher heat trapping potential, this release is equivalent to releasing over 
233 million metric tons of CO2 into the atmosphere, almost 5% of net annual CO2 

emissions in the U.S. (Solid waste in the landfill not yet decomposed into methane, on 
the other hand, is considered, under international protocol, as a store of sequestered 
carbon, thereby, reducing the overall "greenhouse effect".) 

Left uncontrolled, LFG, in addition to its greenhouse gas effects, can also impair air 
.a. quality and create odor problems and potential fire hazards. The LFG impairs air 

quality by contributing to formation of ground-level ozone and it also contains 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). In view of these effects, EPA recently promulgated 
New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) under Section Ill of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) to control LFG emissions from large landfills. The NSPS requires the gas to be 
collected and flared to destroy 98% of non-methane organic compounds (NMOCs). 
Control of LFG emissions is accomplished by installing wells and piping at the landfills 
to collect the gas. The fact that LFG control can reduce NMOCs, and thereby reduce 
ground-level ozone and HAPs, will make this technology more important as EPA 
implements its new, more stringent ozone standard and as it aggressively moves to 
eliminate hazardous pollutant emissions into the environment. EPA also has a 
program, the Landfill Methane Outreach Program (LMOP), which encourages collection 
of LFG on a voluntary basis at smaller landfills. 

I 

Because LFG can be used as a fuel, it can replace the use of conventional fossil fuels 
for heating, industrial processes or to generate electricity. In 1995, 15% of the 11. 1 
million metric tons of methane gas emitted from landfills was recovered and used to 
produce energy. This utilization of LFG is recognized as an important energy resource 
in numerous national reports including President Bush's 1991 National Energy 
Strategy, the U.S. Department of Energy's 1997 Renewable Energy Annual Report and 
the 1993 EPA report to Congress on Opportunities to Reduce Anthropogenic Methane 
Emissions. It is also recognized that in the U.S., fossil fuel combustion is the single 
largest source of greenhouse gas emissions, primarily CO2 and nitrous oxide (N2O). 
Thus, with LFG utilization projects, greenhouse gas emissions are reduced not only 
from the landfills but by avoiding such emissions that would have occurred by 
combustion of fossil fuels. (Pursuant to international protocol, CO2 emissions from the 
combustion of LFG do not count as a greenhouse gas since the CO2 is biogenic in 
origin and its release merely closes the loop in the natural carbon cycle.) 

Existing Federal Greenhouse Gas Programs Which Recognize LFG Utilization 

LFG control projects are recognized as a key component of the President's Global 
Climate Change Action Plan and in the voluntary emission reduction programs of 
federal agencies. For example, EPA, under its Landfill Methane Outreach Program 
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(LMOP), encourages landfill owners to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by collecting 
and utilizing the LFG as a substitute for fossil fuels. (As previously discussed, the 
utilization of LFG as a fuel provides additional greenhouse gas reductions not achieved 
by simply collecting and flaring the LFG, the baseline requirement for EPA's NSPS.) 
Under DOE's Climate Challenge Program, several electric utilities have voluntarily 
committed to reduce, avoid or offset greenhouse gas emissions by working with 
SWANA members to control methane emissions at MSW landfills. SWANA members 
with LFG collection projects are also voluntarily reporting methane reductions to DOE 
pursuant to Section 1605(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

LFG Control and Utilization Projects Are A Cost-Effective Option 
to Reduce Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions -.--· · - --- ·· ·-- a. 

Utilization of LFG is one of the most cost-effective methods to reduce greenhouse 
gases in both developed and developing countries. Currently in the U.S., there are 
over 150 LFG utilization projects in operation and up to an additional 200 projects can 
become operational within a few years, especially if federal incentives for greenhouse 
gas reductions are created. The technology to control and reduce methane generated 
in landfills is well developed and cost-effective, as demonstrated by EPA's adoption of 
the NSPS for landfills. In the U.S., investments to collect LFG at large landfills are 
already required to comply with the NSPS standards. The added investment to utilize 
the gas to displace the use of fossil fuels is also cost-effective when compared to other 
alternatives for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. For example, the cost of 
perfecting a technology for fossil fueled power plants to control CO2 and N2O emissions 
is presently unknown, and the cost of switching to cleaner burning fuels could double 
electricity rates in some parts of the country. Improvements in the transportation sector 
or in the efficiencies of industrial production processes to reduce greenhouse gases 
will surely require significant investments and take considerable more time to develop. 

In developing countries, as economies and populations grow, the volumes of MSW 
generated will increase. As these countries move towards more sanitary landfilling 
practices, LFG emissions will grow. Consequently, LFG utilization projects can provide 
cost-effective and local energy resources for these developing countries creating 
immediate economic benefits while significantly reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
For example, the World Bank and the United Nations Development Program's Global 
Environment Facility (GEF), which is charged with financing climate change mitigation 
technologies, has recently begun a LFG utilization project in China. The GEF has a 
goal of initiating three pilot projects. 

Principles for the Role of LFG Utilization Projects In Policies 
to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The various proposals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including those offered as 
part of the international treaty negotiations now being negotiated under the auspices of 
the United Nations, have typically set a goal of limiting those emissions in the next 

Printed on Recycled Paper with Soy Ink . 



I 

4 

decade to a percentage of 1990 levels. In achieving such a goal, policy makers must 
recognize the significant and cost-effective greenhouse gas reductions that can be 
realized by collecting and using LFG. The following principles, several of which are 
proposed by the U.S. in the international treaty negotiations, must be incorporated in 
any policy intended to effectively reduce greenhouse gas emissions. These principles 
will ensure a workable and cost-effective reduction program, in addition to encouraging 
the use of LFG collection and utilization projects. These principles are: 

1) Domestic policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions must be harmonized 
with policies for air quality improvement, other relevant environmental 
management programs, deregulation of the electric utility industry, and energy 
utilization and production to achieve optimal environmental ,and -eeonomic • • -· • , • ., " 1 • 

benefits. 

2) All measurable and verifiable post-1990 greenhouse gas emission reductions 
must be recognized and counted, including: 

• reductions incidental to compliance with mandatory reductions for 
other pollutants (e.g., application of NSPS to reduce non-methane 
organic compound (NMOC) emissions); 

• reductions achieved as part of DOE's Climate Challenge Program and 
reported pursuant to Section 1605(b) of EPAct of 1992; 

• reductions directly produced in one country by capital investments 
originating in another country; and 

• other voluntary reductions that are measurable and verifiable. 

3) Maximum flexibility in reducing greenhouse gas emissions should be allowed 
through adoption of various direct and indirect means, including support of new 
or developing technologies that will lead to greenhouse gas reductions. 

4) Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should be achieved at minimum cost 
primarily through market mechanisms which provide monetary value to 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions and through priority implementation of 
proven reduction projects and measures. 

5) If binding greenhouse gas emissions limits are adopted pursuant to an 
international treaty, an allowance trading system for greenhouse gas reductions 
should be implemented that is modeled after the U.S. acid-rain allowance, free 
market trading system. The allowance trading system should have the following 
elements: 

• all greenhouse gases, sources and sinks should be included; 
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• tradeable units should be based on tons of CO2 or carbon equivalent; 

• accurate allocation of allowable tons per country should be based on 
standardized measurement and accounting methods; 

• international and domestic trading should be allowed; 

• allocation of a country's allowable tons to all domestic greenhouse gas 
emission sources should be based on potential to emit; and 

• ownership of allowances should be tradeable to third parties. 

6) An a·llowance trading system for greenhouse gas reductions should also: 

• allow economic cross-trading of greenhouse gas reductions, SOx 
allowances or other tradeable air pollutant allowances; and 

• provide weighted greenhouse gas reductions credits based on the 
level of negative environmental externalities that are avoided or offset 
(e.g., reduction by LFG energy production should have higher value 
than by LFG flaring). 

In summary, federal policy makers should encourage and support installation of LFG 
utilization projects, impose economic value on the consequent greenhouse gas 
reductions, and establish a market trading system for such reductions in any policy and 
programs that may be adopted to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Because 
developing and developed countries will always generate solid waste and are expected 
to always landfill a portion of such waste, LFG will remain a major greenhouse gas of 
concern. LFG control and utilization projects are a proven and cost-effective 
technology that have been recognized as providing a multitude of environmental and 
energy benefits including reducing methane emissions, which are 21 times more potent 
as a greenhouse gas than CO2. 
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FAX 

To: 

Todd Stern, Jonathan Ad 

White House 

Phone: (202)456-2702 

Fax phone: (202)456-2215 

REMARKS: 

For Release: October 3, 1997 

Date: 10/03/97 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 8 

From: 

kbossong@cais.com 

Sustain. Energy Coal 1 n. 

315 Circle Avenue, #2 

Takoma Park, MD 20912-4 

Phone: (1-301)270-2258 

Fax phone: / 1-301)891-2866 

Contact: Ken Bossong 

250 BUSINESSES, ORGANIZATIONS URGE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION TO SUPPORT 
STRONG INTERNATIONAL ACCORD TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

In a letter delivered today, 250 businesses, environmental & consumer 
groups, and energy policy organizations urge President Clinton to 
"assume a leadership role in negotiating an international agreement 
setting [ambitious and] legally binding targets [and timetables] to 
achieve substantial reductions in the emissions of greenhouse gases by 
early in the next century." The letter was prepared by the Sustainable 
Energy Coalition, a coalition of 40+ national organizations. 

Noting that many of the signers support a goal of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions by 20¼ below 1990 levels by 2005, the letter stresses that 
energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies could enable "signi­
ficant reductions in net greenhouse gas emissions ... in every sector at 
little or no cost to the economy." It outiines policy options to "help 
ensure the rapid development, diffusion, and transfer" of these and 
other new technologies. 

The full text of the letter and a complete list of the 250 signers (and 
the states they are based in) follows. 
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SlJSTAINABLE ENERGY COALITION 
315 Circle Avenue, #2, Takoma Park, MD 20911-4836 (301-270-2258; fax: 301-891-2866) 

October 3, 1997 

Bill Clinton 
President of the lJnited States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

We, the undersigned 250 business, environmental, consumer, and energy policy organizations, 
are writing to express our view that the United States must assume a leadership role in negotiating an 
international agreement setting legally binding targets to achieve substantial reductions in the emissions 
of greenhouc;e gases hy early in the next century. 

As you know, human activities are substantially increasing the atmospheric concentrations of 
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and other greenhouse gases. Eleven of the warmest years ever 
recorded have occurred since 1979 and in the United States the incidence of extreme weather patterns 
has grown significantly more pronounced. In fact, the Second A1111eR.<1mcnt Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change released in December 1995 determined that already ''the 
balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global climate." Without specific 
policies to mitigate climate change, the global average surface temperature relative to 1990 is projected 
to increase by about two to six degrees Fahrenheit and average sea level is projected to rise by about 
one-half to three feet hy the year 2100. 

Moreover, the projected changes in climate will result in significant adverse and potentially 
irreversible impacts on ecological systems and socio-economic sectors, including food supply and water 
resources, and on human health. In order to stabilize greenhouse gases at levels which do not interfere 
dangero1Lc;ly with climate, it will eventually require glohal emiR.<iion11 to he le1111 than 50 percent of current 
emissions. 

The United States and other industrialized nations are responsible for the great majority of the 
existing increase in concentrations of greenhouse gases. The United States alone emits more carbon 
dioxide than any other nation and ha11 among the highe11t per capita carbon dioxide emi1111ion11 of the 
major industrialized nations. Accordingly, the United States has the responsibility to take a leadership 
role in both reducing its own greenhouse gas emissions and in securing the agreement of other nations to 
reduce their growth in greenhouse gas emissions. 

An important step in thi11 direction was taken under the term!I of the 1992 Framework 
Convention on Climate Change signed in Rio de Janeiro by the Bush Administration and ratified by the 
U.S. Senate. It conunitted the United States and most other major industrialized nations to the 
non-binding targets of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000 as well as 
stabiliz~ng greenhouse gas emissions concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent 
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dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Unfortunately, most nations, including 
the United States, will not meet these targets. 

It is therefore essential that the United States now work to negotiate an international agreement 
that would commit it and other nations to ambitious and legally binding targets and timetables for 
achieving significant reductions in the emissions of greenhouse gases if we are to protect the earth' s 
climate. In fact, many of us have previously gone on record in support of the United States reducing its 
greenhom1e gas emissions to a level at least 20 percent below 199() levels during the next decade -­
preferably by the year 2005. 

This will be a major challenge but one which offers far more positive opportunities than risks. 
Through the aggressive employment of well-established as well as emerging energy efficiency and 
renewable energy technologies, significant reductions in net greenhou.<1e gas emisiiionii can he realized in 
every sector at little or no cost to the economy. Employing these technologies in this country would have 
other benefits including (1) a reduction of other pollutants (such as smog and airborne pa11iculates), (2) 
a reduction in the nations ' dependency on foreign oil with its attendant national security risks, and (3) 
the creation of thousands of jobs in the energy efficiency and renewable energy industries. 

Furthermore, the commercialization and deployment of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and 
other new technologies in the United States will make such technologies affordable to other countries 
and will simultaneously increase U.S. exports, create new domestic jobs, and reduce emissions in 
developing countries. A range of available policy options exist that can help ensure the rapid 
development, diffusion, and traniifer of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and other new technologieii. 
These include str.engthening automobile and appliance efficiency standards, ending public subsidies for 
fossil fuel production, providing incentives and mandates to support sustainable energy technologies in 
utility restructuring legislation, establishing extemality cost pricing of energy supplies, utilizing tradable 
emission permits, and securing adequate federal funding for sustainable energy research, development, 
and deployment programs a!'I well as programs (e.g. , EPA'ii (ireen I ,ighb1) that encourage voluntary 
efforts to reduce greenhouse gases. 

We believe the United States should take all necessary steps to protect the Earth' s climate 
including the negotiation of an international agreement to substantially reduce U.S. greenhouse 
emi!'l!'lionii during the next decade. 

We look forward to working with you on this most impo11ant effot1. 

Sincerely, 

Action for a C:lean Environment (GA) 
.ATh-1 Associates, Architects (CA) 

Na.ska Craftsman Home l >rogram (AK) 
Nl Quality Sohrr Systt:ms (NJ) 

Alley Pond Environmental Center, Inc. (NY) 
Alliance to C:lose Tndian Point (NY) 

Alternative Environment (CA) 
American Association for .Fuel Cells (CA) 

Amt:rit:an Count:il for an Ent:rgy Effit:it:nl Et:onomy 
i\mericon Hydrogen J\ssociotion (/\Z) 

American PTR: Puhlic Tnformation on the Environment (C:T) 
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American Solar Energy Society 
American Wind Energy Association 

Ample Technology ('NA) 
Anacostia Watershed Society (MD) 

Appalachia-Science in lhe Public Inleresl (KY) 
Aqua Sun (NV) 

Aquatim; Enterprises (A7.) 
Architectural Energy Corporation (CO) 

Aspen Solar Systems (CO) 
Astro Power, Inc. (DE) 
Atlas Corporation (CA) 

Bay Energy Services, Tnc. (Ml) 
Better Building Systems, Inc. (CA) 

Biomass .Energy Advocates 
Blackhawk Solar Access (CA) 

Bommarito Lighting ('NA) 
Bridgewater Solar Works (CT) 
Brookmont Builders, Inc. (MD) 
Building .Energy Services (.FL) 

Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia (GA) 
Capital Sun Group, Ltd. (MD) 

Carolina Country Builders of Chatham County, Tnc. (NC,) 
Carpenter Design (OR) 

Cascade lntemational Co. (WA) 
Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CA) 

Center for Field Research (MA) 
Citi7:en Action 

Citizen Power (PA) 
Citizens' Monitoring Network of Safe Power for Maine (ME) 

Clean Air Council (PA) 
Clean Fuels Development Coalition 

Clean Water Action (NO) 
CMG International Energy Consultancy (MD) 
Coalition for Jobs and the .Environment (VA) 

Community Eco-Design Network (MN) 
Community Office for Resource Efficiency (CO) 

Communications Consortium Media Center 
CONCERN, Inc. 

Connecticut Opposed to Waste (C'l) 
Conlemporary Designs, Inc. (WI) 

Context Institute ('NA) 
Cooperative Citi1.cn's Monitoring Network, Tnc. (CT) 

Crystal Systems, Inc. (MA) 
D.AG., PE (NH) 

Daggell Leasing Corporation (CA) 
Dankoff Solar Products (NM) 

Daystar Technologies, Tnc. (CO) 
Delta-T Corporation (VA) 

Dynamic .Energy Group (CO) 
EarthConneclion (OH) 

Eorthsoke (CA) 
Rarthship Glohal Operations (NM) 
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Earth Smarts, Inc. (NY) 
Earth Talk (C',A) 

Earthwares, Inc. (NC) 
.HBC Company (CA) 

Echols Conslruction, Inc. (MO) 
Eclectic Electric, Inc. (NM) 

F,C',0-AC',TTON (FT.) 
Ecology Center (CA) 

Eco-Store (FL) 
Ecologic Devdopm1:nt Fun<l (MA) 

Ecological Life Systems Institute, Inc. (CA) 
Ecology (',enter of Southern C',alifomia (C',A) 

Electric Motor Cars Sales & Service, Inc. (TX) 
El Paso Solar Energy Association (lX) 

En<lless Energy Corporation (ME) 
Energy Logistics (NY) 

Energy Outfitters, T.tci. (OR) 
Energy Outreach Center ('NA) 

Energy Partners, lnc. (.FL) 
Energy Rate<l Home of Vermont (VT) 

Energyscapes, Inc. (NM) 
Energy Service C',ompany (OR) 
Energy Translations, Inc. (OR) 

Environmental and Energy Study lnstitutc 
Environmental Crisis Center (MD) 

Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental Design (T.A) 

Enviro Video (NY) 
ETA Engineering, lnc. (AZ) 

Florida League of Conservation Voters (FL) 
Forest Park Environmental Awareness Program (OH) 

Friend'> of the Barth 
Fuel Cells 2000 

.Fuel Cells for Transportation 
Genesis Farm Ecological Leaming Center (NJ) 

Geothermal Energy Association 
Geothermal Resources C',ouncil (C',A) 

GeothermEx, Inc. (CA) 
Global Cooling Action Center (.FL) 
Global Energy Concepts, Inc. ('NA) 

Global Energy Options (WI) 
0-ovemment Purchasing Project 

Grand Solar, Inc. (Hl) 
Green PCs of .Florida (.FL) 

Hanalei Solar (HI) 
Harvey Cohn. Archtect (NY) 

Heathside Builder.; (MR) 
Hicks Waterstoves & Solar Systems, Inc. (NC) 

Horizon lndustrics (CA) 
Howlin Marsh Alternative Energy Co. (NY) 

Hurshtown Alternative Power, Inc. (IN) 
Hydrogen & Fuel C',ell T .ettcr (NY) 
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Illinois Solar Energy Association (IL) 
Tndependent Power Providers (CA) 
Inland Northwest ALT-Trans (WA) 

lnstitutc for Local Self-Reliance (MN) 
Integrdl Design, Inc. (CA) 

Intemotionol Bicycle Fund (WA) 
Tnternational Center for Technology Assessment 

International District Energy Association 
lntcrnational lnstitutc for Energy Conservation 

Iowa Renewable Energy Association (IA) 
Keep It Simple Systems (MI) 

Kerr-Cole Solar Box Cookers (A7.) 
KomanoffEnergy Associates (NY) 

Kyocera America, lnc. (CA) 
Lake Michigan Winu & Sun, Ltu. (WI) 

Leading Edge Realty (NC) 
T ,egal Environmental Assistance Foundation (FT,) 

Light Party (CA) 
Lighting Design Lab (WA) 

Livermore Conversion Project (CA) 
Long Branch Environmental Education Center (NC) 

Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LA) 
Louisville Resource Conservation Council (KY) 

Maine Solar Energy .Association (Mt:-;) 
ManaSota-88 (FL) 

Maryland Safe Energy Coalition (MD) 
MD.DC.VA. Solar Energy Tndustries Association (MD) 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment (MO) 
Morning Sun 1 >rcss (CA) 

Morse Associates, Inc. (DC) 
Mr. Sun Solar (OR) 

Museum of Science and Art (MT) 
National Biofuels Association 

National Center for Appropriate Technology 
National Home Energy & Resources Orgimi:aition 

Natural Energy Works, Inc. (OR) 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
New Alternatives Fund, Inc. (NY) 

New England Solar Electric, lnc. (MA) 
New Jersey Environmental Lobby (NJ) 

Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force (NV) 
North Canyon Solar & Satellite (A7.) 

Northcoast Environmental Center (CA) 
Northwest Conservation Act Coalition (WA) 

NRG Engineering, Inc. (NM) 
NRG Systems, Inc. (V1) 

Nuclear Energy Tnformation Service (TT.) 
Nuclear Information and Resource Service 

Offiinc, lnc. (CA) 
Pacific Energy Co. (CA) 

Poul Macht, Architects (PA) 
Peace Action 
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Pedol Express (CA) 
Pellet Fuels Institute 

People's Action for Clean Energy (CT) 
Planning & Conservation League (CA) 

Possibilities Tech (CA) 
Public Citizen 

Real Goode; Trading (;orp. (C;A) 
Real Goods, Inc. (OR) 

Renewable Energy Services (MN) 
Renewable Northwest Project (OR) 

Rhode Island Solar Energy J\ssociotion (RI) 
RivCT'l\ Electric C;o., Tnc. (MA) 

RID Associates, Inc. (NY) 
Rocky Mountain lnstitutc (CO) 

Rural Economic Development Through Energy Efficiency (CA) 
Sofe Energy Communicotion Council 

Sailshade, Inc. (MA) 
Save Our Earth (CA) 

Save Our World (NY) 
Scholliekl Solar Energy Co. (CA) 

Science Applicotions Internotionol Corp. (CO) 
Seawest Energy (;orporation (C;A) 

Seedcom' s Alternative Energy Program (NY) 
SEMMES & Co. (CA) 

SES, Inc. (NM) 
Shored Living Resource Center (CA) 

Sierra Student C:oalition (RT) 
SJG Design, Inc. (NJ) 

SKS (Solar King Supply), Jnc. (MD) 
Sol'clf Action for Vermont (VT) 

Solar /\ge Press (:NV) 
Solar C:ity (A7.) 

Solar Cookers International (CA) 
Solar Electric Systems of .Kansas City, Jnc. (KS) 

Solar Em:rgy Association of Oregon (OR) 
Solar Energy Company, Inc. (CA) 

Solar Energy Industries Association 
Solar Energy Systems (FL) 

Solar World, Jnc. (CO) 
Speciali:teu Turbine Services, Inc. (CA) 

Stober Industries, Inc. (OH) 
Starlight Technology, Tnc. (TN) 
S.T.E.V.E.N. Foundation (NY) 

SUN DAY Campaign 
Sun King, Inc. (HI) 
Sun Life, Inc. (AR) 

Sun I ,ight Works, Tnc. (A7.) 
SunTunnel Systems, Inc. (CA) 

Surface Transportation Policy Project 
Sustainable New WeHllh Industries 

Synertech Systems Corporation (NY) 
Synergy, Tnc. (WY) 
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Tim Olsen Consulting (CO) 

Trace Engineering (Yv A) 
Union of Concerned Scientists 

UNlSUN (CA) 
Unitarian Universalist Seventh Principle Project (NC) 

Urban Options (MI) 
US./R<;RE - C;arihhean (;entre 

U.S. Public Interest Research Group 
Vermont .Energy Jnvcstmcnt Corp. (VT) 

Vi<leo Project (CA) 
Vision Communications (NY) 
Vulcan Power (;ompany (OR) 

Weinberg Associates (CA) 
W escorp (WA) 

Win<l Power Management (CA) 
Wint Turbine Company (YI A) 

Wind Way Technologies, Tnc. (TA) 
Winter Sun Design (YI A) 

WinWay AH.S. Corp. (NY) 
Wisconsin's Environmental Deca<le (WI) 

Women's Energy Mattress (CA) 
World Energy Efficiency Association 

World for Grandchildren (PA) . 
Y cstcrmorrow Design/Build School (VT) 

20/20 Vision National Project 
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TODA Y'S TALLY SHEET: METHYL BROMIDE 

ECO is closely monitoring counuy positions on 
the methyl bromide (MB) phase-out and other 
pressing· issues, · to ensure that cit:izms bad~ llome 
know whether their goYCfflfflc:nts ~ doing what 
it tu.CJ to protect human health and the 
environment • 

INDO~TRLU.~D COUNl'.IUES 

G(H)I) (P!\ase-out as of 2001 ): 
Austria 
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SouthA&ica 
Austtalia -,-

H~a tally of where countries staod on MB. 
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Sri LaDb 
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. • .SHORT SUMMARY 

The current economic debate over climate policy · is being dominated by fossil energy . 
producers an.i _some m~ufactu~ng industries that o~pose effective international agreements 
or national action. MaJor lobbymg groups representmg the$e status quo stakeholders; such 

. as the Global Climate Coalition (GCC) and · other organizations warn of dire economic 
consequences sho~ld governments adopt ~olicies :to red~ce c·arbon emissi(?nS. They pred_ict 
loss~s of jobs and mcome not only for their own _mdustnes, put also for the U.S . . ~onomy 
as a whole, consisting of a broad decline of U.S. competitiveness, reduced living 
standards, and the.migration of industries to developing countries. 

The stakeholders' economic cassandra calls have recently been challenged in a statement 
signed by 2500 U.S. economists th~t includeslhe foUowing passage: 

"Sound economic analysis shows that there are policy options that would 
slow global warming without harming American living standards, and these 
measures may in fact improve U.S. productivity in the longer run." 

The following report explains why so many economists and for that matter, technologists 
and other.energy policy experts, beg to differ on the notion that climate policies would hurt 
or burden the economy. The report critically examines the economic modeling studies on 
which stakeholders base their m~dia campaigns and congressional testimony. This review 
also provides and illustrates a generic conceptual framework for evaluating studies on the 
costs of mitigating climate change that should be useful for policy makers, business 
representatives, and journalists in screening further studies on this topic. 

First conclusion: 

The claims made by the status · quo stakeholders misrepresent the results of 
. mitigation cost research performed to date. 

These claims are based . on unrealistic climate policies constructed from a limited subset of 
poiicy options that are known to produce ~nfavorable economic outcomes. Specifically, 

4he studies cited by status quo stakeholders systematically omit all of the five major policy 
options for .increasing economic output and welfare while reducing emissions (so-called 
double dividends or no-regrets options). These five no-regrets options are: 

1) shifting taxes from investments and labor to energy 

2) reforming subsidies to the energy and transportation sectors 

3) incorporating .environmental impacts into energy prices 

4) removing market failures and diffusion barriers in energy- supply 
and energy efficiency markets 

5) accelerating technological innovation 

In addition, the stakeholder analyses fail. to consider and model well-known policy options 
for insulating energy-intensive manufacturing industries from competitiveness problems, 
such as border tax adjustments or tax credits for energy effic;iency inve_stments. 
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Second conclusion: 

The studies cited by the status . quo stakehol<:fers .fail to employ· analytically 
sound, state-of-the-art modeling procedures, with the effect of a strong 
bias toward higher cost est~mates and exaggerated effects on energy prices. 

Specifically, the modeling systems and input data used in the stakeholder-endorsed studies 
lack key components needed to account for real world market failures, existing technology 

. options; and technical change induced by climate policies themselves. These model and 
data-set limitat_ions have the effect _of defining away no-regrets· options b3$ed . on R&D and . 
market transformation policies (items 4 and 5 in the above list). • 

The Global Climate Coalition adds a further bias by deriving its cost estimates for the U.S. 
from just one economic model. This proprietary model is known to yield pessimistic cost 
estimates when used for policy analyses that extend over longer time horizons. Predicti9ns 
derived with this model for the cost of stabilizing emissions in 2010 or for cutting them by 

• . 20 percent are three to five times larger than the average prediction obtained in a test of 
fourteen publicly available models. Similarly, the carbon tax required to stabilize U.S. 
emissions in this model is up to a factor of ten higher than those obtained in other models. 

This bias from model choice comes on fop of the major bias from omitting all no-regrets 
policy options. These biases mean that the losses in economic output cited by the Global 
Climate Coalition fall outside the range of credible estimates. • 

Third conclusion: 

Modeling studies that examine clima.te policies bas~d on no-regrets options 
consistently arriv.e at minimal, neutral, • or positive economic impacts, in 
stark contrast to the claims of status quo stakeholders. 

1) When including tax shifts that cut investment-inhibiting taxes on capital and labor, all 
available U.S. modeling studies show that current European negotiating proposals (for 
stabilizing and then cutting emissions by 10 percent over 15-20 years) can be realized by 
the U.S. while largely, fully ~r more than fully offsetting predicted losses in output and 
jobs. For such tax shifts, even the pessimistic model -cited by the GCC predicts positive 
cumulative impacts-. a feature of the n;iodel that the GCC disavows. 

~2) Available studies show that direct U.S: subsidies for fossil energy production amount 
to $10-30 billion per year. Indirect payments subsidizing oil-dependent road transport add 

. another $40-140 billion, for a total of $50-170 billion. These subsidies are equivalent to a •• 
reward for carbon emissions of $35-$120 when avera~ed across emissions in the U.S. • 

Available modeling studies show that just eliminating the direct subsidi~s for fossil-based 
energy production - much of it outright corporate welfare -. would go a long way toward 
eliminating long-term growth in U.S. carbon emissions. If the freed tax revenues are used 
for favorable tax shifts, such subsidy removal will cause no significant losses in economic 
output and may -actually lead to a small gain. . • 

3) U.S. fossil energy consumption continues to cause environmental damages other than 
climate change that are not reflected in energy prices. These damages are estimated to be 
$10-200 billion per year. For carbon-intensive coal, the pollution subsidy · is equivalent tO" 
$8-217 p~r ton of carbon emitted from coal burning. 
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Again, available mo~eling studies indicate that if these ~ages were incorporated into_· 
energy prices through an ad valorerii energy· tax~ ·u.s. carbon ·emissions -over-the next 20- -
·30 years would stabilize and then decline, while the negative effects of higher energy prices • 
can· again be largely, fully, or more than fully offset by favorable tax shifts. Y{hen the 
benefits of avoided environmental damages arc added, total welfare increases by as much 
as one percent or more. With just a welfare-neutral outcome, U.S. carbon emissions could 
be cut by up to 30 percent below 1990 base year levels. • 

4) Much of available technology for increasing energy productivity is not being taken up 
by U .S-. consumers and fl~ ~~se energy_ efficien~y markets work signific~tly Jess 
welJ than textbook econollllcs II1Jght .suggest. Innovat.J.ve and successfu~ approaches f or: . 

• correcting these problems· use cost/benefit tested performance standards linked to marker- .. _ 
based incentive programs that ensure the ~nomic efficiency of market corrections. 
Regulatory measures arc updated on the basis of new • technologies brought forth and 
.market-tested in incenti\'.e programs. Evaluation studies find that these and other programs 
are already saving U.S. consumers and firms several billion dollars per year. 

Av_ailable studies show that expanded application of these policies could cut the nation 's 
energy bills by growing amounts over the next 20-30 years, with an ultimate saving~ 
potential of more than $100 billion per year. At the same time, these productivity gains 

. could cut emissions far below internationally proposed targets even as .the economy 
continues to grow - by as much as a third below the 1990 base year. 

5) The modeling studies cited by status quo stakeholders commonly indicate that it would 
be economically advantageous to postpone emission reduction measures until lower-cost 
technology alternatives are available. This finding flows mainly from the assumption that 
the rate of technological innovation is a given and cannot be cost-effectively changed 
through policy action. • 

This assumption not only overlooks the already mentioned backlog of unrealized energy 
productivity improvemen·ts tha~ can reduce energy bills irnrnediately if implemented starting 
now. It also ignores that the rate of technological progress is itself influenced by climate 
policy: the adoption of near-term reduction goals will induce accelerated technological and 
organizational innovation. . 

In addition, U.S. experience. and . en·gineering-economic studies suggest that increased 
.. spending for- govemm~nt 

1 
R&D and commercialization programs can accelerate cost 

reductions and could s1gn1ficantly advan~e the date by which new low-carbon supply 
~ technologies become cheaper than fossil-based energy .carriers on a pretax basis. When 
·cheaper energy technologies ·arc brought into the market sooner, the larger cumulative 

• savings in future years can easily pay for a severalfold increase in R&D spending on 
energy efficiency and renewable energy options. • 

Shifts of R&D • resources towar_ds . these ·and other modular technologies would be 
economicalJy efficient. Such technologies have been shown to offer the largest returns per 
R&D -dollar because of short and inexpensive construction, testing, and improvement 
cycles and steep cost reductions in mass manufacturing, implying significant no-regrets 
emission reductions. 

6) Strategic combinations of the above energy price, tax shift, and technology measures 
could deliver . even larger cuts in U.S. carbon emissions while_ producing · assured and 
significant economic gains. No modeling study to date has evaluated such ·an integr,ated 
approach for -the U.S. Cautiously estimated, the above studies on no-regrets options 
suggest i~ combination that U.S . emissio·ns could be cut by at least 20-30 pe·rcent below 
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1990 ·levels over 20 years, at a (discounted) cumulative gain in economic output of 05 
. percent and a gain in economic welfare (wtiich .includes the benefit of avoid~d non-climatic 

environrne~tal damages) of about 1 percent. Expressed in tenns of the double dividends 
that would be obtained in the final year of the policy period, economic output would grow 
by 0.5-1 percent ($50-100 billion per year), while welfare would increase by roughly 1-2 
percent ($100-200 billion per year). • 

Fourth conclusion: 

The stakeh.olders' predictions of hundreds Qf 'thousands of lost jobs from 
slower .growth in _the U.S~ are the result of flawed policy. assump~ions • _and . 
biased modeling calculations. More sensible strategies would · enhance job 
creation. 

The stakeholder predictions are driven by a combination of higher energy prices and lower 
income. The price effect is significant in only a very few sectors including . the energy 
sector itself, certain heavy industries, and in some energy-intensive transportation services. 
These sectors represent less than 5 percent of U.S. jobs. Most job losses are based· on the 
income effect arising from presumed losses in economic growth, which affects the 
economy broadly. 

1) Under a well-designed no-regrets strategy, neutral to positive income effects and shifts 
away from capital-intensive energy production result in employment gains in most of the · 
economy, while energy taxes and thus. price effects are moderated. Because sectors that are 
net winners far outweigh the few sectors that suffer large price effects, the national result is 
net employment gains. Extrapolating from the ·st~eholder studies, U.S. job gains could be 
as high as several hundred thousand. • • 

2) Adjustment costs borne by miners and coal-mining regions could easily be paid with a 
small fraction of the economic gains of a no-regrets strategy. The estimated national 
economic benefits of a well-designed no-regrets strategy ($50-200 billion per year) are I 0 
to 40 times larger than the entire payroll of the U.S. coal mining industry. 

Fifth ~onclusion: • 

,Predictions by .statu$ quo s.takeholders of massive • industrial relocations to 
,.deyeloping ·countries stem from modeling biases, omission of . no-reg·rets 
• options, and neglect of proven policy instruments for insulating energy- · 
intensive manufacturing industries from competitiveness problems. 

The business and job flight predicted by the Global Climate Coalition arises· from the claim 
· that high carbon taxes (roughly $200 per ton of carbon) would be needed to stabilize 
emissions, and much larger taxes to bring about emission reductions. 

1) The need for high carbon taxes is an artifact of the strongly pessimistic bias in the model 
used by the GCC. Just moving to a more representative model would reduce required 
cfilbon taxes to about $50-100 per ton. The bias of model choice is compounded by the 
omission of n9-regrets policy options that would reduce impacts on businesses: investment 
and/or payroll tax relief through tax shifts, incentives and credits for energy efficiency 
investments, and productivity gains from accelerated technological innovation. 
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2) As one of its benefits, an integrated no-regrets strategy has the effect ·of siwiificantly 
lowering the level of carbon taxes required to bring about emission ·reduction goals {to as • 
little as $20-50 per ton). In effect, market transformation programs and R&D for low­
carbon investments raise the· average energy price elasticity in the economy because the 

• ability of energy users to respond to higher prices with energy productivity measures is 
enhanced. 

3) With a carbon tax of $50 per ton plus tax shifts, trade-exposed industries seeing a more 
than 2 percent rise in costs represent a mere 2 percent of total U.S. jobs. All other jobs in 
the U.S. economy use ·so little energy as to remain ·substantially unaffect~d. or their . 
products cannot be displfleed by imports (e'.g:·, energy production or transport services): • 

• 4) Though the number of energy-intensive jobs that could be lost to foreign ·competition is 
small in the b_igger scheme of things, these manufacturing jobs are worth keeping·. To 
eliminate carbon-tax related trade threats to these industries, border tax adjustments, energy 
efficiency tax credits, and other proven instruments can be used. These option$ are not 
acknowledged-in the stakeholders' claims. 

Sixth conclusion: 

The method proposed by status quo stakeholders for protecting a small 
minority of potential economic losers - i.e., postponing climate action -
would unnecessarily tie the U.S. to· an u~sustainable energy past while 
·wasting opportunities for a timely shift toward a sustainable ·economy. 

Studies suggest that the competitiveness of the U.S. in the 21st century will depend on its 
technological efforts, not on cheap natural resources. Low-carbon technology markets in 
the area of energy efficiency and renewable energy are highly know-how intensive and 
offer opportunities for strong export growth. These technologies already constitute a 
market of more than $ 110 billion in annual sales worldwide, with about one fifth of this 
market in the U.S. Opportunities for U.S. companies to excel in this rapidly growing field 
are strong on account of the country's technology innovation infrastructure. 

Seventh concl:usion: 

Contrary to·. the claims by status .quo stakeholders, decisive and early 
climate action by the U.S. (and other industrialized countries) will have a 

~multiplier effect and moderate emissions in developing countries. 

• Strong no-regrets action will not only lead to money-saving cuts in U.S. carbon emissions, 
but will also moderate emissions from .fossil energy use in developing countries. The 
accelerated innovation induced by early U.S. action, and the earlier availability of cheap 
low-carbon supply alternatives will spill over into the developing countries through 
increased trade and associated technology transfers - a dynamic that is not captured in the 

. international trade models cited by stakeholders. • 

These trade modtls also fail to take into account policy options for enhancing this spill-over 
effect by redirecting bilateral and multilateral lending programs. Not only would 
developing countries be able to shift their large and growing infrastructure inves_tments to 
low-carbon technologies sooner; they would also benefit from earlier declines in their own 
costs of energy services. Indeed, once the U.S. begins to move decisively toward a low-= 
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carbon energy system, other countries including developing countries will 7 have difficulty 
remaining competitive without themselves adopting the same energy-productivity meas_ures. 
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Figure 1: Comparison of costs_.of cutting iJ.S. . 
·carbon emissions as calculated with different 
top-down models {20-year time horizon, lump­
sum revenue-recycling) 
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Figure.2: Cost or cutting U.S. carbon emissions· 
·when combined with favorable tax shifts (15-20 

year time horizon) 
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Figure 3: • Costs of cutting· U ~S. carbon emissions 
. based on tax ~hift plus environmental 
externalitie~ (20-30 year time horizon) 
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Figure 4: Costs _of cutting u.s·. carbon emissions 
. from bottom-up· stud_ies ·(20-30 year time 
horizon) 
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Figure SA: Combin~d effect of applying no­
regrets policy options on cost of cutting U.S. 
carbon emissions (time ho~izon 20-30 years) 
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Figure 5B: Cost ·orreducing u·.s. carbon emissions • •. 
over 20 years · as a function of the reduction target, 
the ~odeling system, and the range of no-regrets 

options 
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Figure 6: Distribut_ion of U.S. jobs in 1995 (total= 132 million) 
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Table lA: . ~onomic impacts of reducing U.S. carbon anissions WITHOUT use or no-regrets policy options 

Author&/ 
Institutions/ • . Change in C-emissions relative to 1990 (index) Change in gJp or welfare rel. to rcr. ca1c (%) Cumul. NPV (~ul. 

Model/ 
Input assumptions 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2005 2010 20l5 2020 2025 2030 1990-2010/lS 1990-2020/25 

BASELINE l>ROJJ;:CTIONS 
EMF-12 

high 123 130 145 170 .. 

ave 14 models 118 123 133 150 

low DGEMCGE 110 117 117 

Goulder GoulderCGE 110 117 • 135 
·. 

LUMP SUM SCENARIOS 
A. Stabilization. •. 

1) EPRI/CRA (1994) ORI Macro version 1 .. 100 -2.4 -0.9 

2) EMF (1993) . 
high 14 models 100 -0.7 -0.2 
low 100 -0.2 -0.1 : 
ave , 100 -0.5 -0.8 -0.2 -0.23 

Jorgensen/Wilcoxen DGEMCGE 100 -0.6 -0.2 
Goulder GouldcrCGE 100 -0.3 -0.1 

B. 20% rcductio~ 
1) EPRI/CRA (1994) ORI Macro version I 80 -4.3 -1.S 

. 
2) EMF (1993) 

high 14 models 80 -1.7 -0.6 
low 80 -0.9 -0.3 
ave 80 -1.2 - 1.5 -0.4 . -0.44 

Jorgensen/Wilcoxen DGEMCGE 80 -1.7 -0.6 

' Goulder GouldcrCGE 80 -1.2 -0.4 

(I) Cumulalive neJ present value of economic impacts is based on a 3 pcru:nl real discount rale. 
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Table 18: Economic Impacts ·or reducing U.S. carbon emissions WITH_ use of no-regrets policy options 

Authors/ . ., 
lnstitutioris/ • Change in C-emissions relative to 1990 (index) 

.. Model/ 
Input assumptions· 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

TAXSHIFfS 
A. Permit auction revenues 
1) IA T June 1996 DRI Macro version 2 

European Union proposal 40/60 cons/business 100 
UK proposal 40/60 cons/business 90 

Gennan proposal 40/60 cons/business 90 80 
AOSlS proposal 40/60 cons/business 80 80 

B. Phased-in modest C tu 
I) Shackleton .ct al. 1992 

w. capilal lax cut JWSCGE 91 91 80 

2) Shackleton ct al. 1992 
w. investment tu.credit .Gouldcr CGE 85 80 84 

.. : 

a,lus SUBSIDY REFORM 
A. Partial subsidy removal 
I) Jorgensen et al. 1995 OGEM/JWS CGE 

Ill 111 . 
Minor subsidy wt plus capilal tax cut 

plus EXTERNALITY PRICING 
A. Pollutant-based energy tax 
1) Goeule et al . 1995 OGEM/JWS CGE • 

High extcmality estimate cut in capital taxes 15 
Low extemality estimate cut in capi131 taxes 108 

2) Boyd, Krutilla, Viscusi 1995 StaticCGE 
low subsl elaslicity 117 a) -Opti~al net benefits 
high subst. elasticity 94· 

b) Zero net cost point low subsl elasticity 106 

high subst. elasticity 68 
r 

TECHNICAL CHANGE 
A. Ma.rkd transformation 
i)ASEel"al. 1991 -

least private cost 111 118 

least social cost 64 57 
55 44 low carbon/least cost 

3) OTA 1991 77 

4) Johannson ct al . 1993 39 

I 

(I) Cumulalivc net p1cscnt value of cc~numic impacts is hascJ on a 3 pcro.:cnt 11:al Jiscuuut 1.alc. 
' • 

Change in gdp or welfare rel. to rd. c~e (%) 

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

-0.3 0.3 0.5 
-0.5 0.25 0.6 
-0.6 -I I 
-2.5 - 1.3 -0.'8 

0.7 0 .8 0 .9 1 .0 
.. 

U.05 0.05 0.1 0.15 

0.25 0.25 0.25 0.22 . 0.Zl 0.2 

-2.12 
0.19 

0.2 
0.54 
ZCf'l 

zero 

0.2 
>O 

Cumulative, NPV (%) 

1990-2010/15 1990-2020/25 

0.1 
0 

-0.2 . . 

~1.1 
. 

-
0.6 . . 

0.01 

:-

' 
30.75 

: 

. 

200.76 
36.9Q 

·. 
·0.01 : 

0.19 
0 

' 0 

' 
0.78 
0.69 _. 

0.6 
0.00 -

:>O 
. 

-... 
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SUSTAINABLE ENERGY COALITION 
315 Circle Avenue, #2, Takoma Park, MD 20912-4836 (301-270-2258; fax: 301-891-2866) 

July 1, 1997 

William Jefferson Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

We, the undersigned business, environmental, c'?nsumer, and energy policy organizations, are 
writing to express our view that the United States must assume a leadership role in negotiating an 
international agreement setting legally binding targets to achieve substantial reductions in the emissions 
of greenhouse gases by early in the next century. 

As you know, human activities are substantially increasing the atmospheric concentrations of 
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and other greenhouse gases. Eleven of the warmest years ever 
recorded have occurred since 1979 and in the United States the incidence of extreme weather patterns 
has grown significantly more pronounced. In fact, the Second Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change released in December 1995 determined that already "the 
balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global climate." Without specific 
policies to mitigate climate change, the global average surface temperature relative to 1990 is projected 
to increase by about two to six degrees Fahrenheit and average sea level is projected to rise by about 
one-half to three feet by the year 2100. 

Moreover, the projected changes in climate will result in significant adverse and potentially 
irreversible impacts on ecological systems and socio-economic sectors, including food supply and water 
resources, and on human health. In order to stabilize greenhouse gases at levels which do not interfere 
dangerously with climate, it will eventually require global emissions to be less than 50 percent of current 
emissions. 

The United States and other industrialized nations are responsible for the great majority of the 
existing increase in concentrations of greenhouse gases. The United States alone emits more carbon 
dioxide than any other nation and has among the highest per capita carbon dioxide emissions of the 
major industrialized nations. Accordingly, the United States has the responsibility to take a leadership 
role in both reducing its own greenhouse gas emissions and in securing the agreement of other nations to 
reduce their growth in greenhouse gas emissions. 

An important step in this direction was taken under the terms of the 1992 Framework 
Convention on Climate Change signed in Rio de Janeiro by the Bush Administration and ratified by the 
U.S. Senate. It committed the United States and most other major industrialized nations to the 
non-binding target s of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000 as well as 
stabilizing greenhouse gas emissions concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent 
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dangerous anthropogenic intetference with the climate system. Uefortunately, most nations, including 
the United States, will not meet these targets. 

It is therefore essential that the United States now work to negotiate an international agreement 
that would commit it and other nations to ambitious and legally binding targets and timetables for 
achieving significant reductions in the emissions of greenhouse gases if we are to protect the earth's 
climate. In fact, many of us have previously gone on record in support of the United States reducing its 
greenhouse gas emissions to a level at least 20 percent below 1990 levels during the next decade -­
preferably by the year 2005. 

This will be a major challenge but one which offers far more positive opportunities than risks. 
Through the aggressive employment of well-established as well as emerging energy efficiency and 
renewable energy technologies, significant reductions in net greenhouse gas emissions can be realized in 
every sector at little or no cost to the economy. Employing these technologies in this country would have 
other benefits including (1) a reduction of other pollutants (such as smog and airborne particulates), (2) 
a reduction in the nations' dependency on foreign oil with its attendant national security risks, and (3) 
the creation of thousands of jobs in the energy efficiency and renewable energy industries. 

