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The ERIC First Analysis of the 1978-79 Nauonal High*School Debate
Resolutiéns was prepared by the author for publication by the Speech
Communication Assgelation in cooperation with the Educational Re-
 sources quormallon Center Clearinghoug on Reading and Comniunica-
“tion Skills (ERIC/RCS). 3

1

ERIC Furst Analysis, published annuall§ since 1973, provides debale/rs

. with gundelme.& for research on the debate, reso)utgohs selected by the
Natfonal University Extension Association’s Committee on Discussion*
and Debate. This year the resolutions center on the problem of the energy
policy of the United States. Through study of the author's analysis,
stiddents should gain ‘insight into the,breadth and depth of the 1ssues
imvolved in therdebate resolutions. Educalors will alsé ffnd the resources
useful in planning debate workshops or in teaching students about the |

processes of research in argumentation. Individuals.studying the problem
of U.S. energy policy in contexts pther than debate will also find First
Analysis to be a valuable guide to issues and resources.

This” project fulfills. the diréctive from the National Institute of
Educauon (NIE) that ERIC provide educators with opportunities for
knowledge uulizauon beyond that provided by the ERIC data base. NIE, "
recognjzing the gdp between educationil research and classroom teach-
ing, has charged ERIC!to go beyond its iniudl function of gathering,
evaluating, indexing, and disseminating information to d/sxgmfl(anl new
service—commissioning from 1ecognized authoritges information analysis
paptrs [i)cusmg on concrete educational needs I

As an ERIC information analysis papes. First Analysis has two unique

*. features. (1) 1t1s itended for direct use by-hugh school students as well as
by their leachers, (2) 1t must be \Knllen in one month following the
announcement of the natonal debate topic (on February 1). The aquthor’s +
thorough an';l)sw of 1ssties and sources ah so shoirt a ume and his

_adaptation to the needs of high school debaters are tributes to his

"+ excellente as a fOrCl‘l$lCS educalor.‘ T

¢ ’

. % Barbard Ll(’b Brilhart
Assoaal(?. Dn(’ClOl Speech Module, ERIC/RCS *

Bernard O’Donnell
Director, ERIC/RCS

»
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* . National High School
Problem Area, 1978-79 » ;

& LN .
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\ . .
. -+ What should bé the energy pohcy .
.t * of the United States? .
"+ Discussion Questions . N

¢

. To what extent should the federal government control the 'development
‘ and distribution_ of energy resources in the United States?

! How can the federal government best reduce energy consumption m the \
Umled States? .

”
Haw can the federal government best i muedse the encigy md.t ‘pendence of
the United States? .
Debate Propositions

Resolvéd. That the federal government should eaclusively control the”
- development and distnnbution of energy resources 1 the Lmled States.

Resolved. That the federal | government should establish a (umprehensne
prograra to sigmficantly reduce energy (unsumpuén n lhe Lmlc.d States

*Resolved. That the federal government shou)d estabhish’a comprehensive
program to slgmflcdnl]\ increase the energy independence of the United-
States. :
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A Fhe purposeof this material is 10 stimulate your thmkmg abouta sub]ec[

e

Swhich will occupy a great deal of your time as a debater over.the next
" ‘several months. This book is also designed to broaden your comprehen-
sion of the debating process and* generate a whole series of questions

f which you, your fellow_students, and your instructor can consider.

Admittedly, this is ndt the final word on the ‘subject area or on any
theoretical concept concerning debate. Those issues will b\ékgued by the
disputant$ within classes, small groups, debates, and society.

The materials citéd in this book have been verified for accuracy, bothin.
language and in scholarly _citations. However, you are encouraged t
verify each and every item you choose to incorporate intd'your own file
evidence. As a firm rule, this writer always holds the debater who is
speaking ‘absolutely responsible for whatever is read'into a round. The
automatic consequence of evidentiary error is the loss of a round of
debate. If extenuating circumstances exist, this writer does not make a

- final judgment about the ethics of the offending debater. However, the

responsibility for accuracy may not be shifted to “olher members of the

« squad, "’ “‘the handbook,” “a friendly squad,” or “carelessness.” {

- . Another observation relates to the changmg nature of debate as an
acnvuy, During the past ten years, a number of basic assumptions have
changed, and the final rounds of- ‘many recent tournaments attest to this
shift. For example, consider first the quick blrth life, and death of
circumvention. Five years ago, teams no%ed that the attitudes of people
persist-even after adoption of a new policy. This time-worn notion, was
paraded ‘before judges. by debaters under a new title—circumvention.
Within a year, tgams across the land argued that attitudes precluded
solvenicy. By shlfung to rigorous wording of plan mandates, teams
blocked the applicability of circumvention, and the argument is not now
used in very many rounds of quality teams. Consider also the current

pulamy of the counterplan: “Study it, and then we’ll let démocracy

. take its course.” So say many teams across the country. Three years ago, to

counterplan was {0 lose. | ¢ .

Y Whether or not this particular trend will continue to grow will depend
. any number of circumstances. But change is the phenomenon to be

ngd» The debater who expects to compete for local, regional, or nauonal
hOnors based upon a static view of debate will be disappointed. Last year’s
ev:dence as well as last year's theory, can be updated.
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No undertaking like this one can be acdemplished without substantial
.Assislance. This year, Barbara Lieb-Brilhart of the Speech Communica-
‘tiop Association guided m? efforts.”Dorcas Rohn lent moral support at
the"ERIC office. Neil Phillips and Le¢ Parsley accepted additional travel
responsibilities with my debaters, 4nd the débaters themselves ignored my.

. ill-temperedness as the work First Analysis mounted. Several varsity
* debaters lent an eveming’s time and patience to this project: Rock
Demarais, Philip D‘Q'f‘%l, Darryl Carter, Bill Elsonbrock, Glennt Shafer,

an?® Robert Lawing. . i )

A group of undergraduates atthe University of Houston, selected by
their enrollment-in an upper division course in argumentation, are, in a
. sense, coauthors of this book: They researched, originally p'repared;
,verified, and in some instances wrote the material on the following topics:
Nixon L. Schrader (oil as an energy source) and Craig E. Simmons (6il);
Harold Dwane €aldwell, Jr., and Dan®l R. Mitchell (coal, coal gas, etc.);
Douglas Earl Dryer (international trade and finance); Jim Alvarez'and
James Wm. Bell (nuclear energy), Weldon L. White (electric power as an
energy medium); Michael Ready (other energy resources); Kay Morris
. . (conservation of energy) and Ramon Rosales, Jr. (solar enerqupr,ospec'ts) .

This work is dedicargd to Beth and Sarah, two young friends who fnake
the future of debate look brighter.” s
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Aré ybu a begmmng debater? If $0, this year youwill argue the w worth of
various United States energy, policies. The material in' this sgction focuses
upon the meaning of the energy problem area and the 1mporlance of
being problenratical.-

Are you conunulng your debaté career this Yeat" This section prov1des
commen ground for debaters, coaches, /amLJudges across the nation.
Commissioned by the Speech Commumcauon Association, ERIC Furst
Analysis will be read by many members "of the high school debate

community. Therefore, the ‘impressions gathered while reading this

material will influénce the resear¢h ‘and-analysis of these miny readers.
~  Will your students be debanng this year? This material should stimu-
late their thinking on energy—a challenging, {ital subjecl No definitive
answers™are presented here.-But there are sources, lhoughls, and some
patterns for exapfining the subjecl of encrgy .

The 1978-79 hlgh school debaté community will be focusmg upon an
urgent national issue. In December 1977, the Committeedn Discussion

~ and Debate formulated the problem area in an Atlanta, Georgia, meeting.

The National University Extension Association (NUEA) committeg an-
nually selects three allern.ame§ Then the debate community selects one of
the alternatives for the year's Concenl ration. This February, the NUEA
announced that a. referendum vote of lhlhy -fiv# states and two forensic
leagues resulted in the selection of energy as the problem area. Rejected
problem areas were mass media regulation and the direction of our
foreign policy. The Appendix includes the actual preferential-voting of
the membershlp —

Defining the Problem Ama

.. Three primary defmmonal approaches are mcorporaled below. First, the

words and phfases have individual meanings. Second, the discussion and
debate questions imply .5ome meaning for the prolem area. Finally,
placing the problem area wrthin a historical context aids understanding,

Although many other definitional approaches exist, these three shlfialdbe ™ .

adequate to begin your search for meaning in the problem area. Remem-
bering that only the actual parucipants in a communication exchange
tan make a final judgment.about a definition, the following should be
read as advisory, not ultimate, interpretation. The exact staterent of the
problem area is: What should be the energy policy of the United States?
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“What should be . . . " The phrase notifies debaters that the problem
afea is, as_might beexpected, a question. Further, there is the philosophiz
cal implicXion that, asa question, lhg?s no firm.answer as yet. As most
\ze, we grgue about thifgs which are’ problematic, not”
things whichjare certain. Only the ill-informed debate over certainty.
Putting thé pfoblem area into question form merely accepts the premise |
that thete is /no certaifi answer at this moment to the questien of {L'.S,
energy policy. L .
" ' One key conclusion to be drawn from this notiorr is that there will be
no certain case which will “win” during this debate year Of course, there (
never is a certain winner. But many beginning debate teams think, as their =~
research begins, that they are seeking the perfett cage. Seek, but you will
npt find. \ . .
A second key conclusion to be drawn from the choice of phrasing the
problem area as a question is that the framers generally assume that there *
is an “even” amjount of argumentavailable to both the affirmative and the
negative teams in the debatewWhether this,is true or not does not emerge
until ‘after the season, and then only &1 the minds of the var'ﬁ)us
participants. However, in the past, there has been a general balance of
arguments onr most topics. As a consequence, debaters should attempt to
develpp an understanding of the question Without aSsuming tor fearing)
that bpe side or the other will have a disproportionate number of
arguments available. | C
“Should be” deserves special attention. Both the resolutions apd the
problem area employ this verb form."The rationale for use of “should be”
is vital in the understanding of the debate activity. Debaters argue‘the *
merits-of a policy, with oné team defending'and the other rejecting it. The
reason why the two teams argue 1s,that, by argumment, a clearer judgment
abeut the question being debdted emerges for the participants. The word
should implies a projectidn into the future., Most dgbaters usg tHe phrase «
“ought to, but not necessarily will” to describe the distinction between the’
words should and would. In other words, the debate talks about what,
policy change “should” be adopted, and not what policy change “would”
be adopted. This definition can be viewed in another way: after the debate
ends, no real policy change occurs except in the verdict of the judge(s). ,
The.bottom-line of the debate 1s the ballot iine of the debate. .
"Should also geﬁ_rales the notion of fiat power as an issye which should
be discussed here.fTo prevent debate from focusing upon whether or not
particular congressmen tvould voté for a policy, debafers have adopted a ’
conventioff called granting fiat power for the adoption pf a proposal. The
convention is that.both teams assume that the legislation would be
passed. This issue ,is thus waived from the debate. The convention 1s
applied equally: when either team proposes a policy, it is given fiat
power, and the other team will not argue that the policy would not be

“
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- Fiat power does not mean that a team issunable to arguc that a pelicy
,- mlght’ be c{rcumvemed Clearly, the policy_must be'such as togprrant
.~ continuance. j"he policy.must therefore be of a type w hich would generate
publlc suppa@rt, since serious flaws in the p’ollq w ould medn' its cngum- .
vention. y

Nor does\flal power mum that a teain may mclude ]usl an) provision’
in its plan A team may include only topicalprovisions, thus, any
provision which cannot be defended as being part of the system ‘\dentified
by the resplution {the 1Qpic) must be jetsoned fiofn’the debate. Ongs; the .
plan provision is eliftinat¥d”™ (no VMonger considered as having been
presented in _the round) the judge wot:kg still consider the validity of the b
policy, however. For ekample, a team might fund 3 policy with an
extratopical provision. Jettisbn the extratopical part of the funding, and
- the plan would be funded by regular budget procedures. The policy { *

would not be rejected on this basis, but arguments against the poli¢y ’
would be consxdered from this framework.

One final reservation: fiat power shrould not mean lhe power (o claim :
=\ the advantages of the case as a consequence of” getting the plan adopted.
Fot example, a plan which granted $5 million'to suppoit a national debate
tournament coukld claim -that tournamént as the advantage. But the

. advantage for adoption would hase to extend: beyond, the dpllars. All
v ( reasonable ‘people should support the proposal once all arguments are
" considered, or the proposal should be rejected. A second example mlghl .
aid unders;andmg of this critical problenr of the word should and its h
mechanism in debates, fiat power If the’ inheréncy of a preblen is
government inertia, fen to fiat the poliy mto existence with “‘better
peaple directing the policy”” would be'a distortion of the power of fi
(For furlheradlscussan of this concept, students should cqn51der eo:&
ments 1IN various texts on fiat, inherency, antl plans.), >
“The energy policy ... " The sccond phrase of the resolution idefyifies
this year’s debating as bemg about “‘policy questions.” rhlsgeans .
+ affirmative tgams_ will be expected to. pre‘%cm‘)ldns The" choice of the
< word policy, as ‘well as- ion, "dictates this, approach. That the
affirmative will be expectec veélop a,policy does not eliminate g%ljer\
obligations, of course..To ¥in, assent from a Judge about a icy
different-from that employed currentdy usually requires additiona bur—

dens to be discharged, For example, the typical judge wrllexpecta team'to

- . identify a prablem, isolate probable causes avhich are torrdcted by the, N
_‘)ﬂf -policy, and isolate the ad\anlages which thé pollcy ylelds bc re ﬂol

fer an affirmative. é, . .
Most debaters ate distressedl if the plan (pohcy) i's not presemed early I
a debate. The reason for this is the )ypxcal ‘duty system” employed by
* negative teams in debates, the first negétive” spmk(r works on the 1356,
‘and the second negalue speaker works on the “plan.” When a plan isnot” . -
. ‘presénted early in the debate, the n(game team feels lhal theiropponents -

- . v
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are taking undue advantage of their presentation time by delaying
.. introduction of the plan ‘to the debate. You.are thus encouraged to
' present the plan very early in the first affirmative speech. Policy in the
problem area will be discussed at length later in this book. At this point,
you should remember that the policy, focuses upon “energy.”
Definitional 'work on key terms will influence the development of cases
on the resolutions of 1978-79. In Greek;, the word energy meant work. The
application of effort to accomplish a task—work—can serve as a begin-
ning definition of €nergy. A second definition 1identifies energy as
consisting of the various types of energy. mechanieal, heat, light, chemi-
cal, electrical, and nuclear.! There are in fact a great number of varied
_definitions for the term energy, and you will examine many of them
before the debate season ends. But the meaning of “‘energy policy” lies
l ' between ““work” and ‘“‘types of power,” or at one of these ends. -.
- . The combination of the two words enexgy policy should be €onsidered
. "7 as well. When discussing this phrase, one remembers the first fireside chat
«  of President Cdrter, which focused on a national energy policy. The
wvarious-indices of scholarly journals, the comments of legislators and
‘news ¢cdmmentators, and everyday interpretations all seem to agree: when
the phrase “energy policy of the United States™ is mentioned, the subjec\
mafter coricerns a comprehensive program of power generally related to
the:thanging conditions created by:the OPEC oil embargo of 1973-74.
“Of the United States?” This phrase completes the statement of the
) ptoblem area. Clearly, the'policy being discussed this debate seasort will be
. of our nation, not of other nations. Equally as obvious, one would
el . N . - . . N . .
“suspect, is that the nation being considered is the one with major offices
in Washington, D. C., not some new g¥oup locatéd in the several states.
This distinction becomes important when the question of counterplans is
considered. One caution is necessary, however. As with some debates last
year, teams will want to study the problem area carefully, for certain
notions relating to “the energy policy of the United States” mighit appear
to be an energy policy, but closer &xamination would reveal that the
energy policy would be of citizens; not of the government. Without
_carefu] argumentation, one would expect affirmatives including such 2.
elements in their policies to be judged as including extratopical provi-
sions in their policies. ~ .

™ 'On Being Problematical , p ,‘
The high school debate community selected the 1978-79 subject. The ;
- ballot was democratic, yielding majority support for the energy problem
+  area. One rationale for being problematical is that the problem area was
selected by consensus of the debate community. :
. o A second rationale is that lesting issues in debate is heightened if both
sides know” the subject in &lvance. Argumentation is useful in public
*  pohcy making"for this Teason. Some maintain that debate should mirror
this function for reasonable citizens as well. %
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'Ihlrd a debate about a nonprolﬂbmauc area might be unimportant.
No clear mandate from the debate munity warrants, nonproblematic
discussion. The tournament iules ac% the students and coaches attending
the tournaments al} assume problemauc discussions. Questions would
therefore emerge about nonpreblematic sub]ecls s !
.. Finally, the most frequently mentioned rationale for remammg wuhm
a problem area relates to justice. If the activity is a game, then justice
demands that the subject.of the game be known. If the affirmative can
choose any problem area, no negauve can expect fair play

Consensus, testing issues, important subjects, and justice ‘all call for
glear understanding of the problem area. Bemg problemaucal matters in
debate. This prellmmary analysis Should assist you in understandmg But
lhe research is ahead. Co

Defining lhe\Terms

_ Three resolutions on the energy problem area were generated by the

©

LRI IR TR

Committee on Discussion and Debate. The comments below ““define” the
terms of these resdlutions, but only provisionally. No finality should be
assumed about them. Rather, you should be (1) stimulated to accept,
Teject, or augment these definitions and (2) challenged to improve upon .,
these definitions.
The 1973-74 oil embargo probably epitomizes the public concept of an

“energy crisis:”’ Against this background, President Carter’s energy policy,
discussed in his first fireside chat, various pieces of legislation, the new
Deparlmenl of Energy, and the multitude 'of public statements by leaders
of the United States all suggest a view of energy related to fuel. Fuel for,.
aulomelles industry, or homes would therefore appear to be the center

of this year’s resolutions.
. The first topic focuses upon development and distribution of energy
resources. The second aims at reducing energy consumption. The third is
concerned with increasing energy independence. The meanings discussed
below are generated by considering the words and phrases first in

isolation, then within the context of the propositions and the problem

area, and finally as they relate to national affairs.

Topic One Resolved: That the federal government should exclyswely -

control the development and distributiof: of energy resources
in the United States.

There are six phrases requiring defini{on in this topic. Several of these
phrases are duplicated in one or both of the other resolutions and thys are
only discussed here. For example, the phrase ‘‘the federal governmgnt’’ is
in each resolution .

“The federal government . .." As the abgenl of éhange identified in the _

resojution, the niew energy policy which affirmative teams will advecate

~
>
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8 S o ] . ERIC First dnalysis

under this resolution will be under the aegls of the federal govarnment
Most would define this phrase as referring to the men and women in
Washington, D.C., as noted in the previous section on the problem area.
Additional support for this interpretation is found in the full statement.
Here, the final phrase talks about “the United States.” Given this
information, the federal government probably refeg to the owernmentof
the United Stages. Also, as noted earliery the choice of ““the’" as the article
within the phrase further identifies the government Jimmy Carter cur-
rently heads as the government this resolution discusses.

“Should excluswvely control . .."" The second phrase of this resolution
needs clarification. (Material relating to “should” is included in the
discussion of the problem area and is omitted here:) The choice of the
adverb exclusively makes this resolution very dufficult.to debate, in the
opinion of this writer. There is no question that the adverb_is a}l-

* inclusive in implication. The only exception, it would appear, would be
for that which is not within any agertt’s control. The exclusivity ef federal
government control would lead to very serious plan problems as well as
questionable completeness of rationale for change by affirmative debaters.

