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FROM THE PRESIDENT… 
 
AERE makes its greatest contribution to its members by 
providing a number of forums for debate of environ-
mental and resource economics issues. This includes the 
selection of a portfolio of sessions on these topics at the 
Allied Social Science Associations (ASSA) meetings in 
January and the summer meetings of the American Agri-
cultural Economics Association (AAEA). It also 
includes the uniquely AERE experience, the annual 
AERE workshop. Information on these events can be 
found in this newsletter, but here I’d like to pass on the 
highlights and recognize those who have done the hard 
work. 
 

• In June, AERE held a special edition of its 
annual workshop in Cambridge, Massachusetts on 
the topic of market-based instruments. The workshop 
was “special” in many ways. Co-sponsored by the Har-
vard Committee on the Environment and the Kennedy 
School of Government, the workshop organizers 
accommodated a record number of participants (175) 
and paper submissions (140). Perhaps the most popular 
session was the panel discussion on what we know and 
don’t know about tradeable permit systems. Its success 
has led many to argue for a panel discussion of experts 
as a regular addition to our annual workshops. (Unar-
guably, a second highpoint of the workshop was the din-
ner at the Harvard Faculty Club!) Once again, our thanks 
go to Rob Stavins, who made the joint venture possible 
and who shouldered most of the burden, to Marelu 
Justus and Jo-Ann Mahoney, who handled the logistics 
flawlessly, to the program committee for reading the 140 
submissions and agreeing on a final program of 14 
papers, and to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 
(ERS), for supplying the funds AERE draws on to make 
these workshops possible. 

 
• The AERE Workshop of Summer 2000 moves 

to the west coast this year to La Jolla, California. The 
size of the workshop returns to its traditional smaller 
scale of about 80. This year's topic will be: what deter-
mines the effectiveness of resource and environmental 
regulation?      Peter    Berck    is    chairing    this   year's  
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committee, aided by John Beghin, Iowa State University, 
John Charbonneau, FWS, Carol A. Jones, ERS, Norman 
Meade, NOAA, and Laura Taylor, Georgia State 
University. A Call for Papers was mailed to all current 
members of AERE last month. See additional details on 
page 5. 

 
• Plans are now nearly complete for the annual  

ASSA meetings being held in Boston. Given the level 
of interest shown in market-based incentives at the 1999 
AERE Workshop, the AERE invited papers session at 
the ASSA meetings in Boston will revisit this timely 
topic. The jointly-sponsored AERE-AEA session will 
address another particularly timely question: “Does Ret-
rospective and Prospective Benefit Cost Analyses 
Improve Environmental Policy?” AERE will sponsor six 
additional sessions that are reported on page 8. Anna 
Alberini has taken over as chair of the program commit-
tee that selected papers and assembled sessions for the 
ASSA meetings as well as those at the AAEA meetings 
in Nashville this past summer. This is an enormous job 
that she handled with Heidi J. Albers, Larry Goulder, 
and George Parsons. Please make a special  point  of  
attending  as  many  of  the  sessions in   
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Boston as interest you; the AEA is watching, and our 
future session allotment will be figured as a function of 
current attendance. Also, please join us for the AERE 
luncheon which serves as our general meeting. This year 
special arrangements were made with the four-star Four 
Seasons Hotel. The reservation form—enclosed in this 
newsletter—must be returned by December 20th. 
 

• The best is saved for last…planning is well 
underway for the World Congress of Environmental 
and Resource Economists in 2002, and this time 
AERE will be the host. Co-chairs Chuck Howe and 
Peter Parks prepared a request for proposals to host the 
Congress and assembled a selection committee to review 
the seven excellent and detailed proposals that were 
submitted. Details are reported by the committee on 
page 4, but the bottomline is this: the next World 
Congress will be held in Monterey, California, in June 
2002. While Monterey is not Venice, it has its own very 
special appeal and we believe this Congress will be even 
more successful than the first. To make it happen will 
take a good deal of work. Anyone who is interested in 
participating, please let Chuck, Peter, or me know. A 
number of committees (program, host, fundraising, etc.) 
will need willing members both from our ranks and 
those of the European Association of Environmental and 
Resource Economists (EAERE).  
 

Planning for a second World Congress is especially 
meaningful as AERE and EAERE continue their  
increasing cooperation. This year we introduced a joint 
offer for calendar year 2000 members. EAERE members 
have been offered a secondary membership in AERE 
with full benefits at half price.  Likewise, AERE mem-
bers have the opportunity to join EAERE at half price. 
We hope this offer adds to the value of membership in 
both associations and encourages a more global forum 
for environmental and resource economics work. 
 

In AERE’s 20th year, the association is now 900 
strong and still growing. Please remember to renew your 
membership this fall. 
 

  Nancy Bockstael 
  Department of Economics 
  University of Maryland, College Park 
  College Park, MD 20742-5535 
  E-mail: nancyb@arec.umd.edu  
  Telephone: 301-405-1263   
  Facsimile: 301-314-9091 
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AERE ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 
AERE SPECIAL EDITION 

WORKSHOP 1999 
 
On July 18-20, 1999, a special edition of the annual 
AERE Workshop on "Market-Based Instruments for 
Environmental Protection" was held at Harvard Univer-
sity in Cambridge, Massachusetts. A complete list of 
papers presented at the workshop can be found in the 
May 1999 issue of the AERE Newsletter. Selected 
papers are posted with the permission of the authors and 
are downloadable as pdf files at:  
http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/bcsia/enrp/wkshp.htm 
 
Workshop Chair:  

Robert N. Stavins, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government, Harvard University 

 
Paper Selection Committee: 

John Beghin, Iowa State University 
Peter Berck, University of California, Berkeley 
Dallas Burtraw, Resources for the Future 
Lawrence Goulder, Stanford University 
Robert Hahn, American Enterprise Institute 
Hilary Sigman, Rutgers University 
Robert Stavins, Harvard University 
Tom Tietenberg, Colby College 

Sponsor Delegates: 
Norman Meade, National Oceanographic 
Atmospheric Administration 
John Charbonneau, Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

Workshop Coordinators: 
Marelu Justus and Jo-Ann Mahoney 

 
Workshop Sponsors: 

AERE 
 John F. Kennedy School of Government 
 Harvard University Committee on Environment 
 

AERE sponsorship of workshops is funded, in part, 
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admini-
stration (NOAA), the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Economic Research 
Service. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS' 
MEETING 

 
The annual meeting of the AERE Board of Directors 
will be held on Friday, January 7th from 5:30 to 7:30 
p.m. at the Sheraton Boston Hotel in the Kent Room.  
Anyone with matters to be brought before the Board 
should contact the president: 

  Nancy Bockstael 
  Department of Economics 
  University of Maryland, College Park 
  College Park, MD 20742-5535 
  E-mail: nancyb@arec.umd.edu  
  Telephone: 301-405-1263   
  Facsimile: 301-314-9091 
 
 

DIRECTORY AND HANDBOOK 
 
The AERE Directory and the AERE Handbook are now 
available in electronic form. We have moved from hard-
copy to electronic publication and distribution to save 
printing and postage costs, and to provide members with 
a more current directory with quarterly updates. 

 Both documents are provided as downloadable 
Adobe Acrobat 3.0 PDF files.  The download site is: 
http://www.rff.org/~aere.  If you do not have an Adobe 
Acrobat 3.0 reader, one may be obtained free of charge 
from Adobe by following the link provided in the site. 
Additional instructions for downloading the documents 
are also provided on the site. The directory and the 
handbook are password protected to prevent unauthor-
ized downloads. All current members of AERE have 
been mailed a letter that contains the password. 

 If you have any comments on the electronic distri-
bution of these documents, or experience any trouble 
with the site, please send me an e-mail or contact 
Marilyn Voigt, AERE executive secretary, in the AERE 
business office by e-mail: voigt@rff.org or telephone: 
202-328-5077. Thanks. 

  Ray Kopp 
  Treasurer 
  kopp@rff.org 
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EAERE SECONDARY MEMBERSHIP 
 
Individuals who are members of AERE in 2000 are eli-
gible for a secondary membership in the EAERE for   
2000 for just half the usual price of membership (and 
free for AERE members under the age of 30!).  Benefits 
of secondary membership in EAERE include: 

• A substantial discount to EAERE conferences and 
World Congresses organized by EAERE and AERE 
jointly; 

• Reduced subscription rates for Environmental and 
Resource Economics, the journal published by 
Kluwer Academic Publishers, and Resources Policy 
published by Elsevier; 

• The right to vote in EAERE's General Assembly and 
for the EAERE president and Council.  

Forms for this special arrangement will be sent to all   
AERE members. 
 
 

HOME PAGE 
 
AERE can be found on the world wide web at: 

 http://www.aere.org 

(Note: There have been no changes to the AERE server. 
The AERE home page can also be found at 
http://www.ecu.edu/econ/aere/.) 

 The AERE Home Page is a valuable resource. It 
provides information about membership, the Journal of 
Environmental Economics and Management (JEEM), a 
list of AERE members with web pages, the on-line edi-
tion of excerpts from the AERE Newsletter, graduate 
programs in environmental and resource economics, 
meetings and workshops, job opportunities, on-line dis-
cussion lists, and WWW links of interest.  Send any and 
all comments to:  

John Whitehead 
Department of Economics 
East Carolina University 
WhiteheadJ@mail.ecu.edu 
 

 

For AERE membership information, including applica-
tion forms, see the AERE Home Page at: www.aere.org. 
For inquiries about subscriptions to JEEM or other mat-
ters, please contact: Marilyn M. Voigt, AERE Executive 
Secretary, voigt@rff.org; Telephone: 202-328-5077. 

 

PUBLICATION DISCOUNTS 
 
Through special arrangements with Cambridge Univer-
sity Press and North-Holland Press, 20% discounts on 
Environment and Development Economics and Resource 
and Energy Economics are being offered to AERE 
members who wish to subscribe to these journals. In 
addition, Resources for the Future (RFF) offers 20% dis-
counts on all its publications to members of AERE. For 
more information, see the Publications section of the 
Bulletin Board on page 26 in this issue. 
 
 

WORLD CONGRESS OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
AND RESOURCE ECONOMISTS 

 
In late June 2002, the second World Congress of Envi-
ronmental and Resource Economists will be held in 
Monterey, California. The site was selected after careful 
consideration from among a list of excellent candidates. 
The committee responsible for this choice included rep-
resentatives from AERE and the European Association 
of Environmental and Resource Economists (EAERE). 
 
 Committee members included Chuck Howe and 
Peter Parks (co-chairs), Janie Chermak, Frank Convery, 
Michael Hanemann, Gabriel Lozada, Dean Lueck, Ari 
Michelsen, J.R. de Shazo, and Elizabeth Wilman. 
 
Additional announcements, including calls for papers, 
will appear in future AERE Newsletters. 
 