Furthermore, the commercialization and deployment of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and 
other new technologies in the United States will make such technologies affordable to other countries 
and will simultaneously increase U.S. exports, create new domestic jobs, and reduce emissions in 
developing countries. A range of available policy options exist that can help ensure the rapid 
development, diffusion, and transfer of energy efficiency, renewable energy, and other new technologies. 
These include strengthening automobile and appliance efficiency standards, ending public subsidies for 
fossil fuel production, providing incentives and mandates to support sustainable energy technologies in 
utility restructuring legislation, establishing externality cost pricing of energy supplies, utilizing tradable 
emission permits and securing adequate federal funding for sustainable energy research, development, 
and deployment programs as well as programs (e.g., EPA's Green Lights) that encourage voluntary 
efforts to reduce greenhouse gases. 

We believe the United States should take all necessary steps to protect the Earth's climate 
including the negotiation of an international agreement to substantially reduce U.S. greenhouse 
emissions during the next decade. 

We look forward to working with you on this most important effort. 
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Sincerely, 

Action for a Clean Environment (GA) 
Alaska Craftsman Home Program (AK) 

Alley Pond Environmental Center, Inc. (NY) 
Alliance to Close Indian Point (Il,) 

American Association for Fuel Cells (CA) 
Amencan Council for an Energy Efficiency Economy 

American Hydrogen Association (AZ) 
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American PIE: Public Information on the Environment (CT) 
American Solar Energy Society 

American Wind Energy Association 
Anacostia Watershed Society (MD) 

Appalachia-Science in the Public Interest (KY) 
Biomass Energy Advocates 

Building Energy Services (FL) 
Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia (GA) 

Capital Sun Group, Ltd. (MD) 
Citizen Action 

Citizen Power (PA) 
Clean Fuels Development Coalition 

Clean Water Action (ND) 
CMG International Energy Consultancy (MD) 
Coalition for Jobs and the Environment (VA) 

Community Office for Resource Efficiency (CO) 
Communications Consortiwn Media Center 

CONCERN, Inc. 
Connecticut Opposed to Waste (CT) 

Context Institute (WA) 
Earth Talk (CA) 

ECO-ACTION (FL) 
Eco-Store (FL) 

Ecologic Development Fund (MA) 
Ecological Life Systems Institute, Inc. (CA) 
Ecology Center of Southern California (CA) 

El Paso Solar Energy Association (TX) 
Energy Outreach Center (WA) 

Environmental and Energy Study Institute 
Environmental Crisis Center (MD) 

Environmental Defense Fund 
Enviro Video (NY) 

Florida League of Conservation Voters (FL) 
Forest Park Environmental Awareness Program (OH) 

Friends of the Earth 
Fuel Cells 2000 

Fuel Cells for Transportation 
Geothermal Energy Association 

Geothermal Resources Council (CA) 
Global Cooling Action Center (FL) 

Global Energy Options (WI) 
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Government Purchasing Project 
Illinois Solar Energy Association (IL) 
Independent Power Providers (CA) 
Inland Northwest ALT-Trans (WA) 

Institute for Local Self-Reliance (MN) 
International Bicycle Fund (WA) 

International Center for Technology Assessment 
International District Energy Association 

International Institute for Energy Conseivation 
Iowa Renewable Energy Association (IA) 

Komanoff Energy Associates (NY) 
Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (FL) 

Light Party (CA) 
Lighting Design Lab (WA) 

Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LA) 
ManaSota-88 (FL) 

Maryland Safe Energy Coalition (MD) 
MD.DC.VA. Solar Energy Industries Association (MD) 

Mr. Sun Solar (OR) 
National Biofuels Association 

National Center for Appropriate Technology 
National Home Energy & Resources Organization 

Naoµ-al Resources Defense Council 
Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force (NV) 
Northcoast Environmental Center (CA) 

Nuclear Energy Information Service (IL) 
Nuclear Information and Resource Service 

Peace Action 
Pedal Express (CA) 
Pellet Fuels Institute 

People's Action for Clean Energy (CT) 
Planning & Conservation League (CA) 

Public Citizen 
Renewable Northwest Project (OR) 

Rhode Island Solar Energy Association (RI) 
Rocky Mountain Institute (CO) 
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Rmal Economic Development Through Energy Efficiency (CA) 
Safe Energy Communication Council 

Save Our Earth (CA) 
Save Our World (NY) 

Seedcom' s Alternative Energy Program (NY) 
SJG Design, Inc. (NJ) 

Sierra Student Coalition (RI) 
SKS (Solar King Supply), Inc. (MD) 

Solar Cookers International (CA) 
Solar Electric Systems of Kansas City, Inc. (KS) 

Solar Energy Association of Oregon (OR) 
Solar Energy Industries Association 

S.T.E.V.E.N. Foundation (NY) 
SUN DAY Campaign 
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Surface Transportation Policy Project 
Sustainable New Wealth Industries 

SYNERJY (NY) 
Trace Engineering (WA) 

Union of Concerned Scientists 
Unitarian Universalist Seventh Principle Project (NC) 

Urban Options (Ml) 
U.S./ECRE- Caribbean Centre 

U.S. Public Interest Research Group 
Video Project (CA) 

Vision Communications (NY) 
Women' s Energy Mattters (CA) 

World Energy Efficiency Association 
World for Grandchildren (PA) 

Y estermorrow Design/Build School (VT) 
20/20 Vision National Project 

* Signers as of June 30, 1997 
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SUSTAINABLE ENERGY COALITION 
315 C1rde A•enue, 12, Takoma Park, MD lOtll-483' (301-270-12S8; fax: 301-891-.2866) 

National Post-Election Survey Finds Voters 
Strongly Support Renewable EDeJ'IY and Efficiency Meuures and 

()ppose Fundina for Fossil Fuel and Nuclear Power Programs 

Most Have Concerm About Climate Change; 
MJtjority Support International Climate Change Treaty 

Majority Support Mandating Renewables and Efficiency 
in Federal Electric Utility Restructuring LeaisJadon; 

Most Oppose Recovery of Uneconomic Nuclear Assets 

For Release: December 11, 1996 
Wednesday, 10:00 a.m. 

Contact: Henry GrilP (202-326-8714) 
Ken Bcmong (301-270-2258) 

Washincton DC - A national public opinion survey conducted immediately following the November 

election. and released today by a n~onal coalition of business. environmental, consumer. and energy 
policy organizations, found broad, consiste~t, and bi-partisan support for federal funding, tax incentives. 
and appliance efficiency standards to promote renewable energy and energy efficient technology 
programs. However, little support exists for fossil fuels such as coal and oil or for nuclear power 
technologies like pyr(?pr<;>ccssing. 

With most Americans viewing global climate change as a serious environmental threat, the majority favor 
the United States signing an international agreement to set a binding deadline for reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. Finally, as Congress and many states consider legislation to deregulate the electric utility 
industry, voters made clear that they want provisions included to mandate renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, and environmental protection and they want utilities and shareholders - not consumers - to 
bear the cost for uneconomic "stranded nuclear assets." 

These are among the key findings of the survey, "America Speaks Out on Energy: A Survey of 1996 
Post-Election Views" conducted for the Sustainable Energy Coalition by the Republican polling firm of 
Research/Strategy/Management, Inc. of Lanham, MD from November 9 to 14 among a sample of 1,200 

registered voters. The survey. which is bcin& simultaneously co-released by 22 other organizations in 
16 states, has a margin of error of +/-2.9%. 

The 1S questions addressed federal funding of energy research and development, the U.S. Environmental 
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Protection Agency's (EPA) Green Lights and Energy Star programs, nuclear pyroprocessing. tax support 
for ethanol and other energy sources, appliance efficiency standards, the seriousness of global climate 

change, and an international agreement to control greenhouse gas emissions. 

In addition, the survey posed a series of questions on the topic of restructuring the electric utility 
industry, which the new Congress is expected to begin debating early next year. Specific topics 
addressed include mandating that electricity generators include renewable energy sources in their mix; 
using a Renewable Portfolio Standard to promote increased use of renewables, requiring utilities to invest 
in energy efficiency measures, disposing of so-called "stranded nuclear assets;" and establishin& 

comparable environmental standards for all utility fossil-fueled plants. 

Key findings include: 

Federal EneJ'IY Budget Issues 

For the third year in a row, a majority (56%) of all voters, and nearly two-thirds (66%) of those 
expressing a preference, would give the highest priority to funding the U.S. Department of Energy's 
(DOE) renewable energy and energy efficiency research and development (R&D) programs. On the other 
hand, nearly a third (31 %) of respondents selected nuclear power as the first R&D proaram that should 
be subject to budget cuts, followed by fossil fuels (21 %). 

; 

A plurality (45%) of voters favor maintaining funding for EPA's Green Lights, Energy Star and other 
voluntary energy efficiency programs at the current levels, and 24% favor increased funding. 

A plurality ( 44 % ) of voters also oppose Congress funding the nuclear pyroprocessing program. 
Opposition is particularly strong among Republicans and Independents, where S4 % of voters expressing 
an opinion were opposed to continued funding . 

Tax lnce.ntlves and Priorities 

Although 73 % of respondents said that cutting taxes made at least some. difference in how they voted for 
Congress, a majority (52,%) of all voters, and nearly twO•thirds (62 % ) of those stating a preference, 
supported tax incentives for either renewable energy or cneriY efficiency efforts. Suppon for natural gas, 
other fossil fuels, and nuclear power tax incentives only measured in the sinale di&its for each. 

Moreover, an overwhelming majority (83%) noted their preference for redirecting tax breaks to 
renewable fuels while only 10% felt they should continue to be given to oil companies. Nearly three• 
quarters of voters (71 % ) also supp on continuing the federal tax exemption for ethanol-blended gasoline 
while only 20% are opposed . 

Appliance Efficiency Standards 

Nearly two-thirds (65 % ) of voters, including a majority of Republicans (53 % ). favor strengthening 
appliance efficiency standards. This support exists even though a majority of respondents (S6 % vs. 35 % ) 
- when asked about the role of government in the economy - believe that the government is generally 
doing too many things. In response to a similar question asked a year ago, only 48 % of voters favored 
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having the government continue to strengthen appliance efficiency standards while 46% preferred letting 
the market place determine new standards. 

Climate Cbanae; Signln& an lntematfonal A&reement 

For the second year in a row. over seventy percent (71 % ) of voters said they viewed global climate 
change as a serious threat. This view extends across all political party affiliations including Reform Party 
members (83%), Democrats (82%), Independents (72%), and Republicans (56%). 

Half of all respondents said they were in favor of the United States signing an international agreement 
that would set a legally binding deadline for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. A fifth of voters (20%) 
are somewhat opposed while only 21 % strongly oppose signina such a treaty. The strongest support 
comes from voters (66%) who cast their ballot in the November 1996 election for President Clinton, 
whose Administration will be taking the lead in negotiating a treaty throughout the coming year. 

Electric Utility Restructurln& 

A majority (53 % ) of voters favor Congress requiring electricity companies to use renewable energy 
sources while 44 % would leave the choice up to the companies• discretion. Even stronger support (57 % ) 
was expressed for including a Renewable Portfolio Standard (that would direct electricity generators to 
include a percentage of renewables in their eneri}' mix) in federal electric utility restructuring legislation 
even if it means higher utility bills. 

By a large majority (69%), voters favor requiring utilities to invest in energy efficiency programs; only 
10% of voters strongly oppose such a requirement while 16% are somewhat opposed. This view is 
particularly strong among voters (84 % ) who believe the environment should be a top congressional 
priority in 1997. 

By a lopsided margin (70%). voters felt that utilities and their shareholders should be primarily 
responsible for paying the debt on existing nuclear power plants that may not be able to compete in a 
restructured utility market. Only 14% thought that the consumers served by these utilities should pay 
for these so-called "stranded assets " while 8% indicated that the general public should pay through their 
taxes. 

Finally, a majority of voters (53%) "strongly favor" strong environmental standards that would apply 
equaHy to all fossil fuel power plants while another 27% "somewhat favor" such standards for a 
combined total of 80%. This view is shared by people of all political stripe including voters (68%) who 
define themselves as very conservative. 

llllllll/1111 

The Sustainable Energy Coalition is a coalition of 40+ national business, environmental, consumer. and energy 
policy organizations (list available upon request) founded in 1992 to encourage a shift in federal energy priorities 
to favor renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

Copies of the 100+ page survey, • America Speaks Out on Energy: A Survey of 1996 Post-Election Views,• are 
available for $25/copy. Copies arc available without charge to members of the media upon request. 

TOTAL P.03 
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AMERICA SPEAKS OUT ON ENERGY 

A Survey of Voters' Attitudes on Sustainable Energy Issues 

OVERVIEW 

Research/Strategy/Management is pleased to present the analysis of the sustainable energy issues survey 
to the Sustainable Energy Budget Coalition. This section provides a brief introduction to the 
specifications of the study and a guide to the organization of this document. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

This study contains the results of 1,000 telephone interviews with registered voters nationwide. Survey 
responses were gathered December 1-10, 1995. All respondents were randomly selected using a 
combination of random and fixed digit telephone number sampling procedures. This introduced both 
listed and unlisted numbers as well as new households into the available sample. Interviewers screened 
for registered voters and randomly selected an eligible respondent from each household contacted. 

The margin of error for a survey of this size is +/-3.1 percentage points at a significance level of .05 
or the 95 percent level of confidence. This means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this type, the sample 
value at the 50 percent response level for a given question is within =/- percentage points of the value 
that would be achieved by measuring the whole population. As the response rate for a given question 
moves away from the 50 percent level, the margin of error decreases. The margin of error for subgroups 
of the sample are larger, however. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

This report is organized in the following manner: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

This Overview covering the principal features of how the study was conducted; 

An Executive Summary that provides the basic demographic data for those surveyed, the 
text of the core questions asked in the order they appeared in the survey instrument, 
or questionnaire, and the responses broken down by political party affiliation; 

A written Analysis of the results of the study including figures and tables; 

Appendixes that discuss the methodology employed, a description of terms, and additional 
questions asked to develop background information on the pool of voters surveyed. 

-i-



SUSTAINABLE ENERGY BUDGET COALITION 
315 Circle Avenue, #2, Takoma Park, MD 20912-4836 (301-270-2258; fax: 301-891-2866) 

AMERICA SPEAKS OUT ON ENERGY 

A Survey of Voters' Attitudes on Sustainable Energy Issues 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study was conducted for the Sustainable Energy Budget Coalition by Research/Strategy /Management, 
Inc. of Lanham, Maryland. The study was conducted by Dr. Vincent J. Breglio and Dr. Ronald H. 
Hinckley. 

It contains the results of 1,000 telephone interviews with registered voters nationwide. Survey responses 
were gathered December 1-10, 1995. All respondents were randomly selected using a combination of 
random and fixed digit telephone number sampling procedures. This introduced both listed and unlisted 
numbers as well as new households into the available sample. Interviewers screened for registered voters 
and randomly selected an eligible respondent from each household contacted. The application of these 
procedures produced a calculable probability of being included in the survey sample for each member of 
the potential universe. 

At the most conservative proportion confidence interval (where the responses rates to a given question 
with two available responses are 50 percent), the margin of error for a survey of this size (n = 1,000) 
is + /-3 .1 percentage points at a significance level of .05 or the 95 percent level of confidence. This 
means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this type, the sample value at the 50 percent response level for 
a given question is within +/-3.1 percentage points of the value that would be achieved by measuring 
the whole population. As the response rate for a given question moves away from the 50 percent level, 
the margin of error decreases. The margin of error for subgroups of the sample are larger, however. 

Demographic data on the pool of respondents is as follows: 

Gender: 

Age: 

Male - 47.8% (478) 
Female - 52.2% (522) 

18-24 - 7% 
25-29 - 8% 
30-34 - 8% 
35-39 - 12% 
40-44 - 12% 
45-49 - 12% 
50-54 - 8% 
55-59 - 7% 
60-64 - 7% 
65-74 - 13% 
75 and Over - 5% 
Refused - 2% 
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Region: Northeast (NE) - 20.3% (203) 
South (SO) - 34.6 (346) 
Midwest/Central (MC) - 24.2 % (242) 
West/Pacific (WP) - 20.9% (209) 

Military Experience: Respondent Served in Military - 21 % 
Family Member Served - 31 % 
No Military Service in Family - 47% 
Don't Know/Refused - 1 % 

Race: White - 83 
Afro-American/Black - 8 % 
Hispanic - 3 % 
Oriental - 1 % 
Other - 3% 
Refused - 2% 

Education: Less Than High School - 7% 
High School Graduate - 33 % 
Some College - 27 % 
College Graduate - 21 % 
Post-Graduate - 11 % 
Refused - 2% 

Income: Up to $10,000 - 4% 
$10,000 - $14,999 - 7% 
$15,000 - $19,999 - 6% 
$20,000 - $24,999 - 8% 
$25,000 - $29,999 - 9% 
$30,000 - $39,999 - 15% 
$40,000 - $49,999 - 12% 
$50,000 - $74,999 - 16% 
$7,000 and Over - 13 % 
Don't Know/Refused - 11 % 

Political Party: Strong Republican - 18% 
Not-So-Strong Republican - 14% 
Independent/Lean Republican - 10% 
Independent - 9 % 
Independent/Lean Democrat - 10% 
Not-So-Strong Democrat - 14% 
Strong Democratic - 16 % 
Don't Know/Refused - 7% 

Political Ideology: Very Conservative - 23% 
Somewhat Conservative - 38 % 
Moderate - 7% 
Somewhat Liberal - 21 % 
Very Liberal - 5 % 
Don't Know /Refused - 6 % 
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Questions and Answers: 

Many federal government agencies and departments are having their budgets cu.t. as Congress and the Administration 
try to reduce the deficit. This requires them to focus their funds on the programs with the highest priorities. Take 
the Department of Energy, for example, it has five spending areas for research and development that are under 
review: 1) renewable energy, involving solar, wind, geothermal, biomass, and hydroelectric power; 2) nuclear 
power; 3) technologies to improve energy efficiency and conservation; 4) fossil fuels such as oil, gasoline, and coal; 
and 5) natural gas. 

Question #1 (aka 0,31}. Which of these research and development programs do you think should receive the 
highest priority for funding in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

- Renewable Energy Involving Solar, Wind, Geothermal, Biomass and Hydroelectric Power 
- 34.1 % (R-31.9%; D-33.2%; 1-39.0%) 

- Technologies to Improve Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
- 21.0% (R-19.8%; D-22.9%; 1-19.0%) 

- Natural Gas 
- 9.0% (R-11.4%; D- 8.0%; I- 4.3%) 

- Fossil Fuels Such as Oil, Gasoline and Coal 
- 8.6% (R- 7.0%; D-11.0%; I- 6.4%) 

- Nuclear Power 
- 8.5% (R-12.3%; D- 6.3%; I- 4.3%) 

- None of These 
- 4.8% (R- 6.0%; D- 3.2%; 1- 6.4%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 14.0% (R-11.6%; D-15.4%; 1-20.0%) 

Question #2 (aka 0,32). How important to you is this priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections. 
Would you be much more likely or somewhat more likely to vote for a candidate for Congress who shared this 
priority to fund research and development spending in (selected choice from above) with you, or wouldn't it matter 
one way or the other how you would vote? 

- Much More Likely To Vote for Candidate Who Shared My Priority 
- 26.2% (R-19.8%; D-30.2%; 1-35.0%) 

- Somewhat More Likely To Vote for Candidate Who Shared My Priority 
- 32.9% (R-36.4%; D-31.1 %; 1-32.0%) 

- Would Not Matter One Way or the Other 
- 38.7% (R-41.8%; D-36.2%; 1-32.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 2.2% (R- 2.0%; D- 2.4%; 1- 1.4%) 

Question #3 {aka 0.33). And which of these research and development programs do you think should be subject 
to funding cuts first in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

- Nuclear Power 
- 30.5% (R-26.5%; D-34.9%; 1-30.0%) 

- Fossil Fuels Such as Oil, Gasoline, and Coal 
- 20.3% (R-21.2%; D-18.8%; 1-20.0%) 

- Renewable Energy, Involving Solar, Wind, Geothermal, Biomass, and Hydroelectric Power 
- 13.5% (R-17.4%; D-10.2%; 1-15.0%) 

- Natural Gas 
- 4.9% (R- 3.0%; D- 6.3%; I- 5.3%) 

I-3 



- Technologies to Improve Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
- 4.1 % (R- 5.3%; D- 3.4%; I- 2.1 %) 

- Nooe of These 
- 6.2% (R- 5.8%; D- 6.3%; I- 7.4%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 20.5% (R-20.7%; D-20.0%; 1-20.0%) 

Question #4 (aka 0.34). How important to you is this priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections. 
Would you be much more likely or somewhat more likely to vote for a candidate for Congress who shared this 
priority to cut research and development spending in (selected choice above) with you, or wouldn't it matter one 
way or the other how you would vote? 

- Much more likely to vote for candidate who shared my priority 
- 18.0% (R-13.0%; D-21.9%; 1-22.0%) 

- Somewhat more likely to vote for candidate who shared my priority 
- 35.7% (R-39.2%; D-33.8%; I-31.0%) 

- Would not matter one way or the other 
- 43.5% (R-45.6%; D-41.4%; 1-46.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 2.7% (R- 2.2%; D- 3.0%; 1- 1.5%) 

Question #5 (aka 0.35). And which of these research and development programs, if any, do you think should 
receive federal tax incentives to attract efforts from the private sector to develop and promote it? 

- Renewable Energy Involving Solar, Wind, Geothermal, Biomass, and Hydroelectric Power 
- 32.0% (R-29.8%; D-33.2%; 1-33.0%) 

- Technologies to Improve Energy Efficiency and Conservation 
- 17.0% (R-18.1 %; D-17.6%; 1-15.0%) 

- Natural Gas 
- 9.1 % (R-10.5%; D- 7.3%; I- 7.4%) 

- Fossil Fuels Such as Oil, Gasoline, and Coal 
- 7.2% (R- 5.6%; D- 8.8%; I- 7.4%) 

- Nuclear Power 
- 6.3% (R- 7.9%; D- 4.6%; I- 8.5%) 

- None of These 
- 8.6% (R- 9.3%; D-6.3%; I- 15.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 20.0% (R-18.8%; D-22.2%; I-14.0%) 

Question #6 (aka 0.36). The Environmental Protection Agency, the EPA, encourages private industry to invest 
in cost-effective energy efficiency improvements in their facilities through voluntary programs such as Green Lights 
and Energy Star Buildings. Federal funds are spent for publicity, training, and education. Some people believe 
that by helping companies cut energy waste, this program is benefitting the nation and should be retained. Others 
believe that in order to balance the budget, we can no longer afford to spend money to help even voluntary 
programs like these. Which opinion is closer to your own? 

- Retain Funding for Improving Energy Efficiency 
- 49.9% (R-41.6%; D-60.7%; 1-49.0%) 

- Cut Funding to Balance Budget 
- 40.6% (R-52.1 %; D-28.5%; 1-38.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 9.5% (R- 6.3%; D-10.7%; 1-13.0%) 
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Question #7 {aka 0.37). Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement that someone 
else has made: Federal funds should be used to develop a new generation of commercial nuclear power plants? 
And would that be strongly (agree/disagree) or just somewhat (agree/disagree)? 

- Strongly Disagree 
- 47.8% (R-40.9%; D-54.1 %; 1-49.0%) 

- Somewhat Disagree 
- 23.9% (R-28.6%; D-20.2%; 1-19.0%) 

- Somewhat Agree 
- 14.6% (R-16.7%; D-12.0%; 1-18.0%) 

- Strongly Agree 
- 8.5% (R-10.5%; D- 6.3%; I- 8.5%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 5.2% (R- 3.3%; D- 7.3%; I- 5.3%) 

Question #8 {aka 0.38). Currently, the federal government has programs that set energy-efficiency 
standards for home appliances, lighting, motors, and other products and equipment. Some people say 
that the government should continue to strengthen these efficiency standards because they save money and 
reduce pollution in the long run. Others say that these standards are already strong enough and that the 
market place alone should determine whether manufacturers produce new energy saving products. Which 
comes closer to your view? 

- Government Continue to Strengthen Energy Efficiency Standards 
- 47.7% (R-39.1 %; D-55.1 %; 1-45.0%) 

- Marketplace Should Determine New Efficiency Standards 
- 46.1 % (R-58.1 %; D-35.6%; 1-47.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 6.2% (R- 2.8%; D- 9.3%; I- 8.5%) 

Question #9 {aka 0,39). In your mind, how serious a threat do you think global climate change, also 
known as global warming, caused by emissions from the combustion of oil, gasoline, and coal is? 

- Very Serious 
-35.5% (R-26.0%; D-42.2%; 1-43.0%) 

- Somewhat Serious 
- 35.4% (R-34.7%; D-36.8%; 1-35.0%) 

- Not Too Serious 
- 16.0% (R-21.6%; D-11.2%; 1-11.0%) 

- Not a Threat At All 
- 8.7% (R-13.5%; D- 4.1 %; I- 8.5%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 4.4% (R- 4.2%; D- 5.6%; I- 3.2%) 

Question #10 {aka 0,40), Oil imports presently account for 52 percent of U.S. oil consumption and 
contribute $60 billion yearly to the nation's trade deficit. Do you think we should do something to reduce 
our dependency on foreign oil or do you think oil imports are not a serious problem and we shouldn't 
really worry about it? 
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- We Should Do Something to Reduce Dependency on Foreign Oil 
- 74.8% (R-74.9%; D-74.4%; I-72.0%) 

- Oil Imports Are Not a Serious Problem 
- 19.9% (R-20.5%; D-19.3%; I-21.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 5.3% (R- 4.7%; D- 6.3%; I- 6.4%) 

A number of options have been suggested for reducing oil imports. As I read each of them, please tell 
me whether you favor or oppose the proposed policy. And would that be strongly (favor/oppose) or just 
somewhat (favor/oppose)? (Asked only of those who believe we should do something about foreign oil 
imports.) 

Question #11 (aka 0.41). Open the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas development. 

- Strongly Oppose 
- 44.8% (R-33.9%; D-51.8%; 1-56.0%) 

- Somewhat Oppose 
- 17.4% (R-19.6%; D-15.7%; 1-16.0%) 

- Somewhat Favor 
- 18.9% (R-27.0%; D-15.1 %; I- 5.9%) 

- Strongly Favor 
- 12.2% (R-13.4%; D-10.8%; 1-12.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 6.8% (R- 6.2%; D- 6.6%; 1-10.0%) 

Question #12 (aka 0.42). Improve the fuel efficiency of cars and light trucks. 

- Strongly Favor 
- 74.9% (R-70.5%; D-78.7%; I-75.0%) 

- Somewhat Favor 
- 19.0% (R-23.3%; D-16.1 %; I-16.0%) 

- Somewhat Oppose 
- 3.2% (R- 4.0%; D- 2.6%; I- 2.9%) 

- Strongly Oppose 
- 1.9% (R- 0.9%; D- 1.6%; I- 4.4%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 1.1 % (R- 1.2%; D- 1.0%; I- 1.5%) 

Question #13 (aka 0,43). Support the development of renewable energy alternatives to oil. 

- Strongly Favor 
- 66.4% (R-61.5%; D-71.1 %; 1-66.0%) 

- Somewhat Favor 
- 23.9% (R-27.6%; D-22.3%; I-18.0%) 

- Somewhat Oppose 
- 4.1 % (R- 4.7%; D- 2.3%; I- 5.9%) 
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- Strongly Oppose 
- 2.1 % (R- 2.5%; D- 1.3%; I- 5.9%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 3.3% (R- 3.7%; D- 3.0%; I- 4.4%) 

Question #14 (aka 0.44). Suppose you have the chance to choose your electric company the same way 
you now can choose your long-distance telephone company and the choice were between a utility 
company which uses coal to generate electricity and a utility company that produces electricity using 
cleaner, but slightly more expensive, renewable energy sources. Of the following, which indicates how 
much more you are willing to spend per month for electricity generated from cleaner renewable sources: 

- Up to 2 Percent Per Month 
- 23.2% (R-20.5%; D-25.9%; 1-20.0%) 

- Up to 5 Percent 
- 25.6% (R-29.3%; D-25.1 %; 1-16.0%) 

- Up to 10 Percent 
- 19.2% (R-18.8%; D-18.3%; 1-23.0%) 

- Up to 20 Percent 
- 4.8% (R- 4.4%; D- 4.6%; 1- 7.4%) 

- More Than 20 Percent 
- 2.5% (R- 1.9%; D- 2.9%; I- 4.3%) 

- I Wouldn't Pay Any More for Electricity Generated by Renewable Sources 
- 23.9% (R-24.7%; D-22.2%; 1-27.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 0.8% (R- 0.5%; D- 1.0%; 1- 2.1 %) 

Question #15 <aka 0.45). Congress is considering changing the nuclear waste law. Two plans are being 
proposed (ROTA TE ORDER PLANS READ): One . . . . The other .... 

. . . plan under consideration would permit the transportation by rail and truck, in the near future, of 
radioactive waste from reactors around the country to a temporary, above-ground site in Nevada 
until a permanent solution can be found . 

. . . plan under consideration calls for the immediate formation of an independent commission to find new 
solutions to storing radioactive waste before any of it is transported around the country. 

Which of these plans do you support? 

- Plan A -- Temporary Storage 
- 26.6% (R-29.3%; D-24.4%; 1-26.0%) 

- Plan B -- New Solutions Before Transporting Around Country 
- 69.7% (R-67.0%; D-72.2%; 1-69.0%) 

- Don't Know/Refused 
- 3.7% (R- 3.7%; D- 3.4%; 1- 5.3%) 
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PUBLIC OPINION ON SUSTAINABLE ENERGY ISSUES 

Introduction 

This report presents the results of a national study of 1,000 registered voters on sustainable energy issues. 
The study was conducted December 1-10, 1995. The energy portion of the study consisted of 15 
questions dealing with: 

* 

* 

* 
* 
* 

* 
* 

* 

the public's funding/budget cutting/tax incentive priorities for the Department of Energy's 
(DOE) research and development programs and the likely impact of these priorities on 
voters' decisions; 
the need to retain Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) programs that encourage 
industries to become more energy efficient; 
the need for federal support for new commercial nuclear power plants; 
whether the government or the market place should set new energy efficiency standards; 
the seriousness of the threat to global climate change caused by emissions from 
combustion fuels; 
what should be done about U.S. dependency on foreign oil; 
how much people would be willing to pay for electricity from cleaner, renewable energy 
sources; and 
proposed changes to the nuclear waste law. 

The findings are presented here along with a discussion of the significant demographic and political group 
variations in responses. Overall, the data show that the public has a set of energy priorities and relatively 
strong positions on what the government should and should not be doing in the area of sustainable energy. 

DOE Research and Development Priorities 

In the survey, respondents were reminded about the budget cuts facing federal departments and agencies 
as Congress and the Administration try to reduce the deficit. With that as a back drop, they were asked 
three questions pertaining to five energy research and development programs: renewable energy 
involving solar, wind, geothermal, biomass, and hydroelectric power; nuclear power; technologies to 
improve energy efficiency and conservation; fossil fuels such as oil, gasoline, and coal; and natural gas. 
People were asked which of these programs should receive the higher priority for funding in DOE's 
research and development budget, which should be subject to funding cuts first, and which should receive 
federal tax incentives to attract private sector efforts to develop and promote the program. 

The results are depicted in Figure 1 and Graph 1. Renewable energy programs receive the most public 
support for R&D funding priorities and federal tax incentives, as about one in three people select it in 
each case. Second, in both instances, is technologies for greater energy efficiency, chosen by about one 
in five people. None of the other three programs attract the interest of more than nine percent of the 
public as a funding priority or as a potential recipient of tax incentives. 

The public focuses on two of these programs (nuclear power and fossil fuel) when the topic shifts to 
budgetary cuts. Three in ten people say that nuclear power R&D programs should be cut first. Two in 
ten say this about fossil fuel R&D programs. 

In all three questions, about one in five respondents do not select one of the offered responses (these are 
not depicted in Figure 1). This indicates that a large segment of the public is not conversant with 
sustainable energy issues. A close look at who these people are reveals a group that tends to be over 60, 
women, the less-well educated, have lower income, and from the South. 
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FIGURE 1: DOE R&D FUNDING, BUDGET CUTTING, AND 
TAX INCENTIVE PRIORITIES 
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Figure 2 presents a synthesis of the results of the responses to the three questions by adding the percentages 
in favor of funding priorities and tax incentives for each program and subtracting from that the percentage 
who would put the program first when it came to budget cuts. The consequence is a clear rank ordering 
of programs. Renewable energy has the strongest most positive support of the five. Technology to 
produce energy efficiencies is a solid second. Overall, the natural gas program has only a slightly positive 
public backing. Fossil fuels and nuclear energy each have a net negative score, meaning that more people 
favor cutting these programs than collectively favor funding them and providing tax incentives for them. 

Support for renewable energy programs and energy efficiency is fairly consistent among subgroups of the 
population. A couple of groups do stand out as providing more support, however. For renewable energy, 
people under 60, men (particularly those under 45), whites, Protestants, and those who reside in the 
Midwest and Wet show above average backing. Democrats and Republicans are about equal, but 
Independents are above average in their support and those who are moderate or liberal in terms of their 
self-described ideology are also more sympathetic. Those who select technologies for energy efficiency 
tend to be Democrats, moderate to liberal, middle aged (30-60), female, minority, and from the Northeast 
and the West. 

Strongly related to support for these two items are a respondent's education and income. Figure 3 displays 
the proportions selecting renewable energies or energy efficiencies for priority R&D funding by level 
education and household income. In both cases, as education or income increases, so does the support for 
the programs. The increase is sharper for renewable energies (a 13 point increase for both education and 
income from the lowest category to the highest) than for energy efficiency (a seven point increase) . 

Support for cutting fossil fuel and nuclear power R&D programs is more evenly distributed across sample 
subgroups. Nuclear power does attract the animosity disproportionately from Democrats and liberals, 
minorities, and those under 60. Willingness to cut fossil fuel R&D is spread evenly across the political 
spectrum, but it does attract more men under 45, those with higher levels of education and income, and 
residents of the West (likely the Pacific Coast states). 

Ener~y Priorities and Votin~ 

Respondents were asked how important their energy priorities -- either in terms of funding or budget 
cutting -- would be in deciding how they would vote in Congressional elections. Overall, the responses 
fall into two categories. About six in ten (59%) said that they would be more likely to vote for a candidate 
who shares their energy priority, divided between those who said that they would be much more likely to 
support such a candidate (26%) and those who said they would be somewhat more likely (33%). The 
second category consists of about four in ten voters (39%) who said that it would not matter one way or 
the other. See Graph 2. 

Those who selected renewable energies and technologies for energy efficiency as funding priorities are 
somewhat more forceful in linking their vote to candidates with shared energy views. Nearly two-thirds 
of them say that they will be much (28 percent for renewable energy, 29 percent for efficiencies) or 
somewhat (35 percent and 36 percent respectively) more likely to vote for a candidate with similar 
priorities. Figure 4 presents the data for these two groups of respondents. 

Independent voters who favor renewable energy programs are more likely to tie their vote to this issues 
than are partisans as three in four say they are either much (46%) or somewhat (32%) more likely to vote 
for a candidate who shares their view. Voters between 30 and 60, who are most likely to tum out, also 
have above average linkage between vote preference and candidates with similar energy views. 

The groups who tie energy efficiency to their vote are somewhat different -- voters under 30 and over 60, 
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FIGURE 2: NET ENERGY R&D PRIORITY SCORE 
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FIGURE 3: SUPPORT FOR DOE R&D BUDGET PRIORITIES 
BY E'DUCATION AND INCOME 
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FIGURE 4: IMPORTANCE OF SHARED ENERGY PRIORITY 
IN DECIDING VOTE FOR CONGRESS 
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men, minorities, and those with a lower income. It might be that "efficiency" suggests savings, which is 
why it attracts some of these groups more strongly than others. 

One finds less of a linkage between shared priorities for budget cuts and likely vote behavior. Only one 
in six voters (18%) say they are much more likely to vote for a candidate who share their energy budget 
cutting views and one in three (36 % ) say they are somewhat more likely. Forty-four percent ( 44 % say 
that it wouldn't matter one way or the other. 

However, when one examines the two programs identified by most for budget cuts, a significant difference 
appears (see Figure 5). Those who select budget cuts for nuclear power research and development have 
stronger voter linkage to their opinions than those who chose fossil fuels. Two-thirds (65 % ) of the former 
say that they will either be much (23 % ) or somewhat more likely to vote for a candidate with similar 
views. Only four in nine (44%) of the latter say that they will be much (12%) or somewhat (32%) more 
likely to vote this way, while a majority (53%) say it doesn't matter. Negative opinions about nuclear 
power can generate vote behavior among a segment of the population, particularly Independents, men over 
45, minorities, those with low education and low-income, and voters in tire West (Pacific states likely) who 
believe that nuclear power should be the program cut first in DOE's research and development budget. 

Green Li&hts and Ener&Y Star Buildin&s 

Respondents were informed of these voluntary EPA programs that encourage private industry to invest in 
cost-effective, energy-efficient improvements in their facilities . They were asked whether this program 
should be retained because it was benefitting the nadon or whether we can no longer afford them if we 
want to balance the budget. At first, it appears that the support for retaining the program is relatively weak 
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as barely half (50%) respond this way compared to four in ten (41 %) who favor eliminating the funds for 
the programs. However, looking at another question asked in the survey unrelated to energy helps add 
some perspective to the public's position. 

People were asked whether they agreed or disagree with the following statement: "it is absolutely necessary 
to slow the growth of social programs to balance the budget in seven years." A majority (52%) either 
agreed strongly (31 %) or agreed somewhat (21 %) with this statement. Figure 6 displays these data and 
data from the question about the EPA programs. Compared to the majority that want to slow social 
spending to balance the budget, having a majority who favor retaining the EPA programs is relatively 
positive for this policy. Attitudes vary depending on one's partisanship, education, race, and income as 
Table 1 shows. 

Democrats support retaining the programs; Republicans oppose this; Independents tend to favor retention. 
Support for funding these programs increases with education and income. Minorities are more likely than 
whites to favor retention, but a plurality of whites also support the programs. (A majority of whites (55%) 
favor slowing social spending to balance the budget compared to a majority of non-whites (62 % ) who 
oppose slowing social spending.) 

Fundin& a New Generation of Nuclear Power Plants 

The data reviewed thus far indicate that nuclear power has a relatively strong negative image among voters . 
This finding is confirmed by the data displayed in Figure 7. It shows that nearly three out of four 
respondents disagree (72 % ) with the notion that federal funds should be used to develop a new generation 
of commercial nuclear power plants. The negative feeling is intense as nearly half the voters interviewed 
(48%) indicate that they disagree strongly with the statement. Large majorities, from two-thirds to three­
fourths among political and demographic subgroups, oppose federal funding of a new generation of nuclear 
power plants. 

Enerzy-Efficiency Standards 

The voting public is split on whether the government (48%) should continue to strengthen energy-efficiency 
standards for home appliances, lighting, motors, and other products and equipment or let the market place 
( 46 % ) determine whether or not manufacturers produce new energy saving products. Partisanship, 
ideology, education, income, and ethnicity help determine one's position on this issue (see Table 2). 

Republicans (58 % ), the very conservative (56 % ) and the somewhat conservative (51 % ) take the predictable 
position for them of supporting market place determination of energy-efficiency standards. Democrats 
(55%) and liberals (59%) favor government-set standards. Independents are divided, 47 percent lean 
toward the market place and 45 percent toward government. 

The higher the education, the higher the support for government standards. Those with only a high school 
education support market place standards, 51 percent to 40 percent, those with some college divided evenly 
(48%-47%), and college graduates favor government efficiency standards (56%-41 %). Income is less 
predictive. Support for the market place is the same for all three income categories (46%-47%). 
However, backing for government standards rises from 43 percent among the lowest income earners to 49 
percent of those in the middle, to 51 percent in the highest category. 

Whites are split fairly evenly. Forty-six percent (46%) favor the government, and 48 percent opt for 
market place standards. Minorities favor government programs in this area by 55 percent to 40 percent. 
Because minorities tend to support government programs across the board, it is unclear here whether 
support is for energy standards, or simply a reflex reaction in favor of government involvement. 
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FIGURE 6: BUDGET BALANCING AND SPENDING FOR 
EN 1ERGY EFFICIENCY AND SOCIAL PROGRAMS 
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FIGURE 7: SHOULD FEDERAL FUNDS BE USED TO 
DEVELOP A NEW GENERATION OF COMMERCIAL 

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS? 

Disagree Somewhat 24% 
Agree Somewhat 15% 

Agree Strongly 9% 

DK 4% 

Strongly Disagree 48% 

M 
r-1 
I 

H 
H 



Global Climate Chanie 

One by-product of the use of combustion fossil fuels is global wanning. The public was asked how serious 
they thought the threat to climate change was from burning oil, gasoline, and coal. Figure 8 and Graph 
3 show that seven in ten (71 % ) say that it is a very serious (36 % ) or somewhat serious (35 % ) threat. Few 
(9%) believe it is no threat at all. Most demographic groups reflect this response pattern. Women (78%) 
and non-whites (79%) are more likely to perceive a threat than are men (62%) and whites (69%), by 
consistently large majorities of all groups see a threat from fossil fuels contributing to global climate 
change. Those who see the threat as very serious are the strongest supporters of R&D funding and tax 
incentives for programs to develop renewable energies. 

AGGREGATE 

Republicans 

Independents 

Democrats 

Very Conservative 

Somewhat 
Conservative 

Liberal 

High School 

Some College 

College Graduate 

Under $25,000 

$25-$50,000 

Over $50,000 

White 

Non-White 

TABLE 2: GOVERNMENT VS. MARKET PLACE 
TO SET ENERGY-EFFICIENCY ST AND ARDS 

GOVERNMENT MARKET 
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FIGURE 8: HOW SERIOUS A THREAT IS 
GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
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Oil De»endency 

Respondents were told that oil imports account for 52 percent of U.S. petroleum consumption and 
contribute $60 billion yearly to the nation's trade balance deficit. They were asked whether the U.S. 
should do something to reduce this dependency or was it not serious enough a problem to worry about. 
Overwhelmingly, by 75 percent to 20 percent (see Figure 9 and Graph 4), people say something should 
be done to reduce the dependency. This position is consistent across all political and demographic 
subgroups. 

Opinions about what to do to reduce this dependency vary according to the options presented. Those who 
feel something should be done were asked whether they favor or oppose opening the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas development, improving the fuel efficiency of cars and light trucks, and 
developing renewable energy alternatives to oil. Figure 10 shows that there was strong, two to one, 
opposition to opening up the wildlife refuge to development (62% - 31 %). Opposition is quite intense as 
nearly half ( 45 % ) say they strongly oppose this compared to only 12 percent who strongly favor it. A 
majority of all party and ideological groups oppose opening the refuge to oil and gas development, but 
opposition is particularly strong among Independent voters (72% - 18%). 

The other two alternatives, improving vehicle fuel efficiency (94 % ) and developing renewable energy 
alternatives (90%) enjoy near unanimous support. The support is rather ardent as three in four (75%) say 
they strongly favor improving fuel efficiency, and two-thirds (66%) strongly favor developing renewable 
energy alternatives. With such across-the-board support, there is no significant variation by subgroup. 

Payini for Cleaner Eneri)' 

It is one thing to voice opinions favoring sustainable energy policy and another to express willingness to 
pay for them. To test the public's willingness to accept some direct cost for cleaner, renewable energy, 
respondents were given a hypothetical opportunity to choose their electric company as they can choose their 
long-distance telephone company. The choice was between a utility that uses coal to generate electricity 
and one that produces electricity with a cleaner, but slightly more expensive, renewable energy source. 

Three in four respondents indicate a willingness to pay more per month for electricity generated from 
cleaner renewable energy sources (see Figure 11). They divide into three equal sized groups. About one 
in four overall (23 % ) say they would pay up to two percent more a month for electricity from such a 
source. An almost equal number (26%) say they would pay up to five percent more. The other fourth 
(26%) profess a willingness to pay more than five percent, with most (19% overall) showing a resolve to 
pay up to ten percent. A few (5 % ) say they would pay up to 20 percent more and another small group 
(3 % ) purport the acceptability of paying more than 20 percent a month additionally for cleaner, renewable 
energy as a source for their electricity. 

The willingness to pay or not pay more does follow some predictable demographic patterns. The higher 
the income, the greater the willingness to pay more for cleaner energy. The same direct relationship exists 
for education: the higher the level of education, the greater the willingness to pay more and the greater the 
amount one is willing to pay. Conversely, the lower the education or income, the higher the disposition 
not to pay any more for cleaner, renewable-energy sourced electricity (see Figure 12). 

Age also predicts attitudes on this issue. Younger respondents indicate a greater willingness to pay than 
older voters. Only 16 percent of those 18-29 say they would not pay anything more for cleaner electricity 
and this percentage increases with each successive age group until 33 percent of those over 60 object to 
such increased costs. Two things might account for this. It is unclear how many of the youngest 
respondents actually make a direct payment for their utilities. They may be expressing a willingness to 
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FIGURE 9: WHAT SHOULD WE DO 
ABOUT FOREIGN OIL DEPENDENCY? 
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Fl·GURE 10: SOLUTIONS TO FOREIGN OIL DEPENDENCY 
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FIGURE 11: HOW MUCH MORE WILLING TO PAY 
MONTHLY FOR ELECTRICITY FROM CLEANER 

RENEWABLE SOURCE? 
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FIGURE 12: UNWILLING TO PAY MORE 
FOR CLEANER RENEWABLE ENERGY 
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do something that they have no experience doing and is currently "painless" for them. As for the elderly, 
many live on fixed and/or somewhat low incomes and the burden of such payments would be greater for 
them than for younger respondents. 

Nuclear waste 

Public opposition to nuclear-related energy programs has already been demonstrated. Nuclear power has 
the lowest priority for DOE research and development funding. It has the lowest priority as a tax 
incentive. It has the highest priority for budget cuts. The public opposes expending federal funds to 
develop a news generation of nuclear power plants. This negative view of nuclear energy in general 
provides the context for what the public thinks about options to change the nuclear waste law. 

One plan presented to respondents is to transport radioactive waste from reactors around the country by 
rail and truck to temporary, above-ground storage facilities in Nevada until a more permanent solution can 
be found. The other plan is for an independent commission to find new solutions to storing radioactive 
waste before any of it is transported around the country. When asked to choose between the two, the 
temporary "transport and store" plan was soundly rejected (only 27 percent support) for the independent 
commission plan (70%) as noted in Figure 13. 

Majorities among all political and demographic groups take this position. Women are more supportive of 
the commission idea (76%) than are men (63%). This gender-related pattern exists on the other questions 
related to nuclear power as women show a greater tendency than men to oppose the "nuclear energy" 
solutions or programs. 

Conclusion 

In an era of federal budget constrictions, the public clearly prefers some energy policies and programs over 
others. They place high priority on renewable energies and energy-efficient technologies. They favor 
cutting funds for fossil fuel and nuclear related programs. This opposition to nuclear power surfaces 
elsewhere as the public rejects federal funding for a new generation of nuclear power plants and a plan to 
transport and temporarily store nuclear waste prior to having a permanent solution to nuclear waste 
disposal. 