The agent of change, the federal governmeny, is to be givgn “exclusive
control” according to the resolution, but the word control pight proveto
be an escape valve for affirmatives on this resolution. One dictioniry
defines this word as “restraining power or influence; check; restraint;
power; authority; government; cominand. ... To exera e control over; to
hold in restraint or chetk; to subject to authomy to reghlate; to govern; to
subjugate.’””? Qrawmg from these definitions, a debatér might be able to
claim that having exclusive control means that final uthorlty rests with
the fedéral governpent and that setting up regujations which glve
individuals sonde latitude represents exclusive contrdl. A law saying *
factory may utilize coal for the production of ehergy without flrst
obtaining government permits relating to the amofint of allowable air
pollution” would therefore be topical from this pdrspective. *

A further distinction about exclusive power: power can be defined as
being potential. Just as energy exists, whether it is belhg utilized or not, so
exclusive power can exist. So a government agency with exclusive power
to_regulate hydroelectric power might delggate daily management to a
private company but retain exclusiv € power to make judgments about the

‘#company.

Uliimately; the i issue would probably become, “What is the distinction
between partial and complete control?”” The belief of this writer, in
advance of hearing the arguments, would be that the negauve would carry
the argument launched in the paragraph above. That is, exclusive power
could not be divested by a government agency quite so much as is
suggested in that definition. By negation, the definition would ptobably
exclude private individual power and collective individual power. Only
the government would have ultimate power. -

. “The development and distribution . " The common sense definition
Q : ®
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of the phrase would seem to indicate the production and sale of energy.
But development might also be narrowly defined as activities related to
creation, i.e., the research part of the productivity process. Distribution
mlght be narrgwed into the transportatien of the finished product (in this
instance, of energy) to the marketplace. In any event, the possible

_meanings implied by ,this phrase vary greatly. Production and sale of

energy would incorporate everything from extracting coal from a mine to

~collecting the money from the customer in Boston. Research and transport

.

O

would mean a much smaller segment of the energy picture.

The interpretation of this phrase, as with any other aspect of the debate
Jprocess, will remain with the dgbates in a round and their judge. But for
‘the moment, consider several implications of the broader definition. First,
this would require a team to include a rationale on a much bro@der level.
Second the evidence used by the team would therefore become much’more
generallzed since the time within which the debate is held remains the
same.* Third, the kinds of objections raised to the affirmative rationale
will be equally generic as a consequence of the broad interpretation.

Given these problems, many teams prefer to develop narrower definitions.

Consider the opposite approach; however.
The narrower definition omits consideration of the interactions which
,must exist when oné€ deals with public policy. The narrower definition

"also omits much of,the potential clash anticipated wheh the subject area |

was selected for debate and thereby "distorts the nature of the activity.
Thirdly, the narrower definition is, by definition, of lesser. importance
than the broader definition. A debater ,must find a’ place between the
extremes or accept certain limitations upon the definitional approach
chosen for a particular case area. | .

Three prospects of meaning for distribution should give a starung
place to debaters. Harold Lazarus, in the dmerican Busmess Dictionary,
defines distribution as follows:

1. Another term for marketing.

2. A term for wwo of the many functions of markeung, buying,
selling, and all that implements them.

3. In economics, the division of the wtal income of society among
the factors of production, which are land, labor, capital and
management. Also, personal distribution, which 1s the division of
the gylal income of society among individuals or classes.?

A second définition is given in-A. New Dictionary of Economucs:

Distribution. The main sense in which the economist uses this term
1s the apportionment of the national income among the factors of -
production (ggu) which co-operate to produce that income. The
distribution is then into interest, profit, rent and wages (ggn), and a
“theory of distribution can be evolved to account for the “actual
apportionments in the economy. ... Distribution 1s also used to refer
to that part of commerce responsible for the channeling of goods from
producers to consumers *

‘ i 6 .
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A fi) ’mefmmoh Is found 174%1(6 System and Resource Allocations :/

‘; Dz,slnbjztzon. Output-- ow the output o[ netnanonalproduuofdn s

economy-fasually, detintd in terms of one- yem time penods) 1s shared ,
// ,among mdlwduals ahd or famihes. g - ‘

The*meanmg of evelopn!enl begms with an understanding of two .
kinds of research: basic .and applied. Fhe McGraw-Hill Dz(.\\zonary of
Scientific and Technical Terms de}mes basic, 1esearch as *‘fundamental
theoretical or ex_penmemal im estigation to advance suenuhc,k/no“ ledge,
gmmedi e pracucal apphcauon not bemg a d1recl ob]ecme ‘Also l\noun

usmg knowled"ge gamed by basic research to make things or to
snuauons that will serve a pracucal or qulnanan purpose.” If bt

The meamng for develo})ment might be less technical. One approach
igh be to equate the word with manufacture. Thus, in combination, .
evelopment and distribution would mean manufacture and sale. Taking
coal from the mine afid putting itmto the customer’s hands would all be .
part/ of the process defmed by this '1pprqueh o

4+

- “IOf energy resources ... " The preposn}onal phrase modifies *‘develop-

ment and distribution.” —\s . consequence, the phrase must be consonant
with the defmmonal approach used for the other phrase. For example, if
the broader meaning mentioned in the preceding paragraph were em-
ployed, this phrase would apply to the resources which could be sold, not
those which were not salable. Energy resources clearly refers to the same
ergy identified in the problem areéa: the Carter-fireside-chat-energy, the
tab-oil-energy, and the pollufed-coal-energy. The definition of resources
is less obvious, however. .
Webster's New Intematzonal Dictionary of the Englsh Language
" defines resource as ‘‘a new or a resen e source of supply/or support; a fresh ’
or additional stock or store available at need.”’® Most people would think e
of fossil fuels and water, solar, and nuclear power as our resources of -
energy. These represent one basic approach to d(;fmmg ‘energy  re- m—
sources.” Others exist, however. The dictionary approdch might deny that
which would la(z be develeped as being a resource. The dictionary notes

* “available at need” as an aspect. Butf technical knowledge existed to

make the ener/éy available dt need, then that energy could well be called a
resource. c .

“In the United States.”” The final phrase of this resolution validates
1merpret1ng that the agent (the federal government) is located in Wash-
ington. But there are other 1mph(at10ns to be drawn from this phrase. =

The choice of the preposition is important in this resolution. “In” the
United States is clearly 'not “outside” the United States. The energy
resources, therefore, are not those outside of our country. The agent (the
federal government) will have exclusive control over the energy resources

, :
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in_our country. One adglitional clarification for the use of the preposmon .
in'for this resolution: no regulation of energy resources outside the United
States would be topical in ordinary circumstances. That 1s, unless the
affirmative coull demonstrate that the regulation controlling resources
outside of the United States was an inherent, systemic part of the totally
topical provision of the affirmative, that regulation would be stricken
from the, policy before’ judgment would be made by this critic. ,

An additional remark about this resolution is important. Th@-\reso]u-
‘tion identifies. an action, agent, and object of policy, but it does not
identify the intended benefit of the policy. The resolutién, in terms of
polxcy, would produce certain effects, but those effects are not the benefit.
The Benefit will be determined by the choice of arguments by the
affirmative and negative debate teams in intividual rounds held during
the year, Thus, there are two meanings for the word effect, and only the
policy ¢ffect relates to topicality.

The phrasmg (in parentheses) of the first lOpl( shown below sum-
marizes deglnlllonal approach ) !

The: federal government (that group with central headquarl‘efs in

Washington) should excluswely control (ought to, but not neces-

R sanly will, have final regulation of) the developmenl and distribu-

- tion (the manufacture and sale) of energy resources (of power

generation for business and recreation currently tapped and
untapped) n the United States (the resources hgre, not abroad).

There are as many other definitions foi the (irsl resolution as there are
thoughtful debaters in the nation. No ‘one 1s “right”’ outside of a debate
round, for the judgment about a definition occurs there, not in advance

Topic Two Resolved? That lhe feJeral government should establish.a
. comprehenszue program to significantly redure energy con-
sumption in the Uniled States.

Three. phrases in this resolution need defining here. Omitted are (1)
“‘the federal government,” (2) “should,” and (3) “in the United States.”
Each’were defined above. Also omitted is the definition of energy, defined
in both the problem area and i Topic One

“Establish a comprehensive program . .. " This phrase requires atten-
tion to each word, including the article, dnd then to the combination of
words. The greatest dafficulty debaters might have on this resolution is
found in this set of words, since sqmé contrast between “rfal world”"and
“debate world” considerations can be discovered herein. For this reason,
this writer is pleased that the third topic is a;)parenl]y the favorite of most
states, rather than this topic. '

To define establish is to indicate that the affirmative is to “launch”
\*lh one definition: Webster's New Third International Dictionary
provides a number of others: ““to make firm or stable, . . . to place, install,
or set up in a permanent or re]ame]y enduring posmon espeaally as

¢
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b,  regards li\/ing@aners, business, social life, or possession, .. . to found or
base securely. (as a theory),...to" assist, support, or nurture so that
stability and continuance are assured, . . . to settle or fix after considgra-
tion or by epactment or agreement, ...to bring into existence, create,
. make, starf, originate, found, o1 build usually as permanent or with
permanedce in view.”® That the topic uses establish allows certain
interpretations by affirmative teams, but, by the same token, denies other
options. Establishment entails some continuity, but how much? Thatisa
task to be determined within a round. ‘

““A” policy is less demanding than “the’’ policy. The indefinite article
permits variety; the definite article dpes not. Bywextension, an affirmative «
team on this resolution could propose one of any number of energy
policies. Were ‘the resolution to utilize ““the,” affirmative teams wquld be
-+ expected to supply the policy for the energy of the United States.

. . The word comprehensve is an adjective, and the grammatical function

. s of an adjective is to describe or limit_the meaning of, 3 noun or noun
substitute. The*noun is program and ‘therefore comprehensive must,
indicate some limitation- of describe program. Dr. Leo P. Vernon,
Brigham Young University, is quoted in the Congressionat Record using -

- the word program in the sense this .resolution may mean: .

What is needed is the well rounded program, including a founda- .
tion of basic research. upon which apphed research and technological
_development can proceed, m logical sequence m the years o come’
This is the only way we can maintain our saenufic position in the
world as well as provide for our own means.'®

Program is a coricrete noyn. Wéb§ter's New Collegiate Dictionary defines
the word as “a brief outline of “the order to be pursued or subjects
embraced, in any public exercise, performances, et¢.”'! The dmencan
College Dictionary defines program as “a plaii to bt followed.”12 :
In summary, when the full phrase is combined. the meaning might #
well be that the affirmative should proposé one well-rounded policy
intended to have a sustained role in the energy plans of the United States.
“To significantly reduce . ». " The usual definition of significantly is
related to the meaning employed in the development of a debate issue.
How harmful is the condition identified by the affjrnfative? In breadth? In
. intensity? What numbers can the affirmative identify which would
provide a.clearer understanding of the importance of the problem being
o discussed? . .
there is a second definition for significantly which is equally -
a ble for use ih debate. Debaters often refer to a philosophical
problem; in recent debates, this has sometimes been called a process -
problem. Both refer to approximalély the same thing. The ‘nature of an
.act represents the philosophical dimension; the way something is done
tepresents the process dimension. To deny freedo™ would be significant.
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. » To rely u;ﬁon. private businéss, not government, to develop energy

|+ ' 4. supplies might.be a process advantage. . .
+ 7 When used withiil a debate resolution, significantly means that either ~
* ~ quantitative, or ;qualitative measuremeny will be an expectation of the

* policy, In 1276,faq article employed ‘the word in a similar way:
,: e " The reductiof in energy corjsuxﬂpﬁon of 2% in the 1973 base period
T ) N is, however, significant as the wend during the 60s and early 70s was

A for-§nagy’-consumplion to grow #nnually by about 4%.13 .

~
L L e : . . L. .
¢ Clearly; the bu_rden for an -aff)r,l%z;;ue téam is to provide more than an
insigni’fi'czzn.t.reductipn‘ but less than = drastic, oné. One author assumed
that a 6 percent shift from=4 percent to -2 percent would be a significant

1 v

+. * ‘rend. Others might consider evén smaller changes significait. “Reduce”
_establishes the directiop of change required of the policy. To significantly
" reduce énergy consumption would mean that the program would be an
- engrgysreduction program in the sense of consumption. )
' © “(Energy) ,conSumﬁtign ... Omitting consideration of, _energy (cov-
N\

No o eréd in Topic One) and moving to the definition of the ,wo}d*consump-
* tion Yequires that the reader accept the notion that energy is, related to.  ~
‘power. Consumgption relages to an‘act by the public and government.
Using epesgy does not, ir' physics, consume thai energy. But in- the

users. Whén Houston Light and Power generates electricity, the expec

tion is that customers will “consume” thé egdrgy. The gasoline manu-
factured by Texaco will be consumed by automobiles driven by customers.
This is prdbably the kind of consumption which the framers of the
resolution had in mind, although that, of course, is basically irrelevant

economic sense, the energy is consumed in satisfying the needs of en"er‘gj

since the meaning of the resolution is what is determined by the debaters _*

for a judge during a round of debate. .
As was done with the first topic, a rephrasing alongside the original
- warding of Topic Two is provided here: {

The federal government should establish a complehensive program

(the Washington-centered part of our government should launch a

well-balanced system) to significantly:reduce{to-either quantifiably

. or qualitatively decrease) energy consumption in the United States
~  (use of variqus power resources of our nation).

Topic Three Resolved: That the federal government should establish a
comprehenswe program to szgr_wfzcanlly‘mcrease energy
» - . indépendence of the United States..

Only.three words in this topic need specifie attention. The rest of the
language has been treated above. There are several general observations
that must be made, however, about the overall language of thig topic.

If the observation of the NUEA (see Appendix) is cerrect, most of the

. readers ot this* book will debate Topic Three. Very special attention,
»  therefore, should be given to the implications of this phyasing of tffe

.

problem area, ‘

Q )

ERIC. 20

LA .1 70x provided by ERIC

3

-~




e

N

E

. 2. A resolution calling for “an increase in the courts of 1aw in the
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“Increase,” “‘independence;” and “‘of " are ‘considered below. This is . ‘-

*followed by a discussion of the direction, nature, and Potential meaning

of the entire resoludon. o oo, ) ‘.
“Increase ... " In the material on Topic Two, reduce is indigated as a

, shift in.direction of consumer usé of eneigy. In this resolution . the
assumption is “reversed. Here, ndtional independence is anticipated as-
being on the increasegas the policy effect of the resolution. Critcal to the
cpmprehensiop.\of the definition stiggested for this term isthe key phrase
“policy effect.” The rgsolution does not identify the policy’s advantage or

benefit but merely ideftifies the policy anticipated. The policy dimension

s

[N . ~

(the plan) would increase {make larger) the -independence.
. To augment understanding, several.comparisons are in order. Consider
two other resolutions: . e . ~

] ' '1." A resolution calling for “an increase mn building permits in
R Atlanta, Georgia.” : -

o .United. States.” . .

These resolution!idemify the policy effect which affirmative teams \mu.s!

define and then ‘‘operationalize” wit¥*ther pblicy. Theé judge will be

. expected to evaluate whether_ or not a team is *pical, based upon the -

definition of the policy ¢ffect anticipated by th¥ resolutien when' laid

,down side-by-side with the policy. The first fesolution requires increased
building permits. The policy woutd have to increase building’permits one
way or another as the core action. The second resolution requires more
courts of law. The policy of the affirmative-would be to increase courts-of
law. The policy effect, more courts of law or more building permits, need
nothand in fact. probably would not, be the advantage. -

In summary, a team must provide the policy. effect in the plan. Once |
the judge and teams agree (or the judge decides) what the topic requires as .,
the policy effect, an affirmative which offers something not part of that
policy effect is guilty of extratopicality, and the clément is elimingted
from the consideration of the judge, ) ‘ ) :

Increase, then, determines the direction of the affirmative policy effect.
Webster's New Third International Dictionary*provides ample def@i\L
tional grist for debaters: '

v

ot .

To become gredter in some respects (as In size, quantity, number,
degree, value, intensity, power, authority, reputatiofi; wealth) ...
opposed to decrease . . . to muliiply by the production of young ..to
make greater-in some respect (as in bulk. quantity, extent. value, or

. amount): add to: enhance .. multiply: increase intransitively may -

. carry the idea of progtessive growth in numbers, size, amount,
quantity, or intensity.H

Clearly, the word without a meaningful “item, to u)crease is meaningless., %
Therefore, the next term must be discussed. , _ 7

'
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“Independence . . Thls word is. defined. bv The Oxford Englzsh
Dtct:onary as meamng “thé fact of noﬁ,. dependmg on another (with,
various shades of meaning: see the adj.); exemption fyom external control
or support; freedom from subjectioh, or from the inflience of othersy
individual llberly of thoughior agjion. 'Ranely in bad sense.”!s The key
imiplication to this writer of the definition is the notion of exempung
external control. When the United States<liminates the corh}rol of foreign
governments and. or busmesses /ﬁolved 1 the supply o eriergy, then the
. United States has become indefendent. If the program of the affirmative
" were to increase the e‘(empu from external control, then the af[xrmame
would seem to be responding lo the demand urthe resoluuon to mérea§e
independence.” - '

# A second source defines ‘the word §1mllar,ly 'The‘ qdalil/or state of * "~

benﬁg mdependem\ fréedom, liberty.”16 The definition of mdependent 18 -

“ong thal is not bound by or definitively committed to a}pbhtlcal party.”!?
The Hotion of independence thus relates to 1ndividual “action. The
political party portion of t L}z definition might be 'quite useful for
development of an analogy se who declare themselves mdependem)n
electionfs have t}te opportunity to vote fortandidates of other parties; the
_United States should have the same opportunity.to purthase oil or other
‘ene y resources while increasing independence. . ”

A final sdurce defines the word as follows Xl:_axempuon from reliance
on, or control by, others; self-subsistente or intenance; direction of
one’s Gwn affairs without interference.”’'® The additional meaning for the
_ term suggested by the inclusion of the word reliance sliould be obvigus.
" To reverse the direction from more (o less reliance would be #esponsive to
the resolutional demand. The term control also enters into the definition.
An opuon which should be exploied -by debatgrs is to meet the “policy
effect” demand of, the resolution by™ “presenting a pfap that reduces
external control of the U.S. energy supply. . .

“Of ...” The final term< ‘of " requires speual consideration. Webster’s
gives lhe following af the first dchmuﬂ. ‘used as # function word o
indicate the place or thing from which anything moves, comes, goes, or is
directed or impelled.”"® The energy mdependence is “of”’ the United
Stales, hence the potential meaning of this definition would be the ““‘going
-from™ the Unued' States. An examination of other options for this
funcuon word might dssist debaters:

.ar'an interval ox 1n a direction with respect to——used o indicate
somethmg from which pgsition or reckomang 1s defined . . .used asa, *
funcuon word, to indicate’something.fromwhich a person or thing is™
actuated or impgelled. ..o indicae the agent or dogr of an act or
acuon...w indicate the matenal, .parts, or elements composmg .
somethmg or the contents held by something . 1o Indrate a particu- ~ +

. la? example belonging to the class denoted by the preceding noun,2°

0y

The' options are many for this term. While the straightforward meaning_
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“would appear to be clear, the debater should .beware of this sort of -
approach. Thoughtfulness requires ghvingQue consideration to all poten-
ual meanings. The third topic which affirmative teams ml] be support-
'ing calt be rephrased as follows: .