Charles W. Howe 
Department of Economics 
Campus Box 468 
University of Colorado, Boulder 
Boulder, CO Boulder, CO  80309 
Telephone: 303-492-7245 
E-mail: Charles.Howe@colorado.edu 
 
Peter J. Parks 
Agricultural, Food, & Resource 

Economics 
Rutgers University, Cook College 
55 Dudley Road 
New Brunswick, NJ 08901-8520 
Telephone: 908-932-9161 x46 
E-mail: parks@aesop.rutgers.edu 

 

AERE Newsletter / 4  

mailto:WhiteheadJ@mail.ecu.edu
http://www.aere.org/
mailto:voigt@rff.org
mailto:parks@aesop.rutgers.edu


CALLS FOR PAPERS 
 

 
AERE WORKSHOP 2000 

 
 

Effectiveness of Resource and Environmental 
Regulation 

 
June 11-13, 2000 

Scripps Institute of Oceanography 
La Jolla, California 

 
 
The next AERE Summer Workshop will be held at the 
Scripps Institute of Oceanography from 12 noon on June 
11 to 12 noon on June 13, 2000, in La Jolla, California.  
It will focus on theoretical and empirical work that is 
drawn from many economic perspectives and illustrative 
of a variety of regulatory problems in developed and 
developing countries. Suggested topics for papers 
include: What makes a regulation effective?  How does 
one know that a regulation has been effective?  Which 
regulations or types of regulations have been effective? 
 
 There are many ways to approach these questions, 
including: mechanism design; the use of laboratory 
experiments; measuring the effectiveness of and/or need 
for monitoring and enforcement; developing the theo-
retical efficacy of command-and-control versus market-
based policies in meeting environmental goals; con-
ducting longitudinal or retrospective studies relating 
environmental quality to control efforts; and developing 
political-economic models that can help explain the 
effectiveness/ineffectiveness of policies. There are also 
many practical questions in this area. For example: How 
do the International Pacific Halibut Commission and the 
regional fisheries councils differ in their effectiveness of 
regulating stock and why?  Did the U.S. Forest Service 
meet the goals set out for it by Congress?  Are different 
levels of regulation, such as endangered species desig-
nation with and without critical habitat designation, 
important?  What are the roles of cheating and politics in 
making the Clean Air Act effective?  Similar questions 
are also pertinent in developing countries. 
 
  

 To present a paper at this workshop, please submit a 
three-page abstract to Peter Berck, Workshop Chair, at 
the address below. Abstracts are due December 15, 
1999.  Expenses of paper presenters will be covered up 
to a maximum of $1,000, including workshop registra-
tion, airfare, ground transportation, hotel, meals, and 
incidental workshop-related expenses. All paper present-
ers must be AERE members. Nonmembers may join at 
the time of registration. Authors will be notified of the 
status of their submissions by January 28, 2000. 
Accepted papers are due May 1, 2000, and must not be 
published before the time of the workshop. 
 
 Further information, including registration forms 
and travel and lodging information, will be mailed to 
AERE members in early 2000. 
 
 AERE gratefully acknowledges the funding pro-
vided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Economic Research Service,  and the support 
provided by the Scripps Institute of Oceanography for 
the use of the Hubbs Conference Center. 
  
  
Send abstracts to Prof. Peter Berck. 
 

By U.S. Mail or Overnight Service: 
Department of Agricultural and 

Resource Economics and Policy 
207 Giannini Hall 
University of California, Berkeley 
Berkeley, CA 94720-3310 

 
By E-mail: pberck@uclink4.berkeley.edu. 
Use the words "AERE Abstract" as the e-mail 
subject.  

 
No facsimiles, please.  
 

     Peter Berck 
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ALLIED SOCIAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATIONS (ASSA) 

 
 
The 2000 Winter meeting of the ASSA will be held in 
New Orleans, LA on January 5-7, 2001.  AERE will 
sponsor six contributed papers sessions of three to four 
papers each.  Those wishing to have a paper considered 
for AERE's sessions should send six copies of a 1-3 page 
abstract.  Submissions must be postmarked or sent via 
facsimile by May 19, 2000 to Prof. Anna Alberini who 
is currently at the University of Colorado, Boulder.  
Effective January 8, 2000, she will be at the University 
of Maryland, College Park.  Both addresses are listed 
below. 

 Prof. Anna Alberini 
 Department of  Economics 
 University of Colorado, Boulder  
 Campus Box 256 
 Boulder, CO  80309-0256 
 Telephone: 303-492-6653 
 Facsimile: 303-492-8960 
 E-mail: alberini@colorado.edu 
 
After January 8, 2000: 
 

Department of Agricultural and Resource  
Economics  
2200 Symons Hall  
University of Maryland  
College Park, MD 20742  
Telephone: 301-405-1267  
Facsimile: 301-314-9091  
E-mail alberini@arec.umd.edu  

 
 Proposals for complete sessions are also invited.  
Organizers of proposed sessions should submit abstracts 
of papers following the above instructions.  Papers may 
be accepted or rejected on an individual basis unless the 
organizer specifically requests the session be considered 
only in its entirety. 
 
 Due to limited resources, those wishing to have 
receipt of their submissions must also submit a self-
addressed, stamped postcard. 
 

 

AMERICAN AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 
ASSOCIATION (AAEA) 

 
 
The 2000 Summer meeting of the AAEA will be held in 
Tampa, Florida on July 30 - August 2, 2000. AERE will 
sponsor three selected papers sessions.  Those  authors 
wishing to have a paper considered for AERE's sessions 
should send six copies of a 1-3 page abstract.  Submis-
sions must be postmarked or sent via facsimile by 
January 14, 2000 to Prof. Anna Alberini (see infor-
mation about mailing addresses above). 
 
 Proposals for complete sessions are also invited.  
Organizers of proposed sessions should submit abstracts 
of papers following the above instructions.  Papers may 
be accepted or rejected on an individual basis unless the 
organizer specifically requests the session be considered 
only in its entirety. 
 
 Due to limited resources, those wishing to have 
receipt of their submissions must also submit a self-
addressed, stamped postcard. 
 
 
 

DELAWARE SEDIMENT & STORMWATER 
CONFERENCE 2000 

 
 
The Sediment and Stormwater Management Program of 
Delaware's Department of Natural Resources and Envi-
ronmental Control (DNREC), Division of Soil and 
Water Conservation, announces a call for papers for the 
Conference 2000 slated for October 24-27, 2000 at the 
University of Delaware, Clayton Hall Conference Facil-
ity in Newark, Delaware.  The Conference will focus on 
topics related to erosion, sediment and stormwater man-
agement as well as related resources issues.   
 
 Contributors must submit one copy of a typewritten, 
single-spaced abstract by November 30, 1999.  The 
abstract should not exceed 250 words. An "Abstract 
Submittal Form" is required and may be obtained from 
Jeanne Feurer, Conference Coordinator, Telephone: 302-
739-4411; E-mail at jfeurer@dnrec.state.de.us. 
 
 

AERE Newsletter / 6  

mailto:alberini@colorado.edu
mailto:jfeurer@dnrec.state.de.us


Topics of Papers Requested for Submittal: 
 
• Regulatory Programs—NPDES. TMDLS, Nonpoint 

Programs; 
• Program Implementation—Innovative Strategies to 

Meet Regulatory Challenges; 
• Best Management Practices—Design, Research, 

Monitoring, and Modeling; 
• Resources Protection Efforts—Riparian and Wetland 

Protection and Enhancement; 
• Watershed Programs—Management Issues, Funding 

Options, Tributary Strategies; 
• Low Impact Development/Nonstructural 

Approaches for Stormwater Management; 
• Specific Case Studies—Ideas from the private and 

nonprofit sectors; 
• Specific Case Studies—Ideas from the local, state 

and federal agencies. 
  
 Abstracts will be reviewed for originality, technical 
merit, and benefit or significance to the conference.  
Acceptance notification will be made to the presenting 
author by January 15, 2000.  Authors will be expected to 
submit complete papers (not to exceed eight single-
spaced pages).  Final papers must be received by April 1, 
2000.  All presenters of oral papers must register for the 
conference. A discount of registration fees will be avail-
able for accepted presenters. Presenters will be responsi-
ble for paying their own travel expenses. 
 
 

EAERE 2000 ANNUAL CONFERENCE 
 

Rethymnon, Crete, Greece 
June 30 - July 2, 2000 

 
Program 

 The three-day program will consist of plenary ses-
sions with keynote speakers and parallel sessions with 
contributed papers in areas of interest to the EAERE. 
The topics can be in all fields of environmental and 
resource economics. Both theoretically and empirically 
oriented papers are welcome. The conference program 
will also include social events in the evenings. 
 

Call for Papers 

 Those who wish to submit a paper to the conference 
should mail four copies of the paper, including a one-
page abstract, to the Program Committee (see address 
below) before January 15, 2000. 
 
Venue 

 Crete stands at the crossroads of Europe, Asia and 
Africa. Evidence of its rich history, mythology and cul-
ture is reflected in its many well-preserved structures 
from earlier civilizations including Minoan, Byzantine 
and Venetian periods. Rethymnon is located on the 
northern coast of Crete, between Chania and Iraklion. It 
is a modern city, which has maintained its historical role 
as the Cretan city of arts, culture and education. The 
temperature in the summer months averages 79°F 
(26°C) making it ideal for swimming and other water 
sports at its many sandy beaches, as well as hiking and 
exploring of its varied terrain of mountains and gorges. 
 
Information 

 Further information on program, registration costs 
and hotels will be provided in an announcement and 
second call for papers. See web site at:  

http://www.soc.uoc.gr/calendar/2000EAERE/index.htm 
 
Conference Executives: 

Anastasios Xepapadeas 
Emmanuel Petrakis 
Vasilis Pesmazoglou 
Joan Stefan 
Periklis Drakos 
Nektaria Liodaki 
Fax: +30 831 77406, +30 831 77860 
E-mail: eaere2000@econ.soc.uoc.gr 

Program Committee 

c/o Anastasios Xepapadeas 
University of Crete 
Department of Economics 
University Campus 
74100 Rethymno 
Crete, Greece 
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MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 
 
 

ALLIED SOCIAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATIONS (ASSA) 

 
January 7-9, 2000 

Boston, Massachusetts 
 
 

AERE PAPERS SESSION 
 

Valuation of Mortality Risk Reductions 
(J17, J28, Q26) 

 
Presiding: James Hammitt 

Harvard School of Public Health 
Date/Time: Friday, January 7th, 8:00 a.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Alan J. Krupnick (Resources for the Future [RFF]), 

Anna Alberini (University of Colorado), Maureen 
Cropper (University  of Maryland [U of MD] and 
The World Bank), Ron Goree and Bernie O'Brien 
(McMaster University), Natalie Simon (EPA), and 
Martin Heintzelman (RFF),“What Are Older People 
Willing to Pay to Reduce Their Risk of Dying?” 

2. James Hammitt (Harvard School of Public Health), 
“Evaluating the Effect of Visual Aids on Willing-
ness to Pay for A Reduction in Mortality Risk” 

3. Carol Robinson (Center for Disease Control) and 
Laura Taylor (Georgia State University), “Consistent 
Risk Measurement, The Sources of Risk, and Esti-
mating the Value of a Statistical Life” 

 
Discussants:  
 James Hammitt, Harvard University  
 Richard Bishop, University of  Wisconsin 
 Maureen Cropper, The World Bank 
 
   

 
 

 
 

Advances in Valuation Methods (Q26) 
 

Presiding: Anna Alberini, University of Colorado 
Date/Time: Friday, January 7th, 10:15 a.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Joseph Herriges (Iowa State University [ISU]), 

Catherine Kling (ISU) and Daniel Phaneuf (North 
Carolina State University), “What’s the Use?  
Recovering Both Use and Non-use Values from 
Revealed Preferences in Kuhn-Tucker Models” 

2. Kevin Boyle (University of Maine), Richard Bishop 
(University of Wisconsin), Daniel Hellerstein (U.S. 
Department of Agriculture [USDA]), Michael Welsh 
(Christensen Associates), Mary Ahearn (USDA), 
Andrew Laughland (Fish and Wildlife Service 
[FWS]), and John Charbonneau (FWS), “Tests of 
Scope in Contingent Valuation Studies: Are the 
Numbers for  the Birds?” 