A solid core of voters, who favor renewable energy or energy efficient technologies or who oppose nuclear 
power, expresses linkage between their vote and candidates who share their energy priorities. 

A majority favor retaining funds for publicity, training, and education regarding EPA's voluntary Green 
Lights and Energy Star Buildings programs. These programs, which encourage private sector investment 
in cost-effective, energy efficient facility improvements, are more favorably received than social programs, 
which a majority of the public recognizes must be cut if the budget is to be balanced. 

The public is split on predictable political and ideological lines on whether stronger energy-efficiency 
standards for home appliances, lighting, motors, and other products and equipment should be set by the 
government or established through the give and take of the market place. 

The public is concerned about global warming caused by the combustion of fossil fuels and by dependency 
on foreign oil. Opening up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil development is not an acceptable 
solution to foreign oil dependency, but renewable alternatives and greater vehicle fuel efficiency are. 

Generally, people are willing to pay more for electricity from cleaner, alternative energy sources but divide 
on how much more they are willing to pay. Age, education, and income influence one's position on this 
issue. 

II-23 



H 
H 

. I 
I\.) 

ii:. 

FIGURE 13: NEW PLANS FOR DEALING 
WITH NUCLEAR WASTE 
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Research/Strategy/Management Inc. 

APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE SELECTION 

Effective survey research must be based on a sample truly 
representative of the universe of interest. 

The sample for this survey is one-thousand registered voters 
(N=l,000) nationwide. The margin of error for samples of this 
size is ±3.S percentage points at the 95% level of confidence. 
This means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this type, the sample 
value is within ±3.5 percentage points of the population value. 

A combination of random and fixed-digit sampling procedures was 
used in this study. The sample was developed to the 
specifications set forth in the previous paragraph. This 
introduced both listed and unlisted numbers as well as new 
households into the available sample. 

When contact was established, the interviewer screened for 
registered voters and randomly selected an eligible respondent 
from each household. 

The application of these procedures produced a calculable 
probability of being included in the survey sample for each 
member of the potential universe. 

Any further questions the reader has about sampling methodology 
should be referred to the research division of Research/Strategy/ 
Management. 
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APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTION OF TERMS 

1. AGGREGATE DATA -- Information based on the entire sample of respondents, 
as opposed to that from any given subgroup, such as male/female. 

2. BIAS -- A systematic error in research design, sample selection or 
questionnaire wording that produces a result not representative of the 
population under study. 

3. CHI-SQUARE -- A statistical measure of the degree of relationship between 
two or more categorical variables in the cross-tabulation. 

4. COLLAPSED VARIABLE -- A new variable for use in the analysis created by 
the analyst by combining two or more categories of response to a given 
question. A typical example of a collapsed variable is age. Often in the 
original measurement of age, six or seven different categories of response 
are used (e.g., under 25, 25 to 34, 35 to 44). For analytic purposes, 
only three categories -- the young, the middle-aged and the elderly -- are 
needed. By collapsing the more detailed set of categories, the analyst 
can generate the desired three-way split by age. 

5. CORRELATION COEFFICIENT -- A measure of the linear relationship between 
two variables. It may be adapted for categorical variables, continuous 
variables or a combination of the two. Its value may range between +1.0 
(perfect positive correlation) and -1.0 (perfect negative correlation). 
A zero represents no linear re l ationship. The correlation of a variable 
with itself is always 1.0. 

6. CORRELATION TABLE -- A display of two or more variables and the 
correlation coefficients between each set of two. 

7. CLEANING -- A process of computer cross-checking survey data after it has 
been keypunched to uncover any mechanical or logical errors. 

8. CLOSED-ENDED QUESTIONS -- A question in which the respondent must choose 
between certain pre-specified answers, such as yes or no, agree or 
disagree, candidates X or Y, e t c. 

9. CONFIDENCE INTERVAL -- A measur e of the accuracy of using survey data to 
estimate values for the entire population from which the survey sample was 
selected. The smaller the confidence interval, the more accurate the 
survey findings. In general, as the size of a sample increases, the width 
of the confidence interval decreases, and the accuracy of the estimate 
improves. 

10. CROSS-TABULATION -- A table used to combine and compare the results of two 
or more questions. 

11. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS -- QUestions that determine the composition of the 
population under study, eepecially with reference to eize and density, 
distribution, and vital etatistice. They are included in every eurvey to 
determine relevant physical and social characteristic• of the reeponding 
aample, euch as age, income, eex, marital etatus, home ownerehip, etc. 

12. EDITING -- The proceee of reviewing completed interview• to aeeure that 
all the question• have been aeked and that the ekip patterns have been 
properly followed by the interviewere. 
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13. FILTER QUESTIONS -- A question used to determine whether a respondent is 
qualified to answer a succeeding question. For example: "Do you consider 
yourself to be a Republican or a Democrat?" Those responding "Republican" 
would be asked the succeeding questions about candidates in the Republican 
primary, while those who responded "Democrat" would be aaked queations 
about candidates in the Democratic primary. 

14. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE -- The questionnaire, or survey instrument. The 
interview schedule is made up of questions designed to measure the topic 
of interest. All questions are properly sequenced and tested for bias 
before use in the field. 

15. MEAN -- The arithmetic average, or midpoint, of a distribution of numbers. 

16. N -- The number of persons interviews in a sample. A "survey with the N 
of 500" simply means a sample of 500 interviews. 

17. OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS -- Questions for which there are no pre-determined 
answers; the respondent may give any answer that comes to his/her mind. 
A typical open-ended question is, "What would you say is the number one 
problem in our country today; the one that you, yourself, are most 
concerned about?" 

18. PRE-TEST -- The test of a questionnaire, before it is sent into the field, 
on a small group of respondents to determine possible weaknesses in it. 
Any adjustments that aeem necessary may then be made before the interview 
schedule is administered to the larger population. 

19. PROBE -- A technique used by the interviewer to elicit from the respondent 
a more detailed answer to open-ended questions. A probe involves the use 
of non-biasing suggestions, such as, "What do you mean by that?," 
"Anything else?," or "Can you be more specific?" 

20. REGRESSION ANALYSIS -- A statistical technique used to analyze the 
relationship between a variable and one or more others. The amount of 
variation in the dependent variable may be explained or predicted from the 
impact that the independent variables have. 

21. RELATIVE ERROR -- A measure of the proportion of error in an estimate. 
Relative error is calculated as the standard deviation of an estimate 
divided by the estimate. 

22. SAMPLE VALIDATION -- A comparison of sample characteristics (e.g., age, 
education, political registration) with those of the whole universe from 
which the sample was drawn. sample validation determines how accurately 
the sample reflects the population under study. 

23. SAMPLING ERROR -- The measure of the proportion of error that may occur in 
a survey as a result of the procedures used to select the sample. If 
those procedurea are based on the principles of random selection, the 
proportion of that error can be eatimated atatistically. When all 
procedures are rigidly controlled and well deaigned, the sample bias is 
minimal, and the estimate of sampling error may be used to calculate 
population estimates. 
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24. SCALED VARIABLE -- A summary variable that simplifies or makes more 
meaningful the analysis of survey data. It is created by combining the 
answers to two or more questions, thereby reflecting the answers to each 
component question. 

25. SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL A bipolar acale consisting of pairs of 
descriptive antonyms (either adjectives or adjective phrases) with cues 
spaced in between. These cues may be numeric, verbal or graphic. The 
differential is designed to indicate subtle differences in the public's 
perceptions of persons, institutions, corporations, etc. 

26. SKIP PATTERN -- The design in a questionnaire that designates those 
questions an interviewer should leave out in specific interviews because 
they don't apply to all respondents. 

27. STANDARD DEVIATION A measure of dispersion in a set of data. 
specifically, it is the square root of the arithmetic mean of the squared 
deviations of individual scores from the group mean. In a normal 
distribution, approximately 68.3% of the scores will fall between+/- 1 
s.D. from the group mean, 95.5% between+/- 2 S.D. and 99.7% between+/-
3 S.D. 

28. T-TEST -- A statistical test to see whether there is a significant 
difference between two means or two proportions. The means of proportions 
may represent different groups under study or a sample and its population. 

29. UNIVERSE POPULATION -- The entire set of persons from which a sample is to 
be drawn. The definition of the universe for a particular atudy is 
determined by clients and their needs. It may be as general as "all those 
living within the boundaries of the continental United States that are 
registered to vote," or as specific as "residents of Los Angeles County 
aged 35 and over that have savings accounts of $5,000 or more at such-and­
such savings and loan." 

30. VALIDATION -- The process of insuring that interviews were actually 
completed and that correct information was received from each respondent. 
usually 10-20% of the completed interviews from each study are called back 
by a supervisor to determine whether an interview was actually 
administered and whether the information collected is correct. 

31. WATS LINE An acronym for the telephone company ' s Wide Area 
Telecommunications service, which provides unlimited long-distance dialing 
for a set fee. 

32. WEIGHTING -- An adjustment to bring survey demographics into closer 
agreement with those of the population under study. For example, should 
a survey sample contain too many elderly respondents when compared to the 
actual population, their number may be reduced by weighting while 
simultaneously increasing the number of younger respondents to bring the 
sample precisely in line with the population. 
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_:-"' APPENDIX C 

Research/Strategy/Management, Inc. 
9344 Lanham-Severn Rd., #102 
Lanham, MD 20706 

TIME INTERVIEW STARTED: ____ _ 
TIME INTERVIEW ENDED : ____ _ 

December 1, 1995 

Hello, I'm ______ from R/S/M, a national research firm. We're talking 
with people across the country today about some current issues and would like 
to have your opinions. Of course, all answers will be confidential. 

A. 

1. 

Are you registered to vote? YES (ASK Q.1) .................... 1 
NO ( ASK Q. B) •••••••••••••••••••• 2 

B. (IF "NO," IN Q.A, ASK:) 

Is there anyone else in the household who is registered to vote? 
(IF "NO," THANK AND TERMINATE) 
(IF "YES," ASK:) May I speak with that person, please? (IF 
AVAILABLE, REPEAT Q.A WITH NEW PERSON) 

do you 
country 

right 
gotten 

Generally speaking, 
believe things in the 
are going in the 
direction or have they 
off on the wrong track? 

RIGHT DIRECTION ................. 25% 
WRONG TRACK . .................... 6 2 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .............. 13 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
s. 

6. 

Some people think the 
government is trying to do too 
many things with the economy 
that should be left to 
individuals and business. 
Others think that government 
should do more to solve our 
country's economic problems. 
Which comes closer to your own 
view? 

Some people think the 
government should promote 
traditional values in our 
society. Others think the 
government should not favor any 
particular set of values. 
Which comes closer to your own 
view? 
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GOV'T DOING TOO MANY THINGS ...... 57% 
GOV'T SHOULD DO MORE ............ 32 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .............. 11 

GOV'T SHOULD PROMOTE VALUES ...... 55% 
GOV'T SHOULD NOT FAVOR VALUES ... 38 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ....••...•..... 7 
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
7. Some people think the 

government should take a more 
active role in promoting the 
interests of those who have 
been disadvantaged because of 
race, class, gender or other 
characteristics. Others think 
the government should take a 
less active role in promoting 
the interests of special groups 
at the expense of the rest of 
the people. Which comes closer 
to your own view? 

GOV'T SHOULD DO MORE TO HELP 
DISADVANTAGED .................. 34% 

GOV'T SHOULD DO LESS FOR SPECIAL 
GROUPS • .....•...•••••.••.••••. 58 

DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ............... 8 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Now some questions just for statistical purposes. 

77. Are you now serving or have you 
ever served in the military? 
[IF NO, ASK:] Has any member 
of your immediate family, that 
is your spouse or children, 
ever served in the military? 

RESPONDENT SERVED IN MILITARY . ... 21 % 
FAMILY MEMBER SERVEO ............ 31 
NO MILITARY SERVICE IN FAMILY ... 47 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ............... ! 

78. In politics today, do you think of yourself as A Republican, a Democrat, 
an Independent, or something else? 

(IF REPUBLICAN OR DEMOCRAT, 
ASK:) Would you call yourself 
a strong (Republican/Democrat) 
or a not-so-strong (Republican/ 
Democrat)? 

IF INDEPENDENT /NO PREFERENCE, 
ASK: ) Do you think of yourself 
as closer to the Republican or 
to the Democratic Party? 

79. What is the last year of school 
you have completed? 
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STRONG REPUBLICAN ............... 181 
NOT-SO-STRONG REPUBLICAN ........ 14 

INDEPENDENT/LEAN REPUBLICAN ..... 10 
INDEPENDENT ...................... 9 
INDEPENDENT/LEAN DEMOCRAT ....... 10 

NOT-SO-STRONG DEMOCRAT .......... 14 
STRONG DEMOCRAT ................. 16 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ............... ? 

LESS THAN HIGH SCHOOL ............. 7 I 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE ............ 33 
SOME COLLEGE ............••....•. 2 7 
COLLBGB GRADUATB ........•.••..•. 21 
POST-GRADUATB .•...............•. 11 
RBPUSBD • ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------
80. Is your racial or ethnic 

heritage (ROTATE) White, Afro­
American, Hispanic, Oriental, 
or something else? 

81. Which of these categories 
includes your total family 
income per year before taxes? 
Stop me when I read the correct 
one. (READ CATEGORIES) 

82. In politics today, do you 
consider yourself to be 
(ROTATE) ... conservative or ... 
liberal? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE:) 
Would you say you are very 
(liberal/ conservative) or just 
somewhat so? 

88. What is your religious 
preference? (DO NOT READ 
CHOICES; IF PROTESTANT, ASK: ) 
And what denomination would 
that be? 

WHITE ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 3 I 
AFRO-AMERICAN/BLACK .............. 8 
HISPANIC ......................... 3 
ORIENTAL ......................... 1 
OTHER •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 
REFUSED •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 

UP TO $10,000 .................... 4% 
$10,000 TO $14,999 ............... 7 
$15,000 TO $19,999 ............... 6 
$20,000 TO $24,999 ............... 8 
$25,000 TO $29,999 ............... 9 
$30,000 TO $39,999 .............. 15 
$40,000 TO $49,999 .............. 12 
$50,000 TO $74,999 .............. 16 
$ 7 5 , 0 0 0 AND OVER ................ 13 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED .............. 11 

VERY CONSERVATIVE ............... 23% 
SOMEWHAT CONSERVATIVE ........... 38 
MODERATE (DO NOT READJ ........... 7 
SOMEWHAT LIBERAL ................ 21 
VERY LIBERAL ..................... 5 
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED ............... 6 

CHRISTIAN {ASK 089) 
EPISCOPALIAN ..................... 2% 
PRESBYTERIAN ..................... 5 
METHODIST ....................... 10 
LUTHERAN ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 
BAPTIST ••..•...•••••.•••••..•••. 19 
PENTECOSTAL ...................... 1 
CATHOLIC ........................ 2 4 
LATTER-DAY SAINT (LDS)/MORMON ... 2 
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST .......... ! 
CHURCH OF NAZERENE ............... * 
ASSEMBLY OF GOD .................. 1 
CHURCH OF GOD .................... * 
MENNONITE CHURCHES/AMISH ......... * 
OTHER CHRISTIAN ................. 11 
NON-CHRISTIAN CSKIP TO 090) 
JEWISH ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
BUDDHIST ••••••••••••••••••••••••• * 
MUSLIM ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -
OTHER NON-CHRISTIAN .............. ! 
AGNOSTIC/ATHEIST ................. ! 
NONB ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 
DON'T lNOW/RBFUSID .......•.•..... 6 
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89. ( IF CHRISTIAN, ASK: ) 
Would you call yourself a 
born-again Christian? 

( IF YES, ASK: ) Would you 
describe yourself as a 
fundamentalist or 
evangelical Christian? 

Were any of your 
grandparents born 
the United States? 

parents 
outside 

or 
of 

What is your age, please? 

92. May I have your ZIP Code please? 

93. Sex (BY VOICE OBSERVATION) 

94. STATE CODE FROM SAMPLE 

YES/FUNDAMENTALIST .............. 14% 
YES/EVANGELICAL ................. 12 
YES/NEITHER ...................... 9 
NO . ........••.........•..•...... 58 
DON'T KNOW . ...................... 4 
REFUSED . ................•••.•.... 2 

YES, ONE OR MORE BORN OUTSIDE 
OF U.S. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 5 % 

NO, ALL .BORN IN U.S ........... 63 
DON 'T KNOW • •..•..•.••••••••.••••. 2 

18-24 ............................ 71 
25-29 ............................ 8 
30-34 ............................ 8 
35-39 ........................... 12 
40-44 ........................... 12 
45-49 ........................... 12 
50-54 ............................ 8 
55-59 ............................ 7 
60-64 ............................ 7 
65-74 ........................... 13 
7 5 ANO OVER. . . • . . . . . • • • • • • • . . . 5 
REFUSED . ......................... 2 

MA.LE ••..•.••••••••••••••••••.•.. 48% 
FEMA.LE • ••.•••.•••••••••••••.•••• 52 

NORTBEAST••••••••••••••••••••••••20% 
SOUTH • ••.••••••••••••••••••••.•• 35 
MIDWEST/CENTRAL ................. 24 
WEST /PACIFIC .................... 21 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

I II-8 
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a.31. Which program do you think should receive the highest priority for fund ing in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
(=======) (=========) (======== =) (==============) (===============) (=====================] (=============================================) 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very SIIMht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmc:rt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmc:rt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% lOOX 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 25X 62% 47.9% 45.2% 34.7% 53.7% 43.0% 9.4% 41.0X 23.4% 37. 5% 26.0X 34.7% 7.5% 18.6% 20 .4% 8.5% 24.6% 6.2% 16.0% 10.4% 13 .4% 8.6% 7.1% 

Renewable Energy 341 90 211 170 144 113 195 137 37 136 63 131 101 112 24 53 77 23 71 21 66 35 47 33 30 
lrwolving Solar, 34% 36X 34X 35.5% 31.9% 32.6% 36.3% 31.9% 39% 33 . 2% 26.9% 34.9% 38.8% 32.3% 32.0X 28.5% 37.7% 27.lX 28.9% 33.9% 41.2% 33.7% 35.1% 38.4% 42.3% 
Wind, Geothe.-..l, 
licaasa, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 

Technologies to 
laprove Energy 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 
as Oil, Gasoline 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 

None of These 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

85 27 54 35 47 38 45 53 4 26 24 43 13 51 2 13 12 8 33 16 5 10 5 5 
8.5X 11X 8.7% 7.3% 10.4% 11 . 0X 8.4% 12.3% 4.3% 6.3% 10.3% 11.5% 5.0X 14.7% 2.7% 7.0% 5.9% 9. 4% 13.4% 10.0X 4.8% 7.5% 5.8% 7.0% 

210 57 122 113 87 64 120 85 18 94 46 72 59 62 21 40 49 18 49 18 33 27 28 17 10 
21X 23X 20X 23.6% 19.2% 18.4% 22.3% 19.8% 19% 22.9% 19.7% 19.2% 22.7% 17.9% 28.0X 21.5% 24.0X 21.2% 19.9% 29.0X 20.6% 26. 0X 20.9% 19.8% 14.1% 

86 23 56 37 43 31 43 30 6 45 24 34 21 23 7 29 16 10 20 3 6 7 21 8 7 
8.6% 9.2% 9.0X 7.7% 9.5% 8.9% 8.0X 7.0X 6.4% 11.0X 10.3% 9.1% 8.1% 6.6% 9.3% 15.6% 7.8% 11.8% 8.1% 4.8% 3.8% 6.7% 15.7% 9.3% 9.9% 

90 20 57 35 45 41 38 49 4 33 36 26 24 41 8 16 16 12 24 11 13 11 8 5 5 
9.0X 8.0X 9.1X 7.3X 10.0X 11.8% 7.1% 11.4% 4.3% 8.0X 15.4% 6.9% 9. 2% 11.8% 10.7% 8.6% 7.8% 14.1% 9.8% 17.7% 8. 1% 10.6% 6.0% 5.8% 7.0X 

48 10 35 21 27 21 . 25 26 6 13 13 13 13 18 7 5 6 4 19 3 6 3 3 5 2 
4.SX 4.0X 5.6X 4.4% 6.0% 6.1% 4.7% 6.0X 6.4% 3.2% 5.6% 3.5% 5.0X 5.2% 9.3% 2.7% 2.9% 4.7% 7.7% 4.8% 3.8% 2.9% 2.2% 5.8% 2.8X 

140 22 89 68 59 39 71 50 19 63 28 56 29 40 6 30 28 10 30 6 20 16 17 13 12 
14X 8.8X 14X 14.2X 13.1X 11.2% 13.2% 11 .6% 20% 15.4X 12.0% 14.9% 11.2% 11.5% 8.0X 16.1% 13.7% 11.8% 12.2% 9.7% 12.5% 15.4% 12.7% 15.1% 16.9% 

ReJ,earch I Stralef!v I Management 
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0.31. Which progr• do you think should receive the highest priority for fl.roding in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN \IHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
(======-==============] [=========] [=========================] [==================] [==================] BORN [===========] [====-======] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [====] Leglly lllgly SOOIC 800IC 
--.... - -·--- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ ------ ·----- ------ ------ ------ ------ -·---- -·---- ---·-- ------ -·---- ------ ------ ---·--

TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 14.0X 32.2X 26.9X 24.6% 47.8% 52.2X 22.6% 24.0X 23.6% 27.5% 39.4X 26.7% 32.2% 45.2X 22.4% 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6% 52.7% 36.9X 

R-.ble Energy 341 54 121 94 61 176 165 95 74 80 81 108 93 130 184 62 88 120 91 218 184 124 
Jnvolvi~ Solar, 34.1X 38.6X 37.6% 34.9X 24.8% 36.8X 31.6% 42.0X 30.8% 33.9X 29.5% 27.4X 34.8% 40.4X 40.7% 27.7% 29.8% 34.3% 36.0X 33.7% 34.9X 33.6X 
Wind, Geotheraal, 
81-s, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 85 9 24 27 25 58 27 23 35 10 17 32 26 27 38 16 31 33 20 59 52 26 
8.5X 6.4% 7.5% 10.0X 10.2% 12.1X 5.2% 10.2% 14.6X 4.2X 6.2X 8.1X 9.7% 8.4X 8.4X 7.1X 10.5X 9.4X 7.9X 9.1% 9.9% 7.0X 

Technologies to 210 26 76 60 46 87 123 46 41 56 65 69 60 80 107 43 54 82 56 130 117 71 
laprove Energy 21.0X 18.6X 23.6X 22.3% 18.7% 18.2% 23.6% 20.4X 17.1X 23.7% 23.6X 17.5X 22.5% 24.8X 23.7% 19.2X 18.3X 23.4X 22.1% 20.1X 22.2% 19.2% 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 86 13 24 20 25 44 42 19 24 18 21 40 28 18 28 15 39 31 20 60 44 36 
as Oil, Gasoline 8.6X 9.3X 7.5X 7.4X 10.2% 9.2% 8.0X 8.4% 10.0X 7.6% 7.6X 10.2% 10.5% 5.6% 6.2% 6.7% 13.2% 8.9% 7.9% 9.3% 8.3% 9.8% 
and Coal 

llatural Gas 90 12 26 26 26 45 45 21 24 17 28 47 20 22 28 26 36 29 25 61 43 42 
9.0X 8.6X 8.1% 9.7% 10.6X 9.4% 8.6X 9.3% 10.0X 7.2% 10.2% 11.9X 7.5% 6.8% 6.2X 11.6X 12.2X 8.3X 9.9X 9.4% 8.2X 11.4X 

llone of These 48 8 17 10 13 26 22 11 15 14 8 22 14 11 17 14 13 14 7 35 23 24 
4.8% 5.7% 5.3% 3.7% 5.3X 5.4% 4.2% 4.9% 6.2X 5.9X 2.9X 5.6X 5.2% 3.4% 3.8% 6.2X 4.4% 4.0X 2.8X 5.4% 4·_4x 6.5% 

oon•t Know/ 140 18 34 32 50 42 98 11 27 41 55 76 26 34 50 48 34 41 34 83 64 46 
Refused 14.0X 12.9% 10.6% 11.9X 20.3% 8.8% 18.8% 4.9X 11.2X 17.4% 20.0X 19.3X 9.7% 10.6% 11.1% 21.4X 11.5X 11. 7X 13.4% 12.8% 12.1% 12.5% 

Research I Strategy I Ma11ageme11t 
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Q.31. Which program do you think should receive the highest priority for funding in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INC04E FAMUY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] (==================] [===========] [================================] [===========] [=====-===================] 
Non- Under S2500D S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst Vest/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 -49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- ------ ------ . --. -- ----. - ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ............. ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 83.3% 14.9% 24.4% 35.8% 28.6% 52.0X 47.4% 21.8% 19. 1% 16.0X 23.8% 13.7% 28.4% 47.1% 20.3% 34.6% 24.2% 20.9% 

Renewable Energy 341 291 40 65 127 115 161 177 78 53 58 71 61 72 175 71 97 91 82 
Involving Solar, 34.1% 34.9% 26.8% 26.6% 35.5% 40.2% 31.0X 37.3% 35.8% 27.7% 36.2% 29.8% 44.5% 25.4% 37.2% 35.0X 28.0X 37.6X 39.2% 
Wind, Geothermal, 
Bi011111ss, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 85 77 8 16 31 26 50 35 23 17 15 18 10 27 43 21 28 21 15 
8.5% 9.2% 5.4% 6.6% 8.7% 9.1% 9.6X 7.4% 10.6% 8.9% 9.4% 7.6% 7.3% 9.5% 9.1% 10.3X 8.1X 8.7'X 7.2% 

Technologies to 210 169 37 43 72 70 105 104 49 38 26 53 32 57 98 46 69 48 47 
lnprove Energy 21.0X 20.3% 24.8% 17.6% 20.1% 24.5X 20.2% 21.9% 22.5% 19.9% 16.2% 22.3% 23.4% 20.1% 20.8% 22.7'X 19.9% 19.SX 22.SX 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 86 70 16 28 33 17 50 36 18 21 16 24 5 34 37 19 24 24 19 
as Oil, Gasoline 8.6% 8.4% 10.7% 11.5% 9 . 2% 5.9% 9.6% 7.6% 8.3% 11.0X 10.0% 10. lX 3.6% 12.0X 7.9% 9.4X 6.9% 9.9% 9.1% 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 90 75 15 27 39 18 54 35 18 16 20 27 7 30 46 16 36 23 15 
9.0X 9.0X 10.1% 11.1% 10.9% 6.3% 10.4% 7.4% 8.3% 8.4% 12.5% 11.3% 5.1% 10.6% 9.8% 7.9% 10.4% 9.5% 7.2% 

None of These 48 37 11 19 13 13 24 24 9 11 9 12 5 16 21 8 21 9 10 
4.8% 4.4% 7.4% 7.8% 3.6% 4.5% 4.6% 5.1% 4. lX 5.8% 5.6% 5.0X 3.6% 5.6% 4.5% 3.9% 6.1X 3.7'X 4.8% 

Don't Know / 140 114 22 46 43 27 76 63 23 35 16 33 17 48 51 22 71 26 21 
Refused 14.0X 13.7X 14.SX 18.9% 12 . 0X 9.4% 14.6% 13.3% 10.6% 18. 3% 10.ox 13.9% 12.4% 16.9% 10.8% 10.8% 20.SX 10.7% 10.0X 

Researcli I Strateev I Manaf!emellt 
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0.32. How h1portant to you is this funding priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========] [=========) [==============] [===============) [=====================] [=============================================] 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very s-ht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmc:rt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmc:rt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

TOTAL 812 217 500 390 366 287 441 354 69 334 193 306 218 289 62 151 170 71 197 53 134 85 114 68 57 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 27X 62% 48.0X 45.1% 35.3% 54.3% 43.6% 8.5X 41.1% 23.8% 37.i'X 26.8% 35.6% 7.6% 18 .6% 20.9% 8.i'X 24 . 3% 6.5% 16.5% 10.5% 14.0X 8.4% 7.0X 

Much More Likely to 213 52 134 104 99 54 138 70 24 101 48 79 63 54 15 52 46 15 34 19 32 26 37 22 17 
Vote for Candidate 26% 24% 27X 26.i'X 27.0% 18.8% 31.3% 19. 8% 35% 30.2% 24.9% 25.8% 28.9% 18.i'X 24.2% 34 .4% 27.1% 21.1X 17.3X 35.8% 23.9% 30.6% 32.5% 32.4% 29.8% 
WIO Shared My 
Priority 

Scaewhat More 267 69 166 124 120 93 141 129 22 104 56 103 77 101 26 41 62 30 66 20 45 23 32 19 24 
Likely to Vote for 33% 32% 33% 31.8% 32 .8X 32.4% 32.0X 36.4% 32% 31.1% 29 . 0X 33.7% 35.3% 34 . 9% 41.9% 27.2% 36.5% 42 . 3% 33.5% 37.7% 33 .6% 27.1% 28.1% 27.9% 42.1% 
Candidate wio 
Shared My Priority 

~Id Not Matter 314 93 190 154 141 136 152 148 22 121 86 117 73 129 19 55 59 25 93 13 56 34 43 27 15 
One Way or the 39% 43% 38% 39.SX 38.5% 47.4% 34 . 5% 41.8% 32X 36.2% 44 . 6% 38. 2% 33.5% 44 .6% 30.6% 36.4% 34.7% 35 . 2% 47.2% 24.5% 41.8% 40 . 0X 37. 7% 39.7% 26.3% 
Other 

Don't Know / 
Refused 

18 3 10 8 6 4 10 7 1 8 3 7 5 5 2 3 3 1 4 1 1 2 2 
2.2X 1. 4% 2.0X 2.1% 1.6% 1.4% 2.3% 2.0X 1.4% 2.4% 1.6X 2.3% 2.3% 1.7% 3. 2% 2. 0X 1.8% 1.4% 2.0X 1.9% 0.7% 2.4X 1.8% 

Research I Strategy I A--lana~ement 
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Q.32. How i111p0rtant to you is this fuiding priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN MHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================] [=========] [=========================] [==================] [==================] BORN [===========] [===========] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SnleMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Male Fenile < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Graclte Good Say Bad [====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 8001( 

---.. - --.. -- ---.. - -...... - --.. .... --.. -- --.... -- --.. -.... ------ · ----- ------ .... ... .. ... .. ------ ............. - ... ---- -.. --.. - -.. -...... .. ... --.. - ... -... --- ...... --- ----.. ... 

TOTAL 812 114 271 227 183 410 402 204 198 181 212 296 227 277 385 162 248 295 212 528 440 299 
100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1001 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 14.0X 33.4% 28.0X 22.5% 50.5% 49. 5% 25.1% 24.4X 22.3% 26.1X 36.5% 28.0X 34 . 1% 47.4% 20.0X 30.5% 36.3% 26.1% 65.0X 54.2% 36.8% 

Much More Likely to 213 27 n 55 52 110 103 51 56 48 51 80 71 60 101 38 71 74 64 129 107 89 
Vote for candidate 26.ZX 23.7% 26.6% 24.2% 28.4% 26. 8% 25.6% 25.0X 28.3X 26.5% 24.1% 27.0X 31.3% 21.7% 26.2% 23.5% 28.6% 25.1% 30.2% 24.4% 24.3% 29.8% 
llho Shared Ny 
Priority 

Scaewhat More 267 37 89 86 50 132 135 70 60 56 76 94 65 105 144 51 65 111 62 181 145 97 
Likely to Vote for 32.9% 32.5% 32.8% 37.9% 27.3% 32.2% 33.6% 34.3% 30.3% 30.9¾ 35.8% 31.8X 28.6% 37 .9% 37.4% 31.5% 26.2% 37.6X 29.2X 34.3% 33.0X 32.4% 
candidate who 
Shared Ny Priority 

lloUld Not Natter 314 48 106 83 73 158 156 80 76 74 80 116 85 107 131 71 106 106 82 207 178 111 
One llay or the 38.7% 42.1% 39.1% 36.6% 39.9X 38.5% 38.8% 39.2% 38.4X 40.9% 37.7% 39.2X 37.4% 38. 6% 34.0% 43.8% 42.7% 35.9% 38.7% 39.2% 40.5% 37.1% 
Other 

Don't Know/ 18 2 4 3 8 10 8 3 6 3 5 6 6 5 9 2 6 4 4 11 10 2 
Ref\aed 2.2% 1.8% 1.5% 1.3% 4.4% 2.4X 2.0X 1.5% 3.0X 1.7% 2.4% 2.0X 2.6X 1.8% 2.3% 1.2X 2.4X 1.4X 1.9% 2.1% 2.3% 0.7% 

R"~earrh I Strate~y I Mana,11P1n1mt 
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0.32. How iq,ortant to you is this fU'lding priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================] [===========] [================================] (===========] [-:------------=---=za-:z•J 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL llhite llhi te S25000 ·49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
--- ... - ------ - ... ---- ------ ·----- --... --- -- ... --- ... -... --- ·----- ------ ------ -.. -..... - ·----- ... -... --- -·----

TOTAL 812 682 116 179 302 246 420 387 186 145 135 193 115 220 399 173 254 207 178 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 84.0X 14.3% 22.0% 37.2% 30.3% 51.7% 47.7% 22.9% 17.9% 16.6% 23.8% 14 . 2% 27.1% 49.1% 21.3X 31.3X 25.5X 21.9" 

Much More Likely to 213 175 34 51 91 52 121 92 39 45 35 51 32 54 105 51 66 41 55 
Vote for Candidate 26.ZX 25.7% 29.3% 28.5% 30.1% 21.1% 28.8% 23.8% 21.0X 31.0% 25.9% 26.4% 27.8% 24.5X 26.3X 29.5X 26.0X 19.8% 30.9" 
who Shared My 
Priority 

SOR1ewhat More 267 232 30 51 99 91 133 133 67 37 40 72 36 72 133 59 69 89 50 
Likely to Vote for 32.9% 34.0X 25.9% 28.5% 32.8% 37.0X 31.7% 34.4% 36.0X 25.5X 29.6X 37.3% 31.3X 32.7X 33.3X 34.1X 27.2% 43.0X 28.1X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Yould Not Matter 314 263 47 72 107 99 159 152 75 58 57 67 46 91 150 61 108 76 69 
One Vay or the 38.7% 38.6X 40.5X 40 . 2% 35.4% 40.2X 37.9X 39.3% 40.3% 40.0X 42.2% 34.7X 40.0X 41.4X 37.6X 35.3X 42.5X 36.7% 38.BX 
Other 

Don't Know/ 18 12 5 5 5 4 7 10 5 5 3 3 1 3 11 2 11 1 4 
Refused 2.2% 1.8% 4.3% 2.8% 1.7X 1.6% 1.7% 2.6% 2.7X 3.4X 2.2X 1.6% 0.9X 1.4% 2.8X 1.2% 4.3X 0.5X 2.2% 

Research I Strater!v I Ma11al!ement 
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Q. J2a. llaw iaportaat to you ia ?iving highaet priority to funding renewable energy reeearch and developaent in deciding hov you vote in Congre■eional alactione7 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTIOII CLIIITOII GUICRICB PAltTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLB Of' GOVEIUIN!>IT 
[••···••J C•••••••••J c--···-·••1 ,------------••) c--······-·····•J c•-·················••J c-•··········································•1 llght lfrng Die- Di■- Vary savht Cn■ rv Hod/L Cn■rv Hod/L 

'l'0'1'L Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbla Ind Dacrt Cnerv Cn•rv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dac:rt Dacrt Mrht Cn■rv 11:gltn Lbrtn Stt■t Ppht Librl Htlet 

llDDA8LB UDGr 341 ,o 211 170 144 11) us 1)7 )7 136 u 131 101 112 24 5) 77 23 71 21 u )5 47 )) JO 
1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 100, 100, 1001 1001 100, 1001 1001 100, 1001 1001 100, 1001 100, 100, 100, 
1001 20 '21 "·" u.21 ll.11 57.21 40.21 111 )9.,. u.5, 11.0 29.6' 12.11 7 . 01 1s.s, 22.u ,. " 20.81 ,.21 u.o 10.11 u.11 '·" .... 

Nucb Nore Likely to '4 2' 56 41 42 2) " 2, 17 41 1l )5 )) 11 7 17 2) 5 15 9 12 11 15 , 12 
Vote for Candidate 211 2" 271 21.21 29.21 20.0 12.11 u.01 40 10.11 20.0 2,. 71 )2." 16.11 29.21 12.11 :z, ·" 21.71 21.11 42.,. 11.21 ll.O ll.,. 27.31 40.01 
wbo Shared _Ny 
Priority 

aa..what Nor• 120 33 71 57 52 39 71 54 12 48 21 52 36 47 7 18 29 ' 24 ' 2, 11 1' 12 12 
Likely to Vote for 351 371 JO 33.51 1,.11 34.51 1,.u 39.U 321 lS.l\ 33.ll 39.71 35.U 42.01 29.21 H.01 37. 71 2,.11 33.1\ U.91 39.0 ll.41 34.01 36.0 40.01 
C&DdJ.date wbo 
abarecl Ny Priority 

Would !lot Natter lU JO 77 u 46 " 5) 52 I u 28 39 29 44 • 15 24 11 JO 3 27 13 14 12 5 
One Way or tile JO 331 JO 35.,. 31.91 o.u 27.21 u.o, 221 30.,. u.o 29.1\ 28. 71 )9.)1 3).)1 28.)1 ll.21 n.11 42.l\ u.1, 40.91 37.11 29.1\ 36.0 16.71 
Otber 

Don•t bow I 11 l 7 4 ' 2 7 5 5 1 5 l l 2 3 l l 2 l 2 l 
a.fu■ecl J.21 1.11 J.ll 2.0 2.11 1.11 l.O J.U 31 ,0.01 
wbo aharecl rty 
Priority 
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Q.l2a. Bow h,portant to you i• giving higheat priority to funding ren-able energy reaaarch and developaent in deciding hov you vote in Congreaaional election•? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGB GBNDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION PORBGlf 1fBO mrrmtS I U.S. ADMITS 

,--------------------•) [••·------) c--------··············••J ,------------------) c----·············•1 BORR t••·······••J c--·······••J 
Male Male l'eaale l'eaale H.S. Soae Collge Can't GP/PTS SaeMre More MreThn LaaThn 

'1'0'rAL 18-29 30-U 45-59 60+ Male l'e■le < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad (••••) Leglly Illgly 8001t 8001t 

IIDSlfABLII DBRGT 341 54 121 ,.. 61 176 165 95 74 80 81 108 93 llO 184 62 88 120 '1 218 184 124 
1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 
1001 15.81 35.51 27.61 17.91 51.61 48.41 27 . 91 21. 71 23.51 23.81 ll.71 27.31 38.11 54.01 18 . 21 25.81 35.21 26.71 63.91 54.01 36.41 

llllch Nore Likely to ,.. 11 38 27 14 so u 25 23 24 18 29 32 31 53 14 26 JS 32 54 48 40 
Vote for candidate 27.61 20.41 ll.41 28.71 23.01 28.41 26.71 26 . ll 31.11 30.01 22.21 26.91 34.41 23.81 28.81 22 . 61 29.SI 29.21 JS.21 24.81 26.11 32.31 
who S'bar9d Ny 
Priority 

8-hat 11ore 120 17 40 39 21 68 52 38 28 19 32 37 27 54 72 24 22 48 JO 77 61 .., 
Likely to Vote for 35.21 ll.s, ll.11 n.s, 34.4\ 38.61 31.51 40.01 37.81 23.81 39.SI 34.ll 29.01 41.51 39.11 38.71 25.01 40.01 33.01 JS.JI Jl.21 39.SI 
C&ndidate who 
Shared Ny Priority 

-ld 11ot Natter 11' 25 39 27 22 51 65 2' 20 35 2' ll 32 41 54 24 35 34 25 10 " 34 
one way or the 34.01 46.ll 32.21 21. 71 36.11 n.01 3'.41 JO . SI 21.01 0.11 JS.II 35.21 34.41 J1.s1 29.)1 ll.71 39.81 21.31 27.51 3'.71 37.SI 27.41 
other 

Doe•t -- I 11 1 4 1 4 7 4 3 3 2 2 4 2 4 s 5 l 4 7 ' 1 
bf11eed J.21 1 . tl l.ll 1.11 '·" 4.01 2.41 3.21 4.11 2.s, 2.s1 3. 71 2.21 J.11 2.71 s. 71 2.51 4.41 J.21 3.31 0.81 



NATIONAL MONITOR XIII 

Page 147 

0.32a. How iq,ortant to you is giving highest priority to ftilding renewable energy research and development in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========) [==================) [===========) [================================) [===========) [=========================) 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst \lest/ 

TOTAL White White $25000 ·49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- -----· -- ---.. . .. ---- --- --· ------ ------ -- ---- ---... -- -.. ... -- ... -. ---.. --- ... -- ----- - ---· -- .......... ------ ----- · ------ ---·--

RENEWABLE ENERGY 341 291 40 65 127 115 161 177 78 53 58 71 61 72 175 71 97 91 82 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 85.3X 11.7% 19.1X 37.2% 33 . 7% 47.ZX 51.9% 22.9% 15.5% 17.0X 20.8X 17.9% 21.1X 51.3X 20.8X 28.4X 26.7% 24.0X 

Much More Likely to 94 80 12 17 46 25 47 47 18 16 18 23 16 18 55 24 23 17 30 
Vote for Candidate 27.6X 27.5X 30.0X 26.2X 36.2% 21 . 7% 29.2% 26.6% 23 . 1% 30.2% 31.0X 32.4% 26.ZX 25.0X 31 . 4X 33.8X 23.7% 18.7% 36.6X 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 120 108 9 17 38 51 56 64 27 14 20 26 24 26 58 23 31 42 24 
Likely to Vote for 35 . ZX 37.1X 22.5X 26.2X 29.9% 44 .3% 34.8% 36.2% 34 . 6% 26.4X 34.5X 36.6X 39.3X 36.1% 33.1X 32.4X 32.0X 46.ZX 29.3% 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 116 95 17 28 40 36 54 60 30 21 18 19 21 27 54 22 37 32 25 
One Way or the 34.0X 32.6% 42.5% 43.1% 31.5X 31.3X 33. 5% 33.9% 38.5% 39.6X 31.0X 26.8% 34.4% 37.5X 30.9% 31.0X 38.1% 35.ZX 30.5% 
Other 

Don't Know / 11 8 2 3 3 3 4 6 3 2 2 3 1 8 2 6 3 
Refused 3.2% 2.7X 5.0X 4.6% 2.4% 2.6% 2.5% 3.4% 3.8% 3.8% 3.4% 4.2% 1. 4% 4.6% 2.8% 6.2% 3.7X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.32b. How i""°rtant to you is giving highest prior i ty to funding technologies to i""rove energy efficiencies research and development in deciding how you vote in 
Congressional elections? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========) [=========) [==============) [===============) (====·=================) c----=-=------------------==--=-==••••=••••aasa-:J 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Hrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Lfbrl Mtlst 

TECHNOLOGIES 210 57 122 113 87 64 120 85 18 94 46 72 59 62 21 40 49 18 49 18 33 27 28 17 10 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100X 27% 58% 53.8X 41.4X 30.5X 57. 1X 40.5X 8.6X 44.8X 21.9X 34.3X 28.1X 29.5X 10.0X 19.0X 23.3X 8.6X 23.3X 8.6% 15 . 7% 12.9X 13.3% 8.1% 4.8% 

Much More Likely to 60 12 41 33 24 12 42 23 4 29 16 20 18 19 4 13 15 6 7 8 11 11 7 5 3 
Vote for Candidate 29X 21X 34% 29.2X 27.6% 18.8% 35.0X 27.lX 22X 30.9% 34 .8% 27.8X 30 . SX 30.6X 19.0X 32 . 5X 30.6X 33.3X 14.3X 44.4X 33.3% 40.7% 25.0X 29.4% 30.0% 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 75 19 43 39 31 26 36 34 6 31 17 20 22 20 12 11 20 9 19 5 13 7 8 6 S 
Likely to Vote for 36% 33X 35X 34.5% 35.6X 40.6% 30.0X 40.0X 33% 33.0X 37.0X 27.8X 37.3X 32.3% 57.1% 27.5X 40.8% SO.OX 38.8X 27.8X 39.4X 2S.9X 28.6% 3S.3% SO.OX 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 72 24 37 38 32 26 39 28 8 32 13 31 18 23 S 16 13 3 23 S 9 8 13 6 2 
One Way or the 34X 42% 30X 33.6% 36 . SX 40.6% 32 . SX 32 . 9% 44% 34.0% 28.3% 43.1X 30.5% 37.1X 23.8X 40 . 0X 26.5% 16. 7X 46.9X 27.8% 27.3% 29.6% 46.4% JS.3% 20.0X 
Other 

Don't Know / 
Refused 

3 2 1 3 
1.4% 3.5% 0.8X 2.7% 

3 
2. SX 

2 
2. 1X 

1 l 
1.4X 1. 7X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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2.0X 
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0.32b. How i111p0rtant to you is giving highest priority to funding technologies to inprove energy efficiencies research and developnent in deciding how you vote in 
Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================) [=========) [=========================) [==================) [==================) BORN [==========) [ ====:r.ni:===) 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SlneMre More MreThn lssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [====) 1:.eglly lllgly 800IC 800IC --...... - -... --... --........ ----- ... -... -- -... -... ... .. ... -... -- ------ ------ ............ -.. ------ .............. - ........ --- ............ -... .............. ------ -· -...... - ------ ------ ------ --..... -... 

TECHNOLOGIES 210 26 76 60 46 87 123 46 41 56 65 69 60 80 107 43 54 82 56 130 117 71 
100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 1,00.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 12.4X 36.2" 28.6X 21.9" 41.4X 58.6X 21.9" 19.5X 26.7" 31.0X 32.9" 28.6X 38.1X 51.0X 20.5X 25.7" 39.0X 26.7" 61.9" 55.7" 33.8" 

Much More Likely to 60 9 20 14 16 28 32 15 13 14 17 19 19 22 31 11 18 20 17 35 28 24 
Vote for Candidate 28.6X 34.6% 26.3% 23.3% 34.8% 32.2X 26.0X 32.6% 31 . 7" 25.0X 26.2% 27.5X 31. 7" 27.5% 29.0X 25.6% 33.3% 24.4X 30.4% 26.9" 23.9" 33.8" 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Sanewhat More 75 7 29 26 12 26 49 15 11 21 27 23 20 31 37 14 20 33 16 52 43 21 
Likely to Vote for 35.7" 26.9" 38.2" 43.3X 26.lX 29.9" 39.8X 32.6X 26.SX 37.5X 41.5X 33.3% 33.3X 38.SX 34.6X 32.6% 37.0X 40.2" 28.6X 40.0X 36.8" 29.6X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Yould Not Matter 72 10 27 20 15 32 40 16 16 21 19 25 20 27 37 17 16 28 23 41 43 26 
One Vay or the 34.3% 38.5% 35.5X 33.3X 32.6X 36.SX 32.5X 34.SX 39.0X 37.5X 29.2X 36.2X 33.3X 33.SX 34.6X 39.5X 29.6X 34.1X 41.1X 31.5X 36.8" 36.6% 
Other 

Don't Know / 3 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 
Refused 1.4X 6.5X 1.1X 1.6X 2.4X 3.1X 2.9" 1. 7" 1.9" 2.3X 1.2X 1.5X 2.6X 

Research I Strategy I Mallageme11t 
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0.32b. How irrportant to you is giving highest priority to funding technologies to i~rove energy efficiencies research and development In deciding how you vote In 
Congressional elections? 