N

s The federal government (the Washingfon group) should (qught 1o}

° establish a comprehenszve program (initiate_a well-constructed,
] well-rounded system) o' significantly increase {whichr redirects, or
. substantially augments the) energy independente (power for private
. and\‘bu’th work with freedom of control) of the Unuted States (by *
the nation). © ~ - . . :
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"The Energy Picture Today - - B
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* The 4973 Arab %1] embargo madetheé American public energy conscious.
As gasoline prices increased, guto travel became a hardship. Other fuel
costs also escalated. For the first time, a large part of the public wds aware
that -fossil fuél Jeserves are limited.* At the time, college debaters were

" ‘arguing government regulatlon of energy. The. debates that year centered

on pollution, mass transit,.alternative energy sources”and mgny other
_aspects of the subject. The transcript of the 1974 final debate,.publisted in
another source, is an interesting supplement to'this analysis of energy and
governmernt pollcy a -

Five years after the oil embargo, the United States still has no firm
energy policy, and one wonders whether an overall pO]le 1s possible. The
foHawing pages are intended to introduce this broad subject to you. But
remember that the introduction of this subject will not be enough for
debate students. This Furst Analyszs will mtroduce the basic energy types
and discuss them from perspectives which will aid your development of
cases and negative briefs. But your€videnc files will come from your own
individual research. b

<Table 1 should help introduce the subject. The six columns represent
energy types; the four rows of remarks describe one professor’ s judgments
about the energy types. By next spring, and perhaps much sooner,
debaters will have sharp dlsagreements with the judgments reflected in

is table. =

"As Table 1 shows, nauonal energy pollues will influence mternauonal
policies. The result is that no affirmative argument can ignore the
internationa] implications of U.S. energy policy without risking serious
weaknesses in analysis. If, for exarnple, the United States were to increase
coal production substantially bey nd current projections, our balance of
trade would be altered. Although we mnght benefit by such a ghift, other
nations would be distressed and would probably take steps to modify that”
gircumstance. The same kind of action-reaction cycle can 'be expected in
most aspects -of .the energy picture.

“Table 1 also suggests how mmportant fime is in dlscussmg this topic. -
The energy needs of the United States vary year by year. No single
solution can be found to the problems of 1980 and 1985, nor is there a+
single answer for 1978 and 2000. As our sources of fossil¥yels, such as oil, *

“gas, and coal, are exhausted, we must discover replacentents or drastically

change our life styles. The result of this is:that, as time passes, we*must .

" shift our energy needs or shift the source of our energy supplies.
" s - 17
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S o Table 1. Altemauve U.S. Energy Systems anq Issues in Global lntenlcpendcnce ) &,
a . . 1 N
‘%% 1 L ® . ' ,' Nuclear &> - % Tar Sands .
A . Coal ‘Natural Gas Fission . "Solar ¢+ Geothermal Oil Shale .
gﬁ A s . L.Expansionof 1. Expansion of.”  1.Exphgsionof  '.1.Expansionof  l.Expsnsionof 1. Expansion of . }
"»\y‘ g otal resources ‘. total energy , total energy total eneggxe totalenergy totalenergy .
5 a 2 2, ble * resources . resourded resources resources resources .
! g g 3. Dom cnins 2. Higher domestic 2. High cost 2. High cost 2 High ' 2. High cost - .
;AN Z ’ 4,'1'nmpo -costs 3. High capital 3 High capital * ) 3.Exportable - N
2 § 8  S.Balanceof pay- 3. Transport costs’ &  use . use o * F- )
N ’ - s . 23 *
. d ments reduction . 4. Uninium costs 4 0 e . . ..
S, . o : « 1 §. Balance of pay- e i . ’
L , . ments reduotion , N
,, S % . 1. Nonvulnerabje 1. Incieasingly * 1. Nonvulnerable 1. Nonvulnerable 1. Nonvulnerable 1. Nonvulnerable .
5. . * -resource . vulnerable . resource . resource resource ' resource * -
% . - ., resource © 2. Proliferation L . Py L]
O Eg PER Ly . potentiat . . .
i * . t T " 3. Terrorist . ’ . . —
y - . - ~ potentigl .. ‘ B : *
t;' ol "+ 1. Frees oil re- 1.Freesoilre- ° 1, Frees oil re- 1. Frees ofl re- 1. Frees oil re- 1. Fryes oil regources
%” § sources for sources for .\ sources for, <«  sougcesfor sources for soujces for allies .
M 5 g - alles albies, N allies alligs | allies . 2. Technology . - /
,§: ' -3‘-3"3 2, Technology 2, Increased 2. Divergent ’ % Technology © 2. Technology < transfers \, ol
L 3 i transfers, Soviet trade - allied transfers transfers . ) ¢
4 3 g 3. Diyergent P le interests . —_— . . , '
H EE § d 3, PofSibility of -l
B 1 interests cartelization 4
i, 5 . N . Y . '
4 3‘ 1. Strip mining 1. Transportation 1. Radiation ~tfieat release _| 1. Air pollution- 1. Water use costs » ™
g costs hatards. - hazards ‘ costs costs .2. Strip mining costs . =
a 42, Black lung 2. Accident 2-Land disturbance . ]
2 - ch:| . costs_ potential i 3. Water pollution . -
byt g ,g i 3. Air pollution 3. Waste disposal , . g = N
. £ 8y costs " 4, Thermal pollu- . 2, 2
R . tion 'S
L= R S
From. Na‘;lx Chouun dnd \mu‘nl Ferrato. International Pylitics of Exergy Interdepeyfdence (Le on, Mass.. Lexingtyn Books, D.C Heath = ’
nd Coropany, '1976), p. 212. Reprinted by permmssion of the Center for Intcin, wionyfStudies, MasTsusetts Institute of T'echnology, and of the >
uht "‘"' nC Hw(h and Company, & copyright. 1976 : , ‘ . .
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We, rely upon COa‘l,,pelroleum nattrral gas nuclear powet, hydropower,
and, @ a very small dcgree solar power.:In 1974 almost half of our energy
came from peu;oleum an&i a third fromn natural gay. The ‘major question
which you will debate this year is how we can make the U.S. less reliant
upon external sdm“ces Should we conserve our energy? If so, how and to
whataeffect? Shohld we become significantly more mdependem’ If so,
thirough what deu\ces and how will we fare as a consequence? Shall e lel
the -gowernment conlrol de\eiopmenl and distribution of energy re-

- sourges¥ If so, whal mdthhcahon will this mal" in the general energy,

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: »

picture of the Umled States? * oo \

While :;urrem predlcuons are subject to serioygs quesuon Tabte 2
shows that the enetgy demands of the United States are expected to
\mcrease supslamlallg by 1985 from 73.1 quads of power to 103.5. Such an
* increase in'so short a time will surely tax ow resources. The decrease in
natural gas rellance.§hould alss-he noted as ®oll as the massive increase in
nucléar powe. ‘As a, sidelighg, bne senousl) wonders whsther the latter
will occur, glver‘l Premdem rter’s reservations about nuclear power.
Finally, the rclalnel) small increases in coal conmbuuons lo our energy
input should be cdrsidered. . '\&l & c

‘The most 1mpotlanl observation one could flake about the prOJecnons
is.that no single energympul is projected to domitiate By 1985. Clearly, |

" the United States must maintain a broadly bdsed gnergy. program during

the next few y’ears *One also wgnders why “solar @ 12} was not wcluded
in the projections. Gnen the ‘Infusion of Luege amounts of money for
‘research and development, solar energy could represent a.substantial
portiorrof our energy inputs within a few years adcording to gome experts.
Students arguing any df the thiee topics will need o raise such ‘questions .
to praperly prepare for debates. The short-term proy:tuons of Tghle 2
must b§ balanced agaihst the long-term cnergy pictuie. .

At ‘- .-',./ Ao

Tablc 2. U.S. Gross,Encrgv lnputs,by Sourcc, ]9.74—]985 L.

-

. e ~Ruads)

—S— 197% 1960 1086
Coal = ¢  ° < 1.2 . 172 213
Petroleum - . , 33.5 41:0 fH6
Natural Gas it ‘ ‘ , 222 20.6 20.1

P

13

Oil Shale o ' ‘ - e 087 /\
Nuclear Power *  *  ~°° [ ~en B1% 4.56 ns

Hvdropower and Geathermal 305 ® 380 3.85

Toral \ . . RS 81.1 5

F Y , " T . ————
From: Bernard D! Blaustemn, Ge‘l}sl A. Ghbon, and Fred R Brown, “Increqsing Coal
Production and Utilizgtion through the Next Decade Some Technical Asgits of the
Problem,” Duquesne Law Review 1471975-76) 557 Reprinted by permgssion of Duquesne
University, © copynghl 1976.
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One important question relates to the future energy mix of the United
Slatés Mosl affirmativé teams will refer to two key stages: the inter-
"mediate period (to 1985) and the long-range period fto the year 2000). The
copditions expécted by 1985 are not the same as those anticipated for the
year £000. Not only can we expect differenceg in the percentages, we also
must reEognize the serious methodological problems posed by allemplmg
to pfedict conditions twenty-two years in advance. ,

The most difficult problem, therefore, relates to the reliability of the
data. Debaters must come to grips with these issues if they expect to
propose modifications in our current policies or oppose those changes.
This writer suggests that no file will be complete without carefully
déveloped evidence which evaluates the projections ifade about energy
inpuys of the United States. Conditions in the next century may not be .
exactly as corrent authors predict.

Energy Regulauon b; Govemmem

Régulation of energy exists in many forms. As the various lypes ofenergy
sourees are discussed in this book, state, local, and federal regulations will
be 1denuf1ed For instance, the task which confronts the student who
wishes te consider all of the legal limitationswhich exist relalmg to Slrlp
mining alone is almost uhe-ndmg Howexer, an ovenview is approprlale
here toe
“The first presrdenual méssage devoted entirely to energy was dellvered
by Rlchard Nixpr in June 1971. In April of 1973, the second such message
announced a lifting of -oil impuort restrictions. Shortly thereafter, the
Utfited States lmensrfled energy tesearch. The+Arab oil embargo forced us
* both to conserve and to launch broad programs of enérgy .research and
_developménty, - °
By 1975, Energy Resources Council included the secrelary of the
interior, the fedgral energy administrator, the head of the Energy Rgsearch’
and Developr\"nem ‘\dmrﬂmrauon the seqretary of state, the director of the,
Office of Managememjnd Budgey ag well as other federal officials
}651gnaled by the president. The two mler\enmg years obviously had
- broadened the scope of federdl injérests. “e were seeking freedom from
domination caused by r¢liance upon Arab oil. 'By mid-1977, a federa.l

.- ¢ energy program had f'ﬁally emerged

The U.S. Department of Energy (see Table 3) has a large brudget and
.many employees since ‘it has, ab,sorbed many functions preuously con-
ducted by olher gowemh}em departments, bureaus, and agencies. The
department also acts with newly created powers. Its various functions,
illustfated in Table 3, should be studied carefully.

The functions ofézzl;.nergy Research and Development Administra~—
+tion (ERDA) havg ¢ tributed substanually 16 our underslanding of the
energy, picture Tor our nation. An affirmative team interested in develop-
ing*a case on altgrnative energy research and developmenyt would have to
study the various BERDA reports issued over the past several years.

v
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Negative * teams interested in arguing that the present system has the
capacity to respond to the research needs of our nation would also need to
examine ERDA ‘reports.

The activities of the FPC, FEA, and other agencies and commissions

absorbed by the Department of Energy must also be studied. The various’

pollution control agencies,. thfe regulanons imposed upon strip mining,
and a vast array of governmental regulations concerning the environment
are equally related to the broader questions posed by our topic.

7 Besides the federal government, state and local levels of government
also regulate the development of energy. The local power companies
which provide you with the light by which this material may be read must
operate within city and state, as well as federal, regulations. Thermal
pollution of, water, land and air pollution, pricing policies, cooperative

_activities with other energy companies, and safety regulations for
employees are all part of the regulatory structure for the power company

Table 3. Framework of the F.nbi‘gy Department - .

Fagoea' © o4y
Hegu oty

From. U S. News & World Report, 15 Augusy 1977, p 18. Reprinted by permission
© copyright 1977 U.S. News & World Report - o .
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in your community. Small wonder thae there is a growing demand for
. 7 energy lawyers in this country. .

Finally,one-must consider the implications for negative teams of the
vast number of regulations. The most obvious, the prospect that sonie-
where there is a structure already regulating whatever the affirmative
proposes, may not be enough to win many debates. Less obvious,
however, are the implications for developing arguments about  hanging
thg present system. Therce are two primaiy methods by which the negative
could argue for change. First, the negauve could support repairs to the
present system. Second the negative could inttoduce a counterplan into
the debate. Either strategy requiies proper development and support. The
development would normally include indicatons that (1) the change
could be made, and (2) the change could be expected to work. The
supports should be evaluated with the sarie criteiia as would other

\sevi'dence in a debate. .

Most debaters would expect a tcam presenting a counterplan to do
three things: (1) present the details of the counterplan, (2) develop the
reasons why it is not topical, and (3) develop a rationale which would 1eject
the' virtue of adopting both the plan and counterplan at the same time.
Some people would also expect the counterplan 1o provide addituonal
benglans beyond those which might be obtained by adopting the affirma-
tiv licy. e

A pair of final observations about a negative team which presents
changes withinl its defense of the negative in the debate: the fact that .
changes are supported does not deny defense of the “untouched parts” of

* the present system, and the introduction of changes should not cause a
team to “lose” presumption. Just because I have my hair cut does not
mean that I dislike having hair. By the same token, changes in the present
system do not necessaiily mean total abandonment of a commitment to

\  current approach

These theoretifal remarks aie essential if tcams aie to addressthem-
selves to the g6veipmental 1cgulations which should exast regarding
energy sources of the United States. How could a team be expected to
defend a dynamic status quo without recognizing that change is as much

. a part of the present system as any other characteristic?

The material which follows sheuld asstst you in understanding many
aspects of our energy picture. The organization consists of seven sections.
(1) oil, (2) coal, (3) nuclear power, (1) solar energy, (5) electrical genéra-
tion, (6) conservation, and (7) othe1 sources. Each section generally treats
existing conditions, 1eguilations, and prospects for the futuie. By reading
this material, you should have an adequate first analysis of the complexi-
ties involved in our 1978-79 debate resolutions. _

Oil and Natural Gas‘. ' )

.

Petroleum and natural gas presently lef)rt’sclll the largest percentage of -
energy input for the United-States. The difficulty with this situauon is
expressed by Thomas Reese:
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How much oil actually exists is aj question debated by geologists,
butall agree thaticisa finite resourcel Some say there will be a senous
shortagc in 10 years; others say 20; only a few do not think there walt
" be serious problems by the bcgmmmz,r of the next century. 2 <

We cannot continue to use this energy resourte indefinitely because it is
rapidly dlsappearmg But theie is an egually*tompelling reason why we
must cut back upon our oil and gas dependance. Table 1 suggests this
reason. Flrst consider that the states in the Middle East produce almost 40
percent of the world's crude petroleum \Second, study the list of states
friendly to lhe United States, and contlast that list mth those who

. generally oppose our international aims. You qulcl\l) discover that the
political implications are not in our favor.

Table 4. World Production of Crude Petroletm 1,

Seurce: Bureau of Mines
(thousands of 42-gatlon barre [ S
Country 1974 1978 Percentof * 1974 1978 Percentol
. > - change . N | chenge
Canada 616,532 518,878 -158 368.139 350,753 -47
. Mexico' . . 238271 294190 +235 mw 57943, -56 -
M ‘Urwied States' 3,202,585 3,052,048 -47 Congo S 12,410 --44.7
Cuba(E)... . 775 775 . Egyptt . , 53715 - 81088 +509
Total...... 4.088,163 3005801 -4.7 Gabon 73,548 81.948 +11.4
> South America: Libya, 555291 _ 551.150 -0
Argenbna 451,110 144364 -45  Morocco 191 . —105
Barbados . 48 123 +1563 Nigena 823.347 651.890 -
Bolvia 16,603 14732 -113 Tumsia 31,841 34,567 8 e ‘
Bean! 64,751 62,766 31 Zare 51 ~ —_—
Ctiie . 10,055 8946 -110 Total .... 1,909,096 1,821,952 -84
Colombia 60,867 57685 52 . .
Ecusdor ., 63.678 58,753 77 Austrah: 140.396 149873  +68
Peru 20.069 26384 60 Brunes \\72:5322_» 65932 -63
Trwwdad 68,131 78613 <154 Burma 5 - 6,700 +-116
Venezuela 1.086.332 856,364 212 inda 55,733 61,611 +106
Totad. ..... 1549644 1308730 156 indonesia © 501,838 477055 -49
Western Europs . Japan 4.936 4.378° “0Bemrac
Austng , 15,609 14 205 90 Malays:a 29,537 35.774  +211
- Denmark 689 1,327 -926 New Zealand' 1,385 ° 1.423 +27
France 2. 7 460 51 Pakistan 2 MQO 251
Germany, West 44,718 4900 * 85 Tawan - a L3 S1  +23
Raly 6.956 6743 31 ° ThalangiE) 42 ‘42 00
; Netheriands 10.227 9676 54 T . $16.030 20863290 -12
. Norway 12,707 68900 4422  EastEurope and Peoples :
Span® 14,334 14822 <34 Rep of China '
Urnied Kongdom 3289 ' 8000 1432 Aana 15 045. 15,012 02
Yugostana 25613 27347 .68 Bulgania 1095 913 166
Total. .. ... 142,008 199,380 404 Creoh 1085 | 1017 63
Mickdie East: . Germany i
Bahran 24,597 20805 154 East(E) 2 500 2,500 00
. lran 2,197,901 1952650 112 Hui B 15 237 15306 +05
raq 720.729 808840 122 Pooples Reps of -
iaraef (E) . 36 500 27345 2619 China 474 500 571590 +205
- Kuwart 830 580 670918 192 Poland (€1 ¢ 4 080 4200 +29
. Neutrat Zone 198195 181 04C 87 Romana 107 964 108 739 «07
- Omen 106 046 124600 -175 USSR 3373650 3608850 +70
. v, Qatar 189,348 159482 158 . Total 3995156 4328127 +8.3
- Saud Araira 2996543 2491855 168 - yoiaworld 1 20537.727  19.473.903 52
Syna 45,352 65930 ~454 1841 € stintate
24 555 2y 9 116

Crude od ang tield condensale *israel produchon from
"‘bE""m 616 485 618 310 03 Sina peminsuia ouhekds NCluded with Israel rather than
otal. . 7908831 7140484 108 gy .