3. Katherine Kiel (College of the Holy Cross) and 
Jennifer Weinberger (U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency [EPA]), “Jointly Estimating the Prices of 
Environmental Goods” 

4. Ted Gayer (Georgetown University) “Neighborhood 
Demographics and the Distribution of Hazardous 
Waste Risks:  An Instrumental Variable Estimation” 

 
Discussants:    

Kenneth E. McConnell, University of Maryland, 
College Park 

Timothy Haab, East Carolina University 
Daniel Hellerstein, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Diane Hite, Mississippi State University 
 
 

Land Use Change and the Environment: 
Econometric Methods for Policy Analysis (Q24, R14) 

 
Presiding: Andrew Plantinga, University of Maine 
Date/Time: January 7th, 2:30 p.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Ian Coxhead (University of Wisconsin) and Agnes 

Rola (University of the Philippines, Los Baños), “If 
Land Use Influences Land Degradation, What Influ-
ences Land Use?” 
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2. Ian Hardie (U MD), Peter Parks (Rutgers Univer-
sity), Peter Gottlieb (U MD), and David Wear (U.S. 
Forest Service), “Integration of Urban and Rural 
Land Use Models: Necessary to Predict Land Allo-
cation?” 

3. Douglas J. Miller (Iowa State University) and 
Andrew Plantinga (University of Maine), “A Non-
stationary Markov Model of Dynamic Land Use and 
Applications to Controlling Non-point Source 
Pollution” 

4. Colin Vance and Jacqueline Geoghegan (Clark 
University), “Spatially Explicit Models of Land-Use 
Change: An Application to a Semi-Subsistence 
Agriculture in Southern Mexico” 

 
Discussants:  

Peter Parks, Rutgers University  
Mary Ahearn, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
James Shortle, Pennsylvania State University  
Kathleen Bell, University of Washington 

 
 

Analyzing the Costs of Environmental 
Protection (D61) 

 
Presiding: Robert N. Stavins 

John F. Kennedy School of 
Government, Harvard University 

Date/Time: January 8th, 10:15 a.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Winston Harrington (RFF), Richard Morgenstern 

(EPA), and Peter Nelson (RFF), “On the Accuracy 
of Regulatory Cost Estimates” 

2. Sarah West (University of Texas, Austin), “Estima-
tion of the Joint Demand for Vehicles and Miles: 
Analyzing the Distributional Impacts of Alternative 
Car Pollution Control Policies” 

3. Terry Dinan (Congressional Budget Office) and 
Diane Lim Rogers (The Urban Institute), “The Dis-
tributional Effects of a Carbon Allowance Trading 
Policy” 

4. Carl Pasurka (EPA), “Sources of Change in Measur-
able Pollution Abatement Costs: A Joint Production 
Perspective” 

 
Discussants:    

Robert N. Stavins, Harvard University 
Larry Goulder, Stanford University 
Ian Parry, Resources for the Future 
Charlie Kolstad, University of California, Santa 

Barbara 

Measuring the Effects, Benefits and Costs of 
Environmental Regulation (D61) 

 
Presiding: Wayne Gray, Clark University 
Date/Time: January 9th, 8:00 a.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Randy Becker (U.S. Bureau of the Census) and 

Vernon Henderson (Brown University), “Costs of 
Air Quality Regulation” 

2. David Popp (University of Kansas), “Induced Inno-
vation and Energy Prices” 

3. Wayne Gray (Clark University), “The Environ-
mental Compliance of Paper Mills: The Impact of 
Regulatory Enforcement and Corporate Restructur-
ing” 

4. Dietrich Earnhart, (University of Kansas), "Environ-
mental Compliance and Enforcement” 

 
Discussants: 

Virginia McConnell, University of Maryland, 
Baltimore  

Adam Jaffe, Brandeis University 
Eric Helland, Ball State University 
David Austin, Resources for the Future 

 
 

Natural Resource Modeling and Policy 
(Q24, Q30, Q38) 

 
Presiding: Heidi J. Albers 

Resources for the Future 
Date/Time: January 9th, 1:00 p.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Janie Chermak (University of New Mexico) and 

Robert Patrick (Rutgers University), “Reconciling 
Empirical Tests of the Theory of Exhaustible 
Resources” 

2. Y. H. Farzin (University of California, Davis), “The 
Impact of Oil Price on Additions to Proven U.S. 
Reserves” 

3. Maureen Cropper (U of MD and The World Bank), 
Jyotsna Puri and Charles Griffiths (EPA), “Predict-
ing Spatial Patterns of Deforestation: The Role of 
Roads and Protected Areas in North Thailand” 

4. Carol Mansfield (Duke University), Subhrendu Pat-
tanayak (Research Triangle Institute), and Will 
McDow (Duke), “The Role of Ecological Factors 
and Economic Factors in the Preservation of Signifi-
cant Natural Heritage Areas in North Carolina” 
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Discussants: 
Robert Deacon, University of California, Santa 

Barbara 
Carolyn Fischer, Resources for the Future 
Robert Mendelsohn, Yale University 
Amy Ando, University of Illinois 

 
 

AERE INVITED SESSION 
 

Market-based Instruments 
 

Presiding: Nancy Bockstael, University of 
Maryland, College Park 

Date/Time: January 8th, 2:30 p.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 
 
Papers: 
1. Richard Newell (RFF) and Robert N. Stavins (Har-

vard University), “Heterogeneity of Abatement 
Costs and the Potential Gains from Market-based 
Environmental Policies” 

2. Carolyn Fischer , Ian Parry and William Pizer 
(RFF), “How Important is Technology Policy in 
Protecting the Environment?”  

3. Quinn Weninger (Utah State University) and Rich-
ard Just (U of MD), “Firm Dynamics with Tradeable 
Environmental Permits” 

4. Paul Leiby (Oak Ridge National Laboratory) and 
Jonathan Rubin (University of Maine), “Flexible 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Banking Systems” 

 
Discussants:  

Catherine Kling, Iowa State University 
Karen Fisher-Vanden, Dartmouth College 
 

 
JOINT SESSION WITH THE AMERICAN 

ECONOMIC ASSOCIATION 
 

Does Retrospective and Prospective Benefit Cost 
Analyses Improve Environmental Policy? 

 
  
Presiding: V. Kerry Smith 
  North Carolina State University 
Date/Time: January 8th, 8:00 a.m. 
Place:  Sheraton, Beacon A 

Papers: 
1. Randall Lutter (American Enterprise Institute), 

"Lessons from the Design of the Retrospective 
Analysis of the Clean Air Act for the Prospective 
Evaluation" 

2. Paul R. Portney, RFF, "If We Know Net Benefits 
Are Positive, Why Do Evaluation?" 

3. Richard Morgenstern, EPA, "Do Policy Reform 
Objectives Change with Benefit Cost Evaluations? 
Lessons from EPA's Section 812 Activities" 

4. Robert Stavins, Harvard University, "Will EPA's 
Prospective Evaluation Pass the Laugh Test?" 

 
 

RANDOM UTILITY 2000 

 
Conference and Workshop on "Random Utility 
Theory and Probabilistic Measurement Theory" 

 
Fuqua School of Business 

Duke University 
August 3-8, 2000 

 
The events and the leaders:  

Four half-day tutorials: "Axiomatic Measurement 
Theory and Its Probabilistic Extensions," (R.D. Luce and 
P. Suppes); "Choice Paradigms," (A.A.J. Marley); "The 
Mathematical Structure of Random Utility Characteriza-
tion Problems," (P. Fishburn, F. Roberts); "Probabilistic 
Measurement Theory," (G. Iverson). 
 
Eight half-day themes: "Mathematics of Nonparametric 
RU Models," (J.-P. Doignon, M. Koppen); "Stochastic 
Models of Preference Evolution," (J.-C. Falmagne, S. 
Ovchinnikov); "Parametric RU Models," (H. Joe, R. 
Suck); "Applications to Economics and Management," 
(M. Ben-Akiva and D. McFadden); "Applications to 
Psychology and Marketing," (U. Bockenholt and J. 
Huber); "Applications to Economics, Social Choice and 
Political Science," (M. Alvarez, J. Brehm, and P. Pat-
tanaik); "Probabilistic Measurement Theory," (H. Colo-
nius, D. Heyer, and R. Niederee); Wrap-up discussion 
(A.A.J. Marley). 
 
Registration/Application/Funding:  

 Space will be limited to approximately 40 
participants (in addition to the approximately 20 session 
leaders). Junior scholars (advanced graduate students or 
persons who received Ph.D. degree no earlier than 
August 1, 1994) are strongly encouraged to apply. 
Accepted junior scholars will be exempt from the 
conference registration fee and provided free lodging 
(university housing) and meals during the meeting. 
Limited funds for travel support are also available. 
Application deadline: December 1, 1999. Application 
details: www.fuqua.duke.edu/ru2000.  
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ESSAYS
 
 

Environmental Tax Reform:  Prospects and 
Progress in the States 

by M. Jeff Hamond and Brian Dunkiel* 
 
Members of AERE are undoubtedly aware of the idea 
for environmental tax reform (ETR), an issue that was 
discussed at July’s AERE Workshop at Harvard Univer-
sity. To refresh, the concept of an ETR involves a shift 
from taxes on “good” things, such as work, investment, 
and profits to taxes on “bad” things such as pollution, 
waste, and resource inefficiency. Usually, such a shift is 
proposed to be revenue-neutral, although some advo-
cates believe that a portion of the revenues would be 
well-spent on new investments in environmental tech-
nologies or human capital. (For a general summary of 
the issue, please see either of these Web sites: 

http://www.rprogress.org/pubs/twnw/twnw_execsum.html 
or 
http://www.foe.org/envirotax/taxbooklet/index.html.) 
 
 Until recently, the literature on the topic had focused 
almost exclusively on the complex question of the “dou-
ble dividend”; that is, could a tax shift lead to economic 
and environmental gain at the same time, by reducing 
the total deadweight loss of the tax system and improv-
ing economic efficiency?  While this debate goes on, 
several groups—such as Redefining Progress—have 
been working to broaden the ETR research base by 
sponsoring working papers on new research topics. For 
example, Gib Metcalf of Tufts University allayed some 
concerns about regressivity by showing that a federal-
level ETR could be distributionally neutral, or even 
increase progressivity. A paper by Andrew Hoerner of 
the Center for a Sustainable Economy shows that more 
than 80 percent of American workers are in industries 
that would be net winners under an ETR. And   Matthew  
Kahn   of   Columbia   University   is   writing   a   paper  
__________ 
*M. Jeff Hamond is the former Deputy Director of the 
Incentives Program at Redefining Progress and now 
works on Capitol Hill. Brian Dunkiel is the Director of 
Tax Policy and Staff Attorney for Friends of the Earth, 
and can be reached at bdunkiel@foe.org.  Portions of 
this article previously appeared in the March/April 1999 
issue of E: The Environmental Magazine.  For the full 
text of the article—a cover story on environmental tax 
reform—please see http://www.emagazine.com/march-
april_1999/0399feat1.html. 
 