TECHNOLOGIES 

Much More Likely to 
Vote for Candidate 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 
Likely to Vote for 
Candidate who 
Shared My Pr ior i ty 

Would Not Matter 
One Way or the 
Other 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

ETHNICITY 
[===========] 

Non· 
TOTAL \lhite \lhite 

210 169 37 

Ml LI TARY EXP. 
INCOME FAMILY 

(==================] (===========] 
Under $25000 $50000 
$25000 · 49999 & Over Yes No 

43 72 70 105 104 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

RELIGION 
[================================] 
High Other N·Chrs 

Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None 

49 38 26 53 32 

BORN AGAIN 
(===========] 

Yes No 

57 98 

REGION 
(=========================) 
North- Midwst West/ 
East South /Cntrl Pacifc 

46 69 48 47 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 80.SX 17.6X 20.SX 34.3X 33.3X so.ox 49.SX 23.3X 18.1X 12.4X 25.2X 15.2X 27.1X 46.7X 21.9X 32.9X 22.9X 22.4% 

60 45 13 15 24 16 35 25 10 13 7 13 11 12 27 16 23 7 14 
28 . 6X 26.6X 35.1X 34.9X 33.3X 22.9X 33.3X 24.0X 20.4X 34.2X 26.9X 24.SX 34.4X 21. ,x 27.6% 34.SX 33.3X 14.6% 29.8% 

75 60 13 15 29 25 35 39 20 13 7 21 9 21 36 21 18 24 12 
35.7X 35 .SX 35.1X 34.9X 40.3X 35.7X 33.3X 37.SX 40.8X 34.2X 26.9X 39.6X 28. 1X 36.8X 36.7X 45.7X 26.1X so.ox 25.SX 

72 63 9 13 18 29 34 38 19 11 11 19 11 23 34 9 27 16 20 
34.3X 37.3X 24.3X 30 . 2X 25 . 0X 41.4X 32.4X 36.SX 38.8X 28.9X 42 . 3X 35.8X 34 . 4X 40.4X 34.7X 19.6X 39.1% 33.JX 42.6X 

3 , 2 , , 2 1 , , , , , , 1 
1.4X 0.6X 5.4X 1 .4X 1.0X 1.9X 2.6X 3.8X 3.1X 1.8X ,.ox 1.4X 2.1X 2.1X 

Research I Stralel!Y I Manal!ement 
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0.33. Which program do y.ou think should be subject to fl.nding cuts first in the Depart111ent of Energy's research and developnent budget? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========) [=========) [==============) [===============) [======::::===========] (------------=--::zasss-zs:ss::zszaszz:=::sa••J 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Hod/L Cnsrv Hod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Hrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100X 100X 100X 100% lOOX 100% lOOX 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% lOOX 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% lOOX 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 
100X 25% 62% 47.9% 45.2X 34.7% 53.7% 43.0X 9.4% 41.0X 23.4X 37.5% 26.0X 34.7% 7.SX 18.6X 20.4% 8.5X 24.6% 6.2% 16.0X 10.4% 13.41 8.61 7.1% 

Renewable Energy 135 40 82 48 n 59 60 75 14 42 39 62 23 64 9 24 15 9 43 11 23 12 16 7 11 
Involving Solar, 141 16X 13% 10.0X 17.0X 17.0X 11.2% 17.4% 15X 10.2X 16.7% 16.5% 8.8X 18.4X 12.0X 12.9% 7.4% 10.6% 17.5% 17.7% 14.4% 11.5% 11.9% 8.1X 15.5% 
Wind, Geothermal, 
8 i OlllaH, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 305 66 200 153 129 86 187 114 28 143 63 119 96 92 21 64 76 27 70 16 43 39 41 31 24 
30X 27% 32% 31.9% 28.5X 24.8X 34.8% 26.5X 30X 34.9% 26. 9% 31.7% 36.9% 26.5X 28.0X 34.4X 37.3% 31.8% 28.5% 25.8% 26.9% 37.5% 30.6% 36.0X 33.8% 

Technologies to 41 14 25 14 25 22 17 23 2 14 14 15 7 18 5 9 4 3 11 2 9 6 5 4 1 
lq>rove Energy 4.1X 5.6% 4.0X 2.9% 5.5X 6.3% 3.2X 5.3% 2.1X 3.4X 6.0X 4.0X 2.7% 5.2% 6.7% 4.8X 2.0X 3.5% 4.5% 3.2% 5.6% 5.8% 3.7% 4.7% 1.4% 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 203 63 118 102 93 82 103 91 19 77 48 59 65 72 19 22 52 14 43 15 44 17 30 19 14 
as Oil, Gasoline 20X 25X 19% 21.3% 20.6X 23.6X 19.2X 21.2% 20X 18.8X 20.5% 15.7% 25.0X 20.7% 25.3% 11.8X 25.5X 16.5% 17.51 24.2% 27.5% 16.3% 22.41 22.1% 19.7% 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 49 13 32 30 17 12 30 13 5 26 8 20 14 12 1 14 10 7 10 5 7 4 6 4 4 
4.9% 5.21 5.11 6.31 3.8% 3.5% 5.6X 3.0X 5.3% 6.3% 3.41 5.3% 5.4% 3.51 1.3X 7.51 4.9% 8.2% 4.11 8.11 4.4% 3.8% 4.51 4.7% 5.6% 

None of These 62 19 39 37 23 21 37 25 7 26 16 22 16 19 5 14 12 6 13 4 10 5 9 6 6 
6.2X 7.6X 6.21 7.7% 5.1% 6.1X 6.9% 5.8X 7.4% 6.3% 6.8% 5.9% 6.2% 5.5% 6.7% 7.5X 5.9% 7.1% 5.31 6.5% 6.2% 4.81 6.7% 7.0X 8.51 

Don't ICnow / 205 34 128 95 88 65 103 89 19 82 46 78 39 70 15 39 35 19 56 9 24 21 27 15 11 
Refused 20X 141 21% 19.8% 19.5% 18.7% 19.2% 20.7% 20X 20.0X 19.7% 20.8% 15.01 20.2% 20.0X 21.0X 17.2% 22.4122.8114.5% 15.01 20.2% 20.1117.4% 15.5% 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.33. \Illich program do you think should be subject to funding cuts first in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
(=====================] (=========] (=========================] (==================] (==================] BORN c----------=1 [a::s::::::::.,] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Col lge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45·59 60+ Hale Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad (====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ---- - --- --- ------ ------ ------ --. --- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 

100% 100X 100X 100,: 100,: 100,: 100X 100.0X 100. 0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 14.0X 32.2X 26.9" 24.6X 47.8X 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6X 27.5X 39.4X 26.7X 32.2X 45 . 2X 22.4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6X 52.TX 36.CJX 

Renewable Energy 135 19 36 44 36 61 74 23 38 32 42 51 42 41 59 26 49 43 36 93 73 53 
Involving Solar, 13.5X 13.6X 11.2X 16.4X 14.6X 12.8X 14.2X 10.2X 15.8X 13.6X 15.3X 12.9" 15.TX 12.7X 13. lX 11.6X 16.6X 12.3X 14.2X 14.4X 13.CJX 14.4X 
Mind, Geothermal, 
Biomass, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 305 46 111 87 56 142 163 73 66 84 77 119 83 100 143 65 92 117 76 198 159 121 
30.5X 32.9" 34.5X 32.3X 22.8X 29.7X 31.2X 32.3X 27.5% 35.6X 28.0X 30.2% 31.1X 31. lX 31.6X 29.0X 31.2X 33.4X 30.0X 30.7% 30.ZX 32.8% 

Technologies to 41 3 13 8 16 17 24 5 12 11 12 14 15 11 18 9 12 15 6 31 22 18 
•~rove Energy 4.1X 2.1,: 4.0X 3.0% 6.5% 3.6X 4.6X 2.2X 5.0X 4.7X 4.4X 3.6X 5.6X 3.4X 4.0X 4.0X 4.1X 4.3X 2.4X 4.8% 4.2X 4.9" 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 203 33 83 55 25 135 68 75 55 41 25 57 55 88 120 35 45 74 51 134 112 76 
as Oil, Gasoline 20.3% 23.6% 25.8X 20.4X 10.2X 28 . 2X 13.0X 33 . 2X 22.9X 17.4X 9.1X 14.5X 20.6X 27.3% 26.5X 15.6X 15.3X 21.1X 20.ZX 20.7X 21.JX 20.6X 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 49 6 16 10 15 22 27 10 11 12 14 20 10 17 18 11 19 16 19 24 33 13 
4.9X 4.3X 5.0X 3.7X 6.1% 4.6X 5.2X 4.4X 4.6X 5. lX 5. lX 5. lX 3.7X 5.3X 4.0X 4.9" 6.4X 4.6X 7.5X 3.7X 6.3X 3.5X 

None of These 62 5 18 21 16 32 30 13 18 10 19 25 14 21 20 11 30 15 21 37 29 27 
6.2X 3.6X 5.6X 7. 8% 6.5X 6.7" 5.7X 5.8% 7.5% 4.2X 6.9" 6.3X 5.2X 6. 5% 4.4X 4.9" 10.2X 4.3X 8.3X 5.7X 5.5X 7.3X 

Don't Know/ 205 28 45 44 82 69 136 27 40 46 86 108 48 44 74 67 48 70 44 129 99 61 
Refused 20.5X 20.0X 14.0X 16. 4X 33.3% 14 . 4X 26. lX 11.9X 16.7" 19.SX 31.3X 27.4X 18.0X 13.7" 16.4X 29.9" 16.3X 20.0X 17.4X 20.0X 18.8% 16.5X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.33. Which program do you think should be subject to funding cuts first in the Department of Energy's research and development budget? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================) (===========) (================================] (===========] (=========================] 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst \lest/ 

TOTAL White White $25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- ------ ------ ------ -... ---- -.. ---- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 83.3% 14.9% 24.4% 35.8% 28.6% 52.0X 47.4% 21.8% 19.1% 16.0X 23.8% 13.7" 28.4% 47.1% 20.3X 34.6% 24.ZX 20.9X 

Renewable Energy 135 124 10 27 53 39 77 58 39 29 20 28 14 46 65 28 46 30 31 
Involving Solar, 13.5% 14.9X 6.7" 11. 1% 14.8% 13.6% 14.8% 12.2% t7.9X 15.2% 12.5% 11.8% 10.2% 16.ZX 13.8% 13.8% 13.3% 12.4% 14.8% 
Vind, Geothermal, 
Biomass, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 305 244 58 74 119 87 146 159 60 59 51 81 42 92 149 n 87 79 67 
30.5% 29.3% 38.9% 30.3% 33.ZX 30.4% 28.1% 33.5% 27.5% 30.9% 31.9% 34.0X 30.7" 32.4% 31.6% 35.5% 25.1% 32.6X 32.1X 

Technologies to 41 36 4 11 17 9 22 19 12 6 6 10 6 12 16 8 13 15 5 
lq>rove Energy 4.1% 4.3% 2.7" 4.5X 4.7% 3.1% 4.2% 4.0X 5.5X 3.1X 3.8X 4.2X 4.4X 4.ZX 3.4X 3.9X 3.8X 6.ZX 2.4X 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 203 172 26 28 74 85 95 106 39 27 40 49 36 40 107 36 67 51 49 
as Oil, Gasoline 20.3X 20.6X 17.4X 11.SX 20.7" 29.7% 18.3X 22.4X 17.9X 14.1X 25.0X 20.6X 26.3X 14.1% 22.7% 17.7% 19.4X 21.1% 23.4% 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 49 37 11 20 13 9 24 25 14 12 2 13 5 13 25 16 14 12 7 
4.9X 4.4% 7.4% 8.2X 3.6% 3.1X 4.6X 5.3% 6.4% 6.3% 1.2% 5.5% 3.6% 4.6% 5.3% 7.9X 4.0X 5.0X 3.3% 

None of These 62 47 14 8 26 18 35 25 18 14 7 9 9 16 25 12 26 8 16 
6.ZX 5.6% 9.4% 3.3% 7.3% 6.3% 6.7% 5.3% 8.3% 7.3% 4.4% 3.8% 6.6% 5.6% 5.3% 5.9X 7.5% 3.3% 7.7% 

Don't Know / 205 173 26 76 56 39 121 82 36 44 34 48 25 65 84 31 93 47 34 
Refused 20.5% 20.8% 17.4% 31.1% 15.6% 13.6X 23.3% 17.3% 16.5% 23.0X 21.2% 20.2% 18.2% 22.9" 17.8% 15.3% 26.9X 19.4X 16.3% 
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0.34. How iqx,rtant to you is this spending cut priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

TOTAL 

Much More Likely to 
Vote for Candidate 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 
Likely to Vote for 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Mould Not Matter 
One May or the 
Other 

Don't Know / 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========) (=========) (==============] (===============] c---------------------1 c-------=----=--=--=----=-----•z=sssssmmsaJ 
Rght Mrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

733 196 457 347 341 261 397 316 68 302 112 275 205 258 55 133 157 60 1n 49 126 78 98 65 54 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 
100% 27% 62% 47.3% 46.5% 35.6¾ 54 . 2% 43.1% 9.3% 41.2¾ 23.5% 37.5% 28.0X 35.2% 7.5% 18. 1% 21.4% 8.2% 24.1% 6.7% 17.ZX 10.6% 13.4X 8.9" 7.4X 

132 30 86 63 64 37 84 41 15 66 29 50 42 29 12 35 30 9 18 9 18 16 27 12 17 
18¾ 15X 19¾ 18.2¾ 18.8¾ 14 . 2¾ 21 . 2¾ 13 . 0¾ 22¾ 21.9¾ 16.9¾ 18.2% 20.5¾ 11.2% 21 .8¾ 26.3¾ 19.1¾ 15.0X 10.2¾ 18 .4% 14.3X 20.5X 27.6X 18.5% 31 .5X 

262 67 168 123 123 84 147 124 21 102 54 100 79 97 26 42 57 23 56 24 40 28 35 25 23 
36% 34% 37% 35.4¾ 36 . 1% 32.2% 37.0¾ 39.2¾ 31¾ 33 .8% 31 . 4¾ 36 . 4% 38.5% 37.6% 47.3% 31.6% 36.3¾ 38.3% 31.6% 49.0X 31.7" 35.9¾ 35.7" 38.5X 42.6% 

319 96 190 153 144 133 154 144 31 125 84 118 n 126 16 53 64 21 97 15 64 32 36 26 1, 
44% 49¾ 42% 44.1% 42.2% 51 . 0X 38.8% 45 .6% 46% 41 . 4% 48.8% 42.9" 37.6% 48.8% 29.1% 39.8% 40.8% 45.0X 54.8% 30.6% 50.8" 41.0X 36.7" 40.0X 25.9" 

20 3 13 8 10 7 12 7 1 9 5 7 7 6 1 3 6 1 6 1 4 2 
2.7" 1.5% 2.8% 2.3¾ 2.9¾ 2.7% 3.0% 2.2% 1. SX 3. 0X 2.9¾ 2.5% 3.4% 2.3% 1.8% 2.3% 3.8¾ 1.7" 3.4% 2.0X 3.ZX 2.6% 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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Q.34. How iq,ortant to you is this spending cut priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE / GENDER EDUCATION lll'IIGRATION 
(=====================) (=========) (=========================) (==========-=======) (==================) 

Nale Nale Female Female H.S. Sane Collge Can't 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45-59 6D+ Nale Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad 

TOTAL 733 107 259 204 148 377 356 186 182 180 170 261 205 257 358 146 217 

Page 158 

FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
BORN [=======••) [=========) 

GP/PTS. SaeMre More MreThn LssThn 
C====J Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

265 188 480 399 281 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X too.ox too.ox 100.0X too.ox 100.0X 
tOOX 14.6X 35.3X 27.8X 20.2X 51.4X 48.6X 25.4X 24 .8X 24.6X 23.2X 35.6X 28.0X 35.1X 48.8X 19.9X 29.6X 36. 2X 25.6X 65.51 54.4X 38.31 

Much Nore Likely to f32 18 46 38 27 70 62 32 36 32 29 54 41 33 62 23 44 53 34 85 68 59 
Vote for Candidate 18.0X 16.8X 17.8X 18.6X 18.2X 18.6X 17.4% 17.2X 19.8X 17.8X 17 .1X 20.7X 20 . 0X 12 .8X 17.3X 15.8% 20.31 20.0X 18.1X 17.7X 17.0X 21.0X 
who Shared Ny 
Priority 

SOllleWhat Nore 262 34 97 74 50 130 132 71 56 60 68 93 68 100 138 43 78 102 69 181 141 108 
Likely to Vote for 35.7X 31.SX 37.5X 36.3X 33.8X 34.5X 37.1X 38.2X 30.8X 33.3X 40.0X 35.6X 33.2X 38.9X 38.5X 29.5X 35.9X 38.5X 36.7X 37.7X 35.3X 38.4X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Natter 319 50 112 87 66 168 151 79 86 83 67 108 92 115 148 76 89 103 79 204 179 110 
One Way or the 43.5X 46.7X 43.2X 42 .6X 44.6X 44.6X 42.4X 42.5X 47.3X 46.1X 39.4X 41.4X 44.9X 44.7X 41.3X 52.1X 41.0X 38.9X 42.0X 42.5X 44.9X 39.1X 
Other 

. Don't Know / 20 5 4 5 5 9 11 4 4 5 6 6 4 9 10 4 6 7 6 10 11 4 
Refused 2.7X 4.7X 1.5X 2.5% 3.4X 2.4X 3.1X 2.2X 2.2X 2.8X 3.5X 2.3X 2.0X 3.5X 2.8X 2.7X 2.8X 2.6X 3.2X 2.1X 2.8X 1.4X 

Research I Strategy I Ma11ageme11t 
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0.34. How iq:,ortant to you is this spending cut priority in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 . MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

(===========] (==================) (===========) (================================) [===========) (======================~=) 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White $25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- -.. .... -- - .. ---- ----- - ---- -- --- --· -... ---. ----... - ----.. - ------ --- .. -... ------ ------ ------ ------ ----- - .. ....... -- .... -.... - ·-----

TOTAL 733 613 109 160 276 229 364 367 164 133 119 181 103 203 362 160 227 187 159 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100. 0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 83.6% 14 . 9% 21 . 8% 37.7% 31.ZX 49.7X 50 . 1X 22.4X 18. 1X 16.2X 24.7X 14.1X 27.7X 49.4% 21.8% 31.0X 25.5X 21.7X 

Much More Likely to 132 99 28 36 51 36 72 60 16 31 19 40 20 33 62 34 40 22 36 
Vote for Candidate 18. 0X 16. 2% 25 . 7X 22.5¾ 18 . 5X 15 . 7X 19 .8% 16. 3X 9. 8X 23 . 3X 16.0X 22 . 1% 19.4X 16. 3X 17.1X 21.ZX 17.6% 11.SX 22.6% 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 262 221 39 58 98 84 130 132 65 39 33 73 38 70 134 56 70 84 52 
Likely to Vote for 35.7¾ 36.1% 35.8¾ 36.2X 35.5% 36.7¾ 35.7X 36.0X 39.6% 29.3% 27.7¾ 40.3% 36.9% 34.5% 37.0X 35.0X 30.8% 44.9X 32.7X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 319 276 40 61 121 106 151 167 78 59 66 64 42 96 158 66 103 81 69 
One Way or the 43 . 5X 45.0X 36.7¾ 38. 1% 43.8¾ 46.3% 41.5¾ 45.5% 47.6X 44.4% 55.5% 35.4% 40.8% 47.3X 43.6% 41.ZX 45.4% 43.3% 43. 4% 
Other 

Don't Know / 20 17 2 5 6 3 11 8 5 4 1 4 3 4 8 4 14 2 
Refused 2.7¾ 2.8X 1.8% 3.1X 2.2,: 1.3X 3.0X 2. 2% 3.0X 3.0% 0.8X 2.2X 2.9% 2.0X 2.2% 2.5% 6.ZX 1.3% 

Research I Stratel!Y I Manaeeme11t 
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0.34a. How i""°rtant to you is cutting spending for renewable energy in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======] [=========] [=========] [==============] [===============] c---------------------1 c------------=----------z-s-a-ssasz:sa:z----zz) 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Hod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmc:rt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmc:rt Dnicrt Hrlst Cnsrv E9ltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

RENEWABLE ENERGY 135 40 82 48 77 59 60 75 14 42 39 62 23 64 9 24 15 9 43 11 23 12 16 7 11 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 
100X 30% 61X 35.6X 57.0X 43.7% 44.4% 55.6X 10X 31.1% 28.9% 45.9% 17.0X 47.4% 6.7% 17.8% 11.1% 6.7% 31.9% 8.1% 17.0X 8.9% 11.9% 5.2% 8.11 

Much Hore Likely to 2 8 4 9 5 8 1 4 3 1 3 2 3 2 4 1 4 20 5 12 7 12 8 9 9 
Vote for Candidate 14% 19.0X 10.3X 14.5X 21.7% 12.5X 11.1X 16.7% 20.0X 11.1% 7.0X 18.2% 13.0X 16.71 25.0X 14.31 36.41 15% 12X 15% 14.6X 15.6% 13.6X 15.0X 12.0X 
who Shared My 
Priority 

37 8 25 11 22 16 17 24 Somewhat Hore 3 7 10 18 7 19 5 4 3 4 11 5 6 1 3 2 4 
271 20X 30X 22.9% 28. 6% 27.1% 28.3% 32.0X Likely to Vote for 21X 16.7% 25.6X 29.0X 30.4X 29.71 55.6X 16.7% 20 . ox 44.4X 25.6X 45.5X 26.1X 8.3118.ax 28.6% 36.4% 

Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

75 27 43 30 40 34 32 40 Would Not Matter 9 26 24 34 10 35 3 16 8 4 27 3 14 9 9 4 3 
56X 68X 52X 62.SX 51.9% 57.6% 53.3% 53.3X One Way or the 64X 61 . 9% 61.5X 54.8% 43.5% 54.7% 33.3% 66.7% 53.3X 44 .4% 62.8X 27.3X 60.9% 75.0X 56.ZX 57.11 27.31 

Other 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

3 
2.2X 

2 
2.4% 

3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 
3.9X 1.7% 3. 3% 2.7% 2.4% 2.6% 1.6X 4.3X 3.1X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.34a. How i111p0rtant to you is cutting spending for renewable energy in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE / GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
(========-============] [=========] (=========================] (==================] [==================] BORN (===========] [===========] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18-29 30·44 45-59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad (====] leglly lllgly SOOK 800K 

---... - -.. --.... -.. -.. --.. --.. ----.... ---·-- ·----- -----· ... --.. -. .. .. -.. -.. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY 135 19 36 44 36 61 74 23 38 32 42 51 42 41 59 26 49 43 36 93 73 53 
100X 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 14.1% 26.7% 32.6X 26.7" 45.2% 54.8% 17.0X 28.1% 23.7" 31.1% 37.8% 31.1% 30.4% 43.7% 19.3% 36.3% 31.9" 26.7% 68.9" 54.1% 39.3% 

Much Nore likely to 20 2 7 5 6 9 11 3 6 6 5 9 8 3 6 7 7 6 7 13 13 7 
Vote for Candidate 14.8% 10.SX 19.4% 11.4% 16.7" 14.8% 14.9" 13.0X 15.8% 18.SX 11.9" 17.6% 19.0X 7.3% 10.2X 26.9" 14.3X 14.0X 19.4X 14.0X 17.SX 13.2% 
who Shared Ny 
Priority 

Soaetlhat Nore 37 3 10 12 12 14 23 5 9 8 15 16 10 11 20 3 14 14 6 31 20 16 
likely to Vote for 27.4X 15.SX 27.8X 27.3X 33 . 3% 23.0X 31.1% 21.7% 23.7" 25.0X 35.7" 31.4% 23.8% 26.8X 33.9" 11.5% 28.6X 32.6X 16.7% 33.3% 27.4X 30.2% 
Candidate who 
Shared Ny Priority 

Would Not Matter 75 13 19 25 18 37 38 14 23 18 20 25 24 25 32 15 27 22 21 48 38 29 
one Wey or the 55.6X 68.4X 52.SX 56.8% SO.OX 60.7% 51.4X 60.9% 60.SX 56.2% 47.6% 49.0X 57.1% 61.0X 54.2X 57.7" 55.1X 51.2X 58.3X 51.6% 52.1X 54.7% 
Other 

Don't Know/ 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 
Refused 2.2% 5.3X 4.SX 1.6X 2.7% 4.3X 4.8% 2.0X 4.9" 1.7% 3.8X 2.0X 2.3% 5.6X 1.1X 2.7% 1.9% 
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Q.34a. How iq:,ortant to you is cutting spending for renewable energy in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

Ml LI TARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCc»IE FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================) [===========] [================================) (===========) (=========================] 
Non- Under S25000 S50000 High Other N-Chrs North- Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 -49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
-.. -.... --·--· ·----- ------ ------ ------ ---- ... .. ------ ----... - -- ... --... ... ... --... - -...... -..... -...... -- .. ---..... - ...... --- ---... -- ------ -·---- ------

RENEWABLE ENERGY 135 124 10 27 53 39 77 58 39 29 20 28 14 46 65 28 46 30 31 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 91.9X 7.4X 20.0X 39.3X 28.9X 57.0X 43.0X 28.9X 21.5X 14.8% 20.7X 10.4X 34.1% 48.1X 20.7X 34.1% 22.2X 23.0X 

Much More Likely to 20 19 1 5 7 8 15 5 4 4 6 4 7 7 4 9 2 5 
Vote for Candidate 14.8X 15.3X 10.0X 18.5X 13.2X 20.5X 19.5X 8.6% 10.3X 13.8X 21.4X 28.6X 15.2X 10.8X 14.3% 19.6% 6.7X 16.1X 
who Shared Ny 
Priority 

Sanewhat More 37 36 1 7 14 9 21 16 12 7 7 8 2 9 22 8 8 12 9 
likely to Vote for 27-4X 29.0X 10.0X 25.9X 26.4X 23.1X 27.3% 27.6X 30.8X 24.1X 35.0X 28.6X 14.3X 19.6% 33.8% 28.6X 17.4X 40.0X 29.0X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 75 66 8 14 31 22 39 36 21 18 13 13 8 29 34 15 27 16 17 
One Way or the 55.6% 53 . 2% 80.0X 51.9X 58.5X 56.4% 50.6X 62.1% 53.8X 62.1X 65.0X 46.4X 57.1X 63.0X 52.3X 53.6X 58.7X 53.3X 54.8X 
Other 

Don't Know / 3 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 
Refused 2.2X 2.4X 3.7X 1.9X 2.6X 1. 7X 5. lX 3.6X 2.2X 3.1X 3.6X 4.3X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.34b. How i~rtant to you is cutting spending for nuclear power in deciding how ·you vote in Congressional elections? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
(=======] (=========] [=========] (==============] (===============] (=======:=============] (==============s::::s::2::ssa:ssamssass:s:as) 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/l Cnsrv Mod/l 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Omcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst librl Mtlst 

NUCLEAR POWER 305 66 200 153 129 86 187 114 28 143 63 119 96 92 21 64 76 27 70 16 43 39 41 31 24 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 22X 66X 50.2% 42.3% 28.2% 61.3% 37.4% 9.2% 46.9% 20.7% 39. 0% 31.5% 30.2% 6.9% 21.0% 24.9% 8.9% 23.0X 5.2X 14.1% 12.8% 13.4% 10.2% 7.9% 

Much More likely to 69 11 49 35 31 19 48 17 8 41 16 25 24 10 7 22 19 4 11 5 9 12 11 5 8 
Vote for Candidate 23% 17% 24X 22 .9% 24 . 0X 22.1% 25.7% 14.9% 29% 28.7% 25.4% 21.0X 25 . 0X 10.9% 33.3% 34.4% 25.0% 14.8% 15.7% 31.2% 20.9% 30.8% 26.8% 16.1% 33.3% 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 128 26 85 63 56 30 83 57 11 54 26 ·47 43 45 11 21 31 12 25 8 17 14 18 17 12 
Likely to Vote for 42% 39% 42% 41.2% 43.4% 34.9% 44.4% SO.OX 39% 37.8% 41.3% 39.5% 44.8% 48.9% 52.4% 32.8% 40.8% 44.4% 35.7% SO.OX 39.SX 35.9% 43.9% 54.8% SO.OX 
Candidate who 
Shared My Prior i ty 

Would Not Matter 101 27 61 50 41 34 52 39 9 44 20 43 27 36 3 19 24 11 32 3 16 11 12 8 4 
One Way or the 33% 41% 30% 32.7% 31.8% 39.SX 27.8% 34.2% 32% 30.8% 31.7% 36.1% 28.1% 39.1% 14.3% 29. 7% 31.6% 40.7% 45.7% 18.8% 37.2% 28.2% 29.3% 25.8% 16.7% 
Other 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

7 2 5 5 1 3 4 1 4 1 4 2 1 
2.3% 3. 0% 2.5% 3.3% 0.8% 3. 5% 2.1% 0.9% 2.8% 1.6% 3.4% 2. 1% 1.1% 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.34b. How iq>0rtant to you is cutt ing spending for nuclear power in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
(=====================] [=========] [=========================] [==================] [==================] BORN [===========] [==========) 

Hale Hale Female Female H. S. Some Col lge Can't GP/PTS SmeNre Nore HreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30· 44 45·59 60+ Hale Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

--- ... - -- --- ------ ------ -----... -- ---- ---- -- ---·-- -... -... -- ... -- ... -- -···-- ................ 

NUCLEAR P<MER 305 46 111 87 56 142 163 73 66 84 77 119 83 100 143 65 92 117 76 198 159 121 
lOOX 100X 100X lOOX lOOX lOOX 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 15.lX 36.4% 28.5X 18.4X 46.6X 53.4X 23.9X 21.6X 27.5X 25.2% 39.0X 27.2% 32.8% 46.9X 21.3% 30.2% 38. 4X 24.9X 64.9X 52.1% 39.7'X 

Huch Hore Likely to 69 10 22 24 12 39 30 18 20 14 16 30 23 14 35 11 21 28 17 44 29 36 
Vote for Candidate 22.6% 21.7X 19.8% 27. 6X 21.4X 27.5X 18.4% 24.7% 30.JX 16.7X 20.8X 25.2% 27.7% 14.0X 24.5X 16.9X 22.8% 23.9X 22.4X 22.2% 18.2% 29.8X 
who Shared Hy 
Priority 

Somewhat Hore 128 18 50 34 22 55 73 30 23 38 33 43 26 59 66 25 37 56 38 84 70 50 
likely to Vote for 42.0X 39.lX 45.0X 39.1X 39.3X 38.7'X 44.8X 41. lX 34 . 8% 45.2% 42.9X 36. lX 31.3% 59.0X 46.2% 38.5% 40.2% 47.9X 50.0X 42.4X 44.0X 41.3% 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 101 16 39 26 20 46 55 25 21 30 25 44 32 24 39 28 31 30 21 67 57 33 
one Way or the 33.1X 34.8% 35.1X 29.9X 35.7% 32.4X 33.7'X 34.2% 31.8X 35.7% 32.5X 37.0X 38.6X 24.0X 27.3X 43.1X 33.7'X 25.6X 27.6% 33.8X 35.8X 27.3% 
Other 

Don't Know / 7 2 3 2 2 5 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 
Refused 2.3X 4.3X 3.4X 3.6X 1.4X 3. lX 3.0X 2.4X 3.9X 1.7X 2.4X 3. 0X 2 . lX 1.5X 3.3X 2.6X 1.5% 1.9X 1.7X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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0.34b. How i~rtant to you is cutting spending for nuclear power in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================] [===========] [================================] (===========] [---------------=-=---===) 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White llhite S25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
--. --- ...... -...... ----... - ---......... -............. ... ......... -.. ------ ·-----

NUCLEAR POIIER 305 244 58 74 119 87 146 159 60 59 51 81 42 92 149 n 87 79 67 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 80.0X 19.0X 24.3X 39.0X 28.5X 47.9% 52.1X 19.7X 19.3% 16.7X 26.6% 13.8X 30.2% 48.9% 23.6X 28.5X 25.9% 22.0X 

Much More Likely to 69 47 20 22 28 16 34 35 6 16 17 21 8 17 37 18 16 14 21 
Vote for Candidate 22.6% 19.3X 34.5X 29.7X 23.5X 18.4X 23.3X 22.0X 10.0X 27.1X 33.3X 25.9% 19.0X 18.5X 24.8% 25.0X 18.4X 17.7% 31.3% 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 128 106 21 25 51 43 60 68 29 19 13 37 24 39 58 27 37 38 26 
Likely to Vote for 42.0X 43.4% 36.2X 33.8X 42.9% 49.4% 41.1% 42.8X 48.3X 32.2% 25.5X 45.7X 57.1X 42.4X 38.9% 37.5X 42.5X 48.1X 38.8X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Vould Not Matter 101 86 15 23 40 27 47 54 24 21 21 22 9 34 52 25 30 27 19 
One Way or the 33.1% 35.2% 25.9% 31.1% 33.6% 31.0X 32.2% 34.0X 40.0X 35.6% 41.2% 27.2% 21.4% 37.0X 34.9% 34.7% 34.5X 34.2% 28.4% 
Other 

Don't Know/ 7 5 2 4 1 5 2 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 4 1 
Refused 2.3% 2.0X 3.4X 5.4X 1.1% 3.4X 1.3% 1.7X 5.1% 1.2% 2.4X 2.2% 1.3% 2.8X 4.6% 1.5% 
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0.34c. How iq,ortant to you is cutting spending for fossil fuels in deciding how you vote in Congress ional elections? 

FOSSIL FUELS 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNHENT 
[••=====] [=========] [=========] [==============] [===============] c----------==---------1 c------------=------------••==••-----=-•a==-=•] 
Rght "rng Dis · Dis· Very SIIIWht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Omcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dnicrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Ntlst 

203 63 118 102 93 82 103 91 19 11 48 59 65 n 19 22 52 14 43 15 44 11 30 19 14 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X lOOX 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100X 100X 
100X 31X 58X 50.2X 45.8X 40.4X 50.7X 44.8X 9.4X 37.9X 23.6X 29.1X 32 . 0X 35.5X 9.4% 10.8X 25.6X 6.9X 21.2X 7.4X 21.7X 8.4X 14.8X 9.4X 6.9X 

Much Nore Likely to 24 9 12 12 12 6 16 12 2 8 3 8 10 8 4 2 6 3 2 1 5 5 4 3 
Vote for Candidate 12X 14X 10X 11.8X 12.9X 7.3X 15 .5X 13 . ZX 11X 10 . 4X 6 . 2% 13 .6X 15.4X 11 . 1% 21 . 1% 9.1X 11.5X 21.4X 4.7X 6.7X 11.4% 16.7X 21.1X 21.4X 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 
Likely to Vote for 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

"ould Not Matter 
One "•Y or the 
Other 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

64 24 35 31 30 26 28 30 5 25 14 22 18 24 6 9 16 4 13 7 13 6 11 4 5 
32X 38X 30% 30.4X 32.3X 31.7X 27.2X 33.0X 26X 32 .5X 29.2% 37.3% 27.7X 33.3% 31.6% 40.9X 30.8X 28.6% 30.2X 46.7X 29.SX 35.3X 36.7X 21 . 1X 35.7X 

108 30 66 57 47 49 54 47 11 41 31 27 33 39 8 11 27 7 26 7 25 11 14 10 6 
53X 48% 56X 55.9X 50.SX 59.8X 52.4X 51.6X 58% 53 . 2% 64.6% 45.8% 50 .8% 54.ZX 42.1% 50.0X 51.9X SO.OX 60.SX 46 .7X 56.8X 64.7X 46.7X 52.6X 42.9X 

7 
3.4% 

5 2 4 1 5 2 1 3 2 4 1 1 
4.2X 2.0X 4.3X 1.2X 4.9X 2.2X 5.3X 3.9X 3.4X 6.ZX 1.4X 5.3X 
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0.34c. How iq,ortant to you is cutting spending for foss i l fuels in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE / GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================) [=========) [======================-==) [=================) [==================) BORN c---z=------J [========) 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn Lsslhn 
TOTAL 18·29 30-44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [====) Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

... ... --.. -.. --- -- -- - - .. --- ----- .. ---- - .. --- .. .. --- . - ... . .. . - ---. .. - . --- .. - -----. .. - - --- --- - -- ---. -- .. ---. - -----· ---...... -- ....... - ... .. ---... -... -... -... 

FOSSIL FUELS 203 33 83 55 25 135 68 75 55 41 25 57 55 88 120 35 45 74 51 134 112 76 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 16.3% 40.9% 27. 1X 12.3% 66. 5% 33.5% 36.9% 27.1% 20.2% 12 .3% 28.1X 27. 1X 43.3% 59.1X 17. ZX 22.ZX 36.5% 25.1% 66.0X 55.ZX 37.4X 

Much More Likely to 24 3 12 4 4 15 9 9 5 6 3 8 7 9 15 3 6 12 8 15 12 11 
Vote for Candidate 11.8% 9.1X 14.5% 7. 3X 16.0X 11.lX 13.2X 12.0X 9.1X 14 . 6X 12.0X 14.0X 12.7X 10.2% 12.5% 8.6% 13 . 3X 16.ZX 15.7" 11.ZX 10.7" 14.5X 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 64 9 27 21 5 49 15 31 17 5 9 19 22 22 40 9 13 22 15 44 34 26 
Likely to Vote for 31.5% 27.3X 32.5% 38.2% 20.0X 36.3X 22.1% 41.3% 30.9% 12.2% 36.0X 33.3X 40.0X 25.0X 33.3% 25.7" 28.9% 29.7" 29.4X 32.8% 30.4% 34.ZX 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

Would Not Matter 108 19 41 30 15 67 41 33 32 27 13 28 25 54 61 21 25 39 26 70 6Z 38 
One llay or the 53. 2% 57.6% 49.4X 54.5X 60.0X 49.6% 60.3% 44.0X 58.2% 65.9% 52.0X 49.1% 45.5% 61.4X 50.8X 60. 0X 55.6% 52.7" 51.0X 52.ZX 55.4% 50.0X 
Other 

Don't Know / 7 2 3 1 4 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 4 2 1 1 2 5 4 1 
Refused 3.4% 6.1X 3.6X 4. 0X 3. 0X 4.4% 2.7X 1.8% 7.3% 3.5% 1.8% 3.4% 3.3X 5.7X 2. ZX 1.4X 3.9% 3.7X 3.6% 1.3X 
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0.34c. How i~rtant to you is cutting spending for fossil fuels in deciding how you vote in Congressional elections? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================] [===========] [================================] [===========] [=========================] 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst \lest/ 

TOTAL \lhite \lhite S25000 •49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- ---. -- .. --.. -- -.. ---- ---... -- ------ ----.... ... - .. -.... ------ ----- ... ------ --- --- -- .... .. - ............ -.. -.. .... -.... -..... --... --.. ---.. -- .. -..... --

FOSSIL FUELS 203 ,n 26 28 74 85 95 106 39 27 40 49 36 40 107 36 67 51 49 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 .0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0X lOO.OX 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
1,00X 84 . 7% 12.8% 13.8% 36.5% 41.9% 46.8% 52.2% 19.2% 13.3% 19.7% 24.1% 17. 7X 19.7% 52.7% 17.7% 33.0X 25.1X 24.1X 

Much More Likely to 24 18 4 3 11 8 13 11 2 5 2 8 5 4 11 5 5 5 9 
Vote for Candidate 11.8% 10.5X 15.4% 10.7% 14.9% 9.4% 13.7% 10.4% 5.1% 18. 5% 5.0X 16.3% 13.9% 10.0X 10.3% 13.9% 7.SX 9.8X 18.4X 
who Shared My 
Priority 

Somewhat More 64 56 7 10 24 24 33 31 14 7 11 17 9 12 36 11 21 18 14 
Likely to Vote for 31.SX 32.6X 26.9% 35.7% 32.4% 28. 2% 34.7% 29.2% 35.9% 25.9% 27.5% 34.7% 25.0X 30.0X 33. 6% 30.6X 31.3X 35.lX 28.6X 
Candidate who 
Shared My Priority 

\lould, Not Matter 108 92 15 15 36 51 47 60 22 14 26 23 20 23 57 20 35 28 25 
One \lay or the 53.2X 53.5X 57.7% 53.6X 48.6X 60.0X 49.5% 56.6X 56.4X 51.9% 65.0X 46.9% 55.6X 57.5X 53.3X 55.6X 52.2% 54.9" 51.0X 
Other 

Don't Know/ 7 6 3 2 2 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 6 1 
Refused 3.4X 3.SX 4.1X 2.4X 2.1X 3.8X 2.6X 3.7% 2.5X 2.0X 5.6X 2.5X 2.8X 9.0X 2.0X 
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0.35. \lhich program do you think should receive federal tax incentives to attract efforts from the private sector to develop and promote It? 