From The World -Almanac and Book of Facls 1976 (New York. Newspaper Enterprise
ASsociation, Inc., 1976),p 134 Reprmled by permussion of The World Almanac and Book of
Facts, © Copynghl 1976.
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"Additional aspects emerge when the table is given careful réading.
Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates together produced more oil
than the United States in 1975. The implications pf the data are magnified
when-compared to the other tables in this book.

e

Current Status of Oil )

; The years of uncontrolled ,profits for the large oil companies would
\¢ appear to be limited. More and more of the money earned by the export of
oil from OPEC nations will remain under the control of those nations,
rather than pass quickly to multinational corporations. And few doubt
that this shift in the power structure has put severe political pressures on
our leaders. As one noted: ‘“The economic consequences of high oil prices
now appear so severe and the political implications so explosive that
experts are beginning to say that the risks of acquiescence far outweigh
the risks of a determined effort to get ‘the price of oil down.”? One
condition debaters must analyze this year is the consequences of price
manipulation by external powers for the United States. Many analysts
believe that regulation, whether it be directed towards conservation,

o Table 5. U.S. Petroleum and Natural Gas Resources

(onshore and offshore to water depth of 200 meters)
Source: U S Geological Survey ;
Crude Ol — bdillions of bgg!h

Demonstrated \ d able '
Cumulative’ Nesources inferred” Stetietical -~ Estimated Range’
Ares Production  Messured  indiceted Ressrves Mosn (90%-0%)
% Neska 0 154 9944 0013 61 12 & 19
¢ 48 sisteny 99 892 21088 405 143 44 29 84
Towl onshere 100,048 31030 430 204 o 37. 81
Aeska oftshore 0458 0150 vl 01 15 331
- Pacific oftshore 1400 0858 0258 02 3 2- 5
Gull of Meedico 4135 2212 0050 24 5 3 8
. Adlaniic offehore 0000 0000 « 0000 00 =3 2 4
Totat affshore 6.080 3220 0308 2.7 2 - 0
Total U.8. 108.138 34.2%0 2.1 ! « 0127
L 120—140 - [7R11]
-
. v Natursl Gas — trithion cubic fest
. d rebie Reseny
Crumadadiva’ " Inferred® o ‘ Satimated Runge’
Aren Predustion Rsserves Meserves Meen (O8%-8%)
onshore 0482 3172 147 k-4 16- 57 .
48 stsles onahore 448 366 160 454 1194 M5 248453
Total onshere 440.5048 01147 134.1 wr 204-908
offehore 0422 0145 01 a“ 5 90
offehore ) 415 0663 04 3 2 8
of Mgsoo R138 35348 670 50 1- 9N .
oftehore . 0000 0 000 00 10 5 14
¢ Total offehere 2976 35.958 (18] 107, 42181
. T US 480824 o7 in 2018 o4 * 688
Subsconornc’ 90— 115 0 2
“ToDec 31. 1974 "Based on festoncal data "THe low value of the range d weth 8 95% dity that there is ot least this
amount, the hgh value has & 5% probatwity that 1here . 8t least Tvs amount ‘Less $han one mwikon barrels ‘Based on T3%-25%
b rable wh improved kg Of fgher pnoss

by .
“ P -
-~

From: The World Almanac and Book of Facts 1976 (New York: Newspaper Enterprise
Association, Inc., 1976), p. 135. Reprinted by permission of The World Almanac and Book of
Facts, © copyright 1976. .
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independentce, or production mcreases, represen?s the only approach for
the United States which might avoid a serious decline in our world
leadership role.

Our dependence upon oil imports can be examined from other
perspectives. The United States dogs not have very much of the world’s
reserves of petroleum. Several pdh(?‘E ans have humorously, but accurately,
observed that thé safest place to store our petroleum reserves is in.the
ground. These wags also note that, by using the patroleum reserves of

* other nations, we increase the value of our own. A second subject which
debaters must consider is the effects of supply manipulation by our own
government for the mternatzonal energy pacture.

One way to consider this -latter question is by examining our oil
producuon In 1970 domestic production peaked. We have not increased
our output except by the addition of the oil from the Alaskan North
Slope Therefore, our currént thanipulations are not doing niuch to
increase our production. A second way to consider the question is by

. examining our oil utilization. Here again, we face serious problems. We

continue t¥xdemand more and more oil and gas. Current estimates suggest

that dur demand may peak sometime in 1980-81 at nearly 120 billion

gallons of gasolme The federal fuel economy regulations will then make

their largest impact upon riational fuel demands.?* A third approach to

the question of U.S. oil manipulation is considering the ultimate amount
ur petroleum and natural gas resources. “

of o .
\’Y‘P‘“"-mw. .
- M"’T“ble 5 clearly illustrates the fact that there is substantial oil and

natural gas availabie to the United States, but much of that oil is
offshore—well over half of the crude oil and a great deal of natural gas.
Tappmg these reserves is thus a vital question for debaters this year. The
timing of the efforts, the costs and profits of .such undertakings, and the
political implications of extensive. revision in ‘our energy commitment
represent three of the pringipal questions of this kind of approach. But
ecological questions must also be evaluated. What would such extensive
récovery policies dg to o;l spill risks offshore? How would the atmosphere
be affected by additional commitment to petroleum? The third critical
subject which debaters*must gonsider is the implications of increasing
petroleum supplies from all sources for the other national wterests of the
United States.

The reserves of the United States must be considéred in the context of
Both the amount of petroleum available ih the world and the amount
being produced in theUnited States today. Table 6 prov1des that data.

The most obvious trend indicated by this table is the substantial
increase in the value of petroleum. Comparing 1975 to 1945, crude oil
production was nearly twice as great, but the value of the crude oil
increased eleverifold. But other conclusions may also be drawn’ The
number of barrels produced has remained relatively constant‘between
" 1970 gnd 1975. This is also true.for production of natural gas liquids and
natural gas during the same period. Important data is provided as well in

L)
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~lhe table of crude pelroleum production by chief states. If the vast,

ma]omy of the crude comes from Texas, then.a modification in.ngtional

. commitment to this energy form would naturally be éxpected to generale
economrc effects there. : :

R d . .

The ‘Oil Embargo: Power Shift ~ ~ T

The 1973 Afab oil embargo by OPEC nations wasnot a new approach In
1967 the first attempt hy Mrddle(F_aslern states to use oil as a political
weapon was made. Blackrhail of European nations which relied upon ol
fiom the Middle East farl"a_i‘hat time. But six years laler the situation
reversed

1

The potency 9[ thé weapon became highly visible wuhm arshort

period. Arab oil expomng nations succeeded in drsrupung the life-

. style of every major industrial’ power, caused fissures in the Atlantc

. Alliance, precipitaied upsets in international money markets and
prompted the United States to make an intensive search for a peace |
setdemem in the, Middle East.? . ’

-~

By 1975, Senalor Abraham Ribicoff still fell lhal we were insecure. He
noted that we were drawing on our inventories at an alarming rate and
that “the nation still hangs by the thread of Arab mgiulgenaa for full

.
3 . .

-
-~

Tabie 6. U.S. Petroleum and Natural Gas Production

Seurce; Bureau of Mines

Yy ’
m
* Yem 1.000 bisis. .ow i v,og:a.l M. Cu.

1946 ... . 1.713.065 z.ou.zso h nz.orn msu 3944.021° - ~1muoo

1980. ... . 1.973,574 181,061 419,605 2155..:4 6,282,080
1988, 2484428 e.rlo.:no 281,37 619,008  2.706.325 nws.m m.:m
1960 . 2574903 - 7.420,181 340.157 | 808305 2915,335 12771,008 , 1.789.970
196 2840514 8150208 441556 ' ° 911600 3200083 16042753 " 2404542
W, .. 2817450 1117378 916 7 1275112 120388 21920642 3745080
wn 3453914  11.002.900 17,815 1306064 4071720 22493012 4006482
wné¢, . 3455308 11,708,510 638216 1452230  4.000.584' 22531008 . 4.180.402
1973, . 3300903 13,067,905 957,073  3.906326 22047549 48072
g 2202506 21580540 ; 3818003 21600522 8573402
1975 3086779 2116060 506,968 2772588 , 3652737 20,108,881 8945062

- . -
L | 1l

2 " - - 3 0 X
° U.S. Crude Petroleum Production E?' Chief States. .
Seurce: Bureau of Mines (Figures in thousands of 42-gallon barrels)
t . ’ -

Yow A% Cu M. Kene La Mes. NM, . ND oun Tex. wyo.
1960 ¢ 31,108 327,607 62028 107586 208,965 38236 47367 . 599 820874 61,631
1900 © 30117 305362 77341 113453 400832 51673 107.360 21982 m.m 927479 133910
V9 25900 +316428 63.708 104733 504, 56,183 119,166 26,350 441 1000749 138314
%0 1806 372191 , 43,747 84853 908, 65149 126184 21,908 «m.rm 1240007 160345
1972 1as19 347022 ‘34874 73744 G917 61100 110525 20624 207.633 1.301.685 140,011
‘973-~ 18018 336075 230600 68227 831524 56102 100986 20,23 191,204 1294871 141,914
1974 1857 223003 27583 61801 737324 50779 98605 19007 177785 1262126 120.997
95" 16133 122100 20087 59.1087 650840 46614 95063 20452 163123 1221929 135943

. . + ’ .

. From The World Almanac and Book of Facts 1976 {New York: Newspaper Enterptise :
Association, Inc., 1976), p. 133. Repnnted by permission of The World Almanac and Bookof
Facts, © copyrlghl 1976.
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satisfaction of our basic energy needs.”?¢ He addressed hlmselflto the
American attitude that we could survive without others, but bthers could
not survive without us. The oil crisis proved this concept wrong. We had
only rationed ga$ once, during the second world war, and then only to
conserve tires. In fact, we were surviving the oil crisis when the Senator
made his comment. We had learned to live with higher gasoline pl’lCCS
and, (0 this day, we still buy all the gas we want and waste about half of it.
As noted earlier,'our consumption is projected to increase for several more
years despite the reserve llmltauons Americans seem unwilling to accept
the 1mplrcauons of who “owns” the energy reserves upon which much of
our national prosperrty “"has béén based.

A wypical reaction to the power currently wielded by the "OPEC nations
is that they could “cut the price in half and still make a healthy profit. ”27
This reaction ignores the fact the oil belongs to those nations. Basic

international political and econorhic issues are interwoven with the issue

of oil pricing, production, and distribution. All debaters this year should
consider these variables whenever you attempt to analyze the oil picture of
the United States. The international aspects of the problem cannot be
ignored. No' affzrmalwe plan which attempts to undercut OPEC prices
can escape severe political and economic implications for the United
Statgs and the rest of the world.

Impact upon the United States -

The 1973 ‘crisis caused both governmental and private actions. The nation
started projects to get more energy. People cut back on energy use, at least
temporarily. But these were immediate, reflex actions. The debage resolu-
tion calls for something more than reflex action by the governfnent. The _
following shopping list of ideas might prove benefidal to the team.
wishing to find empiricaldata on alternative energy approaches. The list

Jincludes fission nuclear plants, breeder nuclear process plants, offshore

drilling, home heating and cooling improvergents through insulation,
daylight savings time, speed limits, less stringent regulations on pollu-
tion, and electric power from solar energy. These few items represent just
a sample of the approaches launched fellowing the embargo. <.
Tilton has noted: “Interruptions in energy supplies, or even large
unexpected increases in prices, can play havoc with the economy.”? And
in the Unied States, whatever affects the economy gets quick atiention.
Yet, the economic costs were not spread equally across the nation. Neither
were 'other effects. The Northeast experienced a cold winter without

“sufficient heatmg\%rl Cities like Houston, tola}ly dependem upon the .
re

automobrle suffered because of an inadequate mass Lransrt system. Arid in
general, the job marKet began to suffer. Indeed, this aspect might well ehd
up being the mBst 1mport3mz‘ob‘serv::tmn.wh1ch can be drawn from the il
embargo. Oil-generated employment is capital intensive and therefore
more productive for the economy. In other words, it takes a lot of money
1o make a buck with petroleum, but, once that buck is madé, it gets spread

#
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around a lot. As oil diminishes in “mportance and aglablllty, OUF+

economy will be*diminished accordingly. -

®

of the United States magnot, for instance, have suffered as much as other
nations. The oxl-exporﬁ'g

formgn exchange tarnings on American products. We are also far less
_ dependent on forexgn oil than most other industrialized countries. As a
result, some positive aspects for the U.S: can be developed relative to the
realignment of the world power strugture b based Jupon the rlse of the Arab
. states through oil politics.

Impact t,upon the World

s e
Other nations are facing serious balance-of-payment difficulties. Some
have begun.major modifications of trading patterns. ‘Both Britain and

, France trade extensively with the Middle East and, like the United States,

recognize the importance of bilateral tradedeals when multilateral trad-

ihg reaches an impasse.?® But the impaetdf the power shiff created by the .

oil-producing nations’ actions is much more substantial than that indica-

* ted by shifting trade agreements. While the full economic implications are

still undetermined, several elements can be identified here so that debaters
can begin focusing upon potential cases. :

The first implication is for the developing countries. These nations
need capital for development. The .sudden increase in.the price of
imported oil denies these nations developmem capital and also foreign
exchange. George A. Lincoln suggests that “the effect of the price increase

on those developing countries needing capital for development, and '

foreign exchange for such essentials as fertilizer to support the essential

food supply, is potentially devastaung”?’0 One mternauonal effect of |

energy policies, then, might well be starvation. .
« A second effect of oil shortages relates to the cnpplmg effect op.
national economies. Some would say that the failure of the United Statbs
to react effectively to OPEG's price rise weakened the prestige of the
United States and therefore seriously limited our foreign policy options.

_\ Whether true or not, this possibility is an outgrowth of the weakening of
the industrialized nations created by the interruption of their oil supplies.

Tilton claims that the disruption was economically severe.! Another
international effect of3 - politics, then, is_economic chaos. ' |’

When the less-dev d countries must pile up exterpal debts to
Jpurchase high-priced petroleum products their economies suffer. But the
more efficient industrialized countries face problems too. both Japan and
Ita'ly, for instance, face severe and continuing problems. Petrodollars,

threatened the Bhufﬁ\pjund sterling. Cleandy, the changing status of the

Arab states is attributable to their power-plays based upon control of oil.
But the future is not gding to change, whether the Arab oil flows_more:
freely or not. For within a few years, the nationsof the world must face the

re

Although the domestic economy was seriously affected, the inter-
. national economy may well have suffered more. The balance of payments

countries have been spending much of their’
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end of petroleum as an important energyssolrce. And irr the short run we'
are on the twin horns of a dllemma either unemployment or inflation, As
noted by Business Week, “the world economy is doomed to rising
unemployment if governments refriin from economic, stimulus, but to
inflation if they resort to demand- boostlng measures.”? Since the long-
term prospects for more acceptable energy substitutes are far from certaln
the capital shortage sitnation would appear to be permanent. The ability
of capnalﬁock to produce would appear to be permanently lowered. The
£malr predlcuon then, for the internatignal scene is for inflation.

- ~

B - ‘Regulatzon of Oil . - s

»
Much govemment regulation has taken-the form of making energ{ use
more Costly. This trend, contrasting with the ecological concerns pt.the R
- Very recent past, has begun to slgwthe upward curve of our enérg¥ use.*
But the principal question pose(g by many economists is whether or not
the federal*government should regulate energy ‘resources. At least with .
regard to long-term application ofythis concept, many argue that regula-
tion actually reduces the utlization of our resources. There is much
¢ evidence to support this view, although a great deal.of it is found in oil
mdustry publications. And while the oil industry is opposed to regula-
tion, it denies that its own price pohcres_pave damaged our economy. The
issue of regulation cannot be settled quite as simply as the president of >
R,epuot/c Oil Company, Eldon Doty, would like. In 1977, he said that you

s

cannot legislate your way out of a shortage: “You have to drill oil Wells’
which We could do if the government would let us.” The rea stion
consists of at least these two aspects: (I) How mfuch of a derit in the
shortage can be made by govemmené‘leglslatlon> and (2) Atwhat prlceﬁre‘
we willing to let the oil companies provide us with oil? —
Conservation is one current governmem_apmoach to our energy
problems. Although_pollution threatens people, energy shortages appar-
ently represent an even greater danger, for our regilations today relate less
1Q clean air than to the conseryation-of energy. lytic conyerters are
mentioned less often today than are methods of ‘fuel economy. For
example, the 1980 models of car manufacturers must meet a fleet average
of 20 miles per gallon; the 1985 models must meet a fleet ayerage of 27 5
. miles per gallon 3 s
Public transportation is another government approach to our energy
needs. Tax relief to communities which develop mass transit ‘helps. So
- does environmental impact taxation; improved inter- and intracity rail
networks could represent a major breakthrough for’ our oil-starved
economy. The single-passenger autompbile might almost disappear from
the roadway if some alarmists have their way.
Richard B. Hancke has noted a.series of critical weaknesses in qQur

a

-

¢ a

. current policymaking processes. Débaters mlght wish to give considerable
attengion to these notichs, not only as they relate to o and the United :
P States, but as they app]mnera]ly to the energy pictuye: * K -
o . .
, me— Y .
\)4 o . * Iy i N . .
o e . -
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1. The. failure of policymakers to articulate the principal goals of
. energy policy and to establish priorities for achieving lhef'n the
, result is a wasteful misallocation of*resources. *
2. The fragmentation of energy policy decision-making. No single
decxsxon-Qakmg unit has ultimate responsibility for energy policy.
' Various ‘agencies work without coordination and frequently at
- CTOSS-purposes. . .
8 e ambiguity of the basic economic, environmental, political,
)::d technological constraints on policy and the lendengy of these
yonstraints to chahge without warning.
4. The politicization of debate over energy policy and the lendgncy
to dwell on false or.emotionally charged issues.’®

Negative teams which discover the politicization of energy policy within

their opponent’s case will be the negative teams which win rounds

Solutions must be viable, and unless the policymaking process is

developed carefully, we can anticipate that g0vernmental energy actions
will not substantially improve our conditions. A series of remarks by
Robert C. Paehlke are also very important here. He suggests ten princi-
ples for present and future policies related to energy. Serious discussion
about these variables will generate useful arguments on thls.xgar s topics.
The list includes (1) government responsibility, (2) economic gr0wth (3)

nv1ro% nlal protecuon, (4) reduced vulnerability to foreign interrup-
tions of Supply, (5) equitable sharing of sacrifices, (6) restrained growth of
energy demand, (7) replacement cost considerations, (8) consistent energy

policy, (9) shifting to ample-supply sources, and (10) expanding noncon-.

ventional sources of energy.3® The pOhCy of our government must
respond, then, to existential conditions if it is to be effective.
Government regulatIOns could extend to many aspects of energy use.
Short- haulqalrlme traffic is energy- wastmg So is the-current energy
consumption of many commercial byildings. Modified building.codes
which eliminated excessive construjon and new lighting standards
could improve our useof energy. Insulation standards, air conditioner
regulations, and alterations in government tax structurgs s could modify
use of energy. Therefore, the.approaches to a situation where we can
anuaﬁate ultimate scarcny of oil are many and varied. Only interactive
programs can create a satisfactory national solution. And in all proba-
bility, even these programs will force substantial modlhcauons in‘our way
of life. .
Government deregulauon could also: serve our society. This is thought
to be ttue, particularly, about natural gas. Richard Sheahan, for instance,
. axgues in his 1976.book Fueling the Future that deregulatmn‘ﬁf natural
gas prices could stimulate exploration of new gas’ fields® To in-
crease supply without abandoning environmental controls, more effi-
cient controls and more efficient production fields would be necessary.

- Whether or not soc1ety should use up the supply of naturak gas was

introduced as an issue earlier; here, the question is one of short-lerm

(€] N . . —
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action by the government. The price of natural gas is regulated carefully, ~
and,similar regulations exist for gasoline. We might well be paying much
more for a gallon of gas were the government not involved in the pricing
policies of oil companies. Several factors are responsible for this situation,
and the fature importance of U:S-produced petroleum may well be
. determined by these factors. The following section takes up the matter of
oil drxllmg 1n"‘he United States.

Prospects fér Future Ol ‘ . A

) - Offshore 'drilling\ One of the more expensive approaches to producing
X oil is offshore drilling. Oil companies have, for example, built giant rigs
. .many miles out in' the Gulf of Mexico which produce massive.amounts of
oil. The cost of maintairing these rigs is substantially greater than
maintenance on shore. But the profits persist. Environmentalists notwith-
standing, offshore drilling has supplied the United States &ith large
quantities of oil. The projections for this kind of drilling generally
indicate a sharp turn upward because of the very large quantity of oil
under thé oceans.

Oil shale. Ol shale is neither oil nor shale—it.is kerogen fused with E Y
rock which can be separated and distilled into standard petroleum ﬁr
products. It exists in abundance. In one areasnear the Green River in the
United, States, it is estimated that oil produced from oil shale could ,
e gmount to “at least 1.8 trillion barrels, or roughly 20 times the amount

used by the U.S. since the Civil War.”’3® The major difficulty, of course, is .
that oil shale is expensrve We could produce this form of energy, but the
costs ‘would limit the utility of the product.
Superships. VLCCs or ULCCs, Very (or Ultra) Large Crude Carriers,
are now in service. Carrying half a million plus tons of oil each, these
superships represent giant profrts ta shippers. The ecologlcal disaster
threatened by oil spills involving these ships becomes less 1mportant as:
our oil reserves are depleted. Even so, the risk to the environment is
. séHous, according to Jacque Piccard: contamination of the -océans
threatens the end to all sea life within twenty-five to thirty years. Thus, y
"another aspect qf dwindling™reserves and the impact of continuing o
reliance on 0il Jmust be considered: the end of all life in the sea.®

g Coal 4 .

