WASHINGTON REPORTS

AN ENERGY STRATEGY FOR ALL SEASONS
GETS ROUGH TREATMENT IN CONGRESS

In July 1989, when he undertook
the job of devising a national energy
strategy at the request of President
Bush, Energy Secretary James D.
Watkins spoke about ‘“sweeping
changes” in the production and use of
energy in America. Watkins pledged
to offer new ideas: He argued the case
for more conservation and greater
efficiency as the centerpiece and
made a commitment to curtailing
demand and to developing alterna-
tives to fossil fuels. But the strategy
that Watkins unveiled on 20 Febru-
ary in a 214-page report, “National
Energy Strategy: Powerful Ideas for
America,” is nothing of the sort he
promised.

The reason for the difference be-
tween rhetoric and reality is that the
White House apparently didn’t want
Watkins’s strategy. When Watkins
discussed the proposed strategy at the
White House last November, the
month the report was originally set
for release, he was bullied by John H.
Sununu, the President’s combative
chief of staff. Each time Watkins
offered a government solution to the
energy problem, such as higher taxes
on oil imports or stiffer regulation of
mileage for passenger cars, Sununu
objected. Sununu—a former gover-
nor of New Hampshire, whose motto
is “Live Free or Die”—and his top
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Moore and Watkins: Energy strategists.
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aides disapproved of anything that
would interfere with market forces or
that the government would be obligat-
ed to fund. This position was de-
fended by Michael Boskin, a free-
market advocate who joined the Ad-
ministration as chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers from
his professorship at Stanford Univer-
sity, and by Richard G. Darman, the
White House budget director, who
refuses to tax or spend any more for
energy sufficiency. For his part,
Bush, a onetime oil wildcatter in
Texas before he entered politics,
knows that the Federal government
has always had a firm hand in energy
matters, favoring oil production, for
instance, with tax incentives. In en-
dorsing the published strategy, how-
ever, Bush, who refers to himself as
the “environmental President,” was
accused by environmentalists of being
too cautious on conservation and too
provocative about production. In the
end, the strategy suggests little more
than the status quo ante bellum—the
bellum being the 100-hour ground
war the US won in the Persian Gulf
just three weeks before the strategy
was issued.

Even before waging war against
Iraq to liberate an occupied country
with vast petroleum reserves, the US
has feared disruptions in the flow of
oil and fluctuations in its price. To be
sure, the US has a long-standing
affair with the petroleum business,
one that began when the first oil pools
were discovered in Pennsylvania
shale during the 1850s. Indeed, the
fortunes of many old-line families,
from the Rockefellers to President
Bush’s, are steeped in oil.

In presenting the strategy to Con-
gress, Watkins, a retired admiral who
won promotions in the Navy’s nuclear
submarine program, said it calls for
“jointly shared responsibility” among
industry, government, scientists and
the populace. “We cannot solely con-
serve our way, nor solely develop our
way, to energy security,” he declared.
The strategy begins with the premise
that US dependence on imported oil
must be decreased—a concept that

just about everyone in Washington
believes. Its proposals range from
reducing the country’s demand for oil
and expanding the use of alternative
fuels, including nuclear power from
fission and fusion sources, to setting
efficiency standards for every new
house financed by a government-
backed mortgage and opening the
ecologically sensitive Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge in northern Alaska
and areas of the outer continental
shelf off South Carolina and Califor-
nia to oil drilling.

Among the key proposals is empha-
sis on R&D to foster new sources of
energy. “Investing in American inge-
nuity and know-how is a far better
way of achieving our energy objec-
tives than relying on command and
control measures, such as increased
government regulations and taxes,”
said a prepared statement by DOE.

The Energy Department’s descrip-
tion of how the strategy was created
refers to public hearings in 48 states,
where 448 witnesses testified, and to
200 000 pages of documents. On Capi-
tol Hill, hearings on the strategy have
been packed with lawmakers and
lobbyists. At most of the sessions
Watkins was accompanied by his
deputy, former Louisiana Congress-
man W. Henson Moore, who is the
point man for persuading lawmakers
that the plan is prudent and proper.

The sections of the plan that will
perhaps face the most difficulty in
Congress deal with the supply of
petroleum and the demand for gaso-
line. Bush foresees decreasing US oil
demand by 3.4 million barrels per
day by 2010 while increasing domes-
tic supply by 3.8 million barrels per
day. Much of the projected decrease
in demand would result from im-
proved energy efficiency in both road
transportation and residential hous-
ing, as well as in commercial and
industrial use. The President’s plan
would produce this increased effi-
ciency more by Federal support of
R&D than through taxes and regula-
tions aimed at conservation. In par-
ticular, Bush rejected the average
mileage standards that the Federal
47
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government now demands from auto-
mobile manufacturers.

To reverse the current US trend
away from nuclear power, the plan
would introduce regulatory reforms
to make it easier to license nuclear
reactors and would push for establish-
ing a nuclear waste repository. Li-
censing actions usually bog down in
the courts, and the creation of waste
sites has been delayed for years by
squabbles in Congress. To guarantee
that nuclear energy can continue to
supply at least 20% of US energy
needs over the next several decades,
the strategy seeks accelerated devel-
opment of advanced reactors built to a
single safe standard.