POLIT ICAl 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======] [=========] [=========] [==============] [===============] c---------------------1 c-------=-------=----------===-==••••••=-=••••J 
Rght Wrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 
100% 25% 62% 47.9% 45.2% 34.7% 53.7% 43.0X 9.4% 41.0X 23.4% 37.5% 26.0X 34.7% 7.5% 18.6% 20.4% 8.5X 24.6X 6.2X 16.0X 10.4X 13.4X 8.6X 7.1X 

Renewable Energy 320 78 204 162 137 101 188 128 31 136 63 119 107 107 20 49 85 21 67 27 59 27 41 36 26 
Involving Solar, 32X 31X 33X 33.8% 30.3% 29. 1% 35.0X 29.8% 33X 33.2X 26.9% 31.7': 41.2% 30.8% 26.7% 26.3% 41.7% 24.7% 27.2% 43.5% 36.9% 26.0X 30.6% 41.9% 36.6% 
Wind, Geothermal, 
Biomass, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

NuclearPower 63 22 33 23 40 28 31 34 8 19 21 23 12 31 3 7 11 11 17 4 13 6 5 3 4 
6.3% 8.8% 5.3% 4.8% 8.8% 8.1% 5.8% 7.9% 8.5% 4.6X 9.0X 6.1% 4.6% 8.9X 4.0X 3.8% 5.4% 12.9X 6.9X 6.5X 8.1% 5.8% 3.7% 3.5X 5.6X 

Technologies to 170 51 102 92 66 51 100 78 14 72 34 61 51 56 21 31 38 15 41 7 28 21 24 19 9 
lq,rove Energy 17% 20% 16X 19.2% 14.6% 14.7% 18.6% 18.1% 15X 17.6% 14.5% 16.3% 19 .6% 16.1% 28.0X 16.7% 18.6% 17.6% 16.7% 11.3% 17.5% 20.2X 17.9% 22.tX 12.7X 
Ef f i cl ency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 
as Oil, Gasoline 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 

None of These 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

72 22 44 37 34 31 32 24 7 36 18 34 15 20 4 25 10 8 18 5 5 9 13 3 6 
7.2X 8.8% 7.1% 7.7% 7.5% 8.9% 6. 0X 5.6% 7.4X 8.8% 7.7% 9.1% 5.8% 5.8% 5.3% 13.4% 4.9% 9.4% 7.3% 8.1X 3.1X 8.7X 9.7X 3.5X 8.5% 

91 22 58 38 42 37 45 45 7 30 26 31 21 35 8 13 15 8 24 7 17 9 10 6 9 
9.1% 8.8% 9.3% 7.9% 9.3% 10.7% 8.4% 10.5% 7.4% 7 .3X 11. 1X 8.3% 8.1% 10.1% 10.7% 7.0X 7.4% 9.4X 9.8% 11.3% 10.6X 8.7X 7.5X 7.0X 12.7X 

86 25 52 36 44 33 43 40 14 26 24 34 14 34 6 15 9 5 27 1 17 10 13 5 5 
8.6% 10X 8.3% 7.5% 9.7% 9.5% 8.0X 9.3% 15X 6.3% 10.3% 9.1X 5.4% 9.8% 8.0X 8.1% 4.4% 5.9X 11.0X 1.6% 10.6X 9.6% 9.7X 5.8% 7.0X 

198 29 131 91 89 66 98 81 13 91 48 73 40 64 13 46 36 17 52 11 21 22 28 14 12 
20% 12X 21X 19.0X 19.7% 19.0X 18.2% 18.8% 14% 22.2% 20.5% 19.5% 15.4% 18.4X 17.3% 24.7% 17.6X 20.0X 21.1% 17.7X 13.1X 21.2X 20.9% 16.lX 16.9% 
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Q.35 . Which program do you think should receive federal tax incent ives to attract effor ts from the private sector to develop and pr01110te it? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN IJIIO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================] [=========] [=========================) [==================] [==================] BORN (=======••=•] [======s:ss:J 

Male Male Female Female H. S. Some Col lge Can't GP/PTS SaeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30· 44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad (====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

--- · - ---- - ------ ---·-- ------ ·----- ·---- - ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 

100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 14.0X 32.ZX 26.9X 24.6X 47.BX 52.2X 22.6% 24.0X 23.6X 27. 5% 39.4X 26.7X 32.ZX 45.ZX 22.4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6X 52.7X 36.9X 

Renewable Energy 320 50 125 83 54 173 147 103 66 72 71 102 91 122 179 62 74 132 87 197 180 116 
Involving Solar, 32.0X 35.7X 38.8X 30.9X 22.0X 36.ZX 28.2X 45.6X 27.SX 30.5X 25.8% 25.9X 34.1X 37.9X 39.6X 27.7X 25.1X 37.7X 34.4X 30.5X 34.ZX 31.4X 
Wind, Geothennal, 
Biomass, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 63 12 16 14 20 36 27 16 20 12 14 25 17 20 30 14 18 21 14 44 40 16 
6.3X 8.6X 5.0X 5.2X 8.1X 7.SX 5.2X 7.1X 8.3X 5.1X 5.1X 6.3X 6.4X 6.2X 6.6X 6.2X 6.1X 6.0X 5.5X 6.8X 7.6X 4.3% 

Technologies to 170 20 64 55 29 67 103 30 36 54 48 62 44 64 82 39 46 56 48 111 89 68 
•~rove Energy 17.0X 14.3X 19.9X 20.4X 11.8X 14.0X 19.7X 13.3X 15.0X 22 .9X 17.5X 15.7X 16.5X 19.9X 18.1X 17.4X 15.6X 16.0X 19.0X 17.ZX 16.9X 18.4X 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 72 11 20 26 12 35 37 11 22 20 16 31 19 20 20 12 38 24 15 54 29 37 
as Oil, Gasoline 7.2% 7.9X 6.2X 9.7X 4.9X 7.3X 7.1X 4.9X 9.2X 8.5X 5.8X 7.9X 7.1X 6.2X 4. 4X 5.4X 12.9X 6.9X 5.9X 8.4X 5.5X 10.0X 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 91 12 29 20 28 40 51 19 20 22 28 43 19 25 31 23 35 32 20 64 51 33 
9.1X 8.6X 9.0X 7.4X 11.4X 8.4X 9.8X 8.4% 8.3X 9.3X 10.2X 10.9X 7.1X 7.8X 6. 9X 10.3X 11.9X 9.1% 7.9X 9.9X 9.7X 8.9X 

None of These 86 11 26 23 23 52 34 22 29 15 17 26 30 28 40 16 28 27 16 61 46 29 
8.6% 7.9X 8.1X 8.6X 9.3X 10.9X 6.5X 9.7% 12.1X 6.4X 6.2X 6.6X 11.2X 8.7X 8.8X 7.1X 9.5X 7.7X 6.3% 9.4X 8.7'X 7.9X 

Don't Know / 198 24 42 48 80 75 123 25 47 41 81 105 47 43 70 58 56 58 53 115 92 70 
Refused 19.8X 17.1X 13.0X 17.8X 32.5X 15 . 7% 23.6% 11.1% 19.6% 17.4% 29.5X 26. 6X 17.6% 13 .4% 15.5% 25.9X 19. 0X 16.6X 20.9X 17.8X 17.5X 19.0X 
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0.35. \Illich program do you think should receive federal tax incentives to attract efforts from the private sector to develop and pr01110te It? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================] [===========] [================================] [===========] [====-=================] 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst \lest / 

TOTAL \lhite \lh i te S25000 ·49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ----·- ----·- ------ -·---- ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3X 14.9X 24.4% 35.8X 28.6X 52.0X 47.4% 21.8X 19.1% 16.0X 23.8% 13.7% 2B.4X 47.1% 20.3X 34.6% 24.2% 20.9X 

Renewable Energy 320 276 40 69 111 114 145 174 72 43 65 64 59 70 165 67 95 76 82 
Involving Solar, 32.0X 33.1X 26.8X 28.3X 31.0X 39.9X 27.9X 36.7% 33.0X 22.5% 40.6% 26.9X 43. lX 24.6X 35.0X 33.0X 27.5% 31.4% 39.2% 
\lind, Geothermal, 
8i<NUSS, and 
Hydroelectric Power 

Nuclear Power 63 51 10 12 24 20 38 24 12 10 11 16 12 21 25 14 26 11 12 
6.3X 6.1X 6.7% 4.9X 6.7% 7.0X 7.3% 5.1X 5.5X 5.2% 6.9X 6.7% 8.8X 7.4X 5.3X 6.9X 7.5% 4.5% 5.7% 

Technologies to 170 134 33 35 67 56 84 86 36 37 17 48 27 48 80 37 45 55 33 
I111prove Energy 17.0X 16.1X 22.1% 14.3% 18.7% 19.6% 16.2% 18.1% 16.5% 19.4% 10.6X 20.2% 19.7% 16.9X 17.0X 18.2% 13.0X 22.7% 15.SX 
Efficiency and 
Conservation 

Fossil Fuels such 72 57 12 19 33 15 42 29 16 19 8 21 4 24 36 17 24 19 12 
as Oil, Gasoline 7.2% 6.8% 8.1% 7.8% 9.2% 5.2% 8.1% 6.1% 7.3X 9.9X 5.0X 8.8% 2.9X 8.5X 7.6X 8.4X 6.9X 7.9X 5.7% 
and Coal 

Natural Gas 91 76 14 27 30 21 50 40 16 22 18 27 4 31 47 24 27 23 17 
9.1% 9.1% 9.4% 11. 1X 8.4% 7.3% 9.6% 8.4% 7.3% 11.5X 11.2X 11.3% 2.9X 10.9% 10.0X 11.SX 7.8% 9.5% 8.1% 

None of These 86 76 9 15 34 28 47 38 21 16 18 15 11 29 37 T4 34 21 17 
8.6X 9.1X 6.0X 6.1% 9.5% 9.8% 9.0X 8.0X 9.6% 8.4% 11.2% 6.3X 8.0X 10.2% 7.9% 6.9% 9.8% 8.7% 8.1% 

Don't Know / 198 163 31 67 59 32 114 83 45 44 23 47 20 61 81 30 95 37 36 
Refused 19.8X 19.6% 20.8% 27.5% 16.5% 11.2% 21.9X 17.5% 20.6% 23.0X 14.4% 19.7% 14.6% 21.SX 17.2X 14.SX 27.5% 15.3% 17.2% 
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Q.36. Do you think we should retain fuiding for in.,roving energy efficiency or cut fuiding to balance the budget? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE Of GOVERNMENT 
c=======J c=========J c=========J c==============J c---=-----------1 c---=---=-•------=----1 c========•=••==•==•=•----=•-•••====••••=•••J 
Rght Vrng Dis · Dis· Very s-ht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind D11trt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Li,brl Mtlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 25X 62X 47.9X 45.2X 34.7% 53.7% 43 .0X 9.4X 41.0X 23.4X 37.5X 26 .0X 34.7% 7.5% 18.6% 20.4X 8.5X 24.6% 6.ZX 16.0X 10.4% 13.4X 8.6X 7.11 

Retain Fu-ding for 499 126 307 287 185 138 307 179 46 249 93 177 160 137 39 98 143 47 89 36 70 68 65 57 39 
lq,roving Energy SOX 51X 49X 59.9X 40.9X 39.8% 57.2% 41.6X 49X 60.7% 39.7% 47.2% 61.5% 39.5X 52.0% 52.7% 70.1X 55.3X 36.2X 58. 1X 43.8X 65.4X 48.5X 66.31 54.9X 
Efficiency 

Cut Fu-ding to 406 107 257 146 231 183 179 224 36 117 125 162 78 189 31 67 45 31 135 21 83 30 52 18 24 
Balance the Budget 41X 43X 41X 30.5% 51.1% 52.7% 33.3% 52.1X 38X 28.5X 53 .4X 43.2% 30.0X 54.5% 41.3% 36.0X 22.1% 36.5% 54.9X 33.9X 51.9X 28.8X 38.8X 20.9X 33.8% 

Don'tKnow/ 95 16 60 46 36 26 51 27 12 44 16 36 22 21 5 21 16 7 22 5 7 6 17 11 8 
Refused 9.5% 6.4% 9.6% 9.6X 8.0% 7.5% 9. 5% 6.3X 13X 10.7% 6.8% 9.6X 8.5X 6.1X 6.7X 11.3X 7.8X 8. 2X 8.9X 8.1X 4. 4X 5.8X 12.7X 12.8X 11.3X 
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0.36. Do you think we should retain funding for ill'f)roving energy efficiency or cut funding to balance the budget? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION 
[=====================] (=========] [=========================] [==================] (==================] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't 
TOTAL 18-29 30·44 45-59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad 

TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 

Page 178 

FOREGN WHO ENTERS f U.S. ADMITS 
BORN C========c=J [========] 

GP/PTS SmeMre Nore NreThn LssThn 
t====J Leglly I llgly 800tC 800IC 

350 253 646 527 369 
100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 14.0X 32.2X 26.9% 24.6% 47.8X 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6X 27.5X 39.4% 26.7" 32.2X 45.ZX 22.4X 29.5% 35.0X 25.3% 64.6% 52.7" 36.9% 

Retain FI.Wlding for 499 72 1n 132 107 241 258 122 112 127 127 167 131 196 240 103 146 175 143 308 263 186 
lll'f)roving Energy 49.9% 51.4% 55.0X 49.1X 43.5X 50 .4X 49.4X 54.0X 46.7" 53.8X 46.2% 42.4% 49.1X 60.9" 53.1X 46.0X 49.5X so.ox 56.5% 47.7% 49.9% 50.4% 
Efficiency 

Cut FI.Wlding to 406 53 120 118 105 199 207 88 108 85 115 172 115 110 185 96 118 151 85 283 217 150 
Balance the Budget 40.6X 37.9% 37.3X 43.9" 42.7" 41 .6X 39. 7" 38.9" 45.0X 36.0X 41.8% 43.7" 43.1X 34.2% 40.9% 42.9% 40.0X 43. tX 33.6% 43.SX 41.ZX 40.7" 

Don't Know/ 95 15 25 19 34 38 57 16 20 24 33 55 21 16 27 25 31 24 25 55 47 33 
Refused 9.5% 10.7" 7.8X 7.1X 13.8X 7.9X 10 .9" 7.1% 8.3X 10.2X 12.0X 14.0X 7.9% 5.0X 6.0X 11.2X 10.5% 6.9X 9.9% 8.5% 8.9X 8.9% 
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0.36. Do you think we should retain flllding for i""roving energy efficiency or cut flllding to balance the budget? 

TOTAL 

ETHNICITY 
[===========] 

Non· 
TOTAL White White 

1000 833 149 

MILITARY EXP. 
INCOME FAMILY 

[==================] [===========] 
Under $25000 SSOOOO 
S25000 ·49999 & over Yes No 

244 358 286 520 474 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

RELIGION BORN AGAIN 
[================================] [===========] 
High Other N·Chrs 

Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No 

218 191 160 238 137 284 471 

REGION 
[--=------=-=-----==-----] 
North· Nidwst Mest / 
East South /Cntrl Pacifc 

203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 .0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3X 14.9X 24.4X 35.8X 28.6% 52.0X 47.4X 21.SX 19.1X 16.0X 23.8X 13.7'X 28.4X 47.1X 20.3X 34.6X 24.ZX 20.9X 

Retain Flllding for 499 410 81 113 182 156 230 267 110 86 75 118 84 117 248 106 163 121 109 
lq>roving Energy 49.9X 49.2X 54 . 4X 46.3X 50.8X 54.SX 44.ZX 56.3% 50.SX 45.0X 46.9X 49.6X 61.3X 41.ZX 52.7'X 52.ZX 47.1X so.ox 52.ZX 
Efficiency 

Cut Flllding to 406 349 51 98 153 110 236 166 88 82 69 102 42 137 182 82 133 107 84 
Balance the Budget 40.6X 41.9X 34.2X 40.ZX 42.7'X 38.SX 45.4X 35.0X 40.4X 42.9X 43.1X 42.9X 30.7'X 48.2X 38.6X 40.4X 38.4X 44.ZX 40.ZX 

Don't Know/ 95 74 17 33 23 20 54 41 20 23 16 18 11 30 41 15 50 14 16 
Refused 9.SX 8.9X 11.4X 13.SX 6.4% 7.0X 10.4% 8.6X 9.2X 12.0X 10.0X 7.6% 8.0X 10.6% 8.7'X 7.4X 14.5% 5.8% 7.7% 
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Q.37. Do you agree or di sagree that Federal funds should be used to develop a new generation of eomnereial nuclear power plants? 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======] [=========] [=========] [==============] [===============] [=====================] c--------=--=---------=---=-----zzass:z:m•=•) 
Rght Mrng Dis- Dis- Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Omcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Omcrt Omcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Lfbrl Mtlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 25% 62% 47.9% 45.2X 34.7% 53.7% 43.0X 9.4% 41.0X 23.4% 37.SX 26.0X 34 . 7% 7.5X 18.6% 20.4X 8 .5X 24.6% 6.2X 16.0X 10.4% 13.4% 8.6X 7.1% 

AGREE NET 231 62 145 104 112 100 109 117 25 75 65 93 46 98 17 37 33 24 65 16 30 22 33 16 13 
-·---··-- 23X 25X 23X 21.7X 24.8% 28.8% 20.3% 27. 2X 27% 18.3% 27.8X 24.8% 17.7X 28.2X 22.7X 19.9% 16.2X 28.2X 26.4% 25.SX 18.8% 21.2% 24.6% 18.6% 18.3% 

Strongly agree 85 22 59 41 40 30 48 45 8 26 26 34 16 39 5 11 11 11 23 4 9 12 13 7 3 
8.5% 8.8X 9.5% 8.6% 8.8% 8.6X 8.9% 10.5% 8.5% 6 .3% 11.1% 9.1X 6.2X 11.2X 6.7X 5.9X 5. 4X 12.9% 9.3X 6.5X 5.6X 11.5% 9.7X 8.1% 4.2% 

Somewhat agree 17 49 39 59 30 59 12 26 22 13 42 12 21 10 20 9 10 146 40 86 63 72 70 61 72 
15X 16X 14% 13.2% 15.9% 20 . 2% 11.4% 16. 7% 18X 12.0X 16.7% 15.7X 11 . 5X 17.0X 16.0X 14 . 0X 10.8% 15.3% 17.1% 19.4% 13.1% 9.6% 14.9% 10. 5% 14.1% 

ISAGREE NET 64 305 160 268 204 239 55 137 159 56 171 42 123 78 93 65 56 717 174 454 348 322 233 399 299 
----------- 68X 74.4% 68.4% 71.SX 78.SX 68 . 9% 73.3% 73.7% n.9"1. 65.9X 69.SX 67.71. 76.9X 75.0X 69.4X 75.61 78.9% 72X 70X 73X n.n 71.2X 67.1% 74.3X 69.5X 

239 74 138 113 107 100 108 123 18 83 47 104 61 101 21 38 42 19 62 11 52 22 32 17 15 
24% 30% 22X 23 . 6% 23.7X 28.8X 20.lX 28.6X 19% 20.2% 20.lX 27.7X 23.SX 29.1% 28 . 0X 20.4% 20.6% 22.4% 25.2% 17.7X 32.5% 21.ZX 23.9% 19.SX 21.1% 

478 100 316 235 215 133 291 176 Strongly Disagree 46 222 113 164 143 138 34 99 117 37 109 31 71 56 61 48 41 
48% 40% 51% 49. 1% 47.6X 38.3% 54.2% 40.9% 49% 54.lX 48.3% 43.7X 55.0X 39.8X 45.3X 53.2X 57.4% 43.SX 44.3X SO.OX 44.4% 53.SX 45.51 55.SX 57.7X 

Don't Know / 52 13 25 27 18 14 29 14 5 30 9 14 10 10 3 12 12 5 10 4 7 4 8 5 2 
Refused 5. 21 5.2X 4.0X 5.6X 4.0X 4.0X 5.4% 3.3X 5.3% 7.3% 3.8% 3.7X 3.8% 2.9% 4.0X 6.5% 5.9% 5.9% 4.1% 6.5% 4.41 3.8% 6.0X 5.8% 2.8% 
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0.37. Do you agree or disagree that Federal funds should be used to develop a new generation of conmercial nuclear power plants? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================) [=========) [=========================) [==================) c-----------===---=J BORN [:::saa:asaa] (=•===a:=•==] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. S0111e Col lge Can't GP/PTS SlleMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad C====J Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ ------ ·----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 

100X 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 .0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 14.0X 32.2% 26.9% 24.6% 47.8% 52.2% 22.6% 24.0X 23.6% 27.5% 39. 4% 26.7% 32.2% 45.2% 22.4% 29.5% 35.0X 25.3% 64.6% 52.7% 36.9X 

AGREE NET 231 32 70 56 67 141 90 59 n 43 46 91 63 72 98 53 75 85 67 149 135 n 
-··--·--- 23.1% 22.9X 21.7% 20.8% 27.2% 29.5% 17.2% 26.1% 32.1% 18.2% 16.7% 23.1% 23.6% 22 . 4% 21.7% 23.7% 25.4% 24.3% 26.51 23.11 25.61 19.5X 

Strongly agree 85 9 26 17 30 55 30 19 34 16 13 36 22 26 39 18 26 34 25 55 50 29 
8.51 6.4% 8.1X 6.3% 12.2% 11.5% 5.7% 8.4% 14.2% 6.8% 4.7% 9.1% 8.2% 8.1% 8.6% 8.0X 8.8% 9.7% 9.9X 8.51 9.5% 7.9X 

S«-What agree 146 23 44 39 37 86 60 40 43 27 33 55 41 46 59 35 49 51 42 94 85 43 
14.6% 16.4% 13.7% 14.5% 15.0X 18.0X 11.5% 17.7% 17.9X 11.4% 12.0X 14.0X 15.4% 14.3% 13.1% 15.6% 16.6% 14.6X .16.6% 14.6X 16.1X 11.7% 

DISAGREE NET 717 104 238 203 156 320 397 158 156 184 203 275 195 236 339 154 207 250 175 467 373 2n 
--------·--- 71.7% 74.3% 73.9X 75.5% 63.4% 66.9% 76.1% 69.9% 65.0X 78.0X 73.8% 69.8% 73.0X 73.3% 75.0X 68.8% 70.2% 71.4% 69.2% n.n 70.8% 75.1% 

Somewhat Disagree 239 39 73 70 51 112 127 59 50 53 71 86 62 87 123 64 48 89 n 144 120 95 
23.9X 27.9% 22.7% 26.0X 20.7% 23.4% 24.3% 26.1% 20.8% 22.5% 25.8% 21.8% 23.2% 27.0X 27.2% 28.6% 16.3% 25.4% 28.51 22.31 22.8% 25.7% 

Strongly Disagree 478 65 165 133 105 208 270 99 106 131 132 189 133 149 216 90 159 161 103 323 253 182 
47.8% 46.4% 51.2% 49.4% 42.7% 43.5% 51.7% 43.8% 44.ZX 55.SX 48.0X 48.0X 49.8% 46.3% 47.8% 40.2% 53.9% 46.0X 40.7% 50.0X 48.0X 49.3X 

Don't Know/ 52 4 14 10 23 17 35 9 7 9 26 28 9 14 15 17 13 15 11 30 19 20 
Refused 5. 2% 2.9% 4.3% 3.7% 9.3% 3.6% 6.7% 4.0X 2.9% 3.8% 9.5% 7 .1% 3.4% 4.3% 3.3% 7.6% 4.4% 4.3% 4.3% 4.61 3.6% 5.4% 
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0.37. Do you agree or disagree that Federal funds should be used to develop a new generation of conmercial nuclear power plants? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

[===========] [==================] [===========] [================================] [===========) [==================-"m) 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
-- --- ------ ---- -- ------ ------. ------ ------ ------ ----·- ------ ------ ·-·-·- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,.ox 100. 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 83.3% 14.9% 24.4% 35.8% 28.6% 52.0X 47.4% 21.8% 19.1% 16.0% 23.8% 13.7% 28.4% 47.1% 20.JX 34.6% 24.2% 20.9X 

AGREE NET 231 196 JO 48 86 75 130 99 62 37 36 61 27 57 123 51 90 48 42 
---- ........ -. 23.1% 23.5% 20.1% 19.7% 24.0X 26.2% 25.0X 20.9% 28.4% 19.4% 22.5% 25.6% 19.7% 20.1% 26.1% 25.1% 26.0% 19.8% 20.1% 

Strongly agree 85 69 15 25 30 22 52 32 21 13 14 23 10 26 39 17 34 23 11 
8.5% 8.3% 10.1% 10.2% 8.4% 7.7% 10.0% 6.8% 9.6% 6.8% 8.8% 9.7% 7.3% 9.2% 8.3% 8.4% 9.8% 9.5% 5.3% 

Somewhat agree 146 127 15 23 56 53 78 67 41 24 22 38 17 31 84 34 56 25 31 
14.6% 15.2% 10.1% 9.4% 15.6% 18.5% 15.0% 14.1% 18.8% 12.6% 13.8% 16.0X 12.4% 10.9% 17.8% 16.7X 16.2% 10.3% 14.8% 

DISAGREE NET 717 591 115 180 263 199 362 351 143 146 119 167 100 214 328 143 224 191 159 
...... --...... -...... -.... 71.7X 70.9% n.2" 73.8% 73.5% 69.6% 69.6% 74.1% 65.6% 76.4% 74.4% 70.2% 73.0X 75.4% 69.6% 70.4% 64.7X 78.9X 76.1% 

Somewhat Disagree 239 207 28 54 80 85 116 120 51 48 36 58 34 75 107 49 67 79 44 
23.9% 24.8% 18.8% 22.1% 22.3% 29.7X 22.3% 25.3% 23.4% 25.1% 22.5% 24.4% 24.8% 26.4% 22.7X 24.1% 19.4% 32.6% 21.1% 

Strongly Disagree 478 384 87 126 183 114 246 231 92 98 83 109 66 139 221 94 157 112 115 
47.8% 46.1% 58.4% 51.6% 51.1% 39.9% 47.JX 48.7% 42.2% 51.JX 51.9% 45.8% 48.2% 48.9% 46.9% 46.3% 45.4% 46.JX 55.0X 

Don't Know / 52 46 4 16 9 12 28 24 13 8 5 10 10 13 20 9 32 3 8 
Refused 5.2% 5.5% 2.7% 6. 6% 2.5% 4. 2% 5.4% 5.1% 6.0% 4.2% 3.1% 4.2% 7.JX 4.6% 4.2% 4.4% 9.2% 1.2% 3.8% 
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Q.38. Do you think the government should continue to strengthen energy efficiency standards or that the Nrket place should determine new efficiency standards? 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERHJIIENT 
[=======) [=========) (=========) (==============) [===============) (=====================) c--------=--------kz--:-:a:----------::a-:a:--J 
Rght ~rng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Omcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Ntlst 

TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 
100X 25X 62X 47.9X 45.2X 34.7X 53.7X 43.0X 9.4% 41.0X 23.4X 37.5X 26.0X 34.7X 7.5X 18.6X 20.4X 8.5X 24.6X 6.2X 16.0X 10.4X 13.4X 8.6X 7.1X 

Gov't Continue to 4n 127 282 278 162 130 294 168 42 226 88 166 152 126 39 92 125 36 96 30 61 66 68 58 37 
Strengthen Energy 48X 51X 45X 58.0X 35 .81. 37. 5X 54.7X 39.1X 45% 55.1X 37.6X 44.3X 58.5X 36.JX 52.0X 49.5X 61.3X 42.4X 39.0X 48.4X 38.lX 63.5X 50.7X 67.4X 52.lX 
Eff iciency 
Standards 

Market Place Should 461 112 299 165 267 203 208 250 44 146 132 191 94 212 34 75 67 47 138 28 92 31 53 22 32 
Determine New 46X 45X 48X 34.4X 59.lX 58.5X 38. 7X 58.1X 47X 35.6% 56.4X 50.9X 36.2X 61.1.X 45.3X 40.3X 32.8X 55.3X 56.1X 45.2X 57.5X 29.SX 39.6X 25.6X 45.lX 
Efficiency 
Standards 

Don't Know / 62 10 43 36 23 14 35 12 8 38 14 18 14 9 2 19 12 2 12 4 7 7 13 6 2 
Refused 6.2X 4.0X 6.9X 7.5X 5.1X 4.0X 6.5X 2.8X 8.5X 9.3X 6.0X 4.8X 5.4X 2.6X 2.7X 10.2X 5.9X 2.4X 4.9X 6.5X 4.4X 6.7X 9.7X 7.0X 2.8X 
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0.38. Do you think the governnent should continue to strengthen energy efficiency standards or that the market place should detennine new efficiency standards? 

TOTAL 

Gov't Continue to 
Strengthen Energy 
Efficiency 
Standards 

Market Place Should 
Detennine New 
Efficiency 
Standards 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

DEMOGRAPHICS. 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION 
[=====================] [=========] [=========================] [==================] [==================] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad 

1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 

FOREGN YHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
80RN [==========] (•========] 

GP/PTS SllleMre More MreThn lssThn 
(====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 800IC 

350 253 646 527 369 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100-0X 100.0X 
100X 14.0X 32.2X 26.9" 24.6X 47.8X 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6X 27.5X 39.4X 26.7" 32.2X 45.2% 22.4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6% 52-7" 36.9% 

4n 69 161 134 98 230 247 109 112 121 120 159 128 179 236 95 133 165 130 303 251 176 
47.7" 49.3X 50.0X 49.8X 39.8X 48.1X 47.3X 48.2X 46.7" 51.3X 43.6X 40.4X 47.9% 55.6% 52.2X 42.4X 45.1% 47.1% 51.4% 46.9% 47.6% 47.7% 

461 64 144 124 123 225 236 106 116 102 131 201 126 131 198 114 142 165 114 306 250 171 
46.1% 45.7" 44.7" 46.1X 50.0X 47.1X 45.2X 46.9% 48.3X 43.2% 47.6X 51.0X 47.2% 40.7" 43.8X 50.9X 48.1% 47.1X 45.1X 47.4X 47.4% 46.3X 

62 7 17 11 25 23 39 11 12 13 24 34 13 12 18 15 20 20 9 37 26 22 
6.2X 5.0X 5.3X 4.1X 10.2X 4.8X 7.5X 4.9X 5.0X 5.5X 8.7X 8.6X 4.9X 3.7X 4.0X 6.7X 6.8X 5.7X 3.6X 5.7% 4.9X 6.0X 
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a. · 1. Do you think the government should continue to strengthen energy efficiency standards or that the market place should determine new efficiency standards? 

TO: \ l 

Go·· ' t Continue to 
St , ·!fl9then Energy 
Et • iciency 
St• ndards 

Ma (et Place Should 
Dc · ennine New 
Ef ' iciency 
St : ;idards 

Do.·, , t Know / 
Re · ...ised 

DEMOGRAPHICS- 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN 'REGION 

[===========] (==================] [===========] [================================] c===========1 c--------=---==-----=-----1 
Non- Under S25000 S50000 High Other N-Chrs North- Nidwst West/ 

TOTAL \lttite \lttite S25000 -49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pecifc 

1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3X 14.9X 24.4X 35.8X 28.6X 52.0X 47.4X 21.8X 19.1X 16.0X 23.8X 13.7X 28.4X 47.1X 20.3X 34.6X 24.2X 20.9X 

4n 384 82 105 175 147 230 242 106 76 75 110 79 125 222 107 150 115 105 
47.7X 46.1X 55.0X 43.0X 48.9X 51.4X 44.2X 51.1X 48.6X 39.8X 46.9X 46.ZX 57.7X 44.0X 47.1X 52.7% 43.4X 47.SX 50.ZX 

461 397 59 115 164 132 258 202 104 99 75 115 50 142 225 81 171 118 91 
46.1X 47.7X 39.6X 47.1X 45.8X 46.ZX 49.6X 42.6X 47.7X 51.8X 46.9% 48.3X 36.SX so.ox 47.8X 39.9X 49.4X 48.8X 43.5X 

62 52 8 24 19 7 32 30 8 16 10 13 8 17 24 15 25 9 13 
6.2X 6.2X 5.4X 9.8X 5.3X 2.4X 6.2X 6.3X 3.7X 8.4X 6.2X 5.5X 5.8X 6.0% 5.1X 7.4X 7.2X 3.7% 6.2X 
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a.39. How serious a threat do you think global climate change is? 

TOTAL 

SERIOOS NET 

Very Serious 

Somewhat Serious 

NOT SERIOOS NET 

Not Too Serious 

Not a Threat At 
All 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY 10/IOEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======] [=-=======] [=========] [==============] [===============] [=====================] (===================-======-===.:z:::::===•z====] 
Rght Mrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Incl Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Omcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100,: 100,: 100Y. 100,: 100,: 100Y. 100,: 100,: 100,: 100,: 100,: 100,: 100,: 100,: 100Y. 100¾ 100,: 100,: 100,: 100X 100,: 100,: 100X 100X 100X 
100X 25X 62% 47.9% 45.2¾ 34.7¾ 53.7¾ 43.0% 9.4X 41.0X 23.4% 37.5X 26.0% 34.7X 7.5X 18.6X 20.4X 8.5X 24.6% 6.2X 16.0X 10.4% 13.4X 8.6X 7.1X 

709 162 456 380 274 199 417 261 73 324 129 272 217 204 55 141 170 65 148 50 105 87 98 70 53 
71X 65X 73X 79.3X 60.6X 57. 3% 77.7% 60 . 7% 78X 79.0X 55.1X 72.5X 83.5% 58.8X 73.3X 75.8X 83.3X 76.5X 60.2X 80.6X 65.6% 83.7X 73.1X 81.4% 74.6% 

355 74 239 197 137 98 214 112 40 173 59 121 121 86 25 67 99 34 59 30 43 48 52 39 29 
36X 30% 38% 41.1% 30.3X 28.2X 39.9X 26.0X 43X 42.2Y. 25.2X 32.3X 46.5% 24 .8% 33 . 3% 36.0X 48.5% 40.0X 24.0X 48.4% 26.9X 46.ZX 38.8% 45.3X 40.8% 

354 88 217 183 137 101 203 149 33 151 70 151 96 118 30 74 71 31 89 20 62 39 46 31 24 
35X 35X 35% 38.2X 30.3X 29.lX 37.8Y. 34.7% 35,: 36.8X 29.9X 40.3X 36.9X 34.0X 40.0X 39.8X 34.8X 36.5% 36.2X 32.3X 38.SX 37.5% 34.3% 36.0X 33.8% 

247 82 140 76 159 137 97 151 18 63 97 88 31 131 16 34 24 17 89 11 51 13 28 10 17 
25X 33% 22X 15.9X 35.2X 39.SX 18. 1X 35.1% 19X 15.4X 41.5X 23.5X 11.9X 37.SX 21.3% 18.3% 11.8X 20.0X 36.2X 17.7% 31.9X 12.5X 20.9% 11.6% 23.9% 

160 55 88 56 93 79 70 93 10 46 53 62 25 81 10 22 20 12 54 8 34 9 18 9 11 
16X 22,: 14% 11.7% 20.6X 22.8¾ 13 . 0X 21.6% 11X 11.2% 22.6X 16.5% 9.6X 23.3% 13.3X 11.8% 9.8% 14.1% 22.0X 12.9X 21.2% 8.7X 13.4% 10.5% 15.SX 

87 27 52 20 66 58 27 58 8 17 44 26 6 50 6 12 4 5 35 3 17 4 10 1 6 
8.7% 11X 8.3% 4. 2X 14 . 6% 16.7% 5.0X 13.SX 8.5X 4.1% 18.8X 6.9X 2.3% 14.4X 8.0% 6.5% 2.0% 5.9X 14.2% 4.8X 10.6X 3.8X 7.5X 1.ZX 8.5% 

44 5 28 23 19 11 23 18 3 23 8 15 12 12 4 11 10 3 9 1 4 4 8 6 , 
4.4% 2.0% 4.5% 4.8% 4. 2% 3.2X 4.3% 4.2X 3.2X 5.6X 3.4X 4.0X 4.6X 3.5X 5.3X 5.9X 4.9X 3.5X 3.7% 1.6X 2.5% 3.8X 6.0X 7.0X 1.4X 
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0.39. How serious a threat do you think global cl imate change is? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS t U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================) [=========) [=========================] c---=---=-------=--1 [--=---------==---=] BORN [====---•••) [-===-as:=] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. S0111e Collge Can't GP/PTS SlleNre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [===] Leglly lllgly 80()1( 80()1( 

----- ----- ----- ---- - ---- - ----- ------ ------ ........... ---- -- ------ --- -- - -- ---- ------ ------ ----- - ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 

100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 14.0X 32.2X 26.9" 24.6X 47.8X 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6X 27.5X 39.4X 26.7X 32.2X 45.2X 22 .4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6X 52.7X 36.9X 

SERIOUS NET 709 106 229 189 166 298 411 144 145 191 210 281 189 227 324 160 209 259 191 453 366 268 
-·---·----- 70.9X 75.7X 71.lX 70.3X 67.5X 62.JX 78.7X 63.7X 60.4X 80.9X 76.4X 71.3X 70.8X 70.5X 71.7X 71 . 4X 70.8X 74 . 0X 75.5X 70.1X 69.4X n.6X 

Very Serious 355 59 116 92 79 158 197 79 75 96 96 126 104 119 173 76 96 135 97 221 1n 143 
35.5X 42.1X 36.0X 34.2X 32.1X 33.lX 37.7X 35.0X 31.ZX 40.7X 34.9X 32.0X 39.0X 37.0X 38.3X 33.9X 32.5X 38.6X 38.3X 34.ZX 32.6X 38.ax 

SOllleWhat Serious 354 47 113 97 87 140 214 65 70 95 114 155 85 108 151 84 113 124 94 232 194 125 
35.4X 33.6X 35.lX 36. 1X 35.4X 29.3X 41.0X 28.8X 29.2X 40.3X 41.5X 39.3X 31.SX 33.5X 33.4X 37.5X 38.3X 35.4X 37.ZX 35.9X 36.ax 33.9X 

NOT SERIWS NET 247 31 83 74 55 164 83 78 83 36 46 87 70 86 118 49 76 n 53 169 145 87 
·--·----------- 24.7X 22.1X 25.8X 27.5X 22.4X 34.3% 15.9X 34.5X 34.6% 15.3X 16.7X 22.1% 26.2X 26.7X 26. lX 21.9X 25.SX 22.0X 20.9X 26.ZX 27.5X 23.6X 

Not Too Serious 160 22 51 45 40 100 60 45 53 28 32 58 45 55 71 38 49 51 41 105 95 55 
16.0X 15.7X 15.8X 16.7X 16.3X 20.9X 11.5X 19.9X 22.1X 11.9X 11.6X 14.7X 16.9X 17.1X 15.7X 17.0X 16.6X 14.6X 16.ZX 16.3X 18.0X 14.9X 

Not a Threat At 87 9 32 29 15 64 23 33 30 8 14 29 25 31 47 11 27 26 12 64 50 32 
All 8.7X 6.4X 9.9X 10.8% 6.1X 13.4% 4.4% 14.6X 12.5X 3.4X 5. 1X 7.4X 9.4X 9.6X 10.4X 4.9X 9.2X 7.4X 4.7X 9.9X 9.5X 8.7X 

Don't Know/ 44 3 10 6 25 16 28 4 12 9 19 26 8 9 10 15 10 14 9 24 16 14 
Refused 4.4X 2.1X 3.1X 2.2X 10.2X 3.3X 5.4X 1.8X 5.0X 3.8X 6.9X 6.6X 3.0X 2.8X 2.2X 6. 7X 3.4X 4.0X 3.6X 3.7X 3.0X 3.ax 
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0.39. How ser ious a threat do you think global climate change is? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCCME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

(==========] (=================] (===========] (==============================] (===========] (--------------=-••--===-] 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N· Chrs North- Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
.. .. .... - -..... -... - ---- ... - ... ---.. ... -- --- - --- --- ---..... .. ... ---... - -.. -....... -.... --- -- .. - .. - .... .. -.. - .... -.. .... --·- -- ------ ----.. - --- -·- ---·-- -·----

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3% 14.9% 24 .4% 35 .8% 28.6% 52 . 0X 47.4% 21 .8X 19.1% 16.0X 23 .8% 13.7% 28. 4% 47.1% 20.3% 34.6% 24.2% 20.9% 

SERIOUS NET 709 578 117 185 249 198 353 350 155 131 98 1n 109 193 336 155 227 173 154 
....................... 10.9% 69.4% 78.5% 75 . 8% 69.6% 69.2% 67.9% 73.8% 71.1% 68.6% 61.2% 74 .4% 79.6% 68.0X 71.3% 76.4% 65 . 6% 71.5% 73.7% 

Very Serious 355 274 73 95 129 87 183 170 72 58 49 87 62 82 168 80 116 75 84 
35.5% 32 . 9% 49.0X 38.9% 36.0X 30.4% 35.2% 35.9% 33.0X 30.4% 30.6% 36.6% 45 . 3% 28.9% 35.7% 39.4% 33.5% 31.0% 40.ZX 

Somewhat Serious 354 304 44 90 120 111 170 180 83 73 49 90 47 111 168 75 111 98 70 
35.4% 36.5% 29.5% 36.9% 33.5% 38.8% 32.7% 38.0X 38.1% 38.2% 30.6% 37.8% 34.3% 39.1% 35.7% 36.9% 32.1% 40.5% 33.5% 

NOT SERIOUS NET 247 220 24 44 99 82 141 106 54 52 57 51 22 82 116 43 95 63 46 
------ --- ---- -- 24.7% 26.4% 16. lX 18.0X 27. 7% 28.7% 27.1% 22.4% 24.8% 27. 2% 35.6% 21.4% 16.1% 28.9% 24.6% 21.2% 27.5% 26.0X 22.0% 

Not Too Serious 160 143 16 29 60 56 92 68 32 36 37 35 13 50 79 32 59 41 28 
16.0X 17.2% 10.7% 11.9% 16.8% 19.6% 17.7% 14 . 3% 14.7% 18.8% 23.1% 14 . 7% 9.5% 17.6% 16.8% 15.8% 17.1% 16.9% 13.4% 

Not a Threat At 87 n 8 15 39 26 49 38 22 16 20 16 9 32 37 11 36 22 18 
All 8.7% 9.2% 5.4% 6. 1% 10. 9% 9.1% 9.4% 8.0X 10. l'X 8.4% 12 . 5% 6.7% 6.6% 11.3% 7.9% 5.4% 10.4% 9.1% 8.6% 

Oon't Know/ 44 35 8 15 10 6 26 18 9 8 5 10 6 9 19 5 24 6 9 
Refused 4.4% 4.2% 5.4% 6.1% 2.8% 2. 1% 5.0X 3.8% 4. 1% 4.2% 3. 1% 4.2% 4. 4% 3.2% 4. 0X 2. 5% 6.9% 2.5% 4 . 3% 

Research I Strate,a I ManaKement 



NATIONAL MONITOR XIII 

Page 193 

0.40. Do you think we should do something to reduce our dependency on foreign oil or do you think oil iq,orts are not a serious problea and we shouldn'.t really worry 
about it? 

TOTAL 

\le Should Do 
S0111ething to Reduce 
Oepet ldency on 
Foreign Oil 

Oil J...,orts are not 
a Serious Problem 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
(=======) [=========] (=========] [:::::z:::::aa:J (::zaa2aa2asz:::) [=========•••=•=======) [========••=•=••••••••••••••=••aaaamas:aasaa] 
Rght \lrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Nod/L Cnsrv Nod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Omcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Omcrt Omcrt Nrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Ntlst 

1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 
100% 25X 62X 47.9% 45.2X 34.7X 53 . 7X 43.0X 9.4% 41.0X 23.4% 37.5% 26.0X 34.7X 7.5% 18.6X 20.4% 8.5X 24.6% 6.ZX 16.0X 10.4% 13.4X 8.6% 7.1X 

748 189 469 359 336 248 416 322 68 305 162 298 198 263 56 139 156 59 176 47 128 81 101 61 58 
75% 76X 75X 74.9% 74.JX 71 .5% n.5X 74.9% 72X 74.4X 69.2% 79.5% 76.ZX 75.8X 74.7X 74 . 7X 76.5X 69.4% 71.5% 75.8% 80.0X n.9% 75.4% 70.9% 81.7X 

199 53 127 95 92 80 98 88 20 79 61 68 44 72 14 41 33 22 55 15 23 18 26 20 11 
20X 21X 20X 19.8% 20.4X 23.1% 18.2X 20 . 5% 21X 19.3X 26.lX 18.lX 16. 9% 20.7X 18.7% 22.0X 16.ZX 25.9% 22. 4% 24.ZX 14.4% 17.3% 19.4X 23.3X 15.5% 

53 7 28 25 24 19 23 20 6 26 11 9 18 12 5 6 15 4 15 
5.3% 2.8% 4.5% 5.2% 5.3X 5.5% 4.3X 4.7X 6.4% 6.3% 4.7X 2.4% 6.9% 3.5% 6.7X 3.ZX 7.4X 4.7X 6.1X 
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0.40. Do you think we should do something to reduce our dependency on foreign oil or do you think oil i~rts are not a serious problet11 and we shouldn't really worry 
about it? 

TOTAL 

lie Should Do 
Something to Reduce 
Oepetldency on 
Foreign Oil 

Oil l~rts are not 
a Serious Problem 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE / GENDER EDUCATION 1 ... IGRATION 
[=====================] [=========] [========================] [==================] (===============-=) 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60• Male Femle < 45 45 • < 45 45 • Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad 

1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 

FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
BORN [======::) (====:::=-•] 

GP/PTS SmeNre Nore NreThn LssThn 
(==-=) Leglly Jllgly 800IC 800IC 

350 253 646 527 369 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 14.0X 32.2% 26.9% 24.6% 47.8% 52.2% 22.6% 24.0X 23.6% 27.5% 39.4X 26.7% 32.2% 45.2% 22.4% 29.5% 35.0X 25.3% 64.6% 52.7X 36.9% 

748 101 237 219 177 346 402 155 183 183 213 294 201 243 354 153 224 280 192 485 399 270 
74.8% 72.1% 73.6% 81.4% 72.0X 72.4% 77.0X 68.6% 76.2% 77.5X 77.5% 74.6% 75.3% 75.5% 78.3% 68. 3% 75.9% 80.0X 75.9% 75.1% 75.7X 73.2X 

199 33 70 40 48 116 83 66 46 37 42 77 54 63 80 58 57 53 47 131 106 77 
19.9% 23.6% 21.7% 14 . 9% 19.5% 24.3% 15.9% 29.2% 19.2% 15.7% 15.3% 19.SX 20.2% 19.6% 17.7% 25.9% 19.3% 15.1% 18.6% 20.3% 20.1% 20.9% 

53 6 15 10 21 16 37 5 11 16 20 23 12 16 18 13 14 17 14 30 22 22 
5.3% 4.3% 4.7% 3.7% 8.5% 3.3% 7.1% 2.2% 4.6% 6.8% 7.3% 5.8% 4.5% 5.0X 4.0% 5.8% 4.7X 4.9% 5.5% 4.6% 4.2% 6.0X 
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o.40. Do you think we should do something to reduce our dependency on foreign oil or do you think oil i~rts are not a serious problem and we shouldn't really worry 
about it? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INC04E FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

c-:-a:------1 c--=---------------1 (===========) [================================] [===========] [=========================) 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 ·49999 & OVer Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3% 14.9% 24.4X 35.8% 28.6X 52.0X 47.4% 21.8% 19.1X 16.0X 23.8% 13.7% 28.4% 47.1X 20.3% 34.6% 24.2% 20.9% 

we Should Do 748 635 102 1n 278 218 392 352 168 138 115 185 106 216 356 153 252 194 149 
Soaethtng to Recu:e 74.8% 76.2% 68.5X 72.5% n.n 76.2% 75.4X 74.3X n.1x 72.3% 71.9% n.n n.4X 76.1X 75.6% 75.4X 72.8X 88.2% 71.3X 
Dependency on 
Foreign Oil 

Oil l11POrts are not 199 156 38 53 68 57 99 99 37 45 33 46 26 56 92 40 65 45 49 
• Serious Problea 19.9% 18.7% 25.5% 21.7% 19.0X 19.9% 19.0X 20.9% 17.0X 23.6% 20.6% 19.3X 19.0X 19.7% 19.5% 19.7% 18.8% 18.6% 23.4% 

Don't Knoll/ 53 42 9 14 12 11 29 23 13 8 12 7 5 12 23 10 29 3 11 
Refused 5.3X 5.0X 6.0X ,5.7% 3.4X 3.8% 5.6X 4.9% 6.0X 4.2X 7.5% 2.9% 3.6% 4.2% 4.9% 4.9% 8.4% 1.2% 5.3X 
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0.41. Do you favor or oppose opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas development? 