What should we d‘ if we are going to run out of oil within the foreseeable e
future? Most people sugghst that we should turn to our own most
substantial energy’ resou% coal. President Carter has urged both
. industry and utilities to sbbBstitute coal burning for the use of oil and ?

natural gas. (He mlgh[ well have regretted that proposal as he mvoked the
Taft-Hartley Act in March 1978.) e

As an introduction and transition, Table 7 shﬁuld allow you to
consider our oil reliance as compared to jhe ongoing pro;ecuons for Use of

coal
-, 4 - M
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To shift from oil to coal would require massive changes i& both
A employment gnd energy utilization patterns of our nation. Consider the
shifts anticipated in Table 7 between 1970 and 1980 for use of coal it
electricity generation. This downward trend might well be reversed, but at
. what price to the public utilities? Evidence indicates that the switch is
attributable fo environmental requirements placed upon the utlities by

5 L
From: The World dlmanac and Book of Facts 1976 (New York Newspaper Enterprise
Associa\ti(')\{ Inc., 1976), p. 135. Reprinted by permission of The World Almanac and Book of
Facts, ©copyright 1976. ¢ )

—
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7 local, state, and federal regulations. Examine the two figurés for coal use
in-transportation; greater use of coal for rail transportation is possible, but
not by 1980. Clearly, the shifts between these two energy types can occur,
but not withdut time and not without economic difficulties. .

-The material below is divdied into three units. First, the current status
of coal production and use is introduced. Second, the regulation prospects
for coal are discussed. Finally, the potential of this energy source, as it
relates to development of cases on this year’s topic, is analyzed.

Table 7. U.S. Fuel Consumption—Past, Present, Future
y - . . :
R S Jormt Congr J C on vamcl !s:mdro rc:nnn Understanding the ™ J Energy Dil " pab-
The Center for Strategic and Intermational Studies 1
lished by er for Str ¢ por day ot ol N
EnergySourceandUse.... 1950 1960 1970 1980 1960 1960 1970 1980
NetursiGes .............. 29 58 107 122 generstion
v — (01) (04 (19) (rom above
from coal and od SOUCeS)..... c.ounns 1.9 34 74 132
) —_ - =- (0Y) Residental and commercial gg g.‘; 11:52 %z
Electnoty generapon 03 08 19 1683 lndustnal 2,
o I Gn'n
Indusinal 16" 2§ 46 47 . !
Traneportabon 01 02 03 04 EndUsesndloss T
Non-energy > 02 02 03 0S5 Recidential
7 65 S3 74 12.; commerciel. . ........ 3’.; g.g ;,: g_g
Elecincity generabon 11 20 a7 Used 5 58 1.
s% Readential anicommerial 14 05 02 01 Lost 09 15 19 28
. Indugial, X 28 23 25 23S Induetriel. ............. 56 71 99 130
Trangportaton 08 01 =~ - Used 42 49 74. 96
Non-energy. . 01 01 01 01 Lost 14 21 24 234
Exports. ...... 04 05 09 14 Traneportation .. ....... 4«1 83 7.7 120
Gassicabon .. —_ 3y— - 02 Used . 1.0 12 19 30
Ol ooierennennnnnraness &5 97 139 NS Lost 31 40 58 90
(imported) . ©09) (1.9) (35)(100) TotalUsed Energy........ 79 66 150 109
Electricity generaton 03 03 10 20 Total lost* 68 99 147 233
RAssidental and commercial 1.2 %% 25 g(; Exports . g; ?: o.g :1’;
Induétrial. .. .. 1.0 1 16 3 . 1
Transportabon. 32 S0 94 115 Tm .......... 161 213 3285 43
Non-energy... .... 04 08 15 31 B
Exports, . ..... 03 02 ~> =~ = one ton of coal.:Figures may not add 10 totals due 10
Gaesication.. ... .. T oa gﬁ‘ " converting 10 O o
Muclesr . . ....... P — - “There are many reasons for degree of confl-
Geotherma . ........... . 03 o:o.o:j g'.: mnhzmdlm The Nation has
W ............ * sirsady Ordered & lrge part of the slectrical capecity that
. ALINPUT. ........... 161 213 325 48 canbe unctionk ks the year 1960; it has
*AN snergy sources have beer) converied 10 barrels of ol skeady mags tranek sys-
oquivaient (B/DOE) by determining therr heat value and lem that can be funcboning by 1980 " ole. _) -
- viz.. 5.800.000 Corrected for coal and ol
converting that Biu Aigure 10 barrels of oil, .
Bl = one barrel of crude of; 3,412 Btu = one kilowatt- loss in slectricity generation and in
hour; 1,000 By = 1 cu. f. of natural gas; 26,000,000 By coaland i c
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“

“Theugh dirty bolhyto mine and to use, coal is: this IRry’s most,
- abundant fuel reserve.”*® Currently recoverable® lhrougzouour mining .
technology are 217 billiony tons of coal. By 1985, this figure could reach
1,040 million short tons.find were the coal at greater depths’included,
even nigre coal would be available. Timothy Bay claimed in 1977 that we
- had total reseryes of roughly 437 hillion tons-~enough to last hiindreds of
years at our present rate of~tonsumption.*! Of course, running out of o1l
insures that we will consume coal at a much hlgher rate. We use coal
= because it is cheap. But switching over from oil to coal is not cheap.
Industrial prices might increase as much as 2 percenl accordlng 1o some

estimates.42 Cooat . .

- - Underground Mining : ' . Q
" About half of our coal comes from underground mining, but there a o
. modxflcallons which might increase this output co,nsrderably Cd§l
slurrying is one such method. Coal is ground up, tramspprted throug
pipelines containing water, and spun out of the waler'B?)centrrfuges at
.the end of the pipeline. ground up coal is then ready for use in boiler
fumaces of public utilitid, which burn the coal to gen :

amount of watéyrequired by the slurry system is  large; and gfore STk 't of
water in the West, where this sytem would be used. S ond lhe usé of *
pipelines_for coal transport reduces commnme"iu t6 railroads, whose
financial well being depends upon coal trankportation. Slgmfrcanl
. prob)emrwould therefore be created were coa-l~slurry1ng the method d
-utilized in transporting coal. . 3
A separate problem of deep mining is acid mine drainage. Deep mlnes,
especially abanﬁq’n/ginones, are priwgle sources of acid drainage. The mine is-
leached free of acid by exposure to the weather, thus contaminating
adjacent water and land. The resulting danger to our food chain rhmugh '
fish and’to land use is serious.$ "
The coal industry also has important labor problems. Strikeg, shortages s
of supervisors and engr{el:s and a work force that s enzer too young qr ¢
too old could generate serious operauo-ns piobl oal companies. )
One difficulty for the producers is that productivity is not increasing (see
Table 8). In unddtground mines, the produclivily peaked in 1969 a
shoit tons per man-day and then decreased ineach succeeding year fo11. 7
short tons per man-day by 1973.4* At the same time, the overall decline i in_
. bituminous coal production from underground mines between 1969 and”
= 1973 was substantial, amounting to about 14 percent.. The prf-e of the
coal from ynderground mines rose during this period, but the increase of
93 percent, compared to increases of 54 and 94 percent for smp- and
ger-mined coal, respectively, did not represent enough 1o reverse the -
anpower and productivity trends. .
- : : .
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Jl’able SﬁData for the U.,S. Coal Industry on Number of Mines, Production, Producuvny, and Cost of Coal~1965-1973 X
~ 1065 1966 197 198 199 1970 1971 1972 113 T 2 -
Y . - /’i . ’ ’ ‘
. . 5280 ~£741 3908 3381 3097 2939 2268 1,996, 1,737. .
1,541 - 1,672 1,507 1,492 1,551 2,108 2,290 +2,309 2,309 '
. 407 - _486 -- _458 454 470 559 T 591 574 698 ) \
7,228 6,749 5,873 5,327 5,118 5,601 5,149 4,879 4,744 ' ) .
‘Proa‘ucnon, M illlons . . ’ '
-of Short; Tons*® P L ~
Undcrground 333 339 . 349 344 347 339 276 304 299 i
& Swip!” & 165 180 187 186 197 " énwe2dd 259 276 27 ,
% ' 14 15--. 16 _15 6 20 1 16 16 .
ve ALYS* . . 512 . +534 ~ 552 » 545 56}:~ 608 552 595 592 , ™
4. Prodlu tivity—Short . . ] - )
ﬁ,tT Per Man-Day , . : . ' . - B
U detground o ! 14.00 14.64 15.07 15.40 - 15.61 13.76 12.03 11.91 11.66
5 ‘Smp . 31.98 3357 - 35.17 34.24 85.71 35.96 35.69 3595 : 3630 - - .
. Auger 4585 4443 IGHS T 4046 3988 . 3426  39.00  43.00  43.63- S
A8 f 'WEIGHTED AVEMGE 17.52 18.52 19.17 19.37 19.90 18.84 18.02 17.74 17.58 s
“ Cost, Dollars Per N : ' . *
wTon, f.0.b. Mine . . oy ~
"} Underground . -4.93 5.057 . 518 5.22 5.62 740 8.87 9.70 184 —
9, Strip; Y 3.57 3.64 3.68 3.75 3.98 . 469 5.19 5.48 6.11 .
<, Auger 3.36 3.58 3.59 3.53 381 . 608 657 654 139 o
%, ' WEIGHTED AVERAGE " 4.54 462 467 499 626 o+ 7.07 7.66 858 g
i ‘Smp mining and auger mmmg are the two types of surface mining practiced in the Umted States "
- ’ l°d3Y 3
i N **These figures do not 'include the data for Pennsylvama amhracue productiog which is about 6 8
€ ° million tons per year or about 1 percent of the bituminous coal and lignite production. - - o %‘
- "“Data may not add to totals shown because of independent rounding of numbers. 5
From chardp Blaustmn, Gerst A. Gibbon, and Fred R. Brown, “Increasing Coal Production and Utilization th;ough the Next Decade: Some g

Tec T Q" ectsof the Problem,’> Duquesne Law Review 14 (1975-76): 568. chrmted by permissidh Me Umversny,@ copynght 1976.
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A year-by-yedr evaluation of the number of mines, production in tons,
productivity per man-day, and weighted average of the U.S. cgal tndustry
establishes a cost-benefit advantage for strip mining when it is co?i‘)ared
to both of the other pmnctpal types. The trend over.the years is consistent
with this economic incentive, but surface mining,cannot do the job alone.
Despite the upward curve of productivity from this source, our energy
needs cannot be entirely met by this one kind of mining.

Strip Mining
Suip mmmg began in 1914, and since the large power shovel was
developed it has equaled deep mmmg as a primary source of coal. The

main advantage of this kind of mining is the high recovery rate. Stripping
will recover 80 to 100 percent of the coal in a vein, while only 40 1o 60

~ percent is recovered in a deep mine. The cost of recovery is therefore about #

two-thirds that of underground mining.** The adverse environmental
effects of strip mining should not be ignored, however—it damages the
landscape, reclaiming mined land is expensive, and the air is polluted.
Balancmg the ecological damage with the greater safety and efficiency of
the strip mining process may become one of the games of debaters this

ear.
Y o

"Coal Gastftcauon

Coal gasification is the chemical processing of coal to produice gaseous

_fuels. When the process produces liquid fuels, it is called coal

liquefaction.*® This process permits production of low-sulfur, fow-ash,
envtronmemally safe coal from high-sulfur, high-ash coal. Both Union
Carbide and Chemical Construction €orporation own demonstration
plants. Commercial production may-be possible after 1985, and some
long-term benefits may be realized by the implerilentation of this process.
Yet, G. Alex Mills, director of ERDA" Fossil Energy Materials and
Exploration Research, has cautioned that there are problems with
synthetic fuels that could be barriers to gasification and other synfuel
processes. These include safety hazards, use Of expensive alloys,
equipment redundancy, complexity, high consumption of hydrogen, and
costly environmental controls 4

Currént Uses of Coal

In 1974, 635 percent of U.S. coal production was used to generate
electricity; Table 9 shows that this situation is expected to continue tQ at
least 1985, In fact, the other uses to which coal is put-are quite limited,

, although important. Utilities will remain the primary users of coal if this

table”is correct. :

_One of the questions for debaters this year is whether diversion of coal
to-other purposes would damage our economy. The issue seems to be that
increasing depletion of our coal reserves does not increase our energy
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independence, but agtually decreases it over the long run. To elaborate
bnefly, the United States currently has full control of our coal reserves.
That we do not‘dtilize those reserves more rapidly,than we do is incidental
to the actual potential use of these reserves. Therefore, shifting from use of
imported oil to our own coal depletes our reserves and, in the long run,
hastens the day when we will be dependent upon others. ’
. A broader,perspective of our energy utilization pattern‘is provided by
_ Table 10, which identifies our reliance upon various energy types. Several
" important observations can be made after study of this table. First, you
might want to study the definition of Btu, an essential term in any study
of the energy picture. Second,  the various levels of U.S. energy
consumption trends by fuel type reveal a strong shift over tweyity years
. ago to petroleum and natural gas. Third, the slight dip noted in 1974, due
to the Arab oil embargo, is merely a preview of the future energy crunch.
If predict-ions are correct, future modifications in energy pattems are
; going torbe substantial.
R As Table 10 suggests, there are good reasons to believe [ha[ the shift
from oil to coal will not represent the final shift in energy source for the
United States. Many experts would prefer that we carefully review the
situation and act only when we have a complete system which can supply
our power far into the future. Robert Lokachman, who.is representatwe‘
\ < of such experts,‘noted in 1977 that “as a society, we might begir rationally
to evaluate the relative merits of solar, nuclear, geothermal wind and
tidal alternatives to fossil fuels.’"8 .
The coumerp]an a viable strategy for some negauve teams, can permlt
a careful study. Should teams employ this as a stratégy in debate? This
writer would suggest that reasonable people frequently choose to avoid
action because there is insufficient knowledge currently available. From
this rationale, one could construct a defense of the study counterplan. -

Table ‘9. 1974 Coal Consumption and Values Projected for 1985
(Mxlhons of tons per year)

- - . 1974 1985

. -~ Electric Utilities - Tass 715 |

L N Industnial n .. 64" 7 L 124 -
. Coke and Gas . . 9% 100
. Household/Commercial - _.9 . 5

" Synthetic Fuels C—= . I6- °
.t Export * 60 80
" ToTAL 611 1040 -

’ ’ .
From: Bernard D. Blaustein, Gerst A. Gibbon, and Fred R. Brown, *!Increasing Coal
Production and Utilization through the Next Decadg: Some Technical Aspects of the
Problem,” Duquesne Law Review 14 (1975-76): 570. Reprinted by permission of Duquesne
. University, © copyright 1976. L -
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. Table 10. U.S. Encrgy Consumpéion Trends < ‘. /
e (Quadsillion Btu)*
. Perro.  Naturar  Hvoro- Fume, >
. YrAR CoaL LRUM Gas rowsr  Nucrzar _ Wooo TotaL
1850 2 -’ - - T - 2.1 23 -
+ 1860 5 - - - - 2.6 3.1 N
1870, 1.0 - - - - 29 40
1880 20 1 - - - 29 5.0
¢ 1890 4.1 2 3 - o 25 71 .
h 1900 6.8 2 3 3 - 2.0 9.6
‘ 1910 © 2P 1.0 5 5 - 19, 16.6
’ o 1920 15.5 26 - 8 .. 8 - 1.8 21.3
. 1930 136 5.4 20 8 - 1.5 23 .
1940 125 7.5 27 9 — 14 - 280
1950 129 135 . 62 14 - 12, 352
1860 10.1 20.1 12.7 1.7 - - ! 448
. 1970 127 29.5 200 - 27 2 — 67.1
1971 120 06 28 .29 4 - 68.7
st 1972 124 3.0 23.0 29 8 1 - ne
1973 134 U7 28 28 - 9 - %1
1974 13.0 38 23 - 29 1.2 - 73.2

. ’“Btu"hmaMﬁmfwBﬂ&thﬁthWut&mmdbﬂ.M
N is & form of energy, necessary to raise the temperature of a pound of water from 38°F to 40°F.
A conceptualization of the magnitude of the Btu may be provided by the following examples:  *
1. Approximately 2,000 Btu's mmﬁMmmunWmudntlmntufu
iy one hour,

/' .2 Afmmeomnnmueﬂmduhkmﬂymwpiauywmbonudat ’
100,000 Btu; i.e., during one hour of continuous operation, 100,000 Btu's of heat will
V- beliberated from the fuel utilized. 3

A quadrillion is 1,000,000,000,000,000 oe a million-billion. Transposing 1 quadrillion Btu's
into the uuiholmnuunmmoommonly amociated with the particular fuels used,

: L | Qu.drm!on
’ 170 million bcmh of petroleum -
41 million tons of Esstern bituminous coa!
67 million tons of Western sub-bituminous eo-l or li(niu
1 trillion cubic*{eet of natural gas
100 billien kilowatt-hours of electricity
[based on a 10,000-Btu/kw-hr heat rate}
Hereinafter, & quadrillion Btu will be referred to as a Quad. N -
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From: Bernard D. Blaustein, Getst A.°Gibbon, and Fred R. Brown, “Increasing Coal

Production and Utilization through the Next Decade: Some Téchnical Aspects of the

Problem,” Duquesne Law Review 14 (1975-76): 551. Repnmed by parmission of Duquesne
. University, © copyright 1976.
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Regulation of Coal

Regulating coal mines in the United States involves miny different
agencies. Mining regulations exist on state, local, and national levels in
different parts of the nation.*®

The Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended directs the seéretary of Health,
Educationand Welfare to compile and publish useful indicators, based

. upon the latest scientific knowledge, of the effects to be expected from"

various quantities of air pollutants.® This applies tothe burning of coal,
of course. Negative teams are encouraged to notice that the law does in-
clude both compilation and publication of the latest scientific knowledge.
Inherency, therefore, would appear a more appropriate approach than a
study counterplan if the affirmative team argues about pollution.
:+ * The Federal Power Commission attempts to protect users from gas
shortages. Under FPC regulations, residential consumers have first
_ priority. Clearly, the laws relating to the use of this energy are supportive
- of the general welfare, but not at the expense of the residential user of
energy. The Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA)
was established with six program areas. The areas are fossil *‘energy;
nuclear energy; environment and safety; energy conservation; solar,
. geothermal, and advanced energy systems; and nuclear weapons pro-
grams. Not only federal but state regulations exist relative to clean air.
- However, the morass of legislation has been difficult for producers and
bothersome for environmentalists. A recent court decision identified
- distinctions between federal and state powers; Sierra Club v. Ruckhels-
haus may prove useful to debaters as well !

Other laws have had an impact #pon coal mining. The Coal Mine
Health' and Safely Act is credited with a significant reduction in the
number of mining accidents and deaths. The incidence of black lung, a
miner’s disease caused by inhalation of coal dust, has also been reduced;
insurance benefits aid those who still suffer from the disease. Pollution
devices facilitate cleaner use of coal. Fly ash, controlled by electrostatic
precipitators, is a coal by-product now used as a raw nLalenal in the
manufacture of "bricks.?