As part of the long-term plan to
achieve a stable energy supply, the
Administration’s strategy points to
fusion energy and sets the goals of an
operating demonstration plant by
2025 and commercial fusion power by
2040—the same timetable advanced
by a special DOE committee under H.
Guyford Stever (PHYSICS TODAY, Sep-

tember 1990, page 51). Though fusion
enthusiasts were heartened by this,
the strategy contains a major weak-
ness, says Steven Dean, president of
Fusion Power Associates, an industry
group headquartered in Rockville,
Maryland: “It doesn’t talk about how
much should be spent or where the
money will come from.”

Indeed, although Bush can imple-
ment more than half of the energy
plan’s 100 separate proposals without
asking approval on Capitol Hill, its
most important elements must be put
in place by Congress, and the Presi-
dent will face a tough fight over many
of them.

Many Democrats in Congress warn
that the Republican President will
have to compromise. Some, like Sena-
tor Tim Wirth of Colorado, argue that
Bush is virtually certain not to get
Congressional approval, for instance,
to drill for oil in the wildlife refuge or
to maintain automobile mileage stan-
dards where they are now.

—IrwIN GOODWIN

IT'S GOODBYE DRS. CHIPS, THOUGH
PANEL URGES SOME TO STAY

After California’s new governor, Pete
Wilson, chopped $295 million from
the proposed 1991-92 budget for high-
er education, the University of Cali-
fornia system issued an early retire-
ment plan to meet the fiscal crisis. A
total of 636 faculty members, all in
their 60s, voluntarily agreed to accept
the offer of the university’s “Five
Plus” plan, which gives them five
extra years of service toward their
pensions plus a monetary award
equal to three months of salary. At
the Berkeley campus, 150 faculty
members, about 9% of the tenured
professors, took up the offer to leave
on 1July. Among them are 5 of the 65
members of the Berkeley physics de-
partment. They are Kinsey A. Ander-
son, former director of the Space
Sciences Laboratory; Geoffrey Chew,
former leader of the theoretical phys-
ics group at Lawrence Berkeley; Ken-
neth Crowe; Erwin L. Hahn and
Robert Tripp.

The situation is something of a
paradox. In May a panel of the
National Research Council recom-
mended that professors be allowed to
teach as long as they want to do so.
Specifically, the committee, consist-
ing mostly of professors and headed
by Ralph E. Gomory, president of the
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, decided
that a provision in the Age Discrimi-
nation in Employment Act of 1967
allowing universities to force profes-
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sors with unlimited tenure to retire at
70 should be phased out at the end of
1993, as Congress had intended.

In placing professors in a different
class from all other workers, who
cannot be forced to retire for reasons
of age under the law, Congress took a
position between those who wanted to
extend full protection against age
discrimination and those who feared
that postponing retirements would
result in an increasingly ineffective
faculty and, more importantly, would
prevent colleges and universities
from hiring or promoting younger
faculty, the usual source of new ideas
and fresh insights. An amendment to
the act commissioned the Reséarch
Council to study the impact on teach-
ing and research when professors are
allowed to stay as long as they want.

The committee cited studies show-
ing that even without retirement age
limits, most faculty at the nation’s
3200 colleges and universities leave
before reaching 70. In fact, says the
panel’s report, “the proportion of
faculty over age 70 is no more than
1.6%.” And yet, adds the panel, at
some research universities “a high
proportion of faculty would choose to
work past age 70 if mandatory retire-
ment is eliminated. At a small num-
ber of research universities more
than 40% of the faculty who retire
each year have done so at the current
mandatory retirement age of 70.”

From the few studies of faculty
nearing retirement age, the panel
draws a striking picture of those
professors who want to continue:
They enjoy inspiring students and are
in turn stimulated by good students;
they are deeply engaged in research;
they have light teaching loads and
good pension plans. What’s more,
says the report, “available evidence
does not show significant declines in
faculty performance caused by age.”

But there is also a dark side. At
research universities especially, says
the Gomory panel, eliminating man-
datory retirement results in low turn-
over, saddling the universities with
high salaries for aging faculty who
may not be as productive as they once
were and reducing the flexibility of
schools to respond to changing educa-
tional needs. When tenured profes-
sors leave, universities have a unique
opening to review old departments
and venerable subjects and to decide
what to eliminate or expand.

The report proposes that colleges
and universities “hoping to hire schol-
ars in new fields or to change the
balance of faculty research and teach-
ing interests will need to encourage
turnover using mechanisms other
than performance evaluation and dis-
missal.” Retirement incentives, it
goes on, “are clearly an important
tool for increasing turnover.” Such
tactics should be used by both public
and private institutions concerned
about aging faculty, slow turnover
and high pay, the report says. The
panel notes that most present-day
retirement incentive programs are
designed for professors in their 60s
and suggests that such plans should
be widened to include tenured faculty
in their 50s.

The retirements on the University
of California’s nine campuses do not
necessarily mean that many Drs.
Chips will depart for good, though.
“They can have the best of all
worlds,” says a Berkeley official. As
emeritus professors, they can retain
their offices and even continue their
research with grants awarded by gov-
ernment agencies. They also are like-
ly to be paid by their home institu-
tions or other universities for the
occasional lecture or seminar. Best of
all, once freed from teaching classes,
grading exams and other customary
duties, they can expend as much time
and effort as they are able to on their
own scholarship and research. Come
August, another group of professors
in the California system will have an
opportunity to choose early retire-
ment, which would take effect on 1
October.

—IrwIN GOODWIN B