 

 
demonstrating how an ETR at the state level could help 
create new opportunities in urban areas. (Please see 
http://www.rprogress.org/pubs/publist.html for more 
information on these papers.) 
 
 [On the question of the double dividend, it is worth 
noting for the AERE readership that a few former skep-
tics are beginning to believe that dual dividends may 
indeed be possible. For example, Ian Parry of Resources 
for the Future, who had formerly expressed doubt about 
the double dividend, recently released a working paper 
with  Antonio  Bento  of  the  World Bank in  which they  
found that with an ETR (or alternatively, using the reve-
nues from auctioned permits to reduce existing taxes), 
the economic costs of modest emissions reductions may 
be negative. The paper is available at 
http://www.worldbank.org/html/dec/Publications/ 
Workpapers/wps2000series/wps2119/wps2119.pdf.] 
 
 Although green tax reform is not exactly becoming 
the law of the land, it is beginning to make inroads on 
the state level, where a blizzard of bills have been intro-
duced and a healthy dialogue is building. Here’s a state-
by-state look at some recent developments. 
 
Maine 
 
 Progressive financial ideas are alive and well in 
Maine, which has enacted some of the nation’s strictest 
campaign finance reform laws. One of the most stalwart 
reformers is State Senator Peter Mills, the ranking 
Republican member of the Taxation and Labor Com-
mittee, who recently proposed that the State Planning 
Office study tax shifts to promote environmental objec-
tives, including taxes on carbon emissions and other 
pollutants. The proposal was turned back on a technical-
ity, but Mills wants to reintroduce it, and is seeking 
bipartisan co-sponsorship. 
 
 The Maine Center for Economic Policy and the 
Mainewatch Institute are developing an advisory com-
mittee to develop and test tax-shifting proposals. The 
committee will have input from four panels, representing 
industry, stakeholders (from oil dealers to environmen-
talists), tax experts and economists, and regular citizens. 
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From this process, a consensus bill that can survive in 
the state legislature is expected to emerge. 
 
 Though per capita energy use is high in Maine, the 
idea of shifting taxes from income and onto polluters has 
considerable appeal in a state with famously independent 
voters. 
 
Michigan 
 
 Through the work of former Democratic State Rep-
resentative Kirk Profit, the Michigan legislature has its 
own Subcommittee to Explore the Environmental Sensi-
tivity of the Michigan Tax Code. Hearings began in 
1997, and the committee soon evolved eight bills that 
offered tax incentives for a variety of positive activities. 
Through the legislation, manufacturers could earn tax 
credits for energy conservation, and for operating fleets 
of alternative fuel cars. Four bills out of the eight intro-
duced were enacted in 1998, including provisions to 
offer tax credits for the purchase and installation of recy-
cling equipment; to partially exempt green car buyers 
from sales tax; and to completely exempt them from the 
state use tax. 
 
Minnesota 
 
 Green tax reform has an interesting history in Min-
nesota. It first appeared, in the form of a modest pro-
posal for a $6 per ton carbon tax to fund wind power 
incentives, in 1992. The group that issued that proposal, 
Minnesotans for an Energy-Efficient Economy, has 
since become very active in working for a tax shift, often 
in coalition with other state groups. 
 
 In 1996, a far-reaching Economic Efficiency and 
Pollution Reduction Act was proposed by State Senator 
Steve Morse and State Representative Ann Rest. The bill 
would have cut payroll and property taxes by $1.5 bil-
lion a year, with the revenue replaced by pollution taxes. 
It was defeated in a tie committee vote, and then reintro-
duced in revised form the following year. In its second 
incarnation, it completely eliminated property taxes, and 
used carbon tax revenue to pay for education. This ver-
sion was withdrawn before a vote could be held. 
 
 Public opinion polls show that a majority support 
environmental tax shifting, particularly if it lowers prop-
erty tax bills. Despite studies showing that industry costs 
could decrease if tax reform were implemented, opposi-
tion to ETR in Minnesota has been vocal. The loudest 
voices against it are extractive industries, the Teamsters 
Union and airlines. 
 

Oregon 
 
 Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber is intrigued by the 
ETR idea, and convened an Environmental Taxation 
Subcommittee that was to present recommendations by 
the end of 1998. Northwest Environment Watch esti-
mates that a tax transfer in Oregon could reduce business 
and income taxes from 46 percent of state revenues to 14 
percent, and eliminate all property taxes. Taxes on pol-
lution, carbon and traffic would be added to the 12 per-
cent of state revenues that are already raised by envi-
ronmentally-conscious levies. 
 
 A plethora of proposals are pending in Oregon's 
legislature in 1999, including a tax on pesticides, an 
environmentally redirected water permit pollution fee 
that penalizes polluters, and legislative funding for a 
large-scale tax-shift study. Some Oregon activists are 
even lobbying for a plan to return pollution tax revenue 
directly to taxpayers in lump-sum payments. "I think 
there's definitely a chance to air these issues at a higher 
level than was there before," says Jeff Allen, executive 
director of the Oregon Environmental Council. 
 
Vermont 
  
Vermont's Department of Public Service issued a report 
last summer entitled Fueling Vermont's Future:  Com-
prehensive Energy Plan and Greenhouse Gas Action 
Plan. It is a strikingly progressive document that empha-
sizes pressuring the marketplace to produce more envi-
ronmental results by including social costs as part of 
market prices. 
 
 In the report, the state agency examines what would 
happen if a carbon tax were imposed, with revenues 
returned to taxpayers via other tax cuts; and if motor 
vehicle registration and licensing fees were reduced in 
favor of fuel taxes. The report estimates that the two tax 
shifts together would cut fossil fuel use in the state by 
16.2 percent as soon as 2000, while also stimulating a 
38.7 percent increase in the use of renewable energy. 
Energy use for transportation would decline 30 percent, 
and emissions that cause acid rain and smog would fall 
20 percent. In the long run, the report concludes, such 
tax shifts would increase employment and make energy 
more affordable. 
 
 In 1996, Vermont passed Act 60, a radical refinanc-
ing of public school education that includes among its 
provisions a four-cent-a-gallon increase in the state's 
gasoline tax. Earlier provisions that included a more far-
reaching pollution and energy tax were killed in com-
mittee. A bill based on the state report, which would  
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implement most of its proposals, including a $100 per 
ton carbon tax, is pending in the state legislature. 
 
 Friends of the Earth works with a growing coalition 
of Vermont business, consumer, low-income and envi-
ronmental organizations set on promoting ETR. The 
coalition recently released a report called Tax Reform 
that Agrees with Vermont, which reviews a menu of 
ETR options for the state. The report can be found on the 
Internet at www.foe.org/envirotax/. 
 
California 
 
 Finally, in California, where Proposition 13 and 
unprecedented growth have placed huge fiscal pressures 
on local government, a new coalition has formed to push 
for environmentally responsible changes in the state’s 
budget and tax policies. The new group, the California 
Tax Reform Coalition, is a collaboration between the 

California League of Conservation Voters Education 
Fund, the California Tax Reform Association, the Next 
Generation,  and   Redefining   Progress.   The  Coalition 
jointly released a report called Greening the Golden 
State:  A Tax Reform for the New California in July 
1999, which outlined how and why an ETR could work 
in California. The report offered a number of possible 
tax reductions and increases, and suggested three differ-
ent ETR scenarios—one focused on transportation and 
energy, one on resources and pollution, and one on 
property and land use. 
 
 The Coalition has just begun to work with legislators 
and the press to promote the idea of an ETR in the 
nation’s most populous state, so there’s a long road 
ahead, but the group hopes to make progress with incre-
mental changes while it builds support for the larger 
ETR idea. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
◆     ◆    ◆  

 
 
 
 

                                                

Controlling Inputs to Control Pollution: 
When Will It Work?1 

 
by Gloria E. Helfand2 

 

 
1 This analysis is based on a working paper available from the author. That paper contains more detailed derivations and 
discussions of the results. 
2 School of Natural Resources and Environment, The University of Michigan, Dana Building, 430 E. University 
Ann Arbor, MI  48109-1115; ghelfand@umich.edu 
 

Occasionally in environmental regulation it is proposed 
that regulatory instruments be applied to inputs to 
production, rather than to pollution itself. This situation 
arises with, for example, nonpoint source water pollution, 
where the effluent itself cannot be observed easily (e.g., 
Griffin and Bromley); and pollution prevention, where it is 
argued that reduction in the use of toxic inputs avoids 
multimedia    disposal     problems    (U.S.   Environmental  
 Protection Agency). To replicate the efficiency of a 
pollution tax, in general, each input that contributes to 
pollution must be taxed (Holtermann). Additionally, if 
pollution functions differ among the sources of pollution, 
the input taxes must be differentiated by source (Griffin 
and Bromley).  

 In issues ranging from controlling toxic substances 
(Macauley, Bowes, and Palmer) to garbage disposal 
(Lifset), questions arise about how to regulate damaging 
substances that are inputs to production or consumption 
processes, and whose damages depend on their use or 
disposal. This paper discusses the implications and 
complications associated with controlling inputs to 
production processes rather than controlling pollution or 
damages. 
 
 This paper addresses two major issues:  first, whether 
various pollution control instruments, when applied to 
inputs, can achieve a social optimum; second, under what 
conditions pollution control instruments applied to inputs 
might not reduce pollution. As will be discussed,
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achieving the social optimum might not be feasible, due to 
high transactions costs. Since suboptimal instruments then 
become the primary means to regulate input use, it is 
important to examine possible unintended side effects of 
those instruments. 
 
Taxes, Permits, and Standards for Input Markets 
 
 The theory of pollution taxes and permits has been 
developed primarily in the final market—that is, either the 
market for damages or for emissions. In pollution markets 
where emissions from one source are a direct substitute for 
emissions from another source, taxes and permits geared to 
the same level of pollution will both provide a least-cost 
solution and are often considered equivalent from an effi-
ciency perspective. While it is tempting to assume that this 
result holds as well if taxes or permits are used in input 
markets, in fact the efficiency characteristics are not the 
same.  
 
 Social optimality for input use requires that the value 
marginal product of an input being used in positive 
amounts at the optimum should equal the social cost of 
that input, where the social cost equals its cash cost per 
unit plus the damage caused by the marginal unit of that 
input. If marginal damages are constant across firms, and 
if effluent taxes reflect the marginal damages from each 
firm's pollution, the usual optimality for a pollution tax can 
be demonstrated. 
 
 Input Taxes. As long as either the effects on 
cumulative damage of pollution from each source, or the 
contribution of input m to pollution from each source, 
differs among some firms, then separate input taxes need 
to be developed for all inputs that influence pollution and 
for each source of pollution. Even if total damage is the 
sum of pollution from each source, the input taxes must 
vary to account for the fact that sources do not have 
identical pollution functions. 
 
 If an optimal set of input taxes can be developed, it 
should have the same long-run optimality conditions, in 
terms of getting the right number of firms in an industry, 
as Spulber has identified for an optimal effluent tax. 
Spulber's analysis showed that, if firms are small enough 
that the effects of entry on marginal social damages are 
negligible, then an effluent tax set at marginal social 
damages achieves a long-run efficient market equilibrium. 
The conditions identified by Spulber are replicated for 
inputs with the right tax level. 
 