.+, Coal as a Future Energy Source

Pollution, capitalization; and industrial troubles represent three primary
difficulties which must be surmounted if coal is to become our prime
energy source in the near future. Coal is diggy, but it can be cleaned. But if
. it is cleaned, the process is expensive. ¥nd if sold efficiently, other
=~ % industries suffer. '
Debaters must be wary of cases which smgle outone energy source, and
yet many debaters this year will want to do just that with regard to coal.
The reason is obvious: there is substantial data to indicate that the United
States has great quantities of coal and that the coal can be retrieved
without some of the more serious problems mentioned above occurring.
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Howéver, the problems dlscussed might'cause you to reconsider the virtue
\ of an affirmative case which encourages expansmn of coal production and
use. The price of energy mdépendence might well be far too costly if the
data related to pollution is accurate.

Pollution of the Air, Water, and.Lané .
There is no doubt that pollu\ic:z from n be a killer. As one

.

v

.

¢

comment pictures it, “at presend.coal pollutahis Have achieved poten-
_tially dangerous levels, in some aréa’of the country. This is reflected in
3 recent health studi€s: tens of thousands'die prematurely each year as a
result of diseases seriously-aggravaf®d by such pollution.”ss There is
much similar evidence. And, although there are contradictory.stidies and
many government, regulations* which apply to the; control of the
pollution, most experts are fearful that any substantial increase in the
¢ . amount of cbal use would produce critical levels of pollution.
Experienced debaters will chuckle'at this statement: there is,“inherent
conflict ih the nauon s commitment to both a cleaner environment and to
coal as the maifi altemative to over-dependence on imported oil.”5* Such
" made-to-order’ language is sxmple 10 dlSCOVCr when balancmg coal and
polluuon .
Problems,caused by coal mmmg are not confmed to secondary effects,
- le., those arising from the use of the coal product. There are also
pollution problems caused by the mm;ng process itself. For example,
surface mining causes dust and other fine particulate matter. Underground%(
fires burning, uncontrolled in abandoned mines likewise contribute toair
pollution. Water polluupn also plagues coal mining. In many parts of the
v country, the mining industry is the primary cause of water pollution
probléms, according to one source. A major part of the problem, ac1d-1
water pollution, destroys fish and creates odor and water purification
. difficulties. Sedimentation is another type of water pollution caused i /
parl by coal mining. One and one-half million acres of land in the Umte:g
States were disturbed by coal mining betwen 1931 and 1971. Most of thi s
was caused by surface mining. Land reclamation is the remedy, but it isa
costly one. And that cost prevents this approach from being as economic
as many claim it js. Waste disposal is anothér problem caused by mining.
Flash fléods, caused by mme dumps accumulated in hollows, have killed

many p«ﬁf)hle 55 -~
3
Capital e Way Coal Works

Energy shettages preclude proper capitalization for mew products. The
+ stagnauon facing our economy unless we generate more energy will be a
major feature of many affirmative cases this year. While economic cases
‘require some sophistication, they certainly deserve development this year.
From another perspective, the absence of capital’ currently inhibits
developmem of coal reserves.’ This absence could easily represent a basis
for inherency argumentation, for without capital, the coal mdustry will

&
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not be able to give the United States energy independence, some teams
will argue. Fluctuations -in -capital are influenced by gqvemmgm/ .
_regulations. If, for example, the United States commits 1tself to regulation
‘for ecological purposes, this ,might divert ‘capital from expansion

programs. .
" As most debaters would realize, our, policies will also influence the

+ policies of our neighpors. Business Week noted in 1976 that the shortfall
* "of energy resources in the Unjted States has meant “d crisis whose-

.

. o N . . . vy
dimensions are only .now becoming fully visible.”® ,

Industry: The Worries about Coal

There are many dramatic problems related to the-loss of life involved in
coal production, as well as those related to pollution. Underground
mining, made safer by the Mine and Safety Actand Occupational Health -
and Safety AGOHSA) rfgulations, still could be improved by use of coal
slyrrying. Coal dust could be reduced by regulations; unless it is, negative
teams can .at least argue a disadvantage in expanding coal energy
deyelopment. But there is another problem much more likely to attract
_debaters this coming season. Timothy Bay has commented in Science
Digest thag “highly adverse consequences may follow if the world, as niow ,
seens likzh;’depends increasingly on codl for energy over the next tyo
centurjes. ™" Melting ice caps,-for instanke, may seem outrageous, but
atmespheric beatIng caused by dramatic shifts to this energy form may
cause such a thing to occur. Debaters must consider the truly Jong-range
prospects of coal, or suffer the consequences. P
- Many debates will discover that the points made above in the discus-
sién of coal might well apply generically to all energy. Of special interest
are the large industries inyolyed in the energy field. For example, in coal,
there is special concern for the railroad industry. Railroads‘learned early
that coal can be profitable. Bb%sl:y purchasing l%itum‘inous mines and . .
setting high transportation rat®s, the industry has profitedIf coal
production were dramatically increased, the industrywould benefit. This .
would be true for several ;dasons, not the least of which is the distance
between the location 6f the new coal mines in the West and the prime

. customers in the East®® 7/ - e -
Nuclear Power ) ‘ T4

te. ‘ -
At one point, nuclear power appeared to be the wave of the future. Now lt ‘

may well be a-fad of the past. The potential of this energy résource is -
great, without any doubt. ‘The problem facing the United Stated is
_ whether’ use of the energy might not cause world proliferation of the
energy as a weapon. A second problem is the possibility of contaminating
the earth's atmosphere with deadly radioactivity. Whether causing de:huc-
tion by bompb or emission, the problems of nuclear energy are of a type .
which_ spawns debate cases and debate disadvantages. .You should
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tléerefore spend some research and analysis time on this aspect of the 1978-
7% topic N

Nuclear powet is convgr;ed into electrical power. The conversion.
provides substantial amounts of energy for public utilities. Beyond policy
matters, the initial start-up cosls for nuclear reactors and the problems with
close-down titnes have made the expansion of this type of energy slow.
These drawbacks, coupled with the general fear that the risks of this kind
of power are much greater than,the benefits, have almost stopped
developmem of nuclear power for pubhc use in the United States.

.

Current Status of Nuclear Power

Congressman Mike McCdrmack gave the industry view in- Apiil 1977:
“Nuclear energy is the safest, cleanest, cheapest, most reliable source of
energy available, with the least env1ronmenta1 impact of any significant
option.”s® Affirmative teams might take a tip from the congressman. The
four advantages identified in his statement could well be, the start of 4
case. But one additional element might be the mogst substantial aid to
affirmative teams: there isn’t very much growth occurrmg in the nuclear
energy field right now. -

Consider Table 11, taken from.the World Almanac. In 1976, there were
5% nuclear power reactors in this country out of a worldwide total of 135.
The list shown in Table 11 has not changed much since 1976. Note also *
the small number of companies involved and the few states which have
nuclear power plants. The conclusions are attractive to téams interested
in developing nuclear power cases. ¢

There have been no new applications since mid-1976 for nuclear power
plants. Small shifts in capacity have occurred at several of the sites; shut-
downs have plagued jome ecological complaints bother others; and
reliability isa problem’at most. The plants are not reliable. Expected to be
on-line 80 percent of the tirhe, the reactors are shut down for inspection ox
repairs about 40 percent of every year Part of this inspection time is

_spent complying with government regulations. Radioactive emissions are

feared. and government has set very rigid safety requirements. Reguk_;\

maintenance- also requires much time, and even more time is lo

repairing the reactors. . ”
S# nuclear power has not been growing much, Since the first atomic

_powet plant began operation in 1957, liule commercia) success has

occurred. And President Carter's commitment to nuclear energy is not

.substantial. At most, one would now assume he might support light-

water reactors until other energy systems‘i on line around the year

2000. . . 2
NucleapPower and Proliferation _'
?ne which has per51sted is the use of reactor fuel for less
esi rposes. THe scenario of a thief who steals plutonium' i$ a
com agk story today. Were such a thing to happen, the results could
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Table 11. Energy—Nuclear Power Reactors in U.S. .
-1 : . . -
T Sowrce* U/ S_Energy Research and Development Administration (June 30 1976,
I . . Capacity . Conwrarciel, .
Sante Plart (xNowetts) Operson
. Nebera Decatwr Browns Ferry Ut 1 1067000 Tonrmsses Valey Authorty . 197¢ >
Decaba Browns Ferry Ure 2 1067 000 Teweses Vaiey Authonty . . 1978 ¢ B
v e Dacahs . Browns Ferry Unt 3 1087 000 Tennssses Vaiey Authonty 1
«.Dothan JosephM Fariey Unk * 829 000 Power Co W
. Doten Joseph M Fartey Ut 2* 820 000 Aadarna PowerCo 1977,
A 1 850000 A Powsr & Lgnt Co 1974 -
Fusesiinile Asaraas Una 2 912000 A Power & Lot Co . wn
Calilornia. Eureks . mmag‘l'n:\ 65000 Pactic Gas & Eiectnc Co - 1963
~ . ‘SartClements San Onaire » 430000 So Caid E¢ & SanOwooGas S E 6o 1968
Drabolo Caryon Canyon 1 1084 000 Pac’c Gasd Electne Co 1976 .
. OvaboloCaryon  Duaboio Caryon Uit 2 - 1106 000 < Pacrt Gas & Electnc Co , w77
ClaySwtion = Rantho Seco Stevon 913000 Sacramento Murc Unity Dwtrct 1978
Calerado Platiovile F. St Vrawn Staton 30.000 Putiec Service Co of Colorado 197¢
— Connecticst « Hadoam Neck Haddem Neck $7S000 Conn Yarkes Atormc Power Co . 1688
- ~Weterlod  + Mitigtone Unet 1 052,100 Northwast Nuciess Erergy Co 1w | -
v Watertord. Mletone Un 2 28000 Noveast Nuciear Energy Co ¥ . 97
N Flartdn Florige Caty Turhey Pont Uret 3 086 000 Fla Power & Lgnt Co o
Florida City Turkey Pont Unt 4 866000 Fla Power & Light Co 1973
Ped Lovel Crystal Rrvag Urt 3 . 825000 Fonda Power Corp 1978 <
FL Piorce St. Luscle Unit 1 ;. 810000 Fla Power & Lot Co 1978
Goorgla. Basdey ¢ ,Edwinl Haich Um 1 798000 Georps PowerCo - 1973
Winels' Morris Dresdien Unit 1 200 000 c«wwu 1980
Morris. Dreaden Urst 2 800000  Commonmisaith Co « 1970,
Mors. Oreaden Ut 3 800,000 Commarwearh Egson Co 1971
Don. Don Uit 1 1050000 Cormmorweath Ecveon Co 1973
Zon. Don Unkt 2 . 1050000 Commorwealth Edeon Co 174
Cordove | Quac-Craes Urit 1 0000C Comm E¢ Co-a-A Gasd Bec Co 1
, Cordove Qued-Cies Untt2 - 800 000 * Comm Ed Co -ia «1 Gasd Eec Co 192
. Senecs LaSalie Couoty Uret t 1078.000 Commonwestn Edeon Co Q‘ 1w
owe Polo Duane Amold Lnt § 535000 lows Electnc Lght and Power Co 1975
aine, Wiscsest Maine Yarkee i 790 000 , Mo Yarkae Alrruc Powsr Co hd T
_ Meryleng Lasstyy Caivert Cits Uit 1 845000 SaNmore Gas & Eisctrc Co ° 1978
g . Lusby Catvert Cifty Urt 2 $45.000 BaAmore Gas & Elecwc Co 1977 [9
Mdssashuseits .  Fowe Yarkse Staticn 175,000  Yanhee Alomuc Elecerc Co 1981
Phgrrouth. Pugrim Unt { 679, Baoston Edeon Co 1972
Mickigan ,nmm Big Rock Pore 75000 Conmuners Powie Co 19088 M
N South Hovert' Patnades Steton 700000 Consumers Power Co wn,
N B Srdgrmen Doneid C Cook Unat 1 ‘,ug.wo o & Micrwgen Elecrc Co wrs !
T e Bridgman Oonaid C Cook Uret 2 3 000 na & Micregen Becsre Co 1978
e 545000, Northaen Staies Power 60 1974
® , RedWirg Prosie isleng Ut 1 430,000 Norherm Siates Power Co 173
. RedWrg Prasme oiand Ut 2 ; 530000  Mortem Suates Power Co 174 '
L] Cathoun Ft. Calhoun Undt 1 457,400 Omahe Public Power Omtnct wn
Cooper Staion 778000 Neb Pub Power Dt -ia Power & Lignt Co 1974
N Mo Jorsoy Pover . Oyuter Cremk Urst 1 40000 Jersey Corval Power & LG Co + 1908
Selern Unt 1 % . 1000000  Pubhc Senace Esncirc & Gas Co 1978
e York Indian Port rdenPontUntl | T 285000 Consolaated Edieng Co - M
N Poirt Inchan Powd Unt 2 §73.000 ConeoSdeted Edeon Co 1 ‘
Point ndhan Pont Unit 3 906,000 Power Authortly of Saaie of N Y N 1975
Nne Mile Port Urit 1 + $10.000 MNagara Mohew Power Co 1908 . -
be RE GevaUwm1 m% SEecwc Co - 1970 -
[ Shoreham Stetion " Long wiar'd Co . 1978
. Sorbe A FagPeinck (-3 Power Autrorty of oNY
qung:; s :l:g c‘mm: . w7 .,
Seearn Carona Power & Lgnt ~ , 1 .
Cowans Ford Dam Wm 8 McGasre Unit 1 1180000 Duke Power Co e * 1%
Ohie Ouk Hartor mmv “u;:.g-fmwn Bum Co wr7
Orepan PrescoRt, . rojan Portiend .cne wre |
Permoyivanis  Peachlichiorn  Pesch Sofom Unt2 1 co ¥ 1974
PeachBotiom Pesch Sofiomn Ut 3 1,088 000 Co 1974
. MY Shippingeort Shppmgpont Stason 90,000 US Rassarch & Devel Admen 1957
Shippingport Besver Yalley Urst 1 Ougueens Co Oreo Eden Co N 1978 .
‘mo M:Mw; "ﬂ?.w Power & Lt 1ore
€ Untt 000 Certral 4 1
SevihCareline  Hertovile W B Robmeonre2 . | 000 * e o
Senucs Octnee Unit 1 971000 Duke M1 I
, Senech Cronee Uit 2 871000 Ouxe Powsr Co 1974 -
Seneca Ut 3 871000 Ouke Power 1974
‘Tennsssee Omey Sequoysh Unst 1 1,148,000 Terrmeses Valey Authonty 1w Q,
Vermeont _ Vemon Yermart Y arkee $13.900  VI'Yankes Nucisar Powsr Corp > w2
. € ‘a Unit 1 788000 Ya Becinc & Power Co 1972 -
Meck Sourry Ut 2 788.000 Va Eiecinc & Power Co. 197
. Mmm;‘ .:g V;Ehac:mccz 1977 ‘
. North Anna 2 Eectnc & Power wn .
‘Washington. N-Reacir WPPSS Sieam 850000 US WAMW 1908
_ Wiscongin, 50000 Daryiend Coopestve wn
. Two Crewks Fowt Beach Ut 1 , 437000 Wis Wch Power Co > 1970
N Two Croeks Powt Beach Ut 2 497000 Wi Mch Powsr Co P
‘ " Unit 1 1000 Wi Putic Sevce Carp 1974
f WMWM) operabie 41257 400 bewg Dt 97 421.200 Dianned 96.294 OO0 total 236 972 800 <

From: The World Almanac and Book o} Facts 1976 (New York. Newspaper Enterprise
. Association, Inc., 1976), p. 132. Reprinted by permussion of The World Almanac and Book of
< Facts, © copyright 1976. ’ . ’
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" be catast,rophlc, as a result, many thoughdul citizens prefer almosl any a-

.other answer for.our energy needs to a nuclear answer. .
. . The light-water reactor andthe fast breeder reactor represent the two
primary approaches. Congressman McCormack addxcssed himself to the

danger of the breeder reactor as it relates to weapons in 1977: “Fhe

Japariese have started operation of their first breeder facility; the Germa& .
) government has announced a $2.5 billion breeder program; South Africa  {
.« has announced that it will sell enriched uranium on the open world

market.’$2 In his view, nothing the United States could now do could,
reallsucally, change a fact, Therefore, he believes that use of the breeder
should not be delayed based upon a fear of weapons proliferation. -
Presideng Carter nonetheless fears development of the breeder because
of the international risk of nuclear weapons prolfferauon according to .
one-source.$® But another clearly related fear is declining. Few peopfe in
government are worried that terrorism would be a serioys threat gp the
operation of nuclear reactor powet plants. The rauqnale for :ﬁuced‘ "
concern, while based partially upon safety precautions, is thiat “terrofism
based on nuclear weapons appears to be a coslly high- risk, low-yield
proposition.” 84—

~

LAY

¢ Nuc]ear Power'and Emissions . * .
- . Harmful reactor emissions can be caused by leaks and by accxdents

~ Proper regulauons can generally attend ,to the former, but serious -
. reservations €xist for many peoble about the latter. Before introducing
nuclear reliance into our.economy, people argue we should be sure we are
willing to accept the risks that go with the power resqurce. -
The Rasmussen Report, a reactor safety study done by a scientist for the -
government, demonstrates the basic argument about nuclear, emissions. /\
Most scientists agree that Rasmussen was horest and’care@ul in his worlz\’ ‘
but there the agreement seemingly ends. F'rank von Hippel minimizes thc
accident danger: . - ~

The worst a(culem which the Rasmussen suidy estimates might
/happen once in 1,000,000,000 years per reactor, mght cause 3,300 .
immediate fatalities, about 10 umes that number of early illnesses, '
some addinonal genétic effects and long-term cancers, ard perh

i a . *
e e 514 000,000,000 1n property damage 65 1 &‘h |

_In contrast, Robert Pohl notes that the Rasntussen study omits the health
“impact. of radon-222, an isotope which he proves does have negative
health effects. He also discusses another dlmeusxon of nuclear energy
which gets close to the underpmmng (four argﬁrqus abou; usmg this

- forrri of énergy: q,, .8 .

5 s

The, dxscussxon of the health 1mpdc f rd(lqn 222 raises lhe
fundamental moral question—how far into the futre our r(SpOn— s
sibflity extends. If such a long term rcsponsnlnhty, 1s rejected?® then we
must at least try to predict the epvironmental bunldup of (adloac(,‘ivc
. pollutants, 1n order to avdid unacceptable and irreversibfe levels (g\
radiation dose rate.5 -

~
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Do we need power badly enough to risk loss of ljfe? We need automobiles
and airplanes enough to risk accidents. Clearly, our society does rigk loss
of life for comfort and convenience. Such philosophical and pgctical
* problems must be resolved by debators when the nuclear power quesfion

is debated this year. ‘ , "
- Some of the early arguments introducéd against use of nuclear power
were based upon studies far less precise than those cited in Rasmussen’s

- work. Still, people abuse the statistics. Ignopring the small degree of risk

(probability of occurrance) and noting death estimates are the most
common dbuses. Comparisons intended to support the use of nuclear

- - power also abound. One such comparison is to the risk of smoking. This
s form of support, while vivid, i$ not particularly meaningful. Debaters are

,,,,, urged to use care when selecting evidence about_ the risk of using nuclear

reactor power. The emission threat certainly exists, but the level of that
risk is a debatable quéstion. "

Are reactor safety precautions effective? Von Hippel says, “In the area
of long-term consequences it would appear that another review is called
. for. The agalysis of these effects has completely changed and the space
devoted 16 it in the original Rasmussen report has been expanded
approximately tenfold as a result of the APS critiqué. " In short, the
Rasmussen study may not have fully reviewed the calculations of early
fatalities nor examined in detail accident-causing events.