TOTAL 

FAVOR NET 

Strongly Favor 

Somewhat Favor 

OPPOSE NET 

Somewhat Oppose 

Strongly Oppose 

Don't Know / 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======] [=========] [=========] [==============] c---=------=----J [=---------------=---=] c---------=--=-=-----=-=-=---=-==•=••·••=:zm) 
Rght Wrng Dis- Dis- Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

748 189 469 359 336 248 416 322 68 305 162 298 198 263 56 139 156 59 176 47 128 81 101 61 58 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1001. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1001. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100% 25% 63% 48.0X 44.9% 33 . 21. 55.61. 43.0% 9.1% 40.8% 21 . TX 39.8% 26.5% 35.2% 7.5% 18 .6% 20.9% 7.9% 23.5% 6.3% 17.1% 10.8% 13.5% 8.2X 7.8% 

232 71 142 89 130 103 107 130 12 79 67 97 47 110 19 42 31 13 70 13 42 28 36 10 11 
31% 38% 30% 24.8% 38.7% 41.5% 25.TX 40.4% 18% 25.9% 41.4% 32.6% 23.7% 41.8% 33.9% 30.2% 19.9% 22.0% 39.8% 27.TX 32.8X 34.6% 35.6% 16.4% 19.0% 

91 29 58 31 55 38 44 43 8 33 32 31 20 37 6 17 13 4 25 5 14 13 14 8 3 
12% 15% 12% 8.6% 16.4% 15.3% 10.6% 13.4% 12% 10.8% 19.8% 10.4% 10.1% 14.1% 10.TX 12. 2% 8.3% 6.8% 14.2% 10.6% 10 . 9% 16.0% 13.9% 13.1% 5.2X 

141 42 84 58 75 65 63 87 4 46 35 66 27 73 13 25 18 9 45 8 28 15 22 2 • 8 
19% 22X 18% 16.2X 22.3% 26.2% 15.1% 27.0% 5.9% 15.1% 21 .6% 22.1% 13.6% 27.8% 23.2% 18.0% 11.5% 15.3% 25.6% 17.0X 21.9% 18.5% 21.8X 3.3% 13.8X 

465 112 290 249 183 127 283 1n 49 206 82 180 145 135 35 85 118 39 89 32 83 48 59 49 41 
62% 59% 62% 69.4% 54.5% 51 . 2% 68.0X 53.4% nx 67.5% 50.6X 60.4% 73.2% 51.3X 62.5% 61.2x 75.6% 66.1% 50.6% 68.1x 64.ax 59.3% 58.4% 80.3% 10.n 

130 38 74 61 55 39 70 63 11 48 24 62 28 51 11 24 24 11 30 4 28 9 18 10 13 
17% 20% 16% 17.0% 16.4% 15.TX 16.8% 19.6% 16% 15.TX 14.8X 20.8% 14.1% 19.4% 19.6% 17.3% 15 . 4% 18.6% 17.0% 8.5% 21.9% 11.1% 17.8X 16.4% 22.4% 

• 
335 74 216 188 128 88 213 109 38 158 58 118 117 84 24 61 94 28 59 28 55 39 41 39 28 
45% 39% 46% 52.4% 38.1% 35 . 5% 51 . 2% 33 .9% 56% 51.8% 35.8% 39.6% 59.1% 31.9% 42.9% 43.9% 60.3% 47.5% 33.5% 59.6% 43.0% 48.1% 40.6% 63.9% 48.3% 

51 6 37 21 23 18 26 20 7 20 13 21 6 18 2 12 7 7 17 2 3 5 6 2 6 
6.8% 3.2% 7.9% 5.8% 6.8% 7.3% 6.2% 6.2% 10% 6.6% 8.0% 7.0% 3.0% 6.8% 3.6% 8.6% 4.5% 11.9% 9.7% 4.3% 2.3% 6.2X 5.9% 3.3% 10.3% 
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a.41. Do you favor or oppose opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas developDeOt? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
[-==-=~---------------] [=========] [=========================] (==================] [==================] BORN [===========] (===========) 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60+ Male Feaile < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad (====] Leglly lllgly 800IC 8001( 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ---·-- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 748 101 237 219 1n 346 402 155 183 183 213 294 201 243 354 153 224 280 192 485 399 270 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 13.5X 31.7X 29.3X 23.7X 46.3% 53.7X 20.7X 24.5X 24.5X 28.5% 39.3% 26.9X 32.5X 47.3% 20.5% 29.9X 37.4X 25.7X 64.8X 53.3X 36.1% 

FAVOR NET 232 28 63 64 74 124 108 48 73 43 65 103 56 71 111 40 74 89 61 157 133 78 

--------- 31.0X 27.7X 26.6X 29.ZX 41.8X 35.8X 26.9X 31.0X 39.9X 23.5X 30.5X 35.0X 27.9X 29.2% 31.4% 26.1X 33.0X 31.8X 31.8X 32.4X 33.3X 28.9X 

Strongly Favor 91 9 18 27 34 51 40 13 35 14 26 44 19 27 41 13 34 32 25 62 53 29 
12.ZX 8.9X 7.6X 12.3X 19.ZX 14.7X 10.0X 8.4X 19.1X 7.7X 12.ZX 15.0X 9.5X 11.1X 11.6% 8.5X 15.ZX 11.4X 13.0X 12.8X 13.3% 10.7X 

scaewiat Favor 141 19 45 37 40 73 68 35 38 29 39 59 37 44 70 27 40 57 36 95 80 49 
18.9X 18.8X 19.0X 16.9X 22.6X 21.1% 16.9X 22.6X 20.8X 15.8% 18.3X 20.1X 18.4% 18. lX 19.SX 17.6% 17.9X 20.4% 18.8X 19.6% 20.1% 18. lX 

OPPOSE NET 465 66 168 133 88 208 257 104 99 130 122 167 129 161 221 101 135 171 120 301 246 176 

---------- 62.ZX 65.3X 70.9X 60.7X 49.7X 60.1% 63.9X 67. lX 54.1% 71.0X 57.3% 56.8% 64.2% 66.3% 62.4% 66.0X 60.3% 61. lX 62.5% 62. lX 61.7X 65.ZX 

Scaewlat Oppose 130 17 55 31 24 61 69 35 24 37 31 53 32 41 51 34 42 49 34 85 n 44 
17.4X 16.8X 23.ZX 14.ZX 13.6% 17.6X 17.ZX 22.6X 13.1% 20.2% 14.6% 18.0X 15.9X 16.9X 14.4% 22.2% 18.SX 17.5X 17.7X 17.5% 18.0X 16.3% 

Strongly Oppose 335 49 113 102 64 147 188 69 75 93 91 114 97 120 170 67 93 122 86 216 174 132 
44.8" 48.5X 47.7X 46.6% 36.2X 42.5% 46.8% 44.5% 41.0X 50.8% 42.7X 38.8% 48.3X 49.4% 48.0X 43.8% 41.5X 43.6X 44.8% 44.5X 43.6X 48.9X 

Don't ICnow / 51 1 6 22 15 14 31 3 11 10 26 24 16 11 22 12 15 20 11 27 20 16 
Refused 6.8" 6.9X 2.5X 10.0X 8.5X 4.0X 9.2X 1.9X 6.0X 5.5X 12.2% 8.2X 8.0X 4.5X 6.2X 7.8% 6.7X 7.1% 5.7X 5.6% 5.0X 5.9X 
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0.41. Do you favor or oppose opening the Arctic National \lildl ife Refuge for oil and gas developnent? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCc»!E FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

(===========] (==================] (===========] (==============================] (-==========] [------=s•---=---==-=•-=sJ 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst \lest/ 

TOTAL \lhite \lhi te S25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 748 635 102 177 278 218 392 352 168 138 115 185 106 216 356 153 252 194 149 
100X too.ox 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X too.ox 100. 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 84.9% 13.6X 23 . 7% 37.2X 29.1X 52.4% 47.1X 22.5% 18.4X 15.4X 24.7% 14 . 2% 28.9% 47.6X 20. 5X 33.7% 25.9% 19.9% 

FAVOR NET 232 192 38 61 74 73 132 99 59 50 32 66 18 n 121 51 n 63 41 
·-------- 31.0X 30.2% 37.3X 34.5X 26.6% 33.5% 33.7% 28.1% 35.1X 36.2% 27.8% 35.7% 17.0X 33.3% 34.0X 33.3% 30.6% 32.5% 27.5X 

Strongly Favor 91 n 17 27 32 22 57 33 15 24 20 21 7 30 44 24 32 18 17 
12.2% 11.3% 16.7% 15.3% 11.5% 10.1% 14.5% 9.4% 8.9% 17.4X 17.4X 11.4% 6.6X 13.9% 12.4% 15 . 7% 12.7% 9.3X 11.4X 

Somewhat Favor 141 120 21 34 42 51 75 66 44 26 12 45 11 42 n 27 45 45 24 
18.9% 18.9% 20.6X 19.2% 15.1% 23.4% 19.1% 18.8X 26.2% 18.8% 10.4% 24.3% 10.4X 19.4% 21.6X 17.6% 17.9% 23.2% 16.1X 

OPPOSE NET 465 403 54 99 191 130 228 234 96 79 76 105 82 127 212 96 150 117 102 
---------· 62.2% 63.5X 52.9% 55.9% 68.7% 59.6% 58.2% 66.5% 57.1% 57.2% 66.1% 56.8% 77.4% 58.8% 59.6% 62.7% 59.5% 60.3X 68.5X 

Somewhat Oppose 130 112 15 26 53 44 62 67 27 28 24 32 15 47 62 27 51 28 24 
17.4X 17.6X 14.7% 14.7% 19.1% 20.2% 15.8% 19.0X 16. lX 20.3% 20.9% 17.3X 14.2% 21.8% 17.4X 17.6X 20.2% 14.4X 16.1X 

Strongly Oppose 335 291 39 73 138 86 166 167 69 51 52 73 67 80 150 69 99 89 78 
44.8% 45.8% 38.2X 41.2% 49.6% 39.4% 42.3% 47.4% 41.1% 37.0X 45.2% 39.5% 63.2% 37.0X 42.1% 45.1% 39.3X 45.9% 52.3% 

Don't Know / 51 40 10 17 13 15 32 19 13 9 7 14 6 17 23 6 25 14 6 
Refused 6.8% 6.3% 9.8% 9.6% 4.7% 6.9% 8.2% 5.4% 7.7% 6.5% 6.1% 7.6% 5.7% 7.9% 6.5% 3.9% 9.9% 7.2% 4.0% 
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a.42. Do you favor or oppose 1..,,-ovlng the fuel efficiency of cars and l lght trucks? 

TOTAL 

FAVOR NET 

Strongly Favor 

S~at Favor 

OPPOSE NET 

so.ewhat Oppose 

Strongly Oppose 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========) [=========] [==============) [===============) [=====================) [======================::&::==================] 
Rght "rng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind O.:rt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Omc:rt Omc:rt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

748 189 469 359 336 248 416 322 68 305 162 298 198 263 56 139 156 59 176 47 128 81 101 61 58 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X lOOX lOOX 100X 100X 100X 
100X 25X 63X 48.0X 44.9X 33.2X 55.6X 43.0X 9.1X 40.8X 21.7X 39.8X 26.5X 35.2X 7.5X 18.6X 20.9X 7.9X 23.5X 6.3X 17.1X 10.8X 13.5X 8.2X 7.8X 

702 179 437 341 313 235 393 302 62 289 151 276 188 247 52 128 151 58 163 46 123 77 88 60 54 
94X 95X 93X 95.0X 93.2X 94.8X 94.5X 93.BX 91X 94.8X 93.2X 92.6X 94.9X 93.9X 92.9X 92.1X 96.8X 98.3X 92.6X 97.9X 96.1X 95.1X 87.lX 98.4X 93.1X 

560 133 360 280 242 176 325 227 51 240 112 213 159 179 46 102 130 47 127 44 87 62 69 54 44 
75X 70X 77X 78.0X n.ox 71.0X 78.lX 70.5X 75X 78.7X 69.1X 71.5X 80.3X 68.1X 82.lX 73.4X 83.3X 79.7X 72.2X 93.6X 68.0X 76.5X 68.3X 88.5X 75.9X 

142 46 77 61 71 59 68 75 11 49 39 63 29 68 6 26 21 11 36 2 36 15 19 6 10 
19X 24X 16X 17.0X 21.lX 23.8X 16.3X 23.3X 16X 16.lX 24.lX 21.lX 14.6X 25.9X 10.7X 18.7X 13.SX 18.6X 20.SX 4.3X 28.1X 18.SX 18.BX 9.BX 17.2% 

38 8 28 16 19 11 19 16 5 13 10 17 8 13 3 9 4 11 1 4 3 11 1 3 
5.1X 4.2X 6.0X 4.5X 5.7X 4.4X 4.6X 5.0X 7.4X 4.3X 6.2% 5.7X 4.0X 4.9X 5.4X 6.5X 2.6X 6.2X 2.1X 3.1X 3.7X 10.9X 1.6X 5.2% 

24 s 17 9 14 9 13 13 2 8 8 10 6 11 2 4 4 8 2 2 7 3 
3.2X 2.6X 3.6X 2.5X 4.2X 3.6X 3.1X 4.0X 2.9% 2.6X 4.9X 3.4X 3.0X 4.2X 3.6X 2.9X 2.6X 4.5X 1.6X 2.5X 6.9% 5.2X 

14 3 11 7 s 2 6 3 3 s 2 7 2 2 1 5 3 1 2 1 4 1 
1.9X 1.6X 2.3X 1.9X 1.5X 0.8X 1.4X 0.9X 4.4X 1.6X 1.2% 2.3X 1.0X 0.8X 1.8X 3.6% 1.7X 2.1X 1.6X 1.2X 4.0X 1.6X 

8 2 4 2 4 2 4 4 1 3 1 s 2 3 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 
1.1X1.1X0.9X 0.6% 1.2% 0.8% 1.0% 1.2X 1.5X 1.0X 0.6% 1.7X 1.0X 1.1X 1.8% 1.4% 0.6% 1.7X 1.1X O.BX 1.2X 2.0X 1.7X 
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0.42. Do you favor or oppose il9')roving the fuel efficiency of cars and light trucks? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN \IHO ENTERS # U.S. ADMITS 
[================-===) [=========) [=========================) [==================) [==================) BORN [===========) [===========) 

Male Male Fe111ale Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn LssThn 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Male Fe111le < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad C====J Leglly lllgly 800K 800K 

----- ---- - -- --- ----- ----- ----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ---- -- ------ ---- -- --- -- - ----- - ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 748 101 237 219 1n 346 402 155 183 183 213 294 201 243 354 153 224 280 192 485 399 270 
100X 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 13.5X 31.7X 29.3X 23.7X 46.3% 53.7X 20.7X 24.5X 24.5X 28.5X 39.3X 26.9% 32.5X 47.3X 20.5X 29.9% 37.4X 25.7X 64.8X 53.3X 36. lX 

FAVOR NET 702 96 222 206 165 321 381 145 169 173 202 268 191 233 337 143 205 266 181 451 380 252 
--------- 93.9% 95.0X 93.7X 94. lX 93.2X 92.8X 94.8X 93.5X 92.3X 94.5X 94 .8X 91.2X 95.0X 95.9% 95.2X 93.5% 91.5% 95.0X 94.3X 93.0X 95.2X 93.3X 

Strongly Favor 560 83 173 174 119 251 309 113 133 143 160 208 155 189 268 106 1n 214 144 363 304 199 
~-9X~.2X73.ox~.5X67.zxn.5xn.9X n.9% n.n 78.1X 75.1% 70.7X n.1x n.BX 75.7X 69.3% 76.8X 76.4% 75.0X 74.8X 76.2X 73.7X 

Sc.ewhat Favor 142 13 49 32 46 70 n 32 36 30 42 60 36 44 69 37 33 52 37 88 76 53 
19.0X 12.9% 20.7X 14.6X 26.0X 20.2X 17.9% 20.6X 19.7X 16.4X 19.7X 20.4X 17.9% 18.1% 19.5X 24.2X 14.7X 18.6X 19.3X 18.1X 19.0X 19.6X 

OPPOSE NET 38 4 13 12 8 23 15 10 12 7 II 22 8 8 13 10 15 10 8 30 17 15 

---------- 5.1X 4.0X 5.5X 5.5X 4.5X 6.6X 3.7X 6.5X 6.6X 3.8X 3.8% 7.5X 4.0X 3.3X 3.7X 6.5X 6.7X 3.6X 4.2X 6.2X 4.3X 5.6% 

Sc.ewhat Oppose 24 2 9 8 5 15 9 7 8 4 5 12 5 7 10 5 9 5 7 17 11 9 
3.2X 2.0X 3.8X 3.7X 2.8X 4.3X 2.2X 4.5X 4.4X 2.2X 2.3% 4.1% 2.5X 2.9% 2. BX 3.3X 4.0X 1.8X 3.6X 3.5X 2.8X 3.3X 

Strongly Oppose 14 2 4 4 3 8 6 3 4 3 3 10 3 1 3 5 6 5 1 13 6 6 
1.9% 2.0X 1.7X 1.8X 1.7X 2.3X 1.5% 1.9% 2.2X 1.6X 1.4% 3.4X 1.5X 0.4X 0.8X 3.3% 2.7X 1.8X 0.5X 2.7X 1.5X 2.2X 

Don't Know/ 8 1 2 1 4 2 6 2 3 3 4 2 2 4 4 4 3 4 2 3 
Refused 1.1% 1.0X 0.8X 0. 5X 2.3X 0.6X 1.5X 1.1X 1.6% 1. 4% 1.4X 1.0X 0.8X 1.1% 1.8X 1.4% 1.6X D.8X 0. 5X 1.1% 
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Q.42. Do you favor or oppose iq:,roving the fuel efficiency of cars and light trucks? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

c--=--------1 [==================) [===========) [-----•------=-=---SS---=-==-----] (===========) [=======•=••·••=•---=-=•=) 
Non· Under S25000 S50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL Milite "'1ite S25000 -49999 & over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
·---- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ---- -- ------ ·····- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 748 635 102 1n 278 218 392 352 168 138 115 185 106 216 356 153 252 194 149 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 84.9X 13.6X 23.7X 37.2X 29.1:X 52.4X 47.1X 22.5X 18.4X 15.4X 24.7X 14.ZX 28.9X 47.6X 20.5X 33.7X 25.9X 19.9X 

FAVOR NET 702 597 96 168 260 204 363 335 162 128 110 166 103 206 331 142 233 181 146 
--------- 93.9X 94.0X 94.1X 94.9X 93.5:X 93.6X 92.6X 95.ZX 96.4X 92.8X 95.7X 89.7X 97.2X 95.4X 93.0X 92.8X 92.5X 93.3X 98.0X 

Strongly Favor 560 478 74 141 204 158 297 259 125 98 82 135 90 148 268 116 183 142 119 
74.9X 75.3X n.5x 79.7X 73.4:X 72.5X 75.8X 73.6X 74.4% 71.0X 71.3X 73.0X 84.9X 68.5X 75.3X 75.8X 72.6X 73.ZX 79.9X 

SOllleWhat Favor 142 119 22 27 56 46 66 76 37 30 28 31 13 58 63 26 50 39 27 
19.0X 18.7X 21.6X 15.3X 20.1X 21.1X 16.8X 21.6X 22.0X 21.7X 24.3X 16.8X 12.3X 26.9X 17.7" 17.0X 19.8% 20.1x 18.1X 

OPPOSE NET 38 31 5 5 17 11 24 14 6 8 5 13 3 9 20 8 16 12 2 
---------- 5.1X 4.9X 4.9X 2.8X 6.1X 5.0X 6.1X 4.0X 3.6X 5.8% 4.3X 7.0X 2.8X 4.2X 5.6X 5.2X 6.3X 6.2% 1.3X 

Somewhat Oppose 24 18 5 3 13 8 16 8 3 6 4 7 3 6 14 5 10 7 2 
3.2X 2.8X 4.9" 1.7X 4.7X 3.7X 4.1X 2.3X 1.8% 4.3X 3.5X 3.8X 2.8X 2.8X 3.9" 3.3X 4.0X 3.6X 1.3X 

Strongly Oppose 14 13 2 4 3 8 6 3 2 1 6 3 6 3 6 5 
1.9" 2.0X 1.1X 1.4:X 1.4X 2.0X 1.7X 1.8X 1.4X 0.9" 3.2X 1.4X 1.7X 2.0X 2.4X 2.6X 

Don't Know/ 8 7 1 4 1 3 5 3 2 6 1 5 3 3 1 1 
Refused 1.1X 1 .1X 1.0X 2.3:X 0.4:X 1.4X 1.3X 0.9" 1.4X 3.2X 0.5X 1.4% 2.0X 1.2X 0.5X 0.7X 
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0.43. Do you favor or oppose supporting the developnent of renewable energy alternatives to oil? 

TOTAL 

FAVOR NET 

Strongly Favor 

Soaewhat Favor 

OPPOSE NET 

5oaeY\at Oppose 

Strongly Oppose 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
[=======) [=========) [=========) [==============) [===============) [=====================] [=============================================] 
Rght Yrng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/l 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

748 189 469 359 336 248 416 322 68 305 162 298 198 263 56 139 156 59 176 47 128 81 101 61 58 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 
100X 25X 63X 48.0X 44.9X 33.2% 55.6X 43.0X 9.1X 40.8X 21.7X 39.8X 26.5% 35.2% 7.5X 18.6% 20.9X 7.9X 23.5X 6.3X 17.1X 10.8% 13.5% 8.2X 7.8% 

676 178 419 334 295 225 376 287 57 285 145 270 181 236 49 130 146 55 155 44 114 73 92 58 52 
90X 94X 89X 93.0X 87.8X 90.7X 90.4% 89.1X 84% 93.4X 89.5X 90.6X 91.4% 89.7X 87.5X 93.5% 93.6X 93.2X 88.1X 93.6% 89.1X 90.1% 91 . 1% 95.1% 89.7% 

497 133 307 247 217 160 293 198 45 217 100 197 136 162 35 95 115 39 117 34 87 53 62 46 37 
66X 70X 65X 68.8% 64.6% 64.5% 70.4X 61.5% 66X 71.1X 61.7X 66.1% 68.7X 61.6% 62.5% 68.3% 73.7X 66.1X 66.5% n.3% 68.0% 65.4X 61.4% 75.4% 63.8% 

179 45 112 87 78 65 83 89 12 68 45 73 45 74 14 35 31 16 38 10 27 20 30 12 15 
24X 24X 24X 24.2X 23.ZX 26.2% 20.0X 27.6X 18% 22.3X 27.8X 24.5X 22.7% 28.tX 25.0X 25.2% 19.9X 27. 1X 21.6X 21 .3X 21.1% 24.7X 29.7% 19.7% 25.9X 

47 8 34 18 27 15 27 23 8 11 9 16 16 15 7 3 7 2 11 3 11 6 5 3 5 
6.3X 4.2X 7.2X 5.0X 8.0X 6.0X 6.5X 1.1x 12X 3.6X 5.6% 5.4% 8.1% 5.7% 12.5X 2. 2% 4. 5% 3.4X 6.2X 6.4X 8.6% 7.4X 5.0X 4.9X 8.6X 

31 5 22 12 17 13 16 15 4 7 4 10 11 9 5 1 5 1 7 1 8 4 2 3 5 
4.1% 2.6X 4.7% 3.3X 5.1X 5.2X 3.8% 4.7% 5.9X 2.3% 2.SX 3.4% 5.6X 3.4% 8.9X 0.7X 3. 2X 1.7% 4.0X 2.1% 6.2X 4.9X 2.0X 4.9X 8. 6% 

16 3 12 6 10 2 11 8 4 4 5 6 5 6 2 2 2 1 4 2 3 2 3 
2.1X 1.6X 2.6X 1.7% 3.0X 0.8% 2.6X 2.5% 5.9% 1.3X 3.1% 2.0X 2.5% 2.3% 3.6X 1.4% 1.3% 1.7X 2.3% 4.3% 2.3X 2.5X 3.0X 

25 3 16 7 14 8 13 12 3 9 8 12 1 12 6 3 2 10 3 2 4 1 
3.3X 1.6X 3.4X 1.9X 4.2% 3.2X 3.1X 3.7% 4.4% 3.0X 4.9X 4.0X o.sx 4.6% 4.3% 1.9% 3.4% 5.7% 2.3X 2.SX 4.0X 1.7X 
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0.43. Do you favor or oppose supporting the development of renewable energy alternatives to oil? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GEll>ER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================] [=========] [=========================] c-------s=---------J [==================] BORN [::a:,r.::=aa] [a::::a:az::s] 

Male Male Fffl8le Female H.S. Some Col lge Can't GP/PTS SaeNre More MreThn LasThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45·59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad C==-J Levlly Jllgly 800IC 800IC 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ·---- ------ ------ ------ ------ ... --... -· ----·- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 748 101 237 219 177 346 402 155 183 183 213 294 201 243 354 153 224 280 192 485 399 270 

100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 13.5% 31. 7X 29.3% 23. 7X 46.3% 53. 7X 20.7X 24.5X 24.5X 28.5X 39.3X 26.9% 32.5X 47.3X 20.5X 29.9% 37.4X 25.7% 64.SX 53.3% 36.1X 

FAVOR NET 676 91 222 203 146 322 354 147 167 166 182 250 190 229 330 138 193 256 179 432 356 249 
--------- 90.4X 90.1X 93.7% 92.7X 82.5X 93.lX 88.lX 94.8X 91.3X 90.7% 85.4% 85.0X 94.5X 94.2X 93.2X 90.2X 86.2X 91.4X 93.2X 89.1X 89.2X 92.ZX 

Strongly Favor 497 65 166 153 100 243 254 110 126 121 127 156 152 184 264 89 132 195 131 315 265 181 
66.4X 64.4X 70.0X 69.9% 56.5% 70.2X 63.2X 71.0X 68.9% 66.1X 59.6X 53.1X 75.6X 75.7X 74.6X 58.2X 58.9% 69.6X 68.2X 64.9% 66.4X 67.0X 

Solllewhat Favor 179 26 56 50 46 79 100 37 41 45 55 94 38 45 66 49 61 61 48 117 91 68 
23.9% 25.7% 23.6% 22.8X 26.0X 22.8X 24.9X 23.9% 22.4X 24.6X 25.8X 32.0X 18.9% 18.5X 18.6X 32.0X 27.2X 21.8X 25.0X 24.1X 22.SX 25.2X 

OPPOSE NET 47 8 11 13 15 21 26 8 13 11 15 28 7 9 15 8 24 15 8 36 31 12 
---------- 6.3X 7.9X 4.6X 5.9X 8.5X 6.1X 6.5X 5.2X 7.1X 6.0X 7.0% 9.5X 3.5X 3. 7X 4.2X 5.2X 10.7% 5.4X 4.2X 7.4X 7.8X 4.4X 

SOllll!What Oppose 31 6 7 9 9 11 20 5 6 8 12 22 3 4 8 7 16 6 5 24 22 6 
4.1X 5.9X 3.0X 4.1X 5.1X 3.2X 5.0X 3.2X 3.3X 4.4X 5.6X 7.5X 1.5X 1.6X 2.3X 4.6X 7.1X 2.1X 2.6X 4.9X 5.5X 2.2X 

Strongly Oppose 16 2 4 4 6 10 6 3 7 3 3 6 4 5 7 1 8 9 3 12 9 6 
2.1X 2.0X 1.7X 1.8X 3.4X 2.9X 1.5X 1.9X 3.8X 1.6X 1.4X 2.0X 2.0X 2.1X 2.0X 0.7X 3.6X 3.2X 1.6X 2.5X 2.3X 2.2X 

Don't Know / 25 2 4 3 16 3 22 3 6 16 16 4 5 9 7 7 9 5 17 12 9 
Refused 3.3X 2.0X 1.7X 1.4X 9.0X 0.9X 5.5X 1.6X 3.3X 7.5X 5.4X 2.0X 2.1X 2.5X 4.6X 3.1X 3.2X 2.6X 3.5X 3.0X 3.3X 
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0.43. Do you favor or oppose supporting the development of renewable energy alternatives to oil? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INC04E FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

(===========] (==================] (===-=======] (================================] (===========] (--------------•--==s==-J 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North- Midwst Vest/ 

TOTAL White White S25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
... -........ -......... -- --... -.. - -...... --- ... -....... - ... --- ... - --- ... -- ...... -... -- -·---- ------ ................ ----... - ·---·- ------ ------ -... --. - ---·-- -·---- -··---

TOTAL 748 635 102 1n 278 218 392 352 168 138 115 185 106 216 356 153 252 194 149 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 . 0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100 .0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 84.9X 13.6X 23.TX 37.2X 29.1X 52.4X 47.1X 22.5X 18.4X 15.4X 24.TX 14.2X 28.9X 47.6X 20.5X 33.7X 25.9X 19.9X 

FAVOR NET 676 578 89 152 254 208 351 322 154 122 102 163 102 187 327 134 226 176 140 
... -........ -..... 90.4X 91.0X 87.3X 85.9X 91.4X 95.4X 89.5X 91.5X 91.TX 88.4X 88.7X 88.1X 96.2X 86.6X 91.9X 87.6% 89.7X 90.7X 94.0% 

Strongly Favor 497 426 65 111 186 153 260 234 116 79 78 112 86 133 233 96 168 119 114 
66.4X 67.1X 63.7X 62.7X 66.9X 70.2% 66.3X 66.5X 69.0X 57.2X 67.8X 60.5X 81.1X 61.6X 65.4X 62.7X 66.7X 61.3% 76.5X 

SOllll!What Favor 179 152 24 41 68 55 91 88 38 43 24 51 16 54 94 38 58 57 26 
23.9X 23.9X 23.5% 23.2X 24.5X 25.2X 23.2X 25.0X 22.6X 31.2X 20.9X 27.6% 15.1% 25.0X 26.4% 24.8% 23.0% 29.4X 17.4X 

OPPOSE NET 47 34 12 16 18 7 25 21 10 10 8 15 3 16 20 17 15 10 5 
·---.... -...... - 6.3% 5.4% 11.BX 9.0X 6.5% 3.2X 6.4% 6.0X 6.0X 7.2X 7.0X e.1x 2.8X 7.4% 5.6X 11.1% 6.0% 5.2X 3.4X 

SOllll!What Oppose 31 22 9 12 12 4 14 16 5 8 6 9 2 9 15 11 11 6 3 
4.1X 3.5X 8.8X 6.8% 4.JX 1.8% 3.6X 4.5% 3.0X 5.8% 5.2X 4.9X 1.9X 4.2X 4.2X 7.2X 4.4X 3.1% 2.0% 

Strongly Oppose 16 12 3 4 6 3 11 5 5 2 2 6 1 7 5 6 4 4 2 
2.1% 1.9X 2.9X 2.JX 2.2X 1.4X 2.8X 1.4% 3.0X 1.4X 1.7X 3.2X 0.9X 3.2X 1.4X 3.9X 1.6X 2.1% 1.3% 

Don't Know/ 25 23 1 9 6 3 16 9 4 6 5 7 1 13 9 2 11 8 4 
Refused 3.JX 3.6% 1.0X 5.1X 2.2X 1.4X 4.1% 2.6X 2.4% 4.3% 4.3X 3.8X 0.9X 6. 0X 2.5X 1.3X 4.4X 4.1X 2.7X 
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0.44. How much 1110re would you be willing to spend per month for electricity generated fr0111 cleaner renewable sources? 

TOTAL 

Up to 2 Percent Per 
Month 

Up to 5 Percent 

Up to 10 Percent 

Up to 20 Percent 

More Than 20 
Percent 

I Wouldn't Pay Any 
More for 
Electricity 
Generated by 
Renewable Sources 

Don't Know/ 
Refused 

POLITICAL 

DIRCTION CLINTDM GINGRICH PARTY ID IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
(=•=====] (=========] (=========] c--==-•=-----=-J (------=--=-----] c------=-----=- ==-----J (=============aaaaaaa:aaaaa:a::::zsasza:a:aaz:] 
Rght Wrng Dis · Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/l 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dn:rt Dmcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Mtlst 

1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 
100X lOOX lOOX 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
100X 25X 62% 47.9% 45.2% 34.7X 53.7X 43.0X 9.4% 41.0% 23.4X 37.5% 26.0X 34.7X 7.5X 18.6X 20.4% 8.5X 24.6% 6.2X 16.0X 10.4% 13.4X 8.6% 7. 1% 

232 51 143 118 95 65 128 88 19 106 55 90 50 74 13 58 44 24 52 10 35 33 34 13 20 
23X 20% 23% 24 .6X 21.0X 18.7X 23 .8% 20.5% 20X 25.9% 23.5% 24.0X 19.2% 21.3% 17.3X 31.2% 21.6X 28.2% 21.1% 16.1% 21.9% 31.7X 25.4X 15.tX 28.2% 

256 73 151 125 117 105 133 126 15 103 61 107 64 106 20 48 52 22 64 12 45 27 31 26 19 
26X 29% 24X 26.1X 25.9% 30 .3X 24.8% 29.3% 16% 25.1X 26.1% 28. 5% 24.6% 30.5X 26.7X 25.8% 25.5% 25.9% 26.0X 19.4% 28.tX 26.0X 23.tX 30.2% 26.8X 

192 55 119 97 83 63 106 81 22 75 41 61 68 64 15 21 53 12 39 23 34 15 23 20 18 
19% 22% 19% 20.3% 18.4% 18 . 2% 19.7X 18 .8% 23X 18 . 3% 17.5X 16.3X 26. 2% 18.4% 20.0X 11.3X 26.0X 14 . 1X 15 .9% 37.lX 21.ZX 14.4X 17.2% 23.3% 25.4X 

48 13 27 28 16 10 34 19 7 19 11 18 12 17 2 6 12 2 13 5 9 8 3 4 1 
4.8% 5.2% 4.3X 5.8X 3.5X 2.9% 6.3X 4.4X 7.4X 4.6X 4.7X 4.8X 4.6% 4.9% 2.7X 3. 2X 5.9% 2.4X 5.3X 8.1X 5.6X 7.7X 2.2% 4.7X 1.4X 

25 11 11 14 10 6 18 8 4 12 3 7 14 6 2 3 9 1 5 , 5 2 3 4 1 
2.5X 4.4X 1.8% 2.9% 2.2X 1.7X 3.4X 1.9% 4.3% 2.9% 1.3X 1.9% 5.4% 1.7X 2.7X 1.6X 4.4% 1.2% 2.0X 1.6X 3. 1X 1.9% 2.2% 4.7X 1.4X 

239 46 167 94 127 97 114 106 25 91 60 90 50 78 23 48 33 24 70 10 31 18 39 19 12 
24X 18% 27X 19.6X 28 . 1% 28.0X 21 . 2% 24 . 7% 27% 22.2% 25.6% 24 .0X 19.2% 22.5% 30 . 7X 25.8% 16.2% 28.2% 28 . 5% 16.1% 19.4X 17.3% 29.1% 22.lX 16.9% 

8 
0.8X 

6 3 4 1 4 2 2 4 3 2 2 2 
1.0% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3% 0.7X 0.5% 2.1% 1.0X 1.3X 0.5% 0.8% 0.6X 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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1.1X 0.5% 1.2X 1.6X 0.6X 1.0X 0.7X 
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0.44. How nJCh more would you be willing to spend per month for electricity generated from cleaner renewable sources? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
[=====================] [=========] [=========================] [==================] [==================) BORN [=======-=) c------=---1 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't GP/PTS SmeMre More MreThn lssThn 
TOTAL 18·29 30·44 45-59 60+ Male Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad [====) Leglly lllgly 800IC 8001C 

----- ----- ----- --. -- -.. -. - ----- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------
TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 350 253 646 527 369 

100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 14.0X 32.2% 26.9% 24.6X 47.8X 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6% 27.5% 39.4X 26.7% 32.2X 45.2X 22.4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3% 64.6X 52.7% 36.9% 

Up to 2 Percent Per 232 23 76 59 68 95 137 38 54 61 73 111 68 47 98 55 75 79 50 159 114 87 
Month 23.ZX 16.4% 23.6% 21.9% 27.6X 19.9X 26.2X 16.8X 22.5X 25.8X 26.5X 28.ZX 25.5% 14.6X 21.7% 24.6X 25.4% 22.6% 19.BX 24.6% 21.6X 23.6% 

Up to 5 Percent 256 46 86 n 50 127 129 64 62 68 60 89 67 99 115 58 75 96 83 152 138 101 
25.6X 32.9% 26.7% 26.8X 20.3X 26.6X 24.7% 28.3X 25.8X 28.8X 21.8X 22.6X 25.1X 30.7% 25.4X 25.9% 25.4X 27.4X 32.BX 23.5X 26.ZX 27.4X 

Up to 10 Percent 192 36 67 50 36 102 90 60 40 43 46 53 58 79 106 34 51 77 57 118 111 69 
19.ZX 25.7% 20.8X 18.6X 14.6X 21.3X 17.2X 26.5X 16.7% 18.2X 16.7% 13.5X 21.7% 24.5X 23.5X 15.2X 17.3X 22.0X 22.5X 18.3X 21.1X 18.7X 

Up to 20 Percent 48 8 18 13 6 25 23 12 12 14 7 5 13 29 30 9 9 17 13 28 25 14 
4.8X 5.7X 5.6% 4.8% 2.4% 5.2X 4.4X 5.3X 5.0X 5.9% 2.5X 1.3X 4.9% 9.0X 6.6X 4.0X 3.1X 4.9% 5.1% 4.3% 4.7% 3.8% 

More Than 20 25 5 9 7 3 15 10 9 5 5 5 8 6 11 15 4 5 10 6 17 13 12 
Percent 2.5X 3.6X 2.8X 2.6X 1.2% 3.1% 1.9% 4.0X 2.1X 2.1% 1.8X 2.0X 2.2% 3.4X 3.3% 1.8X 1.7X 2.9% 2.4X 2.6X 2.5X 3.3X 

I Wouldn't Pay Any 239 22 63 66 80 109 130 40 65 45 81 127 53 53 84 62 80 69 43 168 125 83 
More for 23.9% 15.7% 19.6% 24.5X 32.5X 22.8X 24.9% 17.7X 27.1X 19.1% 29.5X 32.2X 19.9% 16.5X 18.6X 27.7X 27.1X 19.7% 17.0X 26.0X 23.7% 22.5% 
Electricity 
Generated by 
Renewable Sources 

Don't Know / 8 3 2 3 5 3 3 2 3 1 2 4 4 2 2 1 4 1 3 
Refused 0.8X 0.9% 0.7% 1.2X 1.0X 0.6X 1.3X 0.8X 1.1,: 0.3X 0.7% 1.2X 0.9% 0.9% 0.6X 0.4X 0.6X 0.2% 0.8X 
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NATIONAL MONITOR XIII 

Page 211 

o.44. How much 1110re would you be willing to spend per month for electricity generated from cleaner renewable sources? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2 

MILITARY EXP. 
ETHNICITY INCOME FAMILY RELIGION BORN AGAIN REGION 

c------=----1 [==================] [===========) (================================] [===========] [=========================] 
Non· Under $25000 $50000 High Other N·Chrs North· Midwst West/ 

TOTAL White White $25000 ·49999 & Over Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathlc / None Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 
. ---- --- -- - ------ ---- -- ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ----- - --- --- ------ ------ ------

TOTAL 1000 833 149 244 358 286 520 474 218 191 160 238 137 284 471 203 346 242 209 
100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 10D.OX 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100X 83.3X 14.9X 24.4X 35.8X 28.6X 52.0X 47.4X 21.8X 19. lX 16.0X 23.8X 13 . 7X 28.4X 47.1% 20.3X 34.6% 24.2% 20.9X 

Up to 2 Percent Per 232 187 37 68 90 49 134 97 47 49 41 59 22 83 99 53 81 55 43 
Month 23.2% 22.4% 24.8% 27.9X 25.1% 17.1% 25.SX 20.5% 21.6% 25.7X 25.6% 24.8% 16.1% 29.2% 21.0X 26.1% 23.4% 22.7X 20.6% 

Up to 5 Percent 256 216 39 50 105 87 125 131 58 49 29 69 42 70 124 47 94 69 46 
25.6% 25.9X 26.2% 20.5% 29.3% 30.4% 24 . 0X 27.6% 26.6% 25.7X 18. 1% 29.0X 30. 7X 24.6% 26.3% 23.2% 27.2% 28.5% 22.0X 

Up to 10 Percent 192 167 21 35 67 66 92 98 43 23 33 42 35 39 95 41 54 48 49 
19.2% 20.0X 14.1% 14.3% 18.7X 23.1% 17. 7X 20.7X 19.7X 12.0X 20.6% 17.6% 25.5% 13.7X 20.2% 20.2% 15.6% 19.~ 23.4% 

Up to 20 Percent 48 42 6 4 13 27 21 26 12 5 10 6 10 9 21 10 14 10 14 
4.8% 5.0X 4.0X 1.6X 3.6X 9.4% 4.0X 5.5% 5.5X 2.6% 6.2% 2.5% 7.3X 3.2% 4.5X 4.9X 4.0X 4.1% 6.7% 

More Than 20 25 20 4 8 8 8 8 17 3 7 3 5 6 9 7 6 7 5 7 
Percent 2.5% 2.4% 2.7X 3.3X 2.2% 2.~ 1.5X 3.6X 1.4X 3.7X 1.9X 2.1% 4.4X 3.2X 1.SX 3.0X 2.0X 2.1X 3.3% 

I Wouldn't Pay Any 239 194 42 77 73 46 136 101 54 57 41 56 21 73 120 43 94 55 47 
More for 23.9X 23.3% 28.2% 31.6% 20 .4% 16 . 1% 26.2% 21.3% 24.8% 29.8% 25.6% 23.5% 15.3% 25.7X 25.SX 21.2% 27.2% 22.7% 22.SX 
Electricity 
Generated by 
Renewable Sources 

Don't Know / 8 7 2 2 3 4 4 1 1 3 1 1 1 5 3 2 3 
Refused 0.8X 0.8X 0.8X 0.6% 1.0X 0.8X 0.8% 0.5X 0.5X 1.9X 0.4X 0.7X 0.4X 1 . 1X 1.5% 0.6% 1.4% 

Research I Strategy I Management 
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o.ua. ■- auch aora would you ba willing to •pend per ■onth for electricity generated from cleaner r•n-abla aource•? 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLilffON GINGRICH PARTY IO IDEOLOGY PARTY IO/IDEOLOGY ROLB OP~ 
c---··••J t••·····••J c--·····••J c--··········•·J C••···········•·t t••···········--------1 t••··············-·············-···-·-···•J Rght lfrng Oh- Oh- Vary S■vht Cnerv Mod/L Cnerv Nod/L 

'1'0'l'L Trclt Trclt Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dacrt Cnarv Cn•rv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dacrt Dacrt Krlet Cnarv &gltn Lbrtn Sttet ~let Librl Ntlet 

TOTAL 1000 20 '24 479 452 347 537 430 '4 410 234 375 2'0 347 75 lH 204 15 24' '2 160 104 134 H 71 
1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 100\ 100\ 1001 100\ 100\ 1001 1001 1001 1001 100\ 100\ 100\ 100\ 100\ 100\ 
100\ 25\ 62\ 47.,. 45.2\ 34. 71 53.7\ 43.01 9.4\ u.o, 23.C\ 37.5\ 26.0\ 34. 71 7.5\ 18." 20.4\ 1.51 24.61 6.2\ 16 . 01 10.4\ 13.4\ '·" 7.1\ 

Not Pay Any More 2lt 46 167 '4 127 ,, 114 106 25 t1 60 90 50 71 23 48 33 24 70 10 31 11 lt u 12 
24\ 18\ 27\ 1'.6\ 21.11 21.01 21.21 2,. 71 271 22 . 21 25." 24.0\ 1'.2\ 22.5\ 30.71 25.81 16.2\ 21.21 28.5\ u.11 1'.4\ 17.3\ 2'.l\ 22.11 U.tl 

Up to 2 Percent Par 232 51 lCl 118 95 65 121 .. 1, 106 55 90 50 74 13 58 44 24 52 10 35 ll 34 13 20 
Month 231 201 23\ 2C.6\ 21.01 18.71 23.11 20.5\ 201 25.tl 23.51 24.01 u.21 21. 31 17.3\ 31.2\ 21.61 21.21 21.11 16.1\ 21.tl 31.7\ 25.4\ 15.1\ 21 . 21 

Up to 5 Percent Par 256 73 151 125 117 105 lll 126 15 103 n 107 u 106 20 Cl 52 22 64 12 45 27 31 26 u 
Month 261 2tl 24\ 26 . 1\ 25 . tl JO.JI 24.11 29. ll 1'1 25.1\ 26.1\ 28.51 24.6\ 30.5\ 26.7\ 25.81 25.51 25.tl 26.01 U.4\ 21.11 u.01 21.11 10.2, 26.1\ 

O,,ar 5 Percent Per 265 7t 157 139 109 ,, 151 101 u 10, 55 H " 17 1' JO 7C 15 57 2' 41 25 2' 21 20 
Month 261 32\ 251 2'.0\ 24.1\ 22.11 29.C\ 25.1\ 351 25.tl 23.5\ 22 ·" 36.2\ 25.1\ 25.3\ 16.1\ 36.3\ 17.6\ 23.2\ "·" 30.0\ 24.0\ 21.u 32.61 21.21 

Oon•t 1:- I 8 6 l C 1 4 2 2 C l 2 2 2 2 1 l 1 1 1 1 
Refuaad 0.1\ 1.0\ 0.61 o. ,. 0.31 0.71 0.51 2.11 1.01 1.31 0.51 0.8\ 0.61 1.1\ 0.5\ 1.2, 1.0 o.u 1.0, 0.7\ 
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Q.44a. Boor .. ch aore would you be willing to epend per aonth for electricity generated frca cleaner r•n-able eourcee? 

DIUIOGRAPBICS 1 

Ami CEMDl!ll ACII / CUl>IIR IWUCATIOlf IMMIGRATION PORBCII WIIOD'rD8 I U.S. ADNITS 
(••------------------•) [••------•) [•----------------------••) c-•·············•--1 c--··············••J -- c-•·······••J c-•·····-••J 

Mal• Nale •-1• •-i. a.s. - Collge Can•t CP/PTS SINNre Nore llre'1'bo Lea'lhn 
TOTAL 11-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Male real• < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Cradte Collge Cradte Good Say llad l••••J Leglly Illgly IOOJt 10011: 

TOTAL 1000 140 322 269 246 471 522 22, 240 236 275 394 2'7 322 452 224 295 350 253 '" 527 30 
1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 1001 100.01 100.01 100.01 100 . 01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.0I 100.01 100.0I 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 
1001 u.01 32.21 2,.,. 24 . " 47.11 52.21 22.n 24.01 23.U 27.51 3'.41 2,.1, 32.21 4s.21 22.41 29 . 51 35 . 01 25.31 "·" 52.71 u.n 

Not Pay Any Nore 239 22 u " 10 10, 130 40 u 45 11 127 SJ 53 14 '2 10 " 43 HI 125 13 
2>.n 15.71 19.U 24.51 32.SI 22.81 24.tl 11.1, 21.11 19.11 2t.51 32.21 1'.91 H.s, 11.u 27.71 21.11 19.71 11.01 u.01 23.71 22.51 

Up to 2 Percent Per 2l2 23 1' 59 68 95 137 38 54 '1 73 111 u 47 ,e 55 75 1' 50 159 114 17 
Nonth 23.21 H.41 23.U 21.91 27.U 19.91 2' . 21 u . 11 2.l.51 25.11 2,.5, 21.21 25.S\ u.u 21. 71 24." 25.41 22.u 19.11 24.0 21.0 23.U 

Up to 5 Percent Per 2s, " " 72 50 127 129 " '2 " ,o ., '7 ,, 115 51 75 " 13 152 131 101 
Nonth 2s.u l2.tl 26.71 2'.11 20.31 2'.U 24. 71 21.31 25.11 21.11 21.11 22.u 25.11 30.71 25.41 25.tl 25.41 27.41 l2.II 23.51 2,.21 27.41 

Over 5 Percent Per 2'5 " " 70 45 142 121 11 57 '2 51 " 77 119 151 47 ,s 104 1, HJ 149 u 
Nonth 2'.51 35.0I n.21 u.01 ti.JI 29. 71 23.U 35.11 23 . 11 2,.31 21.11 u . 11 21.11 n.01 33.41 21.01 22 . 01 29.71 30.01 25.21 JI.JI 25.71 

Doo•t ltn- I I J 2 3 5 3 3 2 3 1 2 4 4 2 2 1 4 1 J 
Rafueed 0.11 o.n 0.71 1.21 1.01 o.u 1.31 0.11 1.11 0.31 0.71 1.21 o.,. O.tl o.u 0.41 o.o 0.21 0.11 
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o.ua. Rov auch aora would you be willing to •pend per aonth for electricity generated froa cleaner ren-•ble aourcea? 

DBMOCRAPRICS 2 

MILITARY BXP. 
BTlllUCITY INCONJI! FAMILY Rl!LIGIOII BORlf AGAIN REGIOW 

1-----------1 t------------------1 1-----------1 (••------------------------------1 l•••••••••••J 1------------------1 
■on- Under $25000 $50000 lligh Other ■-chr• Korth- Nidwat ·••t / 

TOTAL White White $25000 -0999 , over Yea Ro Prtatn Baptat Prtatn Cathlc / ■one Yea Ro Baat south /Cntrl Pacifc 

TOTAL 1000 833 10 244 358 28' 520 474 211 191 160 2311 137 2114 471 203 346 242 20, 
1001 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 100.01 
1001 83.31 14.91 24.41 35.81 28.61 52.01 47.41 21.111 19.11 16.01 23.81 ll.71 211.41 47.11 20.31 34.61 24.21 20.91 

lfot Pay Any Nore 239 194 42 77 7l 46 136 101 54 57 41 56 21 73 120 4l '4 55 47 
23.91 23.31 21.21 31.61 20.41 16 . 11 26.21 21.31 24.81 29.111 25.61 23.51 15.31 25.71 25.51 21.21 27.21 22.71 22.51 

Up to 2 Percent Per 232 117 37 611 90 4' 134 97 47 0 41 59 22 83 ,, 53 11 55 4l 
Month 23.21 22.41 24.81 27 . 91 25.11 17.11 25.81 20.51 21.61 25.71 25.61 24.111 16.11 29.21 21.01 21.11 23.41 22.71 20.u 

Up to 5 Percent Per 256 216 39 50 105 87 125 131 58 0 29 " 42 70 124 t7 '4 " 46 
Month 25.61 25.91 26.21 20.51 29.31 30.41 24.01 27.61 2'.61 25.71 111.11 29.01 30. 71 24.61 2'.31 23.21 27.21 21.51 22.01 

over 5 Percent Per 2'5 229 31 47 88 101 121 141 58 35 46 53 51 57 123 57 75 u 70 
Month 26.51 27.51 20.111 19.31 24.61 35.31 23.31 29. 71 26.61 18.31 28.81 22.31 37.21 20.11 2'.11 211.11 21.71 2,.01 33.51 

Don•t Jtnov I 11 7 2 2 3 4 4 1 1 3 1 1 1 5 3 2 3 
Refuaad 0.81 0.111 0.81 0.61 1.01 0.111 o.a1 0.51 0.51 1.91 0.41 0.71 0.41 1.11 1.51 o.u 1.0 
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Q.45. Which Congressional plan for changing the nuclear waste law do you support? 