 Thus, social optimality can be attained by a well 
designed set of input taxes. What is less clear is whether 
input taxes are likely to have the characteristics required 

for social optimality—in particular, that each firm will 
have individual taxes (or subsidies for abating inputs) for 
each input. In many cases, having separate input taxes 
might not be enforceable. For goods sold in retail or 
wholesale markets, it would be almost impossible for a 
vendor to charge different prices to each purchaser. 
Additionally, if the good can be resold easily, then a black 
market in the input could develop, with low-tax input 
purchasers reselling the input to high-tax purchasers or 
themselves using the input for a high-tax purpose (see, 
e.g., Macauley, Bowes, and Palmer). Finally, equity 
considerations arise as individuals or businesses are 
charged different amounts for the same good. 
 
 In some situations, though, individual input prices 
may be more easily enforced. The necessary ingredient is 
the ability to discriminate among users by price. For 
instance, many utilities for supply of energy or water are 
local monopolies and can be expected to have (or currently 
do have) the ability to price-discriminate. Additionally, 
these utilities are frequently regulated, which suggests the 
possibility that pollution taxes could be incorporated into 
their rate structures. 
 
 In general, generation of pollution is likely to involve 
combinations of openly marketed goods and those 
produced by utilities. Since individual input taxes could 
only be achieved on some of the inputs, it is unlikely that 
the social optimum can be attained. Combinations of 
individual and uniform (or absent) input taxes cannot be 
ranked a priori: as suboptimal instruments, these 
approaches can only be compared in empirical studies. 
 
 Marketable Input Permits. A system of marketable 
permits for inputs would restrict the total availability of 
each input and allow markets to determine the value of the 
input. Social optimality conditions can only be met if each 
pollution source's use of each input has the same effect on 
aggregate damage. If sources differ in their effects—either 
because pollution from one source does not have the same 
effect on total damage as pollution from another source, or 
because use of an input by one firm has a different effect 
on its pollution than does use by another firm—then a 
system of marketable input permits will not achieve the 
social optimum. 
 
 Marketable input permits, almost by definition, lead to 
equalization of marginal costs of the inputs across firms, 
while social optimality requires distinguishing the social 
costs caused by each firm. This result is analogous to the 
problem with marketable emissions or effluent permits 
when the pollution from one source is not equivalent to the 
pollution from another; the levels of permits then need to 
be adjusted by a mechanism such as transfer coefficients 
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(see, e.g., Baumol and Oates). Here, the problem is 
compounded because of differential effects of the input on 
pollution from each source. 
 
 It could be difficult even to determine the levels of 
aggregate input use necessary to achieve a specified level 
of total damage. There is generally not a unique vector of 
the total level of each input X = {Xm, m = 1, . . ., M} to 
achieve a specified level of aggregate pollution Z = 
Z[z1(x1

1, ..., xM
1), . . ., zN], where zn is the pollution from 

firm n resulting from its use of inputs xm
n. Even with a 

specified X, different allocations of inputs among the N 
firms can lead to different levels of pollution. Developing 
a system of marketable permits in input markets, then, will 
not clearly achieve a specified pollution level without a 
great deal of information on the part of the regulator. 
 
 Input Standards. Under certainty, a system of firm-
specific input restrictions (quantity controls) is the dual to 
a set of firm-specific input taxes. Here, the requirement to 
achieve the social optimum (Griffin and Bromley) would 
be to designate separate input requirements for every input 
used by each producer. The number of instruments would 
be as large as for a system of taxes. In this case, assuming 
perfect enforcement, the problem of resale markets would 
be avoided:  producers would pay the same prices for 
inputs but would be restricted in how much they could use. 
Industry-specific regulations exist for emissions under the 
New Source Performance Standards of the Clean Air Act 
(Office of the Federal Register 1987); it is possible that 
industry-specific regulations could be developed on input 
use (though such regulations would still not be plant-
specific). Still, enforcing a system of this nature would not 
be easy, since it would require monitoring use of every 
input by every source. Additionally, based on Spulber's 
analysis, it is likely that a set of input standards could lead 
to excessive entry into the industry relative to the social 
optimum. 
 
 In sum, it is theoretically possible, using either a 
system of firm-specific input taxes or standards, to achieve 
the same least-cost pollution reduction as a system of 
damage-based taxes. In practice, though, it appears very 
difficult, if not impossible, to achieve this optimum. A 
system of permits,  unless differentiated in some way by 
sources, will not achieve the optimum. 
 
Suboptimal, Uniform Input Instruments 
 
 Given the difficulty of achieving the socially optimal 
set of input control instruments, it is worthwhile to con-
sider the effects of input instruments that are simpler to 
implement even if they are unlikely to achieve a least-cost 
solution. Possibilities include a set of uniformly applied 

input taxes, permits, or standards, applied either to some or 
all of the inputs to pollution. Note that a set of uniform in-
put taxes has the same marginal effects as a corresponding 
set of marketable permits for those inputs, as both lead to 
equalization of the input cost across all producers. As these 
are all suboptimal instruments (excluding consideration of 
transactions costs), their relative efficiency cannot be 
determined a priori, but only in the context of an empirical 
analysis. 
 
 Perhaps the most important general consideration for 
these instruments is whether they will in fact reduce 
pollution. This situation can arise theoretically in at least 
four circumstances.  
 
 First, if only a subset of inputs is subject to a 
regulatory instrument, then it is possible that restricting or 
taxing some inputs might lead to increased use of other 
inputs that increase pollution; if that substitution is 
substantial, then pollution might increase. For instance, if 
all inputs contribute to pollution, but only one input is 
taxed, another, possibly more damaging input might be 
used more heavily, and damages might increase. 
 
 Secondly, in some cases an input can either abate or 
contribute to pollution, depending on its use. For instance, 
water can be used to dilute effluent into a receiving water 
body, thus reducing the impact of the effluent; it can also 
contribute to pollutants entering water bodies, as when 
irrigation water leaches salts, fertilizers, or pesticides out 
of soil and transports it into a water body. Thus, in some 
cases water reduces damages and in other cases it 
increases it. Instruments that cannot differentiate among 
sources will lead either to higher use where it contributes 
to damages or lower use where it abates pollution; either 
condition will lead to an ambiguous effect on pollution 
levels. 
 
 Third, pollution could increase if polluting inputs are 
complements in the production process to some abating 
inputs. If an instrument is intended to reduce use of 
polluting inputs, then the abating inputs will be reduced as 
well; if rules are put in place mandating minimum use of 
abating inputs, the polluting inputs might increase. Overall 
effects in either case on pollutant levels are ambiguous. A 
fourth case may occur when specific technologies, which 
can sometimes be interpreted as input requirements, are 
required for pollution reduction. Changes in variable 
inputs due to a new technology can lead to perverse 
effects. For instance, Caswell and Zilberman note that 
improved irrigation technology can increase water 
demand, as the value marginal product of water increases. 
Installing scrubbers on industrial smokestacks reduces the 
incentive for purchase of low-sulfur coal. Further, 
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installation of capital equipment does not always mean 
that the capital will be well maintained, as breakdowns in 
sewage treatment plants often demonstrate. If 
technological fixes are to be required, their use in practice 
must be analyzed carefully. 
 
 The question naturally arises as to when a uniform set 
of input instruments is likely at least to reduce pollution, 
even if not at least social cost. Two factors need to be 
considered:  the relationships in the production function 
among the inputs (that is, whether they are substitutes or 
complements), and the effects of the inputs on pollution. If 
inputs tend to be complements in production, and if all 
inputs tend to contribute (or at least not abate) pollution, 
then restricting one or a subset of inputs will reduce 
pollution. 
 
 At the extreme, when only one input contributes to 
pollution, restricting the input will, by definition, reduce 
pollution. Or, if "clean" substitutes exist for a polluting 
input, then reductions in pollution will occur. These cases 
are the models on which the principle of pollution 
prevention is based:  less use of dangerous inputs will 
reduce pollution more directly than requiring a pollution 
reduction. In some cases, such as the use of lead in 
gasoline or chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for refrigeration, 
the direct relationship between the input and damage is 
likely (though, with CFCs, much attention is deservedly 
being directed to the environmental effects of possible 
substitutes). In other industrial contexts, the more 
complicated scenarios discussed above are likely to hold. 
 
 How likely is it that regulating some inputs might lead 
to increased pollution?  In the case of agricultural 
production and the resulting runoff, problems may not be 
highly likely. Because it is often argued that agricultural 
production functions exhibit complementarities (Grimm, 
Paris, and Williams), and because several of the inputs can 
contribute to pollution (Larson, Helfand, and House), 
inducing a reduction in use for some inputs is highly likely 
to lead to a reduction in pollution. Manufacturing 
situations are likely to be more variable and dependent on 
the specific industry. In the pollution prevention context, 
examples are cited of companies that reduced use of toxic 
substances, sometimes with increased profits due to 
improved production techniques (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 1991, Chapter 3), implying strong 
substitution possibilities toward cleaner technologies. 
 
Intermediate Goods 
 
 Often, firms produce goods that become inputs to 
another firm's production function. How this intermediate 
good is designed can affect the level of externality 

produced from the final good. Holtermann cites as 
examples addition of lead to gasoline, which is then sold at 
the retail level; noise from airplanes that are produced by 
one company but flown by others; consumer goods that 
are sold in nonrecyclable packaging. In these cases, 
Holtermann argues that efficient regulations require 
taxation both at the intermediate good stage and at the final 
good stage (though the tax could in theory be collected at 
either level):  the intermediate producer needs an incentive 
to reformulate its product to reduce damages, while the 
final producer (or consumer) needs an incentive to 
consume the "right" amount of the good, as well as to take 
appropriate abatement action itself. 

 
Conclusions 
 
 The environmental economics literature on input 
control has focused on achieving optimality—a natural 
focus, since suboptimal situations are inherently uncertain 
in their impacts. However, the optimal instruments— 
separate taxes or quantity controls for every input that 
affects pollution for every source—are very information-
intensive and likely to suffer from monitoring and 
enforcement problems. For these reasons, suboptimal input 
instruments, especially instruments that are uniform across 
pollution sources, are more likely to be implemented.  
 
 If these suboptimal instruments are implemented, it is 
known that their social costs will be higher than an optimal 
set of instruments (though the magnitude of that loss is, of 
course, purely empirical); what is less certain is their 
effectiveness in reducing pollution. In many cases, the 
theoretical effect of these suboptimal instruments on 
pollution is ambiguous. A "dirty" input may be substituted 
for the targeted input; or, an input that increases pollution 
in some contexts may reduce pollution in others, and the 
total impact depends on the relative effects on pollution in 
each case. The problems in distinguishing instruments 
among sources, combined with lack of information about 
firms' production functions (and thus how firms will 
respond to input instruments), make it difficult to calculate 
the level of pollution reduction, if any, which can be 
achieved from applying suboptimal input instruments. 
 
 In at least one case, though, input reduction 
instruments will always work to reduce pollution: if one or 
a subset of inputs always contribute to pollution, without 
complementary abating inputs, and if all those inputs can 
be regulated. This case assumes away adverse substitution 
possibilities and thus ensures reductions in pollution. 
There could still be unintended substitution possibilities:  
reduced burning of carbon-based fuels (which always 
produce carbon dioxide ) could lead to use of alternative 
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fuels, such as nuclear energy, whose environmental 
impacts are not always benign; and a reduction in all 
pesticide use, with reduction in their adverse impacts, 
could adversely affect farmworker health and safety 
through more labor-intensive cropping methods. Targeting 
inputs that are directly linked to pollution may not be as 
cost-effective as targeting the pollution itself, but it will at 
least achieve the goal of reducing damages. At the same 
time, it could lead to new, different damages from 
alternative technologies. Input instruments should not be 
ruled out of the environmental regulator's toolbox; in some 
cases, they may be the only feasible choice. Their use 
though, must be viewed with awareness of possible 
unintended consequences.  
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Economics and Environmental Policy: The View From the Council of Economic Advisers 
 

by Stephen Polasky∗ 
 

                                                 
* I would like to thank John Loomis, Randy Lutter and Jay Shogren for helpful comments. 