Another prospect of risk——transbortiqg the nuclear material and
. wastes—must be considered by debaters. The early fears regarding
transportation of nuclear materials have not been realized, and therefore
the problem is probably not so great as it might once have appeared. This

writer has seen estimates as low as one fatality each decade based upon °

transport accidents and radioactivity releases.5¢ Not discussed in this book
are the arguments, pro and con, related to the storage of nuclear wastes.
The~ssues which surround this question.are essentially related to the

& length of time the waste remains “hot,” the places where the material
should bé™stored, and the security of these places. .

Hf you argue for nuclear reactors, you may discover evidence comparing
the risks to meteors, fires in large oil storage compounds, and the like. If
you argue against reactors, you will probably compare your opponents to

‘unknowing children who play with fire. Whatever one’s approach,
pfecaution is necessary. Both the argument and the event deserve careful
study which goes beyond easy- coniparisons..

Future of Nuclear Power s
X N .

Debaters are more concerned with the future of nuclear power than with
its pasts The regulations of the federal governmentsgbout use of this
energy resource began in World War II and grew until the most recent
-* modifications. These reguﬁatiohs and the development of nuclear energy -,
- are discussed below. 7 L
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Regulation of Nuclear Power o

"The legislation which created ERDA alse_ established thes Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). TFhis, five-member commission is '

+ appointed by the president. Its three tasks, taken over from the Atemic
Energy Commissigh, relate to safety, licensing, and regulation. No
nuclear reactorplant can be built without a federal license, nor can that
plant continue’to opérate unless the regulations concerning safety and
normal productivity are‘ met. ,

’ The regulatory division of the Atomic Energy Commission became the
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards. Debaters who want to
review the current regulaﬁons will want to request data from this part of

’ *. “the NRC. Because substantial changes were made in the regulations in

» 1975, data on regulations prigﬁo that time may not be accurate.
A second change in thestructure of federal government management of

nuclear power is that the NRC also has offices of Nuclear Reactor .

Regulation and N'uclear Regulatory Research. - :

Development of Nuclear Power

In 1975, Robert A. Georgine predicted that nuclear plants would represent
23 10 28 percent\bf t;lectrical generating capacity by the year 2000.5% Unless’
substantial change occurs soon, this will not occur. In 1975, only 8
., percgnt of our electrical generating capacity came from nuclear plants.
{Thef‘réés’Gns"Tor the slow growth include the' matters mentioned earlier
and the issue of cost, which is discussed below. .
Nuclear power plants are expensive. Lead time is approkimately ten .
. years between the intent to construct and getting the plant into
operation.”® Fhis contrasts with a seven-year lag for coal mining. The
* amount of money required for reactor construction is increasing because
of inflation. Busin%ssmen are therefore reluctant to invest. However,
comradi%ory figures do exist. One source claims that the cost per kilowatt
of nuclear generating capacity is less than coal power.™ -
Whatever the initial costs, some argue that nuclear power is the
eventual answer to U.S. energy prgblems. Gérald Decker noted in 1977
that “improved technelogy to ing#fase oil and gas production rates and
, yields will help some, but it is cjéa thatthybiggest assist must come from
new coal combustion and gonversiofi ‘petheds and from nuclear
technology that will get the dévelopment and growth of nuclear power
back on track.””? Like many people, Decker ‘believes that-a combined
approach must be developed if our future energy negds arrg',/ttﬁ)’e met.
Consider another factor relating to powey generation, In the future,
power grids ‘may be established which woyld allow peak-ioad sharing »
between one electrical generating plant and another. Were the safety and
. efficiency problemg of nuclear power resolved, plant siting might be far
less impontant than it has been.
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Solar Energy © ’

Solar energy is the largest single potential souice of power for the (’:lm.
» Every fifteen minutes enough sunlight shines on the carth to meet its
« . eneigy needs for the entite year.” Therelore, this 1s one of the most
‘important areas debaters should consider as they do then fitst analysis of
this year’s topic.

W Current Status of Solar Energy

The lechnology necessary to use solar energy "has existed for more than
/ . one hundred years. But only recently have we seriously considered the
. broagl use of solar-energy. In 1975, only 136 homes were solar-heated in the
Unfed States. A year later, there were thirty-eight solar contractors in th®
Solar Enérgy Industrics Associabn.’ Large-scale intiodiction of solar
eating, and cooling in bmould produce eneigy -savings that
exceed the flow of oil from the Alaskan oil fields, according to one
prediction.”Howdver, although the technology has e\ns(ed for some ume
. and there are predictions of expanded use, sol power is now in an
experimental stage. P
* Installed solar systems cost somewhere bcl\\ cen $5,000 and $10,000 per
heme, an investment md take mote than a decade to recover. At
the current 1ate of inflation, few are willing to make the investment. The
-~ principal technolggical hurdle for use in homeg, according tg a solar
heating consullarl& is the economics of high cagmdl) units: “‘A [solar]
system designed to carry 50 percent of the heating load is within reach of
. most home owners while & system designed to carry 75 percent 10-90,
pergent of the heating requirements might cost two or.three times that
Lamount. "8 In genual then; solar energy is not yet competitive, Oner
source summarizes the situation lh} way:

Y4

v

Thus 1s particularly a fact of nature, but 1t 1s also the consequence of
. many other factors mduding past research pronties, past envion-
-mental policies, past economic pohicies S h as price regulanon and .
depleuion allowances. Stmply stated, 1t‘has been easter and cheaper ..
. —(although perhaps not smartek_in the long 1un) to hve off capnal
(fossil™fuels) than mcome (renewable energy sources).”

« This series of obser\auons indicates some of the major aspects of the

* present system which should be examined if you are to develop a casc on

- this alternative’ eneigy souice. Buit the 1ssues are broader, of course, and
. deserving of extensive research. -

-

.

- Law and Solar En‘brgy — . ,: o/

The major thrust of arguments by affirmative tcams on development of

. government commitment to an alternative eneigy source might be that we
need a penewable energy source. Solar energy meets’ that need. .

° Cuffrent federal programs are exploring the prospects of solar energy,

. but these* programs are contradicted by some local and state laws.” For

example_ in C,f’lof.f-"do Springs, you must install completely redundant
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gas or électric syaslem if you want to bhve solai power®Morcover, orie
- surce notes, “even with successful solar R&D, if solar is to be competitive
the federal government must move away from policies which hold down
the price of existing resources.””® . o

The majority the current governmental actions, then, 1elate to
research and development. ERDA has a Division of Sola1 Eneigy wikch,
by 1977, had initiated numerous cadperative activities with NASA in its
programs on wind ene?, lotovoltaics, heating and cooling of
buildings, and satellite pow
budget included $88 million in developmental finding for heating and

stations. In fiscal yedr 1977, the federal

cooling, as well as $136.1 million for ot
The wind program .illustrates the &

Csolar energy pirograms.’®
ing research into solar

energy. The federal Wind Energy-Pro

¥
%

"

“1
National, Science Foundation and trans § n 1975. Test
. . . . o ’ .- ‘
applications include.refrigeratogs at renfote Indi es and power
generation for Forest Service lookaut towers. One sourc icts that by
4 « . . }
2000;,14 percent of our elestricity will b (jﬁ'ted by this source.t® The ’
extent to which our government has comhutted-itself to investigation of -
this power source can be seen in Table 12, which identifies the current .
— H N ) . : - \ .
G v . ,
. . . Tabie 12, Seventech &ndidﬁTG Field-Test Sites .
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L J
utility ‘company sites for large horizontal wind turbines. The turbines are
mtended to work in combination with the normal electric generation
systerfis of the companies. Were there also locations offshore which could
take advantage of the ocean winds, the percentage‘ of use for this energy
* source might go much“hlgher
.ERDA also works with industry. In 1977, thirty-six development
*contracts were in existence, mostly with small businesses. Sixty-seven
fully instrumented ogeratlonal test sites were using various systems and
subsystems’ for solar heating and cooling.®!

One overall concernyof ERDA is the discovery of vi ions of
the three forms of solartenergy which keep working dz’v anﬁ%lght—wmd
power, biomass c¢onversion, and ocean thermal energﬁ conversion.
Biomass is nothing more than fire. Ocean thermal energy conversion is
more complex, consisting of utilizing the heated surface water of the
ocean. ¢

Use of Solar Power- . .

Today the United States api)lies approximately 25 percentof the energy it
produces to heating and cooling of buildings. If solar power were used for
a substantial part of this application, the energy problem might be much
less severe.

. The prlme solar energy system is the solar cell. Glass-covered, flat-plate
solar collectors heat aif or water to temperatures of 100 to 200 degrees
Fahrenheit. “The inherent advantage of solar coohng is’ that the
maximum requirement “coincides roughly with the time when the
maximum amount of energy'is available to operate the system. 82 A
second form of solar en@rgy system. is the thermal power plant Radiant
energy from the sun is easily convertible into heat; the only requirement is
a proper absorbing surface which can be transferred to the place of use.
Massive applicagion of this kind of device is possible.

The solar fuel cell also excites the imagination. The glassy-looking
little squarcs produce electnaty when exposed to the sun. When in space,
the“cells receive up to fifteen times as much solar energy as they would ort
earth. In either place, there is a substantial technologlcal basis for further
development ® One aspect still needing development is the cost factor: the
cells used in space cost from $200 to $600 per walt of generating capacity.®

A primary problem in solar energy efficiency 1s storage. One solution is
a short-term thermal energy system, single-tank units which use the
generated heat. “In the operation of a typical central-tower powerplant,
supefheated steam from the tower is directed to the turbine-generator
and/or a thermadl storage system, which is used to drive the turbine dunng
non-sun perlods 7’85 )

Future Status of Solar Energy

If predictions about exhausting world fossil energy resources are valid,
solar energy usc must occur if we are to avaid scarcity. Current predlcttons

[y
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, .
about the possible contribution of solar energy range from 4 to 25 percent.
Whatever the percentage, the cost comparisons will determine the
swiftness of our turn to the sun as an energy source.

One major problem for this new industry will be market penetration.
Breaking into the power-generating business would be alntost impossible
without a cost break. Eveni then, building codes will have to be changed,

.gas and electric utility systems will be affected, and employment patterns

will change. As one expert noted, some professions, including architec-
ture, law, sales, and real estate and appraisal, will be affected.® So legal
changes will be a second major problem for the new industry. .
Most estimates indicate a downWard turn in the prrce of the solar watt
because of technelogical improvements. One such projection says that the
price will probably be reduced to between lhlrty and fifty cents a watt by
some point in the 1980s.87 Obviously, as oil and coal prices rise, solar
energy becomes more asractive. With the price gap narrowmg between

solar and conventionally produced energy, market penetration and the

other problems of solar-power just discussed may ease.

“ Affirmative teams advocating solar power as a primary altematrve
energy resource will need to defend the effectiveness of this source,
Negative teams combating affirmative policies using solar energy may
want to develop the opposing view. Below are a few. of the difficulties
which must be resolved.- -

Problems with, Solar Energy ’ : ’

One problem menuoned above, but undeveloped there, relates to Tand use.
For solar-thermal or photovoltaic (solar cells) energy systems, the
requirements are curréntly 7 to 15 square miles of land for a 1000 MG(e)
plant.38 Using this much land for that little power would disturb many.
This probably explains the search for space technology which could get
beyond the land use problem.

A second problem involves futuré® community planning. A ‘“‘total

energy system’ approach would appear {0 be necessary if efficiency in

energy use is to occur. Existing plants could not use both electric and
‘thermal energy, but new plants might have such capacity. The limitations
on conversion prospects should be considered by debaters, since there are
substantial difficulties. For example, underground ducts, pipes, and

- electrical cables leading from the central powerplant to outlying build-

fngs would be necessary.$?

Third, manpowér creates a problem which any new solar policy would
have to resolve. Consider the massive information problem created for the
300,000 residential homebuilders in the United States if solar systems were
to be widely employed Who would inform them about the ney systems?
How reliable would the information be during the early years? What
would be the impact of distorted information?

But the employment problem is even more complex. Solar installation
involves at least five sgparate crafts of unions. Roofers, plumbers, glazrers,

’
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electricians, and qarpenters all would be involved. What jurisdictional
lines should be drawn? Such questions would confront any affirmative
-team chogsing to argue a case which incorporated solar power as an
allernauve energy resource.,

Elecmcal Generation

The demands for electrical energy continue to climb. Forecasls are that
“this trend will continue into the twenty-first century. The ways,to make " «
the several sources for electrical power compatible are infroduced in this
section. The importance of the material should be evident: unless the

. various alternative energy sourtes can be utilized in ways which would
allow several systems to make contributions, the energy supplles of our
nation will be significantly less than is desirable.

The Present Electrical System #

The United States uses a lot of electricity. In 1973, we used 74. 7

quadrilliorr Btu’s. That energy was used in the following w ays, accordmg

to the National Energy Information Center; . ’
 Transportation: 25% Water Heaung:r 4%
, Space Heating: . 18% Feedstocks- 1% .
Process Steam: . 16% Arr Conditioning: 3%
Direct Heat: 11% Refrigeration: ) 2%
Electric Drive: 8% Cooling, Electrolytic
. / processes, and other: 4%%0

A debater might wish to consider the implications of the above
breakdown of thé use of electrical energy. For example, littlé modification
*should be expected were the affirmative merely changing the use of .
electricity for refrigeration. But a change in use for space heaung lS
another matter, of course. A bloader treatment of electricity consumpuon
* is shown in Table 13.

The industrial use of electricity fell in 1975. The recovery of consump-
tion during the first half of 1976 may parallel the economic recovery of the
industrial’ sector. That kind of difference might havé occurred with
limited conservation in effect, but if, for instance, lighting requ1rememsf
were placed on industry, how would the electrical utilities respond?
Would economic difficulties result for-them? The cost of conservauon X
may be economic readjustment for the public utilities.

Any plan involving conservation of electricity would be obliged to lake )
into account the use of household appliagces. Four appflances use 70.~ .
percent of the electrical power in the home. space heaters (16 percent), air ~ *
conditioners (13 percent), water heaters (16 percent), and refrigerators (25
percem).*’l

]
<
.

_ Current Law : . . .

’

ERDA activities relevant to this section are the Elecmc Energy Systems _
' approaches EES is bu1ldmg a technical capablllty and supporting
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research and development programs intended to link the needs of today
with future requirements. Other activities related to electiic generation
are included in the conservation programs conducted by ERDA: “The
successful R&D and industry implementation of the EES program can be
measured quantitatively in terms of direct energy sa\ings——estimaled 10 ~
be 1.0 million barrels per day equivalent by 1985 and 5.0 million by the
year 2000.”%? Developing program concepts which give @ better under- .
standing of present electric energy systems permits ERDA to forecast
future developmems needs, and concerns. The systems approach con-
siders all aspects’ of the energy picture of electricity.

A few of the other activities conducted by the government related to
elecmc generation need mentioning here. Load management increases
energy eff1c1ency by reducmg the reserve requirements for generation and
transmission. Development of larger voltage transmission systems, such
as the 1200kV system, may well lmprove our system. Transformer losses
have been reduced throtigh research into low loss steel for transformer
construction. Finally, grid connected systems can be extended to permtit
sharing.% The Electric and Hybrid Vehicle Rese;ir(':h, Development, aid

) ' o .

Table 13. Percent Shares of Electricity Consumed -
by Class of Customer, 1960 to 1976

7 N

—r

Residential _ -Commercial  Industrial  Other>  Total

1076 T A _ ] B
Second quarter 30.0 L2337 7 - 429 3.8 100 -
First quarter = 35.4_ 22.0 38.6 40 100
Fourth quarter 33.3 2.3 19,7 37 . w0
Third quarter ‘ 36.9 BT S 35.5 3.3 100 -
Second quarter 32.2 23.7 T2 3.9 100
Pirst’quarter +35.5 2.2 038.3 40 100 .
1975 totals ‘ 3.6 23.4 - 3a.3“ 3.7 100
1974 otals . B - 2.6 ' 40.1 3.4 100 .
* - 1960 totals w0 I 17.5 47.9 5.6 100
3 ' ] , g -
Includes street lighting and transportation uses. . ’
B&ﬁﬁ\ce: Federal power Commission, Form S. . .

J ; .

From: National Energydniformaton, Center, Quarterly Report. Energy Information Report
to Congress, NTISUB/B/027076/003, 3rd qtr. 1976 (Washington, D. C. Govcmment
Printing Office, 1976), p. 106.
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,Demonstration Act of 1976 authorized .a federally funded program of *
‘energy research. The hybrid, which would use both electric and internal
combustion engines, should give desirable options for the future.
Batteries for autos, buses, and vans ave also, been studied. Current
technology may need to be expanded, but there are many possxbxhﬁes for

.
.
x

Future“ rospects for Electnc Generatwn )

976 adv1sory report pubhshed by the government indicates that a
qu ified yes can be given in answer to the question qf whether we are

" moving to a period of chronic electric power shortages inadequacies
during the late 1970s and early 1980s. The report notes that the ,answer
must lﬁ qualified “because many of the technological, economic,
fitancial, political and environmental factors which affect that answey 3

' subject to control by the public and its elected and appointed represefita-
tives.”% Debate teams which  attemnpt to incorporate this energy type into
their cases must consider these limits. The research and development may
not be assumed to be complete, but the aspects of the programs which are
merely experimental will not provide firm data for conclusive judgments
by the debaters. Six factors must be consjdered before the electric system
can be deemed acceptable. These may assist the debater in eyaluating
various approaches and their potenualmes

Electrzczty use must be considered in any electric system. Wiil there be
growth in use or not? Can elecmcm substitute for other energy sources?
How can changes be developed in the distribution load factors? Wihat are
the implications for‘conservation? - -

Electrical systems represént the second factor to consider. One scenario
for energy development menuioned above would be the implementation of
automated,distribution systems. The grid sygtem could switch energy
based upon programs which maximive rate predictability and control.’

Electrical supply, frequently based upon the energy park and dispersed
generation approaches, can be a vital factor in evaluating the overall

* energy pictire. New sources, energy storage techniques, multipurpose
plants, and high-capacity transmxssmq all represent areas of needed

research. To “The extent that various problems'can be corrected, our -,

electrical generation might be-increased substantially.

.Enviranmental constraints exist for electric generation as they do for
. £oal minin, Clearly, we must make programmatic choices in the near
futare. ThEre is disagreement, for instance, over government’resmcnons
on the size of transmission lines. v

Reliability requirements must be sustained. Unless the public can be”

satisfied.that current standards will be maintained, changes in source of
energyswill not occur.

Public, policy, the final factor, relates to the general responsiveness of

the public. As noted earlier, there must be a national energy policy. Then

- . . x
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a new rdte structure and regulatory approach inelectric generation could
modify behavior. Public policy might also influence cooperative actions
by consumer a@nd public interest groups with industry, actions which are
essential to.make any new program work. . .

-

Approache$ to Electric Generation

Converting energy to electricity without the use of the thermal cycle 1s
possible with the fuel cell. Fuel cells'are quiet, safe, and modular in
construction so that very large increments in capacity need pot be added
+ at the same time. According to an ERDA report, using these cells could
.. save over one-quarter of a million barrels of oil a day by 1985.%-
. A project on phosphoric acid fuel cells was also conducted by ERDA. .
The systememay save over $1 billion in electric costs by 1985. Other gains C
L include improvement in environmental impact as we]l as helping to
. balance loads. - .

Magnetohydrodynamics, «called MHD, is an extremely simple but*
effective process: “‘An extremely hot gas derived from burning coal—or
other fuel—is turned into an electrical conductor by ‘seeding’ it with
another material such as potassium or cesium. The gas moves ata very .
high speed through a channel enclosed by a magnet. Electricity is -
produced and tapped by electrodes in the wall of the channel.”? Asystem
that-does not pollute the air, requires little water, and is 40 percent more
*efficient than other electrical generation systems is obviously attractive.

. MHD systems will not be on-ling until 1985, but they deserve considera-
tion as an energy alternative by debaters orni 'lhis year's topic.

k-

.