POLITICAL 

OIRCTION CLINTON GINGRICH PARTY 10 IDEOLOGY PARTY ID/IDEOLOGY ROLE f>F GOVERNMENT 
c=======J c=========J c=========J c==============J c===============J C=====================J c---=--------------=-=-=--=--=-=----=--====---1 
Rght ~rng Dis· Dis· Very Smwht Cnsrv Mod/L Cnsrv Mod/L 

TOTL Trek Trek Apprv Apprv Apprv Apprv Rpbln Ind Dmcrt Cnsrv Cnsrv Librl Rpbln Rpbln Dmcrt Omcrt Mrlst Cnsrv Egltn Lbrtn Sttst Pplst Librl Ntlst .. . ,· -..... 
TOTAL 1000 249 624 479 452 347 537 430 94 410 234 375 260 347 75 186 204 85 246 62 160 104 134 86 71 

100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100% 100% 100X 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100X 
100% 25X 62X 47.9X 45.2X 34.7" 53 . ?X 43.0% 9.4% 41.0X 23.4X 37.5% 26.0% 34.7" 7.5X 18.6% 20.4% 8.5% 24.6% 6.2% 16.0X 10.4% 13.4X 8.6X 7.1X 

Plan A · Teq>orary 266 80 165 125 127 111 132 126 24 100 73 97 55 102 20 50 41 19 66 16 54 26 36 20 15 
Stora~e 27" 32X 26% 26.1% 28.lX 32.0% 24 .6% 29.3% 26X 24.4X 31.ZX 25.9X 21.2% 29.4% 26.7" 26.9% 20.1% 22.4% 26.8% 25.8% 33.8% 25.0% 26.9X 23.3X 21.1X 

Plan b • New 697 161 440 340 306 224 390 288 65 296 148 264 195 230 54 128 157 64 168 45 101 76 93 63 53 
Solut ions Before 70% 65% 71% 71.0X 67 . 7"1. 64.6X 72 .6% 67.0% 69X 72 . 2% 63.2% 70.4% 75.0X 66.3% n.0X 68.8% TT.OX 75.3% 68.3% 72.6% 63.1X 73.1X 69.4X 73.3X 74.6% 
Transi:·orting ArOUld 
C01.ntry 

Don't Know / 37 8 19 14 19 12 15 16 5 14 13 14 10 15 1 8 6 2 12 1 5 2 5 3 3 
Refust J 3.7" 3.2% 3.0% 2.9% 4.2% 3.5% 2.8% 3.7" 5.3% 3.4% 5.6X 3.7X 3.8% 4.3% 1.3% 4.3% 2.9X 2.4X 4.9X 1.6X 3.1% 1.9X 3.7" 3.5% 4.ZX 
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0.45. Which Congressional plan for changing the nuclear waste law do you support? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 1 

AGE GENDER AGE/ GENDER EDUCATION IMMIGRATION 
[=====================] (=========] (=========================) [==================] (==================] 

Male Male Female Female H.S. Some Collge Can't 
TOTAL 18-29 30-44 45-59 60+ Hale Femle < 45 45 + < 45 45 + Gradte Collge Gradte Good Say Bad 

TO : ,L 1000 140 322 269 246 478 522 226 240 236 275 394 267 322 452 224 295 
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FOREGN WHO ENTERS I U.S. ADMITS 
BORN c-----------J £===========] 

GP/PTS SlneMre More MreThn LssThn 
C====J Legll y I llgl y 800IC 800IC 

350 253 646 527 369 
100X 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X 100X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
100X 14.0X 32.2X 26.9X 24.6% 47.BX 52.2X 22.6X 24.0X 23.6X 27.5X 39.4X 26.7X 32.2X 45.2X 22.4X 29.5X 35.0X 25.3X 64.6X 52.7X 36.9X 

Pl;,c1 A • Teq,orary 266 43 76 75 63 164 102 n 88 47 50 99 64 93 116 58 79 93 65 174 149 98 
St •···age 26.6X 30.7X 23.6X 27.9X 25.6% 34.3X 19.5X 31.9X 36.7X 19.9X 18.2X 25.1X 24.0X 28.9X 25.7X 25.9X 26.BX 26.6X 25.7X 26.9X 28.3X 26.6X 

PL , 1 B - New 697 94 231 183 175 301 396 146 147 179 211 281 194 215 317 159 207 245 181 448 362 264 
So : 1t ions Before 69.7X 67.1X 71.7X 68.0X 71.1% 63.0% 75.9X 64.6X 61.ZX 75.8X 76.7X 71.3X n.n 66.8% 70.1X 71.0X 70.ZX 70.0% 71.5X 69.3X 68.7X 71.5X 
Transporting Around 
Country 

Don't Know / 37 3 15 11 8 13 24 8 5 10 14 14 9 14 19 7 9 12 1 24 16 1 
Refused 3.7X 2.1X 4.7X 4.1X 3.3X 2.7X 4.6% 3.5X 2.1X 4.2X 5.1X 3.6X 3.4X 4.3X 4.2% 3.1% 3.1X 3.4X 2.BX 3.7X 3.0% 1.9X 
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0.45. Which Congressional plan for changing the nuclear waste law do you support? 

TOTAL 

ETHNICITY INCOME 
[===========] [==================] 

Non· Under S25000 S50000 
TOTAL White White S25000 -49999 & over 

1000 833 149 244 358 286 

DEMOGRAPHICS-2 

MILITARY EXP. 
FAMILY RELIGION 

[===========] [================================] 
High Other N·Chrs 

Yes No Prtstn Baptst Prtstn Cathie/ None 

520 474 218 191 160 238 137 

BORN AGAIN ,REGION 
[===========] [=========================] 

North· Midwst West/ 
Yes No East South /Cntrl Pacifc 

284 471 203 346 242 209 
100% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100. 0X 100.0% 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 
100% 83.3% 14.9% 24.4% 35.8% 28.6% 52.0% 47.4% 21.8% 19.1% 16. 0X 23.8% 13.7% 28.4% 47.1X 20.3X 34.6X 24.2X 20.9% 

Plan A - T~rary 266 213 47 56 97 80 140 123 58 54 42 69 27 83 125 61 90 64 51 
Storage 26.6X 25.6% 31.SX 23.0X 27.1% 28.0X 26.9% 25.9% 26.6% 28.3% 26.2X 29.0X 19.7% 29.2% 26.5% 30. 0X 26.0% 26.4% 24.4% 

Plan B - New 697 590 97 177 249 195 360 334 155 130 111 160 104 192 328 136 242 172 147 
Solutions Before 69.7% 70.8% 65.1% 72.5% 69.6X 68.2X 69.2% 70.SX 71.1X 68. 1% 69.4% 67.2% 75.9% 67.6% 69.6X 67.0X 69.9% 71.1% 70.3% 
Transporting ArOIXld 
Country 

Don't Know/ 37 30 5 11 12 11 20 17 5 7 7 9 6 9 18 6 14 6 11 
Refused 3.7% 3.6X 3.4% 4.5% 3.4X 3.8% 3.8% 3.6% 2.3% 3.7% 4.4% 3.8% 4.4% 3.2X 3.8% 3.0% 4.0X 2.5% 5.3% 
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"There's a lot of noise in the data. It is hard to isolate cause and effect. But there is now an effective 
consensus among the world's leading scientists and serious and well informed people outside the 
scientific community that there is a discernible human influence on the climate, and a link between the 
concentration of carbon dioxide and the increase in temperature ..... 

"The time to consider the policy dimensions of climate change is not when the link between greenhouse 
gases and climate change is conclusively proven - but when the possibility cannot be discounted and is 
taken seriously by the society of which we are part. 

"We in BP have reached that point.· 

•· John Browne, Group Chief Executive. 
British Petroleum (BP America) 
Stanford University, 19 May 1997 



Climate Change Speech 

By John Browne, Group Chief Executive, British Petroleum (BP America) 
Stanford University, 19 May 1997 

Dean Spence, Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning. 

It is always marvellous to come back to Stanford and it is a pleasure .. and a privilege to be here to speak 
to you today on a subject which I believe is of the utmost importance. 

I can 't think of anywhere better than Stanford to discuss in a calm and rational way a subject which raises 
great emotion and which requires both analysis and action. 

I think it's right to start by setting my comments in context. 

Following the collapse of Communism in Europe and the fall of the Soviet Empire at the end of the 1980s, 
two alternative views of the consequences for the rest of the world were put forward. 

Francis Fukuyama wrote a book with the ironic title "The End of History". Jacques Delors, then President 
of the European Commission, talked about the "Acceleration of History". 

In the event, history has neither accelerated nor stopped. But it has changed. 

The world in which we now live is one no longer defined by ideology. Of course, the old spectrums are still 
with us - of left to right - of radical to conservative . but ideology is no longer the ultimate arbiter of analysis 
and action. 

Governments, corporations and individual citizens have all had to redefine their roles in a society no 
longer divided by an Iron Curtain separating Capitalism from Communism. 

A new age demands a fresh perspective of the nature of society and responsibility. 

The passing of some of the old divisions reminds us we are all citizens of one world, and we must take 
shared responsibility for its future, and for its sustainable development. 

We must do that in all our various roles as students and teachers, as business people with capital to 
invest, as legislators with the power to make law ... as individual citizens with the right to vote• and as 
consumers with the power of choice. 

These roles overlap, of course. The people who work in BP are certainly business people, but they're also 
people with beliefs and convictions individuals concerned with the quality of life for themselves and for 
their children. 

When they come through the door into work every morning they don't leave behind their convictions and 
their sense of responsibility. 
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And the same applies to our consumers. Their choices determine our success as a company. And they 
too have beliefs and convictions. 

Now that brings us to my subject today - the global environment. 

That is a subject which concerns us all - in all our various roles and capacities. 

I believe we've now come to an important moment in our consideration of the environment. 

It is a moment when because of the shared interest I talked about, we need to go beyond analysis to seek 
solutions and to take action. It is a moment for change and for a rethinking of corporate responsibility. 

A year ago, the Second Report of the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change was published. That 
report and the discussion which has continued since its publication, shows that there is mounting concern 
about two stark facts. 

The concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is rising, and the temperature of the earth's 
surface is increasing. 

Karl Popper once described all science as being provisional. What he meant by that was that all science is 
open to refutation, to amendment and to development. 

That view is certainly confirmed by the debate around climate change. 

There's a lot of noise in the data. It is hard to isolate cause and effect. But there is now an effective 
consensus among the wor1d's leading scientists and serious and well informed people outside the 
scientific community that there is a discernible human influence on the climate, and a link between the 
concentration of carbon dioxide and the increase in temperature. 

The prediction of the IPCC is that over the next century temperatures might rise by a further 1 to 3.5 
degrees centigrade, and that sea levels might rise by between 15 and 95 centimetres. Some of that 
impact is probably unavoidable, because it results from current emissions. 

Those are wide margins of error, and there remain large elements of uncertainty - about cause and effect 
.and even more importantly about the consequences. 

But it would be unwise and potentially dangerous to ignore the mounting concern. 

The time to consider the policy dimensions of climate change is not when the link between greenhouse 
gases and climate change is conclusively proven, but when the possibility cannot be discounted and is 
taken seriously by the society of which we are part. 

We in BP have reached that point. 

It is an important moment for us. A moment when analysis demonstrates the need for action and 
solutions. 

To be absolutely clear - we must now focus on what can and what should be done, not because we can 
be certain climate change is happening, but because the possibility can't be ignored. 

If we are all to take responsibility for the future of our planet, then it falls to us to begin to take 
precautionary action now. 

But what sort of action? How should we respond to this mixture of concern and uncertainty? 
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I think the right metaphor for the process is a journey. 

Governments have started on that journey. The Rio Conference marked an important point on that 
journey. So was the Berlin review meeting. The Kyoto Conference scheduled for the end of this year 
marks another staging post. 

It will be a long journey because the responsibilities faced by governments are complex, and the interests 
of their economies and peoples are diverse, and sometimes contradictory. But the journey has begun, and 
has to continue. 

The private sector has also embarked upon the journey, but now that involvement needs to be 
accelerated. 

This too will be long and complex, with different people taking different approaches. But it is a journey that 
must proceed. 

As I see it, there are two kinds of actions that can be taken in response to the challenge of climate 
change. 

The first kind of action would be dramatic, sudden and surely wrong. Actions which sought, at a stroke, 
drastically to restrict carbon emissions or even to ban the use of fossil fuels would be unsustainable 
because they would crash into the realities of economic growth. They would also be seen as 
discriminatory • above all in the developing world. 

The second kind of action is that of a journey taken in partnership by all those involved. A step by step 
process involving both action to develop solutions and continuing research that will build knowledge 
through experience. 

BP is committed to this second approach, which matches the agreement reached at Rio based on a 
balance between the needs of development and environmental protection. The Rio agreements recognise 
the need for economic development in the developing world. We believe we can contribute to 
achievement of the right balance by ensuring that we apply the technical innovations we're making on a 
common basis - everywhere in the world . 

What we propose to do is substantial. real and measurable . I believe it will make a 
difference. 

Before defining that action I th ink it is worth establishing a factual basis from which we can work. 

Of the world's total carbon dioxide emissions only a small fraction comes from the activities of human 
beings, but it is that small fract ion which might threaten the equilibrium between the much greater flows. 

You could think of it as the impact of placing even a small weight on a weighscale which is precisely 
balanced. 

But in preserving the balance we have to be clear where the problem actually lies. 

Of the total carbon dioxide emissions caused by burning fossil fuels only 20 % comes from transportation. 

80 % comes from static uses of energy - the energy used in our homes, in industry and in power 
generation. Of the total 43 per cent comes from petroleum. 

We've looked carefully using the best available data at the precise impact of our own activities. 

Our operations • in exploration and in refining - produce around 8 megatonnes of carbon. 
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On top of that a further 1 megatonne is produced by our Chemical operations . If you add to that the 
cart.,on produced by the consumption of the products we produce - the total goes up to around 95 
megatonnes. 

That is just one per cent of the total carbon dioxide emissions which come from all human activity. 

Let me put that another way - to be clear. 

Human activity accounts for a small part of the total volume of emissions of cart.,on - but it is that part 
which could cause disequilibrium. 

Only a fraction of the total emissions come from the transportation sector - so the problem is not just 
caused by vehicles. Any response which is going to have a real impact has to look at all the sources. 

As a company, our contribution is small , and our actions alone could not resolve the problem. 

But that does not mean we should do nothing. 

We have to look at both the way we use energy• to ensure we are working with maximum efficiency .. 
and at how our products are used. 

That means ensuring our own house is in order. It also means contributing to the wider analysis of the 
problem - through research, technology and through engagement in the search for the best public policy 
mechanisms - the actions which can produce the right solutions for the long term common interest. 

We have a responsibility to act, and I hope that through our actions we can contribute to the much wider 
process which is desirable and necessary. 

BP accepts that responsibility and we're therefore taking some specific steps. 

To control our own emissions. 
To fund continuing scientific research. 
To take initiatives ·for joint implementation. 
To develop alternative fuels for the long term. 
And to contribute to the public policy debate in search of the wider global 
answers to the problem. 

First we will monitor and control our own carbon dioxide emissions. 

This follows the commitment we've made in relation to other environmental issues. Our overall goal is to 
do no harm or damage to the natural environment. That's an ambitious goal which we approach 
systematically. 

Nobody can do everything at once. Companies work by prioritising what they do. They take the easiest 
steps first - picking the low hanging fruit - and then they move on to tackle the more difficult and complex 
problems. That is the natural business process. 

Our method has been to focus on one item at a time, to identify what can be delivered, and to establish 
monitoring processes and targets as part of our internal management system and to put in place an 
external confirmation of delivery. 

In most cases the approach has meant that we've been able to go well beyond the regulatory 
requirements. 
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That's what we've done with emissions to water and to air. 

In the North Sea, for instance, we've gone well beyond the legal requirements in reducing oil discharges to 
the sea. 

And now at our crude oil export terminal in Scotland - at Hound Point - which handles 10 % of Europe's oil 
supplies - we're investing $ 100 m to eliminate emissions of volatile organic compounds. 

These VOCs would themselves produce carbon dioxide by oxidation in the atmosphere. 

No legislation has compelled us to take that step - we're doing it because we believe it is the right thing to 
do. 

Now, as well as continuing our efforts in relation to the other greenhouse gases, it is time to establish a 
similar process for carbon dioxide. 

Our carbon dioxide emissions result from burning hydrocarbon fuels to produce heat and power, from 
flaring feed and product gases, and directly from the process of separation or transformation. 

So far our approach to carbon dioxide has been indirect and has mainly come through improvements in 
the energy efficiency of our production processes. Over the last decade, efficiency in our major 
manufacturing activities has improved by 20 %. 

Now we want to go further. 

We have to continue to improve the efficiency with which we use energy. 

And in addition we need a better understanding of how our own emissions of carbon can be monitored 
and controlled, using a variety of measures including sequestration. It is a very simple business lesson 
that what gets measured gets managed. 

It is a learning process - just as it has been with the other emissions we've targeted but the learning is 
cumulative and I think it will have a substantial impact. 

We have already taken some steps in the right direction. 

In Norway, for example, we've reduced flaring to less than 20% of 1991 levels, primarily as a result of very 
simple, low cost measures . 

The operation there is now close to the technical minimum flare rate which is dictated by safety 
considerations. 

Our experience in Norway is being transferred elsewhere - starting with fields in the UK sector of the North 
Sea and that should produce further progressive reductions in emissions. 

Our goal is to eliminate flaring except in emergencies. 

That is one specific goal within the set of targets which we will establish. 

Some are straightforward matters of efficient operation - such as the reduction of 
flaring and venting. 

Others require the use of advanced technology in the form of improved manufacturing and separation 
processes that produce less waste and demand less energy. 
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Other steps will require investment to make existing facilities more energy efficient. For instance we're 
researching ways in which we can remove the carbon dioxide from large compressors and reinject it to 
improve oil recovery. That would bring a double benefit - a cut in emissions and an improvement in 
production efficiency. 

The task is particularly challenging in the refining sector where the production of cleaner products require 
more extensive processing and a higher energy demand for each unit of output. 

That means that to make gasoline cleaner, with lower sulphur levels, takes more energy at the 
manufacturing stage. That's the trade off. 

In each case our aim will be to establish a data base, including benchmark data; to create a monitoring 
process, and then to develop targets for improvement through operational line management. 

Monitoring and controlling emissions is one step. 

The second is to increase the level of support we give to the continuing scientific work which is necessary. 

As I said a few moments ago, there are still areas of significant uncertainty around the subject of climate 
change. Those who tell you they know all the answers are fools or knaves. 

More research is needed - on the detail of cause and effect; on the consequences of what appears to be 
happening, and on the effectiveness of the various actions which can be taken. 

We will increase our support for that work. 

That support will be focused on finding solutions and will be directed to work of high quality which we 
believe can address the key outstanding questions. 

Specifically, we've joined a partnership to design the right technology strategy to deal with climate change. 
That partnership which will work through the Batelle Institute includes the Electric Power Research 
Institute and the US Department of Energy. We're also supporting work being done at MIT in Cambridge 
and through the Royal Society in London. 

We're also joining the Greenhouse gas programme of the International Energy Agency which is analysing 
technologies for reducing and offsetting greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels. 

The third area is the transfer of technology and the process of joint implementation which is the technical 
term for projects which bring different parties together to limit and reduce net emission levels of 
greenhouse gases. 

Joint implementation is only in its infancy, but we believe it has great potential to contribute to the 
resolution of the climate change problem. It can increase the impact of reduction technology by lowering 
the overall cost of abatement actions. 

We need to experiment and to learn and we'd welcome further partners in the process. The aim of the 
learning process must be to make joint implementation a viable and legally creditable concept that can be 
included in international commitments. 

We've begun by entering into some specific programmes of reforestation and forest conservation 
programmes in Turkey and now in Bolivia, and we're in discussion on a number of other technology based 
joint implementation projects. 

The Bolivian example I think shows what can be done. 
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Its a programme to conserve 1.5 million hectares of forests in the province of Santa Cruz . It is sponsored 
by the Nature Conservancy and American Electric Power and sanctioned by the US Government. 

We're delighted to be involved, and to have the chance to transfer the learning from this project to others 
in which we are involved. Forest conservation projects are not easy or simple, and that learning process is 
very important. 

Technology transfer is part of the joint implementation process but it should go wider and we're prepared 
to engage in an open dialogue with all the parties who are seeking answers to the climate change 
problem. 

So those are three steps we can take - monitoring and controlling our own emissions, supporting the 
existing scientific work and encouraging new work, and developing experiments in joint implementation 

• and technology transfer. 

Why are we doing all those things? Simply because the oil industry is going to remain the worlds 
predominant supplier of energy for the foreseeable future. 

Given that role we have to play a positive and responsible part in identifying solutions to a problem which 
is potentially very serious. 

The fourth step - the development of alternative energy - is related but distinct. 

Looking ahead it seems clear that the combination of markets and technology will shift the energy mix. 

The world's population is growing by 100 million every year . By 10,000 just since I started speaking. 

Prosperity is spreading. By the end of the century 60 per cent of the world's economic activity will be taking 
place in the South - in areas which ten years ago we thought of as Third World countries. 

Both these factors will shape a growing level of demand for energy. 

At the same time technology moves on. 

The sort of changes we've seen in computing - with continuing expansion of semiconductor capacity is 
exceptional but not unique. 

I think it is a reasonable assumption that the technology of alternative energy supplies will also continue to 
move forward . 

One or more of those alternatives will take a greater share of the energy market as we go into the next 
century. 

But let me be clear. That is not instead of oil and gas. It is additional. 

We've been looking at alternative energies for a long time, and our conclusion is that one source which is 
likely to make a significant contribution is solar power. 

At the moment solar is not commercially viable for either peak or base load power generation. The best 
technology produces electricity at something like double the cost of conventional sources for peak 
demand. 

But technology is advancing, and with appropriate public support and investment I'm convinced that we 
can make solar competitive in supplying peak electricity demand within the next 10 years. That means, 
taking the whole period from the time we began research work, that 25 to 30 years will have elapsed. 
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For this industry that is the appropriate timescale on which to work. 

We explore for oil and gas in a number of areas where production today wouldn't be commercially viable 
at the moment. 

Thirty years ago we did that in Alaska. 

We take that approach because we believe that markets and technology do move, and that the frontier of 
commercial viability is always changing. 

We've been in solar power for a number of years and we have a 10 per cent share of the world market. 

The business operates across the world - with operations in 16 countries. 

Our aim now is to extend that reach - not least in the developing world, where energy demand is growing 
rapidly. 

We also want to transfer our distinctive technologies into production, to increase manufacturing capacity 
and to position the business to reach $1bn in sales over the next decade. • 

I am happy to report that there will be significant investment in the USA and we'll be commissioning a new 
solar manufacturing facility here in California before the end of this year. 

The result of all is that gradually but progressively solar will make a contribution to the resolution of the 
problem of carbon dioxide emissions and climate change. 

So a series of steps on the journey. These are the initial steps. We're examining what else we should do, 
and I hope to be able to announce some further steps later 
in the year. 

Of course, as I said at the beginning, nothing we can do alone will resolve the concern about climate 
change. We can contribute . and over time we can move towards the elimination of emissions from our 
own operations and a substantial reduction in the emissions which come from the use of our products. 

The subject of climate change, however, is a matter of wider public policy. 

We believe that policy debate is important. We support that debate . and we're engaged in it, through the 
World Business Council on Sustainable Development, through the President's own Council here in the 
United States, and in the UK where the Government is committed to making significant progress on the 
subject. 

Knowledge in this area is not proprietary, and we will share our expertise openly and freely. 

Our instinct is that once clear objectives have been agreed, market based solutions are more likely to 
produce innovative and creative responses than an approach based on regulation alone. 

Those market based solutions need to be as wide ranging in scope as possible because this is a global 
problem which has to be resolved without discrimination and without denying the peoples of the 
developing world the right to improve their living standards. 

To try to do that would be arrogant and untenable - when we need are solutions which are inclusive, and 
which work through cooperation across national and industry boundaries. 
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There have been a number of experiments - all of them partial, but many of them interesting because they 
show the way in which effective markets can change behaviour. 

We're working, for instance, with the Environmental Defence Fund to develop a voluntary emissions 
trading system for greenhouse gases, modelled on the system already in place in respect of sulphur. 

Of course, a system which just operates here in the United States is only a part of the solution. Ideally 
such structures should be much wider. 

But change begins with the first step and the development of successful systems here will set a standard 
which will spread. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I began with the issue of corporate responsibility. The need for rethinking in a new 
context. 

No company can be really successful unless it is sustainable. - unless it has capacity to keep using its 
skills and to keep growing its business. 

Of course, that requires a competitive financial performance . 

But it does require something more, perhaps particularly in the oil industry. 

The whole industry is growing because world demand is growing. The world now uses almost 73 million 
barrels of oil a day - 16 % more than it did 10 years ago. 

In another ten years because of the growth of population and prosperity that figure is likely to be over 85 
mbd, and that is a cautious estimate. Some people say it will be more. 

For efficient, competitive companies that growth will be very profitable. 

But sustainability is about more than profits. High profitability is necessary but not sufficient. 

Real sustainability is about simultaneously being profitable and responding to the reality and the concerns 
of the world in which you operate. We're not separate from the world . It's our world as well. 

I disagree with some members of the environmental movement who say we have to abandon the use of 
oil and gas. They think it is the oil and gas industry which has reached the end of history . 

I disagree because I think that view underestimates the potential for creative and positive action. 

But that disagreement doesn't mean that we can ignore the mounting evidence about climate change and 
the growing concern . 

As businessmen, when our customers are concerned, we'd better take notice. 

To be sustainable, companies need a sustainable world. That means a world where the environmental 
equilibrium is maintained but also a world whose population can all enjoy the heat, light and mobility which 
we take for granted and which the oil industry helps to provide. 

I don't believe those are incompatible goals. 

Everything I've said today - all the actions we're taking and will take are directed to ensuring that they are 
not incompatible. 



There are no easy answers. No silver bullets. Just steps on a journey which we should take together 
because we all have a vital interest in finding the answers. 

The cultures of politics .. and of science and of enterprise, must work together if we are to match and 
master the challenges we all face. 

I started by talking about the end of history. Of course it hasn't ended. It's moved on. 

Francis Fukuyama who coined that phrase describes the future in terms of the need for a social order • a 
network of interdependence which goes beyond the contractual. An order driven by the sense of common 
human interest. Where that exists, societies thrive. 

Nowhere is the need for that sort of social order• at the global level • more important than in this area. 

The achievement of that has to be our common goal. 

Thank you very much. 
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Alliance for Affordable Energy (Louisiana) • Atmosphere Alliance (Washington) • 
Biomass Energy Advocates • Center for International Environmental Law • 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute • Environmental Defense Fund • 

Environmental Information Center • Minnesotans for an Energy-Efficient Economy • 
Natural Resources Defense Council • Ozone Action • Physicians for Social Responsibility • 

TRI-State Coalition For Responsible Investment (New Jersey)• Union of Concerned Scientists • 
United Methodist General Board of Church and Society • World Wildlife Fund 

June 17, 1997 

Dear Senator: 

On behalf of our millions of members, we are writing to urge you to support die resolution on global 
climate change currently being circulated by Senators Chafee, Lieberman, and Kerry. This resolution 
calls for the negotiation of an international agreement that makes substantial progress towards preventing 
dangerous interference with the climate system, as called for by the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, to which the United States is a Party. It insists upon the use of cost 
effective approaches and the full participation of developing countries. 

Last week we wrote urging you to refrain from signing onto any resolution that would disrupt the current 
negotiations aimed at concluding an international agreement to protect the environment from global 
climate change. Unfortunately, the resolution introduced by Senator Byrd, S. Res. 98, could have this 
effect by attempting to prescribe a specific approach to the negotiations that is likely to prove 
unworkable. In particular, if the U.S. insists that the world's poorest nations, whose pollution is a tenth or 
less compared to ours, reduce their emissions on the same schedule as the richest nation on Earth, the 
negotiations are likely to break down. Failure of the Kyoto talks would risk potentially catastrophic 
damage to the environment, economy, and public health of the United States. 

The Chafee, Lieberman, Kerry alternative addresses concerns for a fair and equitable agreement 
including participation by developing countries in a way that will not undermine efforts to negotiate an 
international agreement to protect the planet from global warming. 

On the eve of the G-8 Economic Summit in Denv~r and the upcoming Earth Summit 2 in New York. we 
believe that the Chafee. Liebennan. Kerry resolution supports U.S. leadership in an environmentally and 
economically responsible fashion. We urge your support. 

Sincerely, 

Alliance for Affordable Energy of New Orleans, Louisiana 
Atmosphere Alliance of Olympia, Washington 
Biomass Energy Advocates 
Center for International Environmental Law 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute 
Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental Information Center 
Minnesotans for an Energy-Efficient Economy 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Ozone Action 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 
TRI-State Coalition For Responsible Investment of Newton, New Jersey 
Union of Concerned Scientists 
United Methodist General Board of Church and Society 
\1'orld Wildlife Fund 



Alliance for Affordable Energy (LA) • American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy • American Wind Energy Association 
Atmosphere Alliance (WA) • Biomass Energy Advocates • Breakthroueh Technoloeies Institute • 

• Campaien for a Prosperous Georeia (GA) • Center for International Environmental Law • Clean Fuels Development Coalition Clean Fuels 
Foundation • Earth Day Coalition (Olij • Environmental Advocates (NY)• Environinental-Defense Center (CA) Environmental Defense 

Fund • Envirc:,nmental and Ener&Y Study Institute • Environmental I~formation Center• Fuel Cells 200.0 
Geothermal Resources Association • Greater Boston Physicians for Social Responsibliity (MA). Greenpeace . 

Inland Northwest ALT-TRANS (WA) ~ Kentucky Resources Council, Inc. (KY) 
Minnesotans for an_ Enere1-Efficlent Economy (MN)• Montana Environmental Information Center (MT) 

• National Blofuels Association• National Biomass Energy Alliance• Natural.Resources Defense Council 
New Jersey Environmental Lobby (NJ)• Northwest Environmental Advocates (OR) • Oreeon Chapter of the Sierra Club (OR) 

Ozone Action • Physicians for Social Responsibility• Presbyterian Church (USA), Washlneton Office 
Safe Energy Communication Council • Sierra Club Solar Unity Network• SUN DAY Campaign • Sustainable New-Wealth Industries 

TRI-State Coalition for Responsible Investment (NJ) • United Methodist General Board of Church and Society 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group• World Wildlife Fund . . 

. _July 7, 1997 

COSPONSOR H. CON. RES. 106 TO PREVENT DANGEROUS CLIMATE CHANGE 

Dear Representative: 

On behalf of our millions of members from religious, environmental, public health, energy conservation and consumer 
organizations, we urge you·to cosponsor the resolution on global climate change (H. CON. RES. 106) introduced by 
Representatives Gilchrest, Waxman, Ehlers, Lowey, Porter, McCarthy, Boehlert, Rivers, Gilman, Brown (of Californi~},. 
Morella and Miller (of California). We believe this Resolution will foster appropriate action by the U.S. and other 
nations to comba~ the serious threats to our health and environment posed by global climate change. 

The Resolution calls for U.S. leadership in the international climate negotiations, which are expected to result in an 
agreement on greenhouse gas emission reductions by year's end in Kyoto, Japan. The Resolution calls on the U.S. to 
negotiate an agreement that: contains legally-binding targets and timetables beginning in the year 2005 to reduce 
emissions substantially below 1990 levels; provides for participation by developing countries; and is fair, enforceable, 
and provides options for nations to achieve necessary greenhouse gas reductions in a cost-effective manner. • 

In his address on 26 June at Earth Summit II, President Clinton stated that, "The science is clear and compelling: We 
humans are changing the global climate. Concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere are at their highest level 
in more than 200,000 years and climbing sharply." Leadership in addressing this problem is needed now. U.S. 
leadership is especially important because as the President noted: "With four percent of the world's population, we 
alrea,dy produce. more than 20 percent of its greenhouse gases." 

And ~s stated in the Resoluti~n,'"The l~tergovemmental Panel on Climate Change and other scientific bodies have 
warned that continued uncontrolled emissions of greenhouse gases could cause damage to our public health, economy 
and environment." Initiatives implemented thus .far to address climate change, however, have failed to control 
greenhouse gas emissions, which have in fact continued to increase. Further measures that capitalize upon existing 
opportunities to increase energy efficiency, accelerate the de','.elopment of renewable energy sources and advanced · 
technologies, and, among other things, reduce our dependency on foreign oil have the·potential to create many economic 
• and environmental benefits for the U.S. We therefore urge you to support H. CON. RES. 106 to foster early action to 
combat human-induced climate change. 

Sincerely, 

Alliance for Affordable Energy (LA) 
American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 
American Wind Energy Association 
Atmosphere Alliance (WA) . 
Biomass Energy Advocates 
Breakthrough Technologies Institute 

List of signatories continues on back 



Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia (GA) 
. Center for International Environmental Law 

Clean Fuels Development Coalition 
Clean Fuels Foundation 
Earth Day Coalition (OH) 
Environmental Advocates (NY) 
Environmental Defense Center (CA) 
Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute 
Environmental Information Center 
Fuel Cells 2000 
Geothermal Resources Association 
Greater Boston Physicians for Social Responsibility (MA) 

• · ·Greenpeace · • . 
Inland Northwest ALT-TRANS (WA) 
Kentucky Resources Council, Inc. (KY) 
MiMesotans for an Energy-Efficient Economy (MN) 
Montana Environmental Information Center (MT) 
National Biofuels Association 
National Biomass Energy Alliance . 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
New Jersey Environmental Lobby (NJ) 
Northwest Environmental Advocates (OR) 
Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club (OR) 
Ozone Action • 
Physicians fot Social Responsibility 
Presbyterian Church (USA), Washington Office 
Safe Energy Communication Council 
Sierra Club 
Solar Unity Network 
SUN DAY Campaign 
Sustainable New-Wealth Industries 

. TRI-State Coalition for Responsible Investment (NJ) 
United Methodist General Board of Church and Society 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group 
We>_tld Wildlife Fund 
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LEAGUE 0~ CONSERVATION VOTERS 

June 17. 1997 

United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Re: Oppose S. Res. 98, legislation thnt could disrupt the climnte neiodadons 

Dc:irScruitor: 

The League of Conservation Voters (LCV) is the nonpartisan political .inn of the national 
environmenUll movemenL Each year. LCV publishes the National Environmenml Scorecard. 
which det.lils tht! votim? records of MemberS of ConS?reSS on environmenutl leei.slation. Tbc 
Scorecard is distributed muionwide to LCV members, concerned voters, llnd the press. 

LCV urges you co oppose Senate Resolution 98. sponsored by Sena.tor Byrd (D-WV), whether it 
is offered in ics current fonn or as an amendment co the Strue Depanmem authorization bill, S. 
908. 

The United States is cu1TCntly engaged in clitic:11 international negotiations aimed at reducing 
greenhouse gas c::missions that arc contributing to adverse global climate change. Unforrunat:!ly, 
S. Res. 98. could disrupt these negotia.tions by tying the U.S. delegation to a specific approach 
that is likely to prove unworkahle. In panicular, if the U.S. insists that the world's poorest 
nations. whose pollution is a tenth or less compared to ours. reduce their emissions on the sam~ 
schedule as che wealthiest nation, the negotiations are likely to break down. Failure of the Kyoto 
talks would risk cacasu-ophic damage to the environment.. economy, and public henlth of the LS. 

The science of climate change is clear: we must act now for the good of the global environment.. 
Forrunatcly, sound economic analysis demonstrates that U.S. leadership in this effort can 
simultaneously make ic easier co address related environmental chall~nges such as improving 
local air pollution. strengthening energy independence. and improving our economic position for 
the future. 

LCV's Political Advisory Committee will consider including a vote on S. Res. 98 in compiling 
LCV's 1997 Scorec:ird. Thank you far your consideration of this issue. For more infonnatian. 
please call Betsy Loylcss in my office al (202) 785-8683. 

Sincerely, 

Deb Callahan 
President 
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~t tllttsbington JJost 
AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAP~R 

Paul H. Nitze 

A Cold-War Solution for~· Warrajiig ·-worl~ 
A string of new studies in~tes that . .' effects . of warming, but also for those sell to others to meet their budget and domestic-support for .a. budget 

we are witnessing the • early signs of who have staked their economic well-. • requirements. Over the long run, the system will fade if it pennits some 
something potentially catastrophic: The being on fossil fuels. To stabilize the , innovative, technology-rich U.S. econo- · countries to evade resporistbility or im­
earth's temperature is rising. Glaciers world's climate will require reducing ' my coukH>enefit, -with · U.S; • industry ·poses unacceptable disciplines on our 
are melting, extremely heavy rain- : , • greenhouse gases by half during the competing on an equal footing µ> offer own. A treaty should include a range of 
storms have increased by 20 percent in next century, and countries need to • pollution controls in world markets: . realistic options for deterring emissions • 
North America this century, and spring begin to cut emissions soon if adapta- What would it take to create such a profligacy. Violations could be identified 
bas been arriving a week earlier in the lions are to be made without disrup- structure? To begin with, the United by international inspectors along the 

_ Northern Hemisphere. The cause ap- lion. But the challenge-and required · States must lead the way. If we promote lines of the U.N.'s International Atomic 
pears to be the emissions from the fossil changes-are of such scope. and mag- • the concept internationally, others will Energy Agency. Similarly, in response, 
fuels we bum to heat our homes, run nitude that courageous multilateral follow. Four key -elements would make economic measures such as sanctions or 
our cars, power our industries and culti- steps, bevond what bas been accom- • an agreement successful. embargoes might be emplaced through 

,/ the u .N. Security Council. vate our farms. plished even in our landmark arms<on- '. First, any agreement must encourage , 
_ The earth's climate bas remained trol agreements, are necessary. • maximum participation, pennitting all Finally, President Clinton should dem-

stable for the past 10,000 years, but Such bold steps also are essential if nations to earn or use tradable emis- -onstrate his personal commitment to 
global warming threatens the stability we are to address the looming threat to sions credits at some level, whether by this effort Just as he took the lead in 
that fostered the development of mod- geopolitical stability posed by climate using energy more efficiently, switching . furthering the Chemical Weapons Con-
em civilization. Rapid warming could change. Just as arms-control . treaties - to less environmentally damaging fuels, vention, 50 should he lead the battle • 

win hie limi d the clear Ian • and - 1 tha against this new threat to ~ securi- • render whole forests more era to sought to - t an reduce nu - - or p ting preserving 1orests t ty. He should not be swayed :by argu-
tbe ravages of disease, pests and fires, arsenals of the superpowers, creating an absorb pollution. ments_ that global agreements would 
destroying watersheds. Rising sea lev- ~vironment of cooperation that encour- : Second, to encourage developing spawn an intrusive international bureau­
els, flooding, drinking-water shortages aged the peaceful transition of F.astem, • countries to- participate as soon as cracy. Comparable criticisms were lev­
and the northward spread of tropical Europe and the Soviet Union, world • possible, industrialir.ed countries~- eled at the arms treaties and di.,pelled­
cmeases could displace millions· of peo- leaders must create similar, durable, ,pecially the United States-should and the danger from not taking action is 
pie. The ecoDOOlic and hwnan ~ts may international structures for limiting and • speedily set an example by adopting just as severe. Those agreements dem-
devastate continents, creating a '_ crisis reducing greenhouse pollutants while • these budgets. Industrialized countries .oostrated that global problems could be 
larger, and possibly more enduring, than providing for an orderly transition to the • also should find ways to make it easy solved through international agreement. 
any in recorded ~tory. • use of the energy sources of the future. for others to join in. One interim meth- Their lessons can help us limit and 

The question 'is no • longer "Is our Our best prospect for such an agree- od would be for industrialized countries - reduce the growing threat from climate 
climate changing?" but "What can we ment is an international greenhouse-gas- to provide incentives (such as credits) . change before, we find ourselves facing 
do about it?" The cause and conse- emiS&ons budget system. Nations would for their own companies to .work with . catastrophe. . • 
quences of climate changes are global adopt internationally binding caps . or the industries in developing countries 
and require global response. The budgets on pollution. Those which re- to reduce emj.ssions. •• The writer, a former diplomat, is on 
stakes are high, not only for those • duce emissions could earn emissions Third, the agreement will need tools the board of the Environmental 
directly in harm's way of the physical savings to bank for future use-or to to enforce compliance. International-:- Defense Fund. • 
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JOSEPH LELYVELD, Euculiw Editor 
GENE ROBERTS, MoPUJfi"6 Editor_ . •' • 
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DANIEL H. COHEN, Senior V.P., Advm&11l11· 
RICHARD H. OILMAN, Senior V.P., OpfflllioM '. . 

RAYMONDE. DOUOI.AS, V.P., Sy,u,,., ana 'fichMlo,:, 
CIIIJILES z. SHELTON, V.P., Dutributlon 
DEIINIS L. STERN, V.P., Human Jw,ou,,,., 

DAVID A. nnJIUI. VJ!, Procl,u;lion 
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W,~r~.~-~~:·J?eeds on.Glob_al War~ip.g ' 
There was no way that President Clinton could and the· ·automobile and petrochemical industries. 

satisfy everyone in his address last week to the This will be a huge task, and the most important 
United Nations on climate change, and he did not. question, now and after. Kyoto, is whether Mr: 
By · embracing the scieritific community's. assess• • Clinton is up to it -He must first' educate a country 
ment that global warming is a real threat with that is in the midst of an energy binge to the idea 
potentially appalling consequences, he annoyed that it will have to break Its addiction to the fossil 
powerful industries who have been challenging that fuels that cause greenhouse gases and, meanwhile, 
science because they will bear many of the costs of invest heavily in new technologies. He must then 
dealing with the problem. By refusing to embrace a sell those same Ideas to a Congress that is already 
specific timetable for reducing the greenhouse gas• complaining that the more modest measures he 
es that help ·cause global warming, he disappointed announced last week to attack ground-level smog 
rriany environmentalists who had hoped for a less and soot are too expensive. • 
ambiguous commitment and faster action. Mr. Clinton has other tricky tasks that extend 

But none of that should have been surprising. beyond America's borders. He and his negotiators 
What was surprising was the Impressive challenge must join with the industrialized nations on a plan to 
Bill Clinton set for himself. Toe U.N. session was spread the costs fairly among nations, as well as a 
merely the first in a series of International meetings scheme to bring the developing countries Into the 
that wil(a_ulminate in Kyoto, Japan, in December, • effort. Some climate experts believe that the devel• 
where both industrialized and developing nations oping countries deserve more time to build their , 
are expected to sign a treaty binding · them to a economies with even greater use of fOl!sil fuels, as 
detailed plan of action. In the interim, Mr. Clinton the industrialized countries have done for 150 years. 
says he will try to educate the American people Others believe they should be assigned specific 
about the nature of the problem and give them some emissions limits right away. What everyone agrees 
straight talk about the costs they will bear and the on Is that without the participation of big polluters 
sacrifices they will have to make. Without such a like China and India, any scheme to limit green• 
c~palgn, he implied, he cannot possibly sell Con• house gases will be a farce. 
gress on a program that would impose real costs on Mr. Clinton has asked for six months to do all 
individuals and on major producers and users of this. The measure of llis success wlll be whether he 
fossil fuels like the big utilities, the oil companies has a credible plan ready in time for Kyoto. 



J m;E 22 , 1997 

14 E THE NEW YORK TIMES EDITORIALS 

i 
I 
I 

Alnltl ' II OCH~ IULZBHOEI\JR Pw6,h1h,, 

JOS[PH L£LV\"EU>. E.rN'wtu• Edur,, 
(;[s[ 1Ul8[RTS ManQlllllfl &I,,,,, 

lbt ~c\u Uork limes ! 
SOMA GOLDEJoi l [Hk CAltOLYN LEE 

GEllAU> N IOYTI JACK •osEH"nW 
OA\'ID le .IOS[:- AU.A.,: !ol Sl[tiAl 

Al'Wll .PH ~ 01 ·11:,: l 'uhl,,h,·r l~.w.. I.~ 1; 
AMTl l nt ttAY~ !'i l"lJ. llt MU. k l '1thi1-hrr HU:; , 1961 

•IJ<\ II t· 111'\"1• "'' /·,, , , ,.,,. • /' 11 •/ ,,,. 
,HTIII 11,.-·11, •l 'I /IUIC•,t k / •,.,,.,. ,,., , .. ,, ; I'•'•. 

HCI\\ t:LI , KAJ St:i- l:d, 1ur10I J'oi:r J,,',l,tu• 

PIH LII' ,\I K11rrl\ l,J.,µuh ,._.d ,1ur1t1/ l'OR<' f.,IH"' 

-1.\:-ffT I. krll\J'l:t,;0" p,.,.,.,,1,,,., l ~nrmf .\ln nm•,·· 
\\II.I 1\\1 L l~•LL\h I,,,..,,,., \'/• t ir,u1111" 

l't,t. l••I' ► \11 ,..: t . AH t.k.'\\lll\ ·"'''"'" \/ ' #'"'"'"' 
IIA:'\IU. 11 t'IIIH. , .,,.,.,.,, \ ' / ' A1f1,·rr,,,,,. 

1:11 11 ,011111 c:11 .'1\' ....... .,,I/' 1,,,.,m,,,., 

K.\\\1• 1, 11t I H>l 1,1.\' \ ' / • ., ,.,,.,,, ,.,,./ /,.,,,,., ., 

1 llAk l.L,; J· i-111'11••' \ ' / • /1 ,,1,,n.,, ,. .• 

lit ,,1,1. -.r ►. k\. \ / • " "'""" H,· .. •••••• 
lt,\\111 .\ 1111 k\\ I/' / 'notl11•I•"' 

No Hot Air on Global Warming 
Five years ago, more than 100 world leaders 

came together for the first international Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro, leaving a diaphanous 
trail of promises to clean the earth's atmosphere, 
save its rain forests and otherwise collaborate on 
common environmental challenges. Many of these 
leaders or their successors will convene at the 
United Nations this week to review their work. 
There is little to celebrate. The oceans are as 
polluted as ever, and deforestation proceeds at a 
ruinous pace. Perhaps the most conspicuous failure, 
however, involves the hugely contentious subject of 
global warming. 

President Clinton cannot avoid addressing that 
Issue when he speaks on Thursday. With only 4 
percent of the world's population, the United States 
produces more than a fifth of the "greenhouse 
gases" like carbon dioxide that are contributing to a 
gradual and potentially disruptive warming of the 
earth's surface. Moreover, the United States has 
fallen well short of its Rio pledge to stabilize green­
house emissions at 1990 levels by the year 2000. Only 
two of the Industrialized nations that joined In that 
pledge, Germany and Britain, are expected to meet 
their targets. The United States will exceed it by 13 
percent or more. 

The Administration has already conceded that 
the voluntary approach endorsed In Rio is not 
working and that it will accept "binding,'' enforce­
able targets on greenhouse emissions if other indus­
trialized nations go along. Mr. Clinton does not have 
to go much beyond that In his speech. A global 
treaty will not be signed until a final meeting In 
Kyoto, Japan, In December. But he has to sketch the 
outlines of a credible and economically feasible plan 
aimed at the earliest possible reductions. He must 
also send a strong signal that if there is a final 
agreement in Kyoto, he and his Vice President, Al 
Gore, will work hard to get it through Congress. Any 
serious plan to reduce greenhouse gases will carry 
political risks because it will not be cost-free. Mr. 
Clinton's audience will want to know whether he and 
Mr. Gore are up to the challenge. 