Like many of my colleagues, I was drawn to economics 
through an interest in public policy.  I briefly considered 
going to a public policy graduate program but chose 
economics instead.  The invitation to join the Council of 
Economic Advisers (CEA) as a senior staff economist 
promised me not only a ringside seat to watch policy 
formation at the federal level but a chance to participate 
in the formation of policies.  I found that being in the 
ring itself was an exciting, rewarding and frustrating 
experience.  I came away from my year in Washington 
with an enriched understanding of the policy process and 
the role that economic analysis can, but sometimes does 
not play in the process.   
 
 The CEA consists of the chair and two other mem-
bers, supported by ten to twelve senior staff economists 
and about half again as many staff economists.  The 
senior staff economists typically come for one year 
either from academia or a different government agency.  
Staff economists typically are Ph.D. students who spend 
a year at the Council. The large turnover of staff each 
year is both a blessing and a curse.  CEA’s effectiveness 
in policy battles with other agencies is sometimes lim-
ited because CEA staff may not have the necessary 
background on the institutions, history or major players. 
On the other hand, CEA staff come to the table with 
good credentials, fresh ideas, and a certain independence 
that comes from being relative outsiders. 
 
 Though the CEA is small and populated by relative 
outsiders, it does have some clout.  The Chair is a cabi-
net level official with direct access to the President.  The 
members have the equivalent rank to Assistant Secretar-
ies. The CEA is part of the Executive Office of the 
President and is housed in the Old Executive Office 
Building next door to the White House. In many ways, 
the CEA functions like an academic thinktank within the 
government.  Not only does the staff largely come from 
academia,  but  the  only  statutory  responsibility  of  the 
CEA is to produce a book each year—The Economic 
Report of the President.  The CEA views its role as the 
guardian of efficiency in the policy process.  In this task, 
the CEA has several allies, notably economists at the 

Treasury Department and the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB). There are also many antagonists 
including at times parts of main line agencies such as the 
Department of Agriculture or the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The CEA staff spend much of 
their time analyzing how well given proposals or 
policies rate on efficiency grounds and then arguing 
against inefficient or ill-conceived proposals. As one of 
my predecessors in the job, Jay Shogren, said “the CEA 
is a speedbump on the road to bad ideas.”  
 

 During my time at the CEA, July 1998 through June 
1999, three issues dominated the environmental agenda. 
First, the CEA found itself at the center of debates about 
the cost of implementing the Kyoto Protocol on global 
climate change. Second, EPA issued a number of new 
rules or proposed new rules to implement the 1990 
Clean Air Act, which were intensively reviewed by the 
CEA and other agencies. Third, the Administration 
released a proposal for electricity restructuring, of which 
many of the contentious issues were environmental ones.   
For each of these issues, economic analysis played a role 
in the policy debate, though often not a dominant one.   

 
Climate Policy  
 
 No single issue, environmental or otherwise, took 
more CEA time and resources over the past few years 
than has climate change. Of the 14 times that former 
CEA Chair Janet Yellen testified before Congress, 11 of 
those testimonies regarded climate change. In November 
1997, U.S. negotiators, led by Vice President Al Gore, 
agreed to the Kyoto Protocol, requiring the U.S. to cut 
emissions of greenhouse gases by 7% from 1990 levels 
by 2010. The Kyoto Protocol immediately became the 
center of a fierce debate between Congress and the 
Administration.  Upon arriving at CEA I was warned to 
be very careful what I wrote down on paper, or wrote in 
an email, because it was likely to end up in public the 
next time that Congress placed all CEA climate change 
related documents under a subpoena. Congressional 
critics claimed that meeting the cuts required by Kyoto 
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would impose large costs on the American economy.  In 
addition, these critics feared that it would place the U.S. 
at a competitive disadvantage relative to the developing 
world, which was not given binding emissions reduction 
targets in the Protocol.  The Administration claimed that 
the costs of abiding by the Kyoto Protocol would be 
modest and that it would not send the Protocol to the 
Senate for ratification unless it had meaningful partici-
pation by key developing countries.  
 
 The CEA was called upon to provide evidence 
backing the Administration’s claim that the costs of 
achieving the required emissions reductions would be 
modest.  The CEA undertook an analysis of the likely 
costs of achieving various levels of emissions reduction, 
which was then published as the Administration’s Eco-
nomic Analysis in July 1998.  The bottom line of the 
analysis was that assuming there were an effective inter-
national emissions permit market, the cost per ton of 
carbon reduction would be $14 to $23 per ton, or about 
$100 per household per year.  Establishing an effective 
international emissions permit trading regime, of course, 
is a tall order, and there remain many unanswered ques-
tions about monitoring and policing such a regime.  
Analyses done at the CEA also showed that developing 
countries, the environment and developed countries 
could all be better off if developing countries took on 
binding targets and were allowed to trade since emission 
reductions would likely be cheaper there than elsewhere.  
The analysis of the Kyoto Protocol by CEA and others 
showed that if the U.S. had to reduce all of its emissions 
at home rather than purchase emissions from abroad, the 
costs would be far higher, perhaps 10 times as high, than 
with international trading.  Critics of the Administration 
quoted the higher cost estimates from a domestic only 
emissions reduction program while the Administration 
quoted the lower cost estimates with international emis-
sions trading.  
 
 The debate over climate change was not always very 
enlightening or rational.  After several years of intense 
debate, neither side of the debate has budged.  We are no 
closer to ratifying the treaty or suggesting alternative 
policy.  Despite this, economic analysis has played a 
useful, in fact, essential role.  Economic analysis pro-
vided much of the basic important information to policy 
makers.  Just what would emissions reduction likely 
cost?  How much would costs fall by instituting interna-
tional permit trading?  What cost advantages are there by 
providing greater flexibility in timing?  Economic analy-
sis shed light on each of these issues.  While there 
remains wide disagreement over the best policy, at least 
among the politicians, there is far less disagreement 
among the economists working on this issue about the 
likely costs of the policy.  IF there were effective 

international permit trading involving key developing 
countries as well as developed countries, a very big if, 
then costs would be modest.  Absent this occurring, the 
costs of meeting Kyoto imposed emission reductions 
would be substantially higher.  
 
Air Pollution Policy 
 
 A second area taking up a large share of the envi-
ronmental portfolio at CEA in recent years is the review 
of new rules issued by EPA to implement the Clean Air 
Act.  The new rules followed close on the heels of EPA 
issuing new National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) in 1997.  Establishing the new standards came 
only after a bitter fight within the Administration that 
pitted the “economic agencies” (CEA, OMB, Treasury) 
against the “environmental agencies” (EPA, Council on 
Environmental Quality, and others).  EPA argued that 
new standards were needed to safeguard public health.  
The economic agencies argued that the costs of tighten-
ing the standards to the levels proposed by EPA would 
far exceed the benefits.  EPA prevailed over the eco-
nomic agencies in setting the NAAQS.    
  
 Some areas, particularly in the East, failed to meet 
the old NAAQS and many more areas would likely fail 
to meet the new NAAQS unless emissions standards 
were tightened.  In the fall of 1998, EPA issued new 
standards for nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions from 
large stationary sources in a 22-state region in the east-
ern U.S.  Early in 1999, EPA issued preliminary rules 
tightening emissions from light duty vehicles (cars and 
light duty trucks) starting in 2004.  By the end of 1999, 
EPA is supposed to release the final rule for light duty 
vehicle emissions.  Both of these rules attracted a large 
amount of attention from both industry and environ-
mental groups.  
 
 Both of these rules underwent an interagency review 
run by OMB.  Under Executive Order 12866 issued by 
President Clinton, a regulatory impact analysis (RIA) 
must be undertaken for all new major regulatory rules; 
rules that will likely cost in excess of $100 million per 
year. As part of the RIA, the likely costs and benefits of 
the rule must be estimated. Both the NOx standards for 
stationary sources and the light-duty vehicle emissions 
standards met this threshold.  
 
 The regulatory review process works on two very 
distinct levels.  At the staff level, a number of substan-
tive nuts-and-bolts cost-benefit issues are discussed.  In 
fact, much of the analysis in a typical RIA would look 
quite familiar to an environmental economist.  While at 
CEA, issues such as the appropriate discount rate, 
whether results from particular contingent valuation 
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studies were reliable, whether benefits estimates gener-
ated for one purpose could be transferred to other cases, 
and what was the appropriate value to use for saving a 
statistical life were discussed.  Journal articles from the 
environmental economics literature were referenced and 
used as sources for estimates of various benefits and as 
authoritative sources on methodology.  Staff discussions 
on cost-benefit issues in the RIA were professional and 
substantive.  
 
 At a higher management level where policy deci-
sions are made, however, the evidence of costs and bene-
fits seemed to matter far less. One oddity of current 
environmental regulation is the juxtaposition of the 
Executive Order requirement to undertake cost-benefit 
analysis with the requirement in many environmental 
laws to ignore costs in determining the appropriate stan-
dard.  Many environmental laws, including the Clean Air 
Act, require that environmental standards be set to 
ensure the public health with an adequate margin of 
safety.  EPA’s interpretation, backed by Court decisions, 
is that costs are not to be considered when setting emis-
sions standards under the Clean Air Act. Frequently, 
after the policy choice is made, however, a RIA is done 
to tote up costs and benefits.  In a more rational world, a 
RIA would be done prior to decision-making so that the 
relative costs and benefits of alternative could inform 
decision-making.  
 
 The current approach to environmental regulation 
leads to some anomalous results.  In setting the standard 
on NOx emissions for stationary sources, EPA analyzed 
three alternative standards.  Of the three choices, EPA 
favored the middle standard.  (This by the way is an 
example of a classic Washington strategy: position your 
preferred choice between two other alternatives, prefera-
bly extreme and unpopular alternatives, so that the pre-
ferred alternative looks like the reasonable middle 
ground.)  EPA argued that the standard allowing the 
most emissions would not allow many areas to meet the 
NAAQS.  The most stringent alternative was thought to 
be too expensive and would yield only slight improve-
ment in the number of areas in attainment with the 
NAAQS over the middle alternative.  However, the RIA 
revealed that, given one reasonable set of assumptions, 
the middle alternative was a local welfare minimum.  In 
going from the least stringent alternative to one that was 
chosen, there was virtually no change in air quality bene-
fits but a large increase in cost.  Further tightening of the 
standard to get to the most stringent alternative resulted 
in a large cost increase but an even greater increase in 
benefits.  Of course, there were many uncertainties in the 
modeling, both in terms of the science and the 
economics.  What this result suggests to me is not that 
the middle alternative necessary was the worst choice, 

but that environmental policy choices do not rely on the 
best available scientific and economic evidence.  Policy 
choices are often made without regard to science and 
economic information both because of uncertainty in the 
underlying scientific and economic evidence and, more 
fundamentally, because the way that EPA interprets the 
law does not call or allow for such considerations.  In the 
case of the NOx standards, though the law did not require 
a benefit/cost test, certain provisions could have been 
interpreted to be equivalent to targeting equal incre-
mental social cost per unit change in air quality across 
areas.   
 