M)
Conservation o .
'y . .

. Most of our energy now comes from depletable resources in the earth’s
crust. Unless a renewable source is rapigly expanded as our source of
energy, we will run out of nonrenewable resources spon. Gerald Decker
puts the picture into grim but accurate focus: , .o

In order ¢ meect our country's energy needs even by tre year 2000,
we must pursue and bring to fruition just about every energy source
we now know about, as vell as conserve energy in every possible way.,
. The alternative is economic stagnation, unemployment, and con-
. siderable unwelcome -change in the American lifestyle '® '

V Some would say thatour era of “plenty” has ended. These people talk in }‘

terms of certain change in our lifestyle. Others contend that the period

which is ending is simply the fossil fuel era and that the future will see the :

. rise of other energy sources. However, both groups recognize the pinch
. which will occur sometime after 1985 and before the turn of the century.

' Whether or pet you place yourself in either corner, your arguments this
» year ‘must recognize_these two positions.” N £
1 0 ¢ ~ ’ .
. - *
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An Energy Overview ~ :

|
We cannot dramatically increase our supply of energy from Possil fuels by
building more producing plants, We can only improyve what we now do.
Exploration might Be sticcessful. can develop and produce more
effectively. Our refining and, treatment methods can augment our
supplies,’and we can improve tahsportation ! But none of thése ap-
proaches changes the finite amount (ﬁ\fo{sil fuel avaialble. Only conser-
: vation can “‘stretch” what we have. Home insulation, fér instance, means
the homeowner will need less heat in winter and less cooling in®the
summer. Reuse of waste h@&%mm,k’ss energy would be
necessary for industrial production. Cooling ponds or canals require far
+  less energy than closed-cycl¢ cooling systems, yet théy do the same
- thinglo2 ~, . : ¥ L e . g
\ . < ¢
- National Objectives . R ¢

Our energy goals during the st fi’\e‘years have been aimed at slowing
the giowth) of consumption, not revetsing it. No political leader interested
' in reelection can be expected to call for severe economic changes. Yet that
may be the end product of conservation. The question is, What do we
want, properity now and_pain later or a little pain now and an answer
¢ later? Our government has apparently chosen the latter answer to the
‘question. ’ . L e
\ Government programs have been aimed at electric energy systems,
gnergy storage, energy conversion, industry conservation, buildings con-
servation, and transportatiod energ) conseration. The ERDA programs
. developed within these six aieas sheuld proive interesting to-negdltive
\ teams interested in providing evidence of how the present system is
responding to the problem. Inherency positions should include reference
* to the‘research and development programs on two levels. (1) the experi-
- mentation is moving forward as rapidly as sible, and (2) when the
program is established as beneficial, no-additional legislation would be
“necessary. Consider the following example of federal conservation
,objectives. .-
. Waste heat utilization ir the diesel trucks project of 1976 intended 'to
improve fuel economy. By usimg heat which would normally be wasted, a
steam engine could, provide power for refiigerdtion or other auxiliary
needs. The project proposed to cut fuel consumption by 13 percent.1,
Ptior to the project, no diesel fuel conservation device was available. But
once the-praject was completed, the cost benefit would be sufficient to
cause truckers’to install the device. Result? No new program would be
necessary to .implement this conservation approach. This ,sort of
argument may be very important to your debate positionton this year’s
. ¥ topic. « ) v
' No negative tcam should ignore the implications of such programs for
. " their inherency argumentation. But to argue that the present system is

-~ * i v
.
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. actually conserving and Ygen argue that consenvation will slow down our
. econemy would appear to he contradictory. A balance between these two
] * positions is necessary 4f you are to be effective in your arguments.
. Another national, objective which must be considered is what we will
oo tolerate with regard to our environment. We are revising our preyious

. commitments to clean air. How much noxious gas and fumes can we’
efforts. The implications for the development of disadvantages should be

the rate of lung disease will increase. Again, a balance must be struck in

: ' one's argyments. . ro
The cost of a kilowatt-hour has been rising steadily, and no end
»  appears to be in sight.1 This is to be expected when we live off inventory.
L But one national objective which might aid debaters in arguing about
.- conservation is that conservation saves money. TWe economic benefits of
N . “eliminating fuel Wwastes created by engine friction 1s a case in point. One
estimate claims that friction in engines, generators, and industria}
equipment is consuming as much as 11 percent of*all the energy the
country uses.!%5 Any company which could eliminate 11 percent of its

energy costs without sacrificing anything wotld do #t =~ '~ -

Conservation Future - .
. . . .'\ . . . * -
. Even with conservation efforts, ou1 national energy policy must include

fossil fuel for at least twenty-five years. And the strigtching anticipated by .

.- use of conservation may. mean fossil fuels will be mportant for more than

- twenty-five .years. We cannot expect rapid refinem®t Bf-solar energy

technologies except by government commitment. The capital intensive-
. ntess of these technologies delays wind conversion systems, ocedn thermal .
‘energy conversion (OTEC), and most of the more esoteric energy,

< approaches in part because it'discourages private research and develop-
ment. Presént systems involyving some of these approaches are ruled ouf

because the costs are just too large when compared to fossil fuel
alternatives.106 . ’
. oo g = R N .ot '..I - Q

’

Government Reseaich and Development '« , .

There arg many reasons for government conuol of energy rescarch and
development. John E. Tilton has observed that busingsses generally avoid
substantial research because they raiely pool projects to reduce the risk,
they discount societal benefits, and they do not want to risk their
money.'” Furthermore, the benefits fr(ﬁx research and development
usually spread out *beyoénd the immediate interests,of the researcher.
(NASA progrargs illustraté this. as do National, Idstitutes of Health
we efforts.) Most important, private firms do not directly profit from all
general research. Thus, only the government has broad enough interests
to sustain a comyWnent to research and development. "
X o .

_ | |

EKTC//‘ . . oo 6‘2'- . . / e

.

obvious. If, for example, we allow ““dirty " coal to pollute our atmosphere, . -

.

.
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accept? Some conservation efforts are directly oppossd to environmental ¢ - - 9
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There are two opposing views on the urgency of consenauon Some
beheve t}ral conservation must be a deliberate and coherent effort closely
tied to research and déevelopment. Others believe that conservation must

- be immediate. Whatever tension there is between these two views will be a

» matter for debaters to argue this year. Thorpas Reese feels that the second

- 7" goal is more critical: “If we don’t act now, in a few years it will be too

late.”'198 Others focus upon the need for coherence: “'It is important that

pohq’ makers give some attention to the whole package rather than just

. proceeding on a piecemeal basis.”1% The debater must consider the whole

__...ﬁ\ package: the short and long run, alternative energy sources and conserva-
1 -tion, 'and government and industry. -

Government Regulauon .
The govemmem now does a'greal deal of regulaung and willdo more. All
firms operating in the energy sector are now subject to regulations of one
type or another. Natural gas prices, domestic oil production, oil imports,
uranium imports, electricity rates, allowed costs of electric utilities, and
safety standards for coal mining have all been regulated for some time.!'?
We need to remember that the government will be active in energy
development for another reason. Most of the major petroleum reserves
- that have not been developed are under the direct control of the federa
- government. This includes both tlte outer continental shelf and the
public domain lands of the West,and in Alaska. How rapidl3 these lands
are developed will depend upon the government.!!!
Some would argue for a future with less government involvement.-
Deregulation is looked upon as the panacea for all petroleum-related ills.
Let the market set the price, the argument goes, and industry will find the
supplies. Further, keéping prices low encourages overuse of fuel; con-
, suimers have been spoiled, some say. The aims of regulation are not always
consistent. Congressman Rhodes of Arizona has pointed to one power
. plant in Virginia which spent $25 million converting from coal to oil just
a few-years ago but' has now switched back—at a cost of SlSO million.
Both changes were made ar government requesl h2
. A third position, argued- by many,.advocates a cautious approach to
' governn;ent studieg on energy. Most energy statistics should Be taken with
a grain Jf salt, they say. Others think that greater understanding of the
. . , domestic energy supply sector ‘would aid in the development of an overall
polrcy In any case, all would seem committed to the notion that
knowledge is essential in makmg policw judgments to wrthstand the .
shorlages to come.

A .

- Other Sources’ of Energy . .

.
. L

N No single source can supph all our energy in the future. According to the
- statements included above, we wrll need more energy sources than we
have now, and we must c}onserve Only two alternative sources of energy -

LN
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are mentioned here. The purpose of including them is to Suggest the"
prospects which many claim for any number of éxotic approaches to :
energy. Included in [this secuon are hydroelectric power and ocean

thermaL energy conve 51on ) ) .

i
K i
P} .

Hydroelecmc Power, |

_ Eleven percent of the total generatmg capacity in the UmLed States now
.~ comes from hydroelectric power. This represents a declme from former
, years when almost one-third of our power came from this’source. This
.decline is expected to continue. The questjon discussed here.is whether we
casrutilize this power source better than ‘we do currently. . .
One benefit frgm the continued .use of hydroelecmc poter is the Tow
“outage rate. THis power source is not only reliable, it is also renewable.
> The prices$ charged are becoming’competitive as the prices of other energy
resources increase. Fmally, hydroelectric plants_are well adapted for
serving peak loads, since they can start quickly ahd make rapid changes in
- power output.!!3 But the berefits of this power source dp not end there. -« |
Dams create recreational areas and provide flood control, andthereisno -
air pollution generated by hydroe]ectpgg)wer systems. The system isalso
reliable, and ‘there are enough trained pérsonnel to manage it.
. The problems of, hydroelectric’ mstalla’gons are few. They boil down to™ *
costliness and a shortage of additiona] sites. Building a huge dam costsa _
< lot of money; ‘there are obvious limits on site flexibility, careful.engineer-
ing is requ1red and ecological and social consequences must be con-
sidered. But glven the benefits, many more dams would be built were there °

p,la,ces available to build them. . . \‘ .
-t Govemmem and (‘Qst Reiulanons ' . Co i ’
One reason'why constructidn has not begun in more locations is that th X

federal government prohibits or restricts the lfcensing authority of the

regulator, the Federal Power Commission, on certain rivers.!'* What has

happened is that our government has decided, for one reason or another,

to limit the number of dams. Sites not currently developed are those where

development was ruled out either because of high costs or the llml{auons e
- ~imposed by the government. -

J In Table 14, the location of hydroelectric generating plants in bhe U.S”
is shown, As is clear by con51der1ng the number of plants located in the
United Stdtes, there is substantigl commitment to this energy source. There
is also Iittld doubt that nonfederal hydroelectric plants can be developed
in the United States. The question posed by the lablc is ‘whether this |
source can be expanded without ecological damage or mcurrmg very high

v government cosfs. Comparlson of this,information; to the prevxous\
‘material related to electrical generauon should assist the debatér ‘in
dec1d1ng whether this alternative_is worth extenswe developmem as an

. €energy resource. N
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Table 14. Hydroelectric Plants

_ -World’s Largest Hydroelectric Generating Plants

. - UC—Under constsuction NA—Not svailable Year—Initial operation
Presont  Uitimate Present  Litimate Your
. Neme Megawaits Megawetts Year Neme Mogawetts Megawstts
* Respu, Brazl/Paraguey . —= 2000 UC  ChwlJossph USA 1.024 2000 1956
GrandCoules. USA.. . .. 2,181 9780 1941  Saho Santiego, Bran -—_ 2000 UC
. Aloneo, e 1,290 677¢ 1955  Robert Moses-Neagars. U SA 1.950 1050 1981
524 6500 1967  Seio Grando, Argentne —_ 1800 UC
—_— 648 UC  Dinorwc', Great Britain — 180 UC
e 6400 UC  Ludnglon . USA 1,872 1872 1973
6.008 6006 1968 S Cem,
— 5418 “UC USA/ 1824 1824 1958 |
5225 §226 1971 The A 1.807 1807 1957
4.100 4600 196% —_— 1800 UC
., — 4500 UC  Mca'Cansda . . — 1740 UC
720 ‘ 4320 1974 . 1,021 1670 1950
3,200 4100 1973 . 813 1670 1954
2,000 4000 1975 DBueRdoe’.USA —_ 1600 UC
350 3700 UC  Pata _ 1540 UC.
. o 3,600 ucC Racoon Mountan', U S A. 1,530 1,530 1975 .
350 2820 UC  Kanba.Rhodesa 800 1500 1959
2100 2700 1968  Tumut-3 Austrsia . 750 1500 1972
— 2700 UC Manmbondo Bran! 1,440 1440 1975
—_— 2880 UC  opa Branl 1411 T4 1968
. my.uscss g 1.408 .1532
580 . 1958 . [} 1, 1 1
2—- g% uc Agua Vermelha, Branl -—_— 1 ueC
2390 2300 1955 - Saratov.USSR o 1,360 1300 1987
1816 12270 1969  Dael 650 1353 1970
— - 2250 UC HooverUS . 1,345 1345 1936
Wanagum, US A & 831 1330 1964
% 2,100 2100 1967 mgun USSR —_— 130 -UC
on 3 2100 2100 1970 Zeya, USSR 300 1200 1975
B — 2100y, UC  Takase, Jepan , — 1200 UC
tunbiara. — 2100 UG  PrestRapuds, USA 789 1262 1950
. (1)Pumped storsge " N
Non-Federal HydroelectricPlants in I.S.
’ o Capacities of 150,000 Kilowatts or More as of Jan. 1, 1976
Auxiliaryand pumped storage umits are not included inchydroelectric capacities.
. . Source: Federal Power Comnussion. Bureau of Power .
. Q. Pant . State Mom v . ‘l;:s
Robert Mpses. (Nuagara) %L: mwwwsnmm | .. . . 153%
. Roben (Massena) ‘ NY mm’-’a&mauv g%m
Wanapum . ‘ash :.vmlCam No 2 250
Pnest Rapuds ash Grant County Dist. No 2 . 5
Fes! . *Waeh: County LD No 1 o]
. Bounaslf: Wash B Dept. % - D
J Condwngo o g N wgwc . 100
1 Broias) ) a0 - idaho Power o . 380400
Ross - . Waeh Seafth Dept. of Lighting Co 360,000
Edwerd Cald Cakf Dept of Water Resources %
Cowart NC 300,200
N Upper Smith Mt va R .
. Wash - oy
New Colgate . IR ¢
) Emw [ ) Ore § Pmnﬂan -----
K Sole Harbor > Pa ~ N Harbor Weter Poder Corp m%
Walter Bouldin [N Aa ’ Asbama PowsrCo ..
R Rock lslend . , Wash R MMMN&&O
ot oy ; it - mm"»’w"mm
CabinetGorge | . mgo So c.an.mbmcn 1
Oxbow idaho PowerCo .. .. 5. 180000
. White Rock:, f : Mun Lty 184,900
Carboutin’1 42 Con . @ P e e C5 177920
LayOem ', ‘4 . Moy NBerma Powe: Co. }g‘%
Qe v oo e
JameeD Black o E pmc--mm 43_’&9
- © MartnOam .. ... . Ka ¥ Asgarna Power Co. 54.200
‘Urnts out of service Feb 1975 in dam fallure. .
° - . ° hd
2 N . . »
. From: Tjhe World Mmanac and Book of Facts 1976 (New York: Newspaper Enterprise
. % Association, Inc., 1976),’p. 137. Reprinted by permission of The World Almanac and Book of
Facts, @ copyright 1976. -~ . A -
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Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion ' ‘

Commonly.called OTEC, this vast energy source has yet to be tapped.
John D. Isaacs of Scripps Institute of Oceanography estimated in 1975
that “ocean thermal gradients and salinity gradients are the two greatest
potential energy sources.”’!’5 If the United States could resolve the many

_ technological problems in ways which would be economically acceptable,

" the power problem that was created when the OPEC nations initiated

. their 1973 embargo would be over. '

Techn?)ldgy -

L} ¥
The sourc€is vast, renewable, probably, nonpolluting. Yet the technology™
is still immature: “The state of the art must be advanced in several areas to
produce power plants economically competitive with fossil- and nuclear-

o

fueled systems.”116 .. \
Simply put, OTEC uses the gradient between the warm surface water of
the ocean and the cooler water underneath to generate power. One of the
technological problems is the impact of the temperature clianges gener-
ated by the OTEC process. Clarence Zener noted in the Bulletin of the -

of very large-scale OTEC development.”!"” Translated into debate terms,
this may mean a serious disadvantage if an affirmative team develops this
as the alternative. energy source. Melting the icecaps might be linked to
the climati¢ changes. Clearly, water temperature changes in the Gulf
Stream might cause it to alter course, to flow faster or slower, and
potentially affect wéather systems, as Zener notes.

A separate technological problem is the remoteness of this resource. It .
is inherently unstable since it is in the ocean. As one res€archer noted: “If
the [conversion] platform is more than a few miles in the ocean—and the
experts are talking about platforms 50°or 100 r{iles out—then it’s just not
feasfb?e to string power lines from shore.” '8\ , Lo

Solutions may exist for these many problems, of course. For example, a
hydrogen fuel link*might be the key to large-scale use of OTEC. Power

. lines would then be unnecessary. And.proper placement of the platforms .
might avoid the temperature modification problems. Bat one thing is
certain—the team which does not consider the implications of this power
source may well lose rounds as the .price for their carelessness.
~

o

Final Observation .

The one month ‘spent researching the various energy types which might
‘contribute to our independence, conservation, and research has been
profitable. No summary_coyld cover the variety of other sources which

,might contribute tp"our national well-being. But by selecting the two
extremes relating to water use, the variety might become clearer to you.

Onmitted frem this discussion are such things as geothermal power, the

5 steam which comes spewing from the earth at magy Spots across our

. , . ) " . —
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y nation” Old Faithful in_Yellowstone National Park, for example, could !

- supply considerable powerswere it tapped. Iceland has used this naturg] —4'\.-
energy ¥source, and so might the United States. Despite this and other
omissions, you have been introduced to a number of approaches which

€ you miight mvesugate further as a consequif of this First Analysis.
, ! One difficulty in putting something of this-dort together is that there is
. so little time to reflgct upon what has been learned. The advantage that
. you, the reader, have is the time to reflect before you.begin your debates.
[} : —
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NUEA Referendum AR )
- »
% . ‘
.. : <«
. Problem Areas . ‘ -, I
I What should be ‘the role m federal government .ip regulating the mass
media in the United States? P
II. What should be the direction of-tiie. foreign policy of the ted States? K
III. Wha?fould be the energy policy of the United States? R /
*  Choice of Problem Areas/by Official Referendum Vote ot -

In the balloting shown below each state or orgahization ranked the.three problem
areas in order of preference. Arizona, for example, ranked problem area II first, 111
second, and I third. Thus, the problem area with the smallest preference voie total
is selected as the INauonal a}zhglLSchofl Problem Area. .
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Agkansas ’

"Colorado . -
District of Columbia
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North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

" Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

South Dakota
Tennessee N
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia .
Washington .
Wisconsin _
Wyoming :
NFL \
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Votes cast: 39

Method of Voting

w0
e

States Using

Balloting of schools . 31
Director ’ 4
Committee r 1

3 -

Vote by Problem Area *

- Ist

)
(¢4}

First Place Votes
I

I

g 9 13
0 -3 ]
] 0
0 ]
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2nd
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I. Media
II. Foreign Policy
Energy

10

13 -

16

12
- 10
= 18
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17

6 °

In Problem Area IIL,. resolution three_was the near unanimous choice. That
resolution was worded, 'Resolved. That the federal governmentshouldestablisha
comprehensxve program to significantly ‘increast the energy mdependence of the “
United States.”
The National Conference, coSponsored by the Commututee on Dlscﬁssmn &d s
Debate of the NUEA and the National Federauon of High School Activities
Association, will meet at a site yet to be determined, December 28-29, 1978.
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