The President has one important thing going 
for him. There is a far broader scientific consensus 
on global warming than there was In Rio five years 
ago and there are many more creative ideas about 
how to address it. Here is where the issue stands. 

The Science. One reason why the Industrialized 
nations opted for voluntary targets In Rio was that 
mainstream scientists simply could not agree 
whether man-made emissions had contributed to 
the small rise In global temperatures that began 
late In the 19th century. In 1995, however, the U.N. 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, con­
sisting of about 2,500 scientists, concluded that·they 
had. Their language was cautious, their forecasts 
were gloomy. 

Unless the current rates of combustion of car­
bon-based fuels - coal, gas, oil - could be reduced, 
they warned, temperatures would rise between 1.8 

and 6.3 degrees Fahrenheit over the next century. 
Temperature changes in the middle level of that 
scale could cause a 20-inch rise in sea levels that 
would flood coastal lowlands and tropical islands, 
an increase in weather extremes, and global dam­
age to forests and croplands. Despite challenges 
from businesses, which have been attacking the 
science in tobacco-industry fashion , the U.N. panel 
has not retreated from its basic findings. 

Remedies and Costs. About one-third of the 
atmosphere 's greenhouse gases is produced by elec­
tric power plants, one-third by cars and trucks and 
one-third by other commercial enterprises and ordi­
nary households. Reducing these gases not only 
means using less energy. It will also require expen­
sive Investments In cleaner fuels, cleaner cars and 
new technologies. 

Some industrial spokesmen have said that this 
is a recipe for national bankruptcy. Earlier this 
year, however, about 2,000 economis.ts signed a 
statement asserting that the benefits of action on 
climate change outweighed the costs and that a 
well-tailored plan relying totally on market mecha­
nisms could actually improve productivity. A study 
by the World Resources Institute reached the same 
conclusion. Both the economists and the study sug­
gested that one mechanism could be a carbon tax 
that would make COAi and petroleum fuels more 
costly and discourage consumption. Toe revenue 
from the tax would then be recycled Into the econ­
omy In the form of lower payroll and corporate 
taxes, thus encouraging new Investment. 

Since a carbon tax Is unlikely to fly In Congress, 
both the economists and the study suggested a more 
politically palatable option that the Administration 
has generally embraced - an International emis­
sions-trading scheme that would set a global celling 
on emissions and give each country a national 
celling. The idea behind this scheme is that rich 
nations who cannot keep within their limits without 
crippling financial Investments will be able to 
"buy" pollution permits from poorer countries 
whose economies are so Inefficient that even the 
tiniest adjustments can achieve big reductions in 
greenhouse emissions. 

This mechanism is not without flaws, and it 
remains to be seen whether everyone can agree on 
such a complicated scheme before Kyoto. But in the 
long run Mr. Clinton's greatest problem may to be 
to convince Congress, which must ratify whatever 
emerges from Kyoto, to take the issue of global 
warming as seriously as the scientists do. That 
means taking it seriously himself and getting his 
Vice President, who has been silent on the issue of 
late, to speak out. It was Mr. Gore, after all, who 
asserted in " Earth in the Balance" that global 
warming " threatens to destroy the climate equilib­
rium we have known for the entire history of the 
human race. . . . The longer we wait, the more 
unpleasant our choices become." 



SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

Warm words 

Agreement mayyet emerge between industrialists and environmentalists over 
what to do about global warming 

A LL too often discussions about climate 
fi change tum into slanging matches be­
tween those who think the apocalypse is 
imminent, and those who believe that 
global warming is a preposterous scare 
story. Now, however, greens and sceptics 
arc finding a few patches of common 
ground-based on a growing body of re­
search on cheap ways to reduce 
greenhouse-gas emissions. 

Later this month, umpteen 
heads of state arc due to discuss 
climate change and other green 
matters at an environmental 
summit in New York. Then, in 
December, representatives of the 
world's rich countries will meet 
in Kyoto to set new targets for re­
ducing greenhouse-gas emissions 
beyond 2000. Embarrassingly, 
only two of them-Britain and 
Germany-arc expected to meet 
the existing target of stabilising 
output at 1990 levels by the tum 
of the century. (America recently 
admitted that its emissions will 
probably have risen by 13%.) 

Meanwhile, rich countries 
and poor ones remain dead• 
locked over who should make 
cuts in the future. Worldwide de­
mand for energy is rising at 
around 2 % a year ana by 2010 the· 
developing countries arc ex• 
pcctcd to be producing more 
greenhouse gases than the rich 
ones. Yet they arc refusing to sign 
up to any targets. Three areas of 
agreement, however, offer a small 
hope that the negotiations might 
just achieve something: 
• "No regrets" policies. Greens and 
sceptics have argued long and hard about 
the overall economic costs of combatting 
global warming-with estimates of the cost 
of stabilising emissions in rich countries 
ranging from .zero to over 21. of GDP each 
year. But earlier this year in America, more 
than 2,000 economists, including six No­
bel laureates, signed a declaration arguing 
that "there are many potential policies to 
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reduce greenhouse-gas emissions for which 
the total benefits outweigh the total costs." 
In an cffon to find common ground. ex­
perts from both sides of the debate arc now 
focusing more on the scope for policies 
which arc either inexpensive (such as en• 
couraging consumers to buy energy.effi­
cient appliances) or wonh implementing 

whether or not global warming proves to 
be a problem (such as reducing subsidies to 
fossil fuels~ 

Greenpeace, one of the world's most vo­
cal environmental groups, recently re­
leased a rcpon commissioned from the In-
• stitutc of Environmental Studies of the Free 
University, Amsterdam, which found that 
governments in Western Europe fork out 
• around $10 billion a year in direct subsi-

dies to users of fossil fuels.According to the 
World Bank, the global figure for such sub­
sidies is around $230 billion. And recent 
work by the OECD suggests that removing 
suppon for the coal industry in panicular 
could cut carbon-dioxide emissions from 
rich countries by hundreds of millions of 
tonnes a year. Of course, few politicians en­
joy abolishing subsidies. Earlier this year, 
for example, Germany watered down its 
plans to cut coal hand-outs after thousands 
of irate mincl'S descended on Bonn. 

Ncvenhelcss, the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, a group of ex­
perts assembled by the United Nations, 
reckons that cheap energy-efficiency mea­
sures might cut as much as 30% from the 
expected level of global energy consump­
tion over the next decade. On the other 

hand, the figure might be as little 
·as10%. 

The unccnainty results in 
pan from a long-running dis­
agreement between economists 
about how well existing energy 
markets work. The market for 
electrical appliances such as re­
frigerators is a case in point 
Some researchers argue that if 
consumers knew how much en­
ergy such gadgets use during their 
lifetimes, they would buy more 
energy-efficient brands. Others 
reckon that people arc already 
making fairly rational decisions 
about the energy consumption of 
their machines. 
• Tradablc budgets. Another 
idea gaining acceptance from 
both greens and sceptics is that, 
whatever new targets arc adopted 
at Kyoto, they should be imposed 
using a system of internationally 
tradablc budgets or permits. The, 
idea is that each country would 
be given a budget to emit a_ccr• 
tain amount of greenhouse gases. 
Pan of this budget could then be 
bought and sold on an open mar­
ket Countries able to cut green­
house-gas emissions cheaply 
could thus sell some of their bud­

gets. Those who found it expensive could 
buy parts of other countries' budgets. 

The appeal of such a system to rich na­
tions is at least panly that greenhouse-gas 
reductions can often be bought more 
cheaply in the poor world. Work by Ameri­
can economists suggestS that allowing the 
rich to cut emissions wherever in the world 
it was cheapest to do so, rather thari having 
to make the cuts at home. would reduce 
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their costs by 70%. But setting up a trading 
system for pollution would be politically 
trickv. Most countries would demand the 
highest possible initial budget And there 
would need to be strict rules, including 
some form of punishment, for those who 
polluted more than their eventual budgets 
allowed 
• Research into renewables. A third idea 
now widely accepted by all sides in the de­
bate is that governments should shift more 
of their spending on energy research into 
renewable sources of energy (which are still 
more expensive than fossil fuels, even 
though the cost of wind and solar power 
has been falling steadiM Even sceptics rec­
ognise that this is a sensible bit of insurance 
in case the world's climate does turn nasty. 
Such research would help cut the expense 
of renewable sources of energy if they were 
ever needed on a large scale, but would cost 
a tiny fraction of what would be needed to 
reduce the use of fossil fuels now. 

Governments in the rich world are, in- · 
deed, spending a little more on research 
into renewables (funding has risen from 
$784m in 1993 to$878m in 1995, according 
to the latest figures from the OECD) but re­
search on nuclear power swallows over $5 
billion a year, more than half the total pub­
lic research budget for energy. Nuclear 
power gives off no greenhouse gases, yet 
few-apart from bosses of nuclear-power 
firms-believe that building more nuclear­
power plants will ever be a politically plau­
sible solution to global wanning. Rightly or 
wrongly, people arc mcirc frightened of nu­
clear accidents than of hotter weather. 

The reluctance of governments to pur­
sue even these basic measures is due in pan 
to the political power of industries such as 
coal, oil and nuclear energy, which will lose 
as a result. But even that may be starting to 
change. In May, John Browne, the boss of 
British Petroleum, broke ranks with other 
bosses of big oil firms, by proclaiming his 
concern about climate change. "If we are 
all to take responsibility for the future of 
our planet. then it falls to us to begin to take 
precautionaty action now," he said. 

This was not a headlong rush into the 
arms of the green lobby-BP remains reluc­
tant to back tough new targets at Kyoto. But 
it is a sign that some oil companies are be­
ginning to think about turning global 
warming to their commercial advantage. 
While still heavily dependent on its oil rev­
enues. BP has a sizeable solar-power busi­
ness and-like many other major oil 
firms-growing reserves of natural gas. 
Since this gives off less carbon dioxide per 
unit of energy generated than oil docs. de­
mand for it may rise under a set of moder­
ately tough greenhouse-gas targets. Just con­
ceivably, one of the big oil firms might soon 
start lobbying for tougher targets. That 
would really get politicians moving. 

Medical diagnostics 

Sensored 

T INY quantities of things can have dev­
astating consequences if the thing in 

question is a virus, a poison or a faulty pro­
tein. But picking individual chemicals out 
of a substance such as blood, which con­
tains hundreds of thousands of them, is dif­
ficult Doing so reliably and quickly is 
therefore a considerable technological 
challenge, and succeeding should be finan­
cially rewarding. Bruce Cornell and his 
group at the Co-operative Research Centre 
for Molecular Engineering and Technology 
in Canberra believe they have a prototype 
of a device that will be both technologically 
and financially successful. 

The Biosensor, as its creators have 
dubbed it, works by borrowing one of the 
smallest machines in nature-the ion chan­
nel. Ion channels are hollow cylinders 
made of protein molecules. Each is tailored 
so that a single type of electrically charged 
atom (or "ion"~ but no other object, can 
pass through it when it is open. When it is 
closed, ions cannot pass. 

Dr Cornell realised that he could use 
ion channels as switches in an electrical cir­
cuit Because ions are electrically charged, 
they carry a current when they move. This 
current is the signal to which the Bioscnsor 
responds. 

The sensor consists of a gold plate cov­
ered by a layer of ethylene glycol (better 
known to most people as antifreeze~ The 
glycol is. in tum, covered by a membrane 
made of two layers of lipids (fat-like mole­
cules~ It is in this lipid membrane that the 
ion channels, which arc made of an artifi­
cial protein called gramicidin, sit. The 
whole device. together with a second elec­
trode (known as a reference) to complete 
the circuit, is then mounted on a stick. 

The membrane actually plays host to 
two sets of gramicidin channels (one in 
each layer-see diagram~ In the right cir­
cumstances these channels will allow the 
passage of sodium ions (the liquid to be in­
vestigated must have these added in the 
form of sodium chloride. or common salt, 
if they arc not present naturally~ But the 
right circumstances depend on what is 
happening in the lipid layers because. by 
itself, a single gramicidin channel is not 
long enough to span the membrane and 
thus let any sodium ions through. Only 
when outside and inside channels line up 
with each other to form a single tube can 
the ions begin to flow. 

The inner layer of gramicidin (the one 
next to the glycol) consists of channels that 
have been chemically tethered to the gold 
The channels in the outer layer, by contrast, 
are able to float freely. The number of chan­
nel molecules present means that, in nor­
mal circumstances, about 70% of the free­
floating outer channels are lined up with 
tethered inner ones at any given time, with 
each dual channel letting through about 
1m sodium ions per second. The trick is to 
find a way to make this flow rate change 
when the chemical that the sensor has been 
designed to detect is present. This is done 
with antibodies. 

An antibody is a protein that has been 
• tailored to stick to just one son of molecule. 
In nature. this would usually be a molecule 
on the surface of some invading nasty such 
as a virus or bacterium, but antibodies that 
will stick to just about anything can be 
made artificially to order. The Bioscnsor 
works by incorporating antibodies to the .• 
specific chemical (drug, hormone. viral 
protein or pesticide. for example) that it has 
been designed to detect. 

Some of the antibodies arc attached to 
the free-floating channels. Others arc at­
tached to special lipid anchors that are 
fixed to the gold electrode but reach all the 
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Taxes for a cleaner planet 
Enthusiasts for green taxes promise a double blessing: a better environ­
ment and a healthier economy. Is this too good to be true? 

THIS week's Earth Summit in New 
York (sec page 75) has shown how easy 

it is to talk about cleaning up the planet­
and how difficult it is to do it. Few govern­
ments have kept the promises they made 
five years ago in Rio de Janeiro to cut 
emissions of "greenhouse gases". Few 
seem keen to try much harder now. 

There is, however, no lack of ideas for 
making a greener world. In recent years 
some governments, mainly in Europe, 
have been trying out economic tools, par­
ticularly taxes on pollution, The next may 
be Britain's, which in its budget on July 
2nd is expected to raise green taxes. The 

• argument for these levies is seductive. 
Their keenest advocates say that environ­
mental taxes will be good not only for the 
earth but also for the economy as a whole. 
Although there is some truth in this, green 
taxes are not the environmental and eco­
nomic panacea they may seem. 

Regulation may be the most obvious 
way to cut pollution. Governments can 
simply ban dirty activities, or force com­
panies to use "clean" technology, such as 
catalytic converters in cars or desulphur­
isation equipment in coal-fired power 
stations. But regulation tends to make 
polluters use a specific technology, rather 
than investing in cleaner production 
methods, and it often forces all polluters 
to undertake the same sort of clean-up al­
though individual clean-up costs vary 
enormously. Economic theory suggests 
that market mechanisms can offer more 
efficient ways to resolve the problems. 

To economists, pollution gets out of 
hand because the prices of goods and ser­
vices do not reflect the costs of environ­
mental degradation. The passengers in 
the aeroplane flying low overhead do not 
pay for the disturbance the engine noise 
causes on the ground. Car buyers pay for 
labour, steel and paint, but the price 
sticker may not reflect the full cost of the 
noxious goo the car factory spills into a 
river. Drivers, of course, spread exhaust 
fumes as they motor along. The costs are 
borne by others, perhaps for many years, 
in the form of discomfort, health damage, 
and the loss of the pleasures and benefits 
of a clean environment. 

The point is not that there should be 
no pollution at all. It is worth putting up 
with some, in exchange for the benefits of 
economic activity. Rather, the objective is 
to make polluters face the true costs of 
what they do. Taxation is a way to do that. 

ECONOMICS FOCUS 

Some economists add to this a second 
argument. Without green taxes, govern­
ments have to raise revenue through 
other taxes. But these have an economic 
cost. Income.taxes reduce the incentive to 
work; payroll taxes reduce the incentive 
for employers to take workers on. With 
the revenue from green truces, govern­
ments can cut other taxes and still raise 
the same total amount. In particular, cut­
ting the taxes clogging up the labour mar-

And who should payl 

ket should create jobs. Hence green taxes 
have a "double dividend": not only do 
they reduce the distorted price signals 
about the cost of using the environment, 
but they also allow distortions elsewhere 
in the economy to be alleviated. 

To some governments, these argu­
ments are proving persuasive. Although 
regulation remains the most usual form 
of environmental policy, green taxes are 
gaining ground. Several countries have 
raised petrol taxes, and now tax leaded 
petrol far more heavily than unleaded 
fuel. Sweden taxes batteries; Belgium has 
a levy on disposable razors; Italy taxes the 
polythene in carrier bags; charges for 
household rubbish collections are now 
common in America. Keenest of all, Den­
mark, Finland, the Netherlands, Norway 
and Sweden now tax emissions of carbon 
dioxide, the main greenhouse gas. 

Moreover, green-tax revenues are be­
ing recycled in the hope of yielding the 
double dividend. The Danes, Dutch, 
Finns and Swedes are all using revenues 

from environmental taxes to reduce taxes 
on labour. Britain's tax on the disposal of 
waste at landfill sites is being used to pay 
for a small cut in payroll tax. 

A free, green lunch? 
But how much can green taxes achieve? 
Although a welcome addition to the fiscal 
armoury, they are far from being a cure­
all. For starters, there may not be much 
scope for using green taxes to cut labour 
taxes and boost employment. Taxes on 
polluting industries will raise the price of 
their output, cutting consumers' demand 
for their products-this is, after all, pre­
cisely the purpose of the taxes-and hence 
the industries' demand for labour. Higher 
prices, in tum, leave people with less to 
spend on other things, costing jobs else­
where, at least in the short term. 

A second difficulty is that there is a 
trade-off between the efficacy of green 
taxes as instruments of environmental 
policy and their power as revenue-rais~rs. 
Taxes that cut pollution dramatically will 
not yield much revenue in the long run. If 
companies responded to a sulphur tax by 
eliminating sulphur emissions, say, the 
tax revenue would fall to nil. Govern­
ments would have to go back to more con­
ventional sources of revenue. 

This is likely to happen when clean, 
lightly taxed substitutes can replace 
heavily taxed goods. Thus the OECD says 
that in Sweden, where dirtier automotive 
diesel has been taxed relatively heavily 
since 1991, almost all diesel is now of the 
cleanest type and sulphur emissions from 
diesel vehicles have fallen by 75%. In Nor­
way, the carbon-dioxide tax has 
prompted a switch away from fossil fuels, 
cutting emissions from power stations 
and factories by one-fifth since 1991. 

In other instances, however, substi­
tutes are harder to find. Green taxes are 
then promising sources .of revenue, but 
will do little in themselves to change peo­
ple's behaviour and reduce pollution. 
Higher petrol taxes and prices, for exam­
ple, have done little to curb car use in 
OECD countries. Even in Norway, the car­
bon-dioxide tax has cut emissions from 
vehicles by perhaps 2-3% a year. 

So are green taxes a good thing? Yes: 
they signal to polluters that the environ­
ment is valuable, and a tax system that in­
cludes them will distort economic activ­
ity less than one that does not. But 
governments should not need greenery as 
an excuse to make labour taxes less dam­
aging. Like environmental protection, 
that is worthwhile anyway. 
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~o Credible Goal for Global Warming 
l's often noted that this is a short­

Win kind cl town. Is Social Security 
... bankrupt? Call U8 when it hap­
.,.. .. The Medicare trust fund may nm 
bid Well. not during this electioo cycle. 
_ 9o ,ou might think that an issue 

measured in decadea and generations 
-..ldn'.t ataod much of a chance 
bme-reveo ao issue that threatens 
tt. lmµwi species and ita planeL 
n.t·• . why it's encouraging to eee 
audl . an issue-atobal warming­
beiis taken aerioualJ by the Clinton 
~tion and aurrounding politi­
~ culture. At the same time, as 
Pialdeot Clinton approaches key deci­
lD\ pointa on climate change policy, 
it't far from clear he's going to get to 
tfle rilbt place OD time. 

human industrial activity-particu­
lirt, lhe burning "' oil, pa and c.oal-is 
Mly but ateadily wanning the earth. 
On!t tbe coming century, anall changes 
ii teq,erature could lead to coastal 
floodina, fiercer hurricanes. new pat­
tens~ ciiaea,e migratioo and wone. 
~ "Global dlaoges iD climate ptomile 

to-dwarf the other calamities of human 
billorf: writea the eminent Britiah 
IQIGtiit Jabo Caimi. "And the time 
._ 11111 be -vay abort. ... What I 

have been discussing here could be the 
fate of our grandchildren." 

Maybe the best indicator that this 
message is beginning to sink in is the 
emergence of an entire Washington 
sub-industry dedicated to global warm· 
ing and what can be done about it, 
complete with lobbyists, obfuscators, 
dueling P.R. firms, warring experts and 
all the rest. Some folks an' beginning to 
catch on to the idea that-never mind 
the fate of our grandchildren-there 
may be money to be made in this 
dimate<bange business, which could be 
the most hopeful sign of all. 

Not everyone is there yet, of COtll"!!e. 

Many oil and gas companies CXllltinue to 
do whatever they can to block prog• 
ress-challenging science in the best 
tobacco-company tradition, spreading 
economic scare stories, advising OPEC 
natioos oo bow best to sabotage inter­
oatiooal talks. On the other end of the 
spectrum is the Association of Small 
Island States-the mine canaries of 
global warming, as it were, who will 
disappear underwater first u climate­
change theories come true. 

In between is a growiq band of 
c:ompa~ that fear the cooaequences 
ol climate change-.ucb u insurance 

firms, which don't want to pay for the 
loss, say, of Florida-or who see op­
portunities in developing and selling 
technologies, like solar power, which 
could promote economic growth with­
out global warming. The chief of Brit• 
ish Petroleum recently called for "pre­
cautionary action now." 

"They're not saying, 'Bring it on, 
bring it on,'• said Kevin Fay, executive 
director cl the International Climate 
Change Partnenbip, which includes 
such industrial giants as BP, Boeing and 
DuPonL '7bey're trying to recognize it 
as an opportunity, but they're also f~• 
fut d the huge stakes involved: 

"It" means an international agree­
ment to <XJDtrol the emission of green­
house gases. and particularly carbon 
dioxide, the chief culprit in global warm­
ing. The Clinton administration has pro­
poeecl a scheme to make that happen a.s 
much as po9111Jle through market mech­
anisms. Every nation would receive a 
greenhouse-gas emission quota. CoWl­
tries that managed, through conserva­
tioo and new technologies, to emit less 
could sell the unused portion of their 
quot.as; those who overshot their tar• 
geta would have to buy the right to 
pollute more. Each muntry oouJd redi-

vide and reallocate the quota to individ­
ual firms, which could in turn trade 
pieces among themselves. 

It may sound totally unworkable­
until you realize that something similar 
is going on, within the United States to 
control acid-rain emissions, and work· 
ing well-90 well, in fact , that sulfur 
dioxide emission allowances are now 
traded directly among utilities, emi~ 
sion-<1uota futures are offered by the 
Chicago Board of Trade, and emissions 
have been reduced more than Con­
gress demanded at less than half the 
expected cost. Extending such a mar­
ket mechanism across national borders 
obviously raises huge new challenges 
of reporting, verification and compli­
ance. But it could work. 

The difficulty lies in what the admin­
istration hasn't done. It hasn' t yet 
fleshed out its proposed scheme with 
any specific dates or overall targets 
for temperature control or green­
house-gas emission, so environmental· 
ists as well as other countries are 
beginning to dismiss its plan as little 
more than rhetoric. At the same time, 
moderates in induatry complain that 
they are not being <XJDsulted. The 

administration is in danger of losing its 
natural allies at a time when the plan's 
enemies are sharpening their knives. 

President Clinton will IIOOII go to 
Colorado for a meeting of the G-8-
leaders of the United States, France, 
Britain, Canada, Germany, Italy, Japan 
and Russia. which together account for 
43 percent of the world's greenhouse­
gas e:mi&siona. Climate change will be a 
major topic there and at a U.N. environ­
mental cmferencr where Clintoo ia 
acheduled to speak later this month. 

Everyooe involved will be listening 
carefully. The United States alone, with 
4 percent of the world's population, 
produces more than a fifth of the world'• 
greenbou.9e--gaa emi88ions. Five years 
ago, the Bush administration promised 
to keep those emissions at 1990 leveJa 
by the year 2000, despite economic 
growth during the intervening decade. 
Now it appears emiasioos will be 13 
percent above that promised target, or 
higher. This time around. Clinton needs 
to provide a credible goal-and a practi­
cal way cl getting there. 

Tltt writer ii a mnnlJw of 11w 
tditorial,,. staff. 
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Economic Scene: Economists Push 
Market-Based Response to Global 
Warming 

By PETER PASSELL 

S tern(\' worded petitions and ringing screeds of principle are as much a part of campus life 
as grade inflation •· which is why Washington rarely takes them seriously. But the nation's 
movers and shakers would do well to pay attention to a statement on global warming signed by 
some 2,000 mostly academic economists. 

For one thing, the signatures collected by Redefi11i11g Progress. a group of policy-minded social 
scientists based in San Francisco, range from the newish left ( Duncan Foley of Barnard College) 
to the skeptical center ( James Heckman of the University of Chicago) to the libertarian right 
(Gordon Tullock of the University of Arizona). "Market-based approaches to coping with climate 
change generate as much consensus among economists as free trade, " explains Paul Krugman of 
MIT. one of the organizers of the policy statement. 

More important, the statement focuses on what is now regarded by insiders as a make-it-or-break­
it issue in slowing atmospheric warming: designing an i11ternatio11al system that permits rich 
economies to contribute cash in lieu of emissions reductions. "Allowing some to pay others to 
reduce greenhouse emissions could reduce the total cost by 80 to 90 percent," estimates William 
Nordhaus. an economist at Yale and another organizer of the statement. 

like any committee looking for consensus, the drafters of the climate statement cast their net 
widely. "We believe that global climate change carries with it signijica111 environme111al, 
economic, social and geopolitical risks, and that preventive steps are justified," the unshocking 
introduction reads. 

Those who read on, however, will discover there is meat on these bones: "Sound economic 
analysis," the authors argue, "shows that there are policy options that would slow climate change 
without harming American living standards. " 

And what might these policy options be? Here, the drafters stake out a position that seems almost 
obvious to economists, but has barely entered the consciousness of environmental policy makers. 
"A cooperative approach among nations is required•· such as an international emissions trading 
agreement," the statement asserts. 



To understand where the economists really want the diplomats to go, consider where we are now. 
Current rates of deforestation and combustion of carbon-based fuels -- coal, oil, gas -- are adding 
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere faster than the oceans can absorb it. The higher carbon 
dioxide concentrations trap solar energy. And while the pace of the resulting warming is in 
dispute, rising temperatures will likely change weather patterns radically and raise the level of the 
oceans. 

Governments of all the major economies are vaguely committed to containing greenhouse gas 
emissions before once-a-century hurricanes become an annual event in the Caribbean, Kansas 
turns into a dust bowl and the Bay of Bengal doubles in size at the expense of Bangladesh. But 
the emphasis is on the vague: the process of setting emissions targets or creating political 
institutions to enforce the targets is in the talking stage. 

That's where the economists' statement fits in. "We wanted to be there early," said Stephe11 
DeCanio of the University of California at Santa Barbara, "before governments and politicitzns 
were locked into positions." 

Specifically, the statement is intended to give the Clinton administration some help in pressing the 
idea of creating an international market in emissions permits at the next global meeting on 
climate change, set for Kyoto, Japan, in December. 

The idea is simple. If and when world leaders start to deal with the practical issues, they are apt 
to set national targets for containing emissions that will be very expensive to meet in the rich 
industrial economies, and probably ·won 't be honored in the large emerging economies like China, 
Russia, India and Indonesia. 

Creating an emissions trading system that allows already rich economies to pay the emerging 
economies to use less energy and less carbon-intensive fuels as they develop offers a double 
dividend It reduces the cost for developed countries, in turn reducing the chances their 
legislatures will balk. And it creates a pool of capital to be used as an incentive to push emerging 
economies toward environmentally benign growth. 

Translation: Getting, say, China or India to switch from coal to natural gas, or to encourage 
energy conservation by charging world market prices at home would be a lot easier if they were 
paid billio11s of dollars each year to do it. 

Not every economist who favors emissions trading signed the statement. "I'm worried it will be 
used at Kyoto to commit America to useless, expensive unilateral actions in reducing emissions," 
says Robert Hahn, an economist at the American Enterprise Institute. 

But Nordhaus has very different worries. "Economists haven't been important players in 
environmental policy over the last 30 years," he said. 'This time we could make a difference." 
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1995 Compliance Results---- Acid Rain Program 

100% Compliance by the 445 Phase I Utility Units for 1995 

Of the more than 2.000 utility units currently operating in the U.S .. all 445 Phase I affected units that underwent annual 
reconciliation for 1995 successfully met their compliance obligations under the Acid Rain Program. The total nwnber of 
allowances deducted in 1995 was 5,302.509. which represents 61 percent of all 1995 allowances issued. Almost all (99 
percent) of the deducted allowances were for emissions (5,298,429). but other deductions were also made as required by 
the Acid Rain regulations. 

1995 
,2 
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Pha_se I Units Cut their 1980 Emissions in Half; 
1995 Emissions were 39% Below the Allowable 
Emissions Level Required by the Clean Air Act 
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The emissions reductions to date have been impressive for the first year of 
compliance. For the 445 units participating in Phase I, actual emissions 
measured by continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) were reduced 
by more th:m half relative to 1980 levels with emissions plummeting from I 0. 9 
to 5.J million tons. Emissions for these units were 3.4 million tons (or 39 
percent) below the 1995 allowable emissions level of 8.7 million tons required 
by the Clean Au Act. 
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1995 

Rainfall in Eastern U.S. Less Acidic in 1995 

According to a recent study prepared for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 
reductions in sulfur dioxide emissions have resulted in rainfall being less 
ac1d1c m 1995 as a result of the first year of the Acid Rain Program. The study 
reports a 10-25 percent drop m rainfall acidity, particularly at some sites 
located in the Mid-West. Northeast. and Mid-Atlantic Regions. 

Monitoring Performance Excellent 

The monitors used by p:irticipants of the Acid Rain Program provide some of the most accurate data ever collected by 
the EPA. Not only were these monitors demonstrated to be accurate but their availability was also excellent. 

Accuracy: 

Availability: 

98 percent of the installed and tested monitors passed the required 10 percent relative 
accuracy standard; 93 percent achieved relative accuracy of less than 7.5 percent. 
These monitors were successfully operating over 95 percent of the time. 

Program Costs and Efficiency on Target 
. . 

The cost of reducing a ton of S01 from the utility ~tor continues to decline: scrubber costs have dropped. removal 
efficiencies have improved, and expected increases in cost associated with the increased use oflow sulfur coal have not 
materialized. These reductions in cost are being reflected in allowance prices. In just two years, allowance prices have 
dropped from $1 SO/ton to less than $80/ton. Administratively, allowance trades are being proc:cssed quickly and 
efficiently. Ninety nine percent of allowance trades have been processed within S days; 81 percent were processed 
within 24 how-s. • 

., 
•\: . . . . . 

· a.• ,,- . I . .. • .' 

. ·· ... · , · . . ,· . . . 
.. r - ......... ~.~.- ·.• ,,.. ......... . _ ~·· 



State Table 1 S&C State 
Units Units 

AL 10 4 MS 

FL 5 5 MO 

GA 19 14 NH 

IL 17 25 NJ 

IN 37 5 NY 

IA 6 0 OH 

KS 1 2 PA 

KY 17 3 TN 

MD 6 4 UT 

MA 0 8 1/W 

Ml 2 3 1/1/1 

MN 1 5 I/VY 

Emissions Summary 

445 Phase I Units 

S02 Emissions (Million tons) 

1980 Emissions 

Tab~ 1 Units 9.4 

S & C Units 1.5 

1995 Allowable Emissions 

Table 1 Units' Allocation 5.6 

S & C Units' Allocation 1.3 

Other 1995 Allocations 1.8 

1995 Actual Emissions 

Table 1 Units 4.4 

1995 S & C Units 0.9 

Table 1 S&C 
Units Units 

2 4 

16 14 

2 1 

2 0 

10 11 

43 35 

21 5 

19 0 

0 1 

14 8 

13 21 

0 4 

10.9 

8.7 

5.3 

The 445 affected utility units include 
263 units specifically required to 
participate during Phase I ("Table 1 
units"), and an additional 182 units 
required to participate in Phase 11, but 
electing to participate early as 
substitution and compensating units 
(''S & C units"). Over 2,000 units are 
expected to participate in Phase 11, 
which begins in the year 2000. 

1995 Allowance Summary 

445 Phase I Units 

Million Allowances 

Allowances Held 1/30/96 8.74 

Table 1 Units - 6.21 

S & C Units 1.27 

Other Accounts 1.26 

Allowable Deducted for Emissions 5.30 

Table 1 Units 4.45 

S & C Units • 0.85 

Other Allowances Deducted <0.01 

Allowances Carried Over to 1996 3.44 

Table 1 Units 1.76 

S & C Units 0.42 

Other Accounts 1.26 



Global Warming: The History 
of an International Scientific Consensus 

1896: Arrhenius, a Swedish chemist, advances the theory that carbon dioxide emissions from 
combustion of coal would enhance Earth's greenhouse effect and lead to global warming. 

1924: Based on 1920 coal use, Lotka, a U.S . physicist, speculates that industrial activity will 
double atmospheric CO 2 in 500 years. 

1949: Callendar, a British scientist, speculatively links the estimated 10% increase of 
atmospheric CO2 between 1850 and 1940 with the observed warming of northern Europe and 
North America which began in the 1880's. 

1954: Hutchinson, a Yale biologist, first suggests that deforestation will increase atmospheric 
CO2 

1957: Revelle and Seuss, scientists with the Scripps Institute of Oceanography, report for the 
first time that much of the CO 2 emitted to the atmosphere is not absorbed by the oceans, as some 
had argued, leaving significant amounts in the atmosphere which could eventually warm the 
Earth. They call carbon dioxide emissions "a large-scale geophysical experiment" with Earth's 
climate. 

1958: Keeling, a scientist with the Scripps Institute, begins the first reliable and continuous 
measurements of atmospheric carbon dioxide at Hawaii's Mauna Loa Observatory. 

1967: The first reliable computer simulation calculates that global average temperature may 
increase by more than 4 degrees Fahrenheit when the atmospheric CO2 level doubles that of pre­
industrial times. 

1971: Some scientists argue that cooling of the atmosphere by particulateurom coal burning 
could be more significant than warming by greenhouse gases. Uncertainties are too large to be 
sure which effect will dominate. 

1976: Scientists at several research institutions identify chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), methane, 
and nitrous oxide as greenhouse gases. 

1976: U.S. and Swedish scientists estimate that cooling by particulates from coal burning is a 
relatively small effect on a global average basis. 



1979: The report of a National Academy of Sciences (NAS)' panel on climate change advises that 
"A wait-and-see policy may mean waiting until it is too late" to avoid significant climate 
changes. 

1983: An NAS report confirms that a doubling of CO2 levels eventually would warm the Earth 
by 3 to 8 degrees Fahrenheit. The same year a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
study called Can We Delay A Greenhouse Wanning? states that as a result of warming, 
"agricultural conditions will be significantly altered, environmental and economic systems 
potentially disrupted, and political institutions stressed." 

1985: A conference sponsored by the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), the World 
Meteorological Organization (WMO), and the International Council of Scientific Unions forges a 
consensus of the international scientific community on the issue of climate change. The 
conference report warns that some future warming appears inevitable due to past emissions 
regardless of future actions and recommends consideration of a global treaty to address climatic 
change. 

1987: An ice core from Antarctica analyzed by French and Russian scientists reveals an 
extremely close correlation between CO2 and temperature going back more than 100,000 years. 

1988: The Intergo_vernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), made up of leading climate 
scientists from around the world, is established by UNEP and WMO to assess the scientific and 
economic basis of climate change policy in preparation for the 1992 Rio Earth Summit. 

1990: An appeal signed by 49 Nobel prize winners and 700 members of the NAS states, "There 
is broad agreement within the scientific community that amplification of the Earth's natural 
greenhouse effect by the buildup of various gases introduced by human activity has the potential 
to produce dramatic changes in climate ... Only by taking action now can we insure that future 
generations will not be put at risk." 

0 The scientific working group of the IPCC, drawing on 170 scientists from 25 countries, 
publishes a report stating that human activity increasing greenhouse gas emissions "will enhance 
the greenhouse effect, resulting on average in an additional warming of the Earth's surface." It 
calculates that an immediate 60% reduction in CO2 emissions would stop the buildup of carbon 
dioxide. 

0 747 participants from 116 countries take part in the Second World Climate Conference. The 
conference statement reports that "a clear scientific consensus has emerged on estimates of the 
range of global warming which can be expected during the 21st century. If the increase of 
greenhouse gas concentrations is not limited, the predicted climate change would place stresses 
on natural and social systems unprecedented in the past 10,000 years." 
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1991: Mt. Pinatubo, a Philippine volcano, erupts, temporarily interrupting the increase in surface 
temperatures. 

1992: The NAS publishes a study reporting that despite uncertainties, greenhouse warming poses 
a potential threat, "sufficient to merit prompt responses ... Investment in mitigation measures act 
as insurance protection against the great uncertainties and the possibility of dramatic surprises. 
In addition, the panel believes that substantial mitigation can be accomplished at modest cost. In 
other words, insurance is cheap." 

0 A supplementary IPCC report updating its 1990 study finds that new research confirms the 
general conclusions of its earlier study. However, the report notes that reflection of sunlight by 
particulates may be offsetting some greenhouse warming in the Northern hemisphere. 

0 The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change is signed by 155 nations at the 
Rio Earth Summit. 

1993: The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change is ratified by more than 50 
nations, putting it into effect. Efforts are currently underway to implement and strengthen it 
world-wide. 

1994: Mt. Pinatubo's cooling effect wanes, and Earth's temperature returns to high readings 
characteristic of the late 1980's; March through December 1994 are the warmest such period on 
record, according to the National Weather Service's Climate Analysis Center. 

1995: The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, representing the consensus of climate 
scientists worldwide, concludes that ". .. the balance of evidence suggests that there is a 
discernible human influence on global climate." The year 1995 matches 1990 as the hottest year 
on record. 

1997: Parties to the Framework Convention to meet in Kyoto, Japan, in December in order to 
agree on binding obligations to limit emissions. 

National Headguarters 
257 Park A venue South 
New York, NY 10010 
(212) 505-2100 

1875 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 
(202) 387-3500 

EDF Offices: 

1405 Arapahoe A venue 
Boulder, CO 80302 
(303) 440-4901 

5655 College A venue 
Oakland, CA 94618 
(510) 658-8008 
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Austin, TX 78701 
(512) 478-5161 

128 East Hargett Street 
Raleigh, NC 27601 
(919) 821-7793 
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Boston, MA 02109 
(617) 723-2996 



Global Warming: Myth vs. Fact 

MYTH: Although thermometers located at Earth's surface indicate that the planet's average 
temperature is higher today than it has been for at least 130 years, satellite measurements of the 
temperature of the atmosphere thousands of feet above the surface indicate a slight cooling since 1979. 
The surface temperature data is unreliable due to the heat-trapping effect of urban areas. Therefore, there 
is no compelling evidence that warming has occurred. 

FACT: Since thermometers and satellites measure temperatures at two different places in the 
atmosphere, it is not surprising that the trends sometimes differ. At higher altitudes, temperatures 
fluctuate more than at the surface due to natural climate influences like sunlight-reflecting particles from 
volcanoes. This variability or noise in the satellite record obscures the warming trend due to the buildup 
of the greenhouse gases which is apparent in the ~lobal surface temperature data. Furthermore, the 
depletion of the ozone layer, which has occurred mostly since 1979, has had a cooling effect on the 
atmosphere which is more marked at higher altitudes than at the surface. 

Earth's surface has warmed over both the northern and southern hemispheres, and the warming is 
apparent in data taken both on land and at sea. Therefore, the urban "heat island" effect could not be 
causing much of the observed warming. 

MYTH: Changes in temperature and changes in greenhouse gas emissions over the past century did 
not occur simultaneously. Therefore, measured warming cannot be due to the greenhouse gases. 

FACT: Many factors have influenced climate in addition to the buildup of greenhouse gases, so there 
is no reason to expect the two trends to match exactly. However, computer models indicate that warming 
due to the greenhouse gas buildup will dominate the other factors over the coming decades. These 
factors include small changes in the output of the sun, a haze of particles arising from volcanic eruptions 
and from fossil fuel burning which reflects sunlight, and natural variations of climate. 

In addition, the slow heating of the oceans leads to a lag between emissions and their effect on 
temperature. Therefore, a simple overlay of greenhouse gas emissions and temperature data is deceptive. 
When global temperatures are simulated with a computer model which accounts for most of the 
additional influences, the result is consistent with the observed warming, and the.buildup of greenhouse 
gases is a dominant factor. 



MYTH: Computer models are unreliable as a guide to future climate change because they do not 
reproduce past changes. In particular, they fail to account for the one-half degree warming over the past 
century. 

FA CT: When changes in the haze of particles as well as greenhouse gases are taken into account, the 
models simulate a global temperature trend over the past century which is consistent with the observed 
warming. In addition, there is increasing agreement between the geographical pattern of climate change 
predicted by the models and the measured pattern of temperature change. Models reproduce other key 
features of global climate, including the magnitude of the temperature variation from winter to summer 
and aspects of ancient climates inferred from ice cores, pollen and fossil data. 

MYTH: Carbon dioxide is removed from the atmosphere fairly quickly, so if global warming turns 
out to be a problem, society can wait until after consequences occur to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

FA CT: Carbon dioxide, which is emitted largely by combustion of fossil fuels, is the most important 
human-made greenhouse gas. If emissions of carbon dioxide were halted today, it would take more than 
a century for the atmospheric level of carbon dioxide to approach its pre-industrial level. Furthermore, 
about 15% of all the carbon dioxide which has been emitted already would remain airborne for thousands 
of years, causing warming indefinitely. In addition, the slow warming of the ocean creates a lag between 
emissions and their full effect on temperature. In others words, the consequences of past emissions are 
not yet entirely apparent. 

MYTH: Rapid warming occurred at early times without catastrophic consequences, so society and 
ecosy·stems can adapt readily to any foreseeable warming . 

. FA CT: Rapid warming occurred in some places at the end of the last glacial period, but since then, 
global climate has been stable for ten thousand years. During this time, agriculture and civilization arose, 
leading to fixed settlements, infrastructure, and large populations in areas which are highly vulnerable to 
climate shifts, such as low-lying coastal zones. 

Furthermore, the existence of rapid climate changes in the distant past provides only limited insight into 
the fate of natural ecosystems. Previously, rapid climate changes may not have occurred everywhere at 
once, as they are expected to in the future. Furthermore, there were no human-made barriers to inhibit 
adaptation by ecosystems. In cc:mtrast, human settlements, highways, and farmland will block migration 
of species adjusting to the warming climate of the coming century. 
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MYTH: Wanning has been occurring largely at night, which is less of a problem than daytime 
warming. 

FACT: Wanning over the past century has occurred both during the day and at night, but night-time 
wanning has been the greater of the two. The buildup of the haze of particles from combustion discussed 
above has probably contributed to this asymmetric wanning. But as warming continues, the tendency 
toward night-time wanning is expected to diminish, in part because the slow heating of the oceans causes 
a uniform atmospheric wanning over time. In any event, night-time wanning would be experienced by 
society and ecosystems differently than daytime wanning, but may be no less problematic. For example, 
the northward spread of certain infectious diseases is currently limited by cold night-time temperatures. 

MYTH: The IPCC has reduced its projected global warming by 1/3. If we wait a little longer, the 
threat of human-induced climate change may disappear altogether. 

FA CT: Computer models of climate have been adjusted to account for the cooling effect of particle 
haze, which has resulted in lower projections of global average wanning by year 2100. The reflection of 
sunlight by particles partially masks, but does not eliminate, the buildup of the greenhouse effect. When 
developing countries like China move to reduce the emissions of sulfur dioxide which generate these 
particles (as the U.S., Europe and Japan already have in order to reduce health effects and acid rain), the 
hidden wanning inevitably will be revealed. • 

MYTH: Human activities only contribute 4% of CO2 emissions; the rest comes from natural sources 
like decaying vegetation and forest fires started by lightning. The human contribution is too small to 
have a significant effect on climate, particularly since the oceans absorb most of the extra CO2 
emissions. 

FA CT: Before human beings began to affect the level of CO2 in the atmosphere, the natural 
emissions of CO2 were nearly exactly balanced by natural process which remove CO2. As a result, the 
amount of CO2 in the atmosphere had changed very little for 10,000 years. The additional source of 
CO2 from human activity like burning coal and oil for energy, has thrown the system out of balance. 
Although the oceans and forests absorb about half the CO2 emitted by industry, the rest builds up in the 
atmosphere. As a result, CO2 levels are now 30% above what they were in pre-industrial times. Similar 
changes of CO2 occurred naturally tens of thousands of years ago and they were generally accompanied 
by large shifts in global average temperature. 
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MYTH: The buildup of CO2 will lead to a "greening" of the earth because plants can utilize the 
extra CO2 to speed their growth. 

FACT: Under the controlled conditions which occur in a greenhouse with ample water and fertilizer, 
plants grow more rapidly in an atmosphere enriched by CO2. The extent that this effect carries over into 
natural systems like forests is unknown. Some plants, potentially including weeds, may benefit while 
others may not. The consequence for forests and other ecosystems is uncertain, but it is unlikely to 
counteract the adverse impacts of a rapid climate change. 

MYTH: If Earth has warmed since pre-industrial times, it is because the intensity of the sun has 
increased. 

FA CT: The intensity of the sun continuously changes, but there were no direct measurements of the 
size of these shifts before 1979. Indirect evidence suggests that the Sun's variations in the past may have 
been large enough over the course of centuries to affect Earth's climate significantly. However, a recent 
estimate indicates that the warming effect of solar variations since pre-industrial times is only about one­
tenth as large as the warming effect of the greenhouse gas buildup. The Sun's variations since 1979 have 
been very small. 

MYTH: The IPCC now predicts a global warming of only 1 to 3.5 degrees Celsius over the coming 
century. This small change, much less than the current daily temperature range for most major cities, is 
hardly a cause for concern. 

FA CT: The global average temperature has changed by less than a degree Celsius up or down for ten 
thousand years. So the projected warming is expected to exceed any climate change which has occurred 
during the history of civilization. In addition, even apparently small global average temperature changes 
will be accompanied by much larger regional climate shifts. For example, a warming which is twice as 
large as the global average is projected to occur at high northern latitudes. Apparently small global 
average changes also led to large climate shifts in the past: Earth's average temperature increased by only 
about 5 degrees Celsius between the end of the last ice age and today, but much of the Northern 
Hemisphere went from being buried under thousands of feet of ice to being ice-free. 
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MYTH: It is hard enough to predict the weather a few days in advance, so how can we have any 
confidence in projections of climate a hundred years from now? 

FA CT: Climate and weather are different. Weather refers to temperatures, precipitation, and storms 
on a given day at a particular place. Climate reflects a long term average, sometimes over a very large 
area, like a continent or even the entire Earth. Averages over large areas and periods of time are easie~ to 
estimate than the specific characteristics of weather. Nevertheless, scenarios for global warming always 
recognize a large range of uncertainty. 

National Headguarters 
257 Park A venue South 
New York, NY 10010 
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EDF Offices: 
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