 The EPA recently ran into trouble in the Courts on 
these grounds.  A recent Court of Appeals decision 
blocked the 1997 NAAQS rule as being unconstitutional.  
In the ruling, the Court stated that EPA lacked an “intel-
ligible principle” for making choices of where to set the 
standard.  The difficulty confronted by the EPA is that it 
is called upon to set standards that provide an adequate 
margin of safety for public health for non-threshold 
pollutants such as ozone and particulate matter for which 
any reductions down to zero emissions should yield 
health benefits.  If costs are really immaterial, then zero 
is a defensible standard but any positive level looks ad 
hoc, which is what the Court found.   Of course, in the 
political world, large costs imposed by new regulation 
certainly do matter.  Imposing enormous costs by setting 
standards at zero would not likely last long either within 
the White House or in Congress. 
 
 No one likes to think that their actions will impose 
enormous costs on society, even when those costs come 
from promoting a worthy cause like cleaner air.  Prior 
CEA staff analysis concluded that implementing the new 
NAAQS could cost around $60 billion annually.  For 
Los Angeles alone, using existing end of pipe control 
technology, meeting the new air quality standards would 
so expensive as to be practically infeasible.  EPA’s own 
analysis assumed constant marginal costs for reducing 
pollution rather than an upward sloping marginal cost as 
was indicated by existing data.  By making the constant 
marginal cost assumption, EPA generated estimates of 
reasonable cost to attain the standard.  This result was 
accomplished though only by making unreasonable 
assumptions at the outset.  
 
Electricity Restructuring Policy 
 
 A third area that I worked on while at CEA was the 
Administration’s proposal for electricity restructuring.  
At first glance, it does not seem that electricity restruc-
turing is fundamentally an environmental issue.  Yet, the 
issues that generated the most intense discussion were 
environmental issues.  The basic motivation for 
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electricity restructuring was the realization that electric 
generation is not a natural monopoly.  Instead of 
regulating power generation, policy should encourage 
competition.  Many states and the federal government 
are now actively pursuing deregulation on electric power 
generation.  Electric utility regulation is largely the 
purview of states and the states have taken the lead on 
deregulation legislation.  There is, however, a federal 
role in streamlining existing federal regulation to allow 
competition, address inter-state market issues, and define 
the role of federal power generating agencies like the 
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and the Bonneville 
Power Administration (BPA) in a deregulated market.  
 
 One of most contentious issues in the Administra-
tion’s electricity restructuring proposal was the Renew-
able Portfolio Standard (RPS).  The RPS would set a 
requirement on all power generators to produce a certain 
percentage of their power from non-hydro renewable 
energy sources (wind, solar, or biomass energy).  How-
ever, if the generator found it too expensive to produce 
the required renewable fraction, it could purchase per-
mits from the Department of Energy. Proponents of a 
larger RPS argued that the Administration had to do 
more to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Economists 
argued that the RPS was an expensive and inefficient 
solution.  For example, the implied costs of reducing 
carbon via the RPS were well over $100 per ton, far in 
excess of the Administration’s own estimates of $14 to 
$23 per ton for costs of carbon reduction.  
 
 Like many fights in academia, this fight was espe-
cially bitter because so little was at stake.  The Admini-
stration in 1998 had backed a 5.5% RPS.  In 1999, back-
ers wanted to push it higher, 7% or 8% or even 10%.  
Now beyond 6%, it is highly unlikely that anything will 
happen except the purchase of more permits from DOE.  
The revenue from the sale of permits goes into the Pub-
lic Benefits Fund.  Other revenue going into the Public 
Benefits Fund comes from a surcharge on electricity 
production.  Total funds going into the Public Benefits 
Fund each year are capped.  So, increases in revenue 
from permits are offset by a reduction in the electricity 
surcharge.  The fight over 7% or 8% RPS is really a 
symbolic fight.  In Washington, especially in the age of 
sound-bite politics, the most hard fought battles are often 
the ones with little substance.    
 

Conclusion 
 
 From my experience at CEA, I found that results 
from economic studies often were used in the policy 
debate, where “used” can be taken in both a good sense 
and a bad sense.  On the positive side, there were “teach-
able moments” where decision-makers were open to 
various alternatives and a logical argument backed by 
evidence could carry the day.  In these moments, simple 
economic theory and basic numbers were good ammu-
nition and often persuasive. Also, methods developed by 
economists and results of economic studies permeate 
Washington.  The requirement to do cost-benefit analy-
sis for all major regulatory decisions is a case in point.  
On the negative side, however, I would have to conclude 
from my experience that economic analysis plays only a 
minor role in decision-making, at least in environmental 
policy in this Administration.  Decisions are often made 
in crisis mode where there is little room for rational dis-
course.  Economic logic and evidence is not so much 
used to make better choices but rather brought in where 
convenient to buttress a decision that has already been 
made.  In environmental policy, there are legal impedi-
ments to having economic analysis play a major role, 
such as in the Clean Air Act where costs cannot be con-
sidered as a factor in setting standards.  But even ignor-
ing this, Washington runs according to political neces-
sity not economic logic and there is not a neat one-to-
one mapping between these.  Over the longer-term, 
however, I remain convinced that economists can have a 
positive influence on environmental policy.  There is a 
need for economists to discipline policy debates by sup-
plying logic and evidence.  Economists can also influ-
ence future decisions by pointing out where past policy 
choices have fallen short because they ignored economic 
logic or empirical realities.  
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BULLETIN BOARD 
 

 
GLORIA BARRON WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

SCHOLARSHIP 2000 
 
 
The Wilderness Society is pleased to announce the 
Gloria Barron Wilderness Society Scholarship. This 
scholarship ($10,000) is awarded annually to a graduate 
student in natural resources management, law or policy 
program. The scholarship seeks to encourage individuals 
who have the potential to make a significant, positive 
difference in the long-term protection of wilderness in 
North America. The award is made in support of 
research and preparation of a paper on an aspect of wil-
derness establishment, protection, or management. The 
work may apply to a particular landscape or it may 
address issues broadly. For more information and an 
application packet (application deadline March 1, 
2000), please contact: 

Diane D. Jackson 
Ecology and Economics Research Department 
The Wilderness Society 
900 Seventeenth St., NW 
Washington, DC 20006-2596 
Telephone: (202) 429-3944 
E-mail:diane_jackson@tws.org 
Web Page: http://www.wilderness.org. 

 
 
 

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION 
PROGRAM (NSEP) 

GRADUATE INTERNATIONAL 
FELLOWSHIPS COMPETITION 2000 

 
 
The Academy for Educational Development (AED) is 
pleased to announce the year 2000 National Security 
Education Program (NSEP) Graduate International 
Fellowships competition. 
 
NSEP Graduate International Fellowships enable U.S. 
graduate students to pursue specialization in area and 
language study or to add an important international 
dimension to their education.  Created by Congress to 
address the need to increase the ability of U.S. citizens to 
communicate and compete globally, the NSEP embodies 
a recognition that the scope of national security has 

expanded to include not only the traditional concerns of 
protecting and promoting American well-being, but the 
new challenges of global society, including: sustainable 
development, environmental degradation, global disease 
and hunger, population growth and migration, and eco-
nomic competitiveness. 
NSEP Fellowships are intended to provide support 
through overseas study and limited domestic tuition to 
students who will pursue the study of languages, cul-
tures, and world regions deemed critical to U.S. national 
security. Excluded explicitly is study of Western Europe, 
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Fellowships are 
awarded in a broad range of academic and professional 
disciplines including business, economics, history, inter-
national affairs, law, applied sciences and engineering, 
health and biomedical sciences, political science, and 
other social sciences. Award recipients incur a require-
ment to work for an agency or office of the federal gov-
ernment involved in national security affairs or in the 
field of higher education in an area of study for which 
the fellowship was awarded, in that order of precedence. 
 
Eligibility Requirements: Applicants must be U.S. citi-
zens, enrolled in or applying to graduate programs in 
accredited U.S. colleges or universities located within 
the United States.  All applications must include study of 
a modern language other than English. 
 
To Apply: Guidelines and application forms for NSEP 
Graduate International Fellowships may be obtained 
from our Web page at http://www.aed.org/nsep.  They 
also may be obtained by contacting AED at 800-498-
9360 or 202-884-8285, or by e-mail at nsep@aed.org. 
 
Deadline: Applications must be postmarked by January 
15, 2000.  No faxed submissions accepted; late applica-
tions will not be reviewed. 
 

National Security Education Program 
Academy for Educational Development 
1825 Connecticut Ave., NW 
Washington, DC  20009-5721 
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POSITION ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO): 
 
The CBO is seeking to fill the senior executive position 
of Deputy Assistant Director in the Natural Resources 
and Commerce Division (NRCD) to oversee the divi-
sion’s work in the areas of the environment, energy, and 
natural resources. 
 
 NRCD staff devote most of their time to researching 
and writing studies for the Congress. Such studies typi-
cally review current policies and analyze alternatives, 
depicting their projected effects on the economy and the 
federal budget. Other activities include preparing testi-
mony, consulting with staff of Congressional commit-
tees, and supporting CBO’s analyses of the costs to the 
federal government and to the private sector of proposed 
legislation. Recent subjects of research studies include 
the deregulation of electric utilities, EPA’s proposed 
rules limiting emissions of nitrogen oxides, federal pro-
grams related to climate change, and regulatory takings.  
 
 The NRCD is staffed with highly trained, experi-
enced professionals, most of whom have advanced 
degrees in economics. The Deputy Assistant Director 
would work closely with that staff to plan, conduct, and 
prepare reports on policy research responding to the 
needs of Congress. In addition, the incumbent develops 
professional contacts with staff of Congressional com-
mittees, works with other managers in the division to 
develop research agendas, determine staffing needs, and 
recruit new staff, and represents CBO within the policy 
research community. For more information on this 
position, please see CBO’s web site: www.cbo.gov. 
 
 
 
International Centre for Research in Agroforestry 
(ICRAF): 
 
Natural Resources Policy Economists (Regional 
Coordinator) for Latin America 
 
ICRAF is an international research organization sup-
ported by the Consultative Group on International Agri-
cultural Research (CGIAR). It works in more than 20 
countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America and has an 
annual budget of about U.S.$22 million provided by 
more than 35 donor organizations. ICRAF’s ultimate 
purpose is to improve human welfare by reducing pov-
erty, increasing cash income, improving food and 
nutritional security, and enhancing ecosystem resilience 
in the tropics, through improved agroforestry systems. 

 
The Program 
 
ICRAF’s program in Latin America focuses on the roles 
that agroforestry plays in slowing down deforestation 
and resource degradation in forest margins in the humid 
tropics. The principal objective is to develop and 
introduce ecologically sustainable agroforestry options 
which are profitable for small-scale farmers. Research 
and development activities are underway in Peru 
(Pucallpa and Yurimaguas), Mexico (Chetumal) and 
Brazil (Acre, Rondonia). ICRAF scientists are based in 
Pucallpa and work in collaboration with a range of inter-
national and national partners. Current activities in Peru 
focus on enhancing farmers' management of biodiversity 
and soils through appropriate improved tree germplasm 
and soil management practices. ICRAF’s activities in the 
region also represent ICRAF’s contribution to the 
CGIAR Systemwide Programme, Alternatives to Slash-
and-Burn Agriculture, which has more than 10 interna-
tional and national partners in the region. 
 
Position:  Based in Pucallpa, Peru, with the possibility 
of residing in Lima to account for schooling needs, the 
policy economist conducts research as part of the ICRAF 
regional team and manages ICRAF's regional pro-
gramme. Responsibilities include undertaking research 
that complements and supports on-going activities, from 
a policy perspective, ensuring relevance and coherence 
of the regional research agenda, actively raising funds, 
and managing this program. The coordinator is directly 
responsible to the ICRAF director of research and super-
vises eight professional staff. 
 
The successful candidate will: 

• hold a Ph.D. in resource economics; 
• have at least six years of relevant post Ph.D. experi-

ence, most of which will be in Latin America; 
• have a successful record of research and interna-

tional project management, including pro-active 
fund-raising; 

• have the ability to foster a team approach across dis-
ciplines, cultures and institutions; 

• be fluent in Spanish and English and have excellent 
oral and written communication skills; 

• be willing to travel extensively. 
 

  November 1999 / 23 

http://www.cbo.gov/


Terms of offer 
 
ICRAF offers an internationally competitive salary and 
benefits package, and a collegial and gender-sensitive 
working environment. The contract is for continuing 
appointment up to ten years; subject to a one-year pro-
bation period, annual assessment of performance, con-
tinued relevance of the position and available resources. 
Applicants are invited to send a detailed curriculum 
vitae, with salary details, date of birth and the names and 
addresses of three referees (including telephone, fax 
numbers and e-mail addresses). All correspondence 
should be addressed to: 

Head of Human Resources 
International Centre for Research in 

Agroforestry 
PO Box 30677 
Nairobi, Kenya 
Telephone: +254 2 521450 or 1 650 833 6645 
Facsimile: +254 2 521001or 1 650 833 6646 
E-mail: r.lecuyer@cgiar.org. 

 
Women and developing country nationals are particu-
larly encouraged to apply. Applications will be consid-
ered until 30th November 1999 or until the position is 
filled. We invite you to learn more about ICRAF by 
accessing our web site at http://www.cgiar.org/icraf on 
the Internet. 
 
 
 
Resources for the Future (RFF): 
 
RFF has one or more openings in the fields listed below 
for research fellows at or near the Ph.D. entry level.  

D0 Applied Microeconomics 
C1 Applied Econometrics  
H0 Public Economics 
L0 Industrial Organization 
Q0 Natural Resource and Environmental 

Economics 
 
In addition, individuals with an interest in urban 

transportation and land use, applied computational 
methods, or network economics are encouraged to apply. 
A strong foundation in microeconomics is essential. RFF 
is a nonprofit, nonadvocacy research institution that 
addresses a variety of natural resource and environ-
mental issues with a commitment to both scholarly 
excellence and policy relevance. Excellent environment 
for scholarly publication. Salary is competitive, fringe 
benefits are excellent, and atmosphere is very collegial.  

 Criteria for advancement are similar to those in 
academic departments. Completion of dissertation by 
September 1, 2000 is required. Applicants should send a 
letter of application, graduate transcript, curriculum 
vitae, a writing sample and three letters of recommenda-
tion by December 3, 1999. Preliminary interviews dur-
ing the January AEA meetings will be scheduled after 
application package is complete. 
 

Application packages also can be submitted by email 
to hire2000@rff.org or please mail or FAX information 
no later than December 3, 1999 to: 

Sue Lewis 
Recruiting Assistant 
Resources for the Future 
Box QE 
1616 P Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
Facsimile: 202-939-3460 
 
 

Resources for the Future (RFF): 
 
RFF seeks to fill the newly created position of Vice 
President for Programs (VPP). The VPP will support 
the President of RFF in advancing RFF’s strategic 
objectives: (1) conducting independent and nonpartisan 
research of the highest caliber; (2) targeting that research 
on the most important emerging issues and policy chal-
lenges; and (3) elevating the quality of policy debates 
domestically and internationally through the timely and 
effective communication of its work. 
 

In addition to strong interpersonal skills, the suc-
cessful candidate must have:  

• An outstanding record in conducting and managing 
high quality research, preferably that related to natu-
ral resources, energy and the environment, as well as 
a keen understanding of the public policy process;  

• The ability to lead and inspire a talented and highly 
productive staff in the identification of important 
research and policy questions, the recruitment of 
new scholars, the evaluation of proposed publica-
tions, and the identification of possible opportunities 
for collaborative research with other institutions; and  

• An ability to assist the President in representing RFF 
to policymakers, the media, those in the environ-
mental advocacy, academic and business communi-
ties, and current and prospective funders. 
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RFF is a highly regarded, financially strong and 
intellectually vibrant organization with a $10 million 
annual budget and a 40 person research staff. Among the 
80 or so projects under way at RFF are ones related to 
climate change, electricity policy, forest economics, 
waste management, regulatory reform, environment and 
development, technology policy and biodiversity. Salary 
commensurate with experience; outstanding benefits 
package. Applicants should send a letter and resume 
describing their skills and experience, along with the 
names of four references. Applications should be sub-
mitted no later than November 29, 1999 to:  

Search Committee 
Box VPP 
Resources for the Future 
1616 P Street NW 
Washington, DC 20036-1400 

 
RFF is an Equal Opportunity Employer. Women and 
minority candidates are strongly encouraged to apply. 
 
 
University of California, Berkeley: 
 
Economics of Trade, Agriculture, and Resources 
 
Search level: Associate or Full Professor of Agricul-
tural and Resource Economics and Policy. Full-time 
(30% teaching, 70% research), 9-month tenure position 
effective 7/1/00. 
 
Qualifications: a Ph.D. in Economics or Agricultural 
and Resource Economics will be required. The candidate 
must demonstrate a commitment to teaching and 
research in the area of international trade, agricultural 
and/or resource economics. Knowledge of and experi-
ence in one or more of the following fields is required: 
trade, agricultural economics, resource and environ-
mental economics. 
 
Research: The candidate will be expected to conduct 
theoretical, conceptual and quantitative research in the 
area of international trade, agricultural and/or resource 
economics. Topics that may be addressed include the 
links between trade, agriculture, and the environment. 
 
Teaching: One semester undergraduate course and one 
semester graduate course, in trade, agricultural econom-
ics, or resource economics, or some combination of 
these.  
 

To apply:  Send a c.v. statement of research and teach-
ing interests, and names and addresses of three refer-
ences by December 21, 1999 to: 

Professor Jeffrey Perloff 
Dept. of Agricultural & Resource Economics 
Univ. of California 
Berkeley, CA 94720-3310 
 
 
 

The University of California, Berkeley, College of 
Natural Resources, Departments of Environmental 
Science, Policy and Management (ESPM) and Agri-
cultural and Resource Economics and Policy 
(AREP): 
 
Position: Environmental Policy, Health and Disease 
Search Number: 429 

 
 
 The ESPM Division of Resource Institutions, Policy 
and Management and the Department of AREP invite 
applications for a nine-month tenure-track appointment 
in Environmental Policy, Health and Disease at the 
Assistant Professor level, beginning July 1, 2000. We 
seek a person with an exceptional capacity to explain the 
impacts of public policy on social causes of ecological 
change and its human health consequences. S/he will 
engage faculty and students whose work includes, for 
example, the effects of river basin strategies on water-
born disease and of settlement patterns on mosquito-
borne diseases and human nutrition; wildlife-vectored 
water contamination; relations between biodiversity and 
human health and between climate change and human 
disease. S/he will teach a course on the social causes and 
consequences of ecologically-generated disease patterns, 
develop a graduate course in the field, and participate in 
team-taught courses oriented toward policy analysis and 
research methods. S/he will participate in the new 
Graduate Group on Health, Environment and Develop-
ment as well as in the departmental graduate programs.  
 
Qualifications: A Ph.D. is required in the social sci-
ences, with expertise in public policy and the measure-
ment of spatially dynamic processes. A working knowl-
edge of ecology is highly desired.  
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To apply: Please send a letter stating interest and quali-
fications for the position, curriculum vitae, all academic 
transcripts, and names of four referees before February 
1, 2000 to: 

Chair 
Environmental Policy Search Committee 
Division of Resource Institutions 
Policy and Management 
207 Giannini Hall 
University of California, Berkeley  
Berkeley, CA 94720-3310 
 

The University of California at Berkeley is an Equal 
Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer.  
 
 
 
University of Maryland, College Park: 
 
 The Department of Agricultural and Resource Eco-
nomics of the University of Maryland, College Park 
seeks a faculty appointee at the assistant or associate 
professor level with interest in the economics of food 
safety, food-product quality, marketing or closely related 
issues.  The individual will teach a class on food safety 
policy in the department.  The individual will be 
expected to develop a distinguished research program in 
food safety policy.  Candidates should possess a doctor-
ate economics, agricultural economics, or another of the 
social, behavioral, and decision sciences. 
 
To apply: A statement of qualifications and research 
and teaching interests, resume, official graduate tran-
scripts, summary or abstract of dissertation, copies of 
publications or working papers, and names and 
addresses of at least three references should be submitted 
to:  

Chair 
Food Safety Policy Search Committee 
Department of Agricultural and Resource 

Economics 
2200 Symons Hall 
University of Maryland 
College Park MD  20742-5535 

 
The position will remain open until a suitable candi-
date is found. Women and minorities are strongly 
encouraged to apply.  The University of Maryland is an 
affirmative action/equal opportunity employer. For fur-
ther information about the department, visit our Web site 
at: http://www.arec.umd.edu. 
 
 

University of Wyoming:  
 
Q0 Natural Resource Economics 
 
The Department of Economics and Finance invites 
applications for the John S. Bugas Professorship in Envi-
ronmental and Natural Resource Economics. A highly 
productive scholar with an established academic reputa-
tion and major publications is sought to fill this position. 
Qualifications include outstanding research and distin-
guished teaching at both the undergraduate and graduate 
levels. Persons seeking admission, employment or 
access to programs at the University of Wyoming shall 
be considered with out regard to race, color, national 
origin, sex, age, religion, political belief, disability or 
veteran status.  
 
Send letter of application, resume and names of three 
references to either: 

Jason Shogren or John Tschirhart 
Department of Economics and Finance 
University of Wyoming 
Laramie, WY  82071-3985 
Telephone: (307) 766-2571 
Facsimile: (307) 766-5090 

Direct any questions to Professors Shogren 
(jramses@uwyo.edu) or Tschirhart 
(jtsch@uwyo.edu). 

 
 
 

PUBLICATIONS 
 
 
From Cambridge University Press (CUP): 

Environment and Development Economics, Editor: 
Charles Perrings, University of York, UK (published in 
association with the Beijer Institute of Ecological Eco-
nomics, Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences).   

Subscription Information: 

Volume 4 in 1999: February, May, July and October 
Individuals print only: U.S. $68 / UK £45; 
Individuals in less-developed countries: UK £23 
Institutions* print plus electronic: U.S. $136 / UK £88; 
Members of AERE and EAERE: U.S. $54 / UK £36 
 
Volume 5 in 2000: February, May, July and October 
Individuals print only: U.S. $69 / UK £45 
Individuals in less-developed countries: UK £24 
Institutions* print plus electronic: U.S. $148 / UK £95 
Members of AERE and EAERE: U.S. $54 / UK £36 
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AERE members subscribing for the first time can 
save a further 20% or so on these prices if they take 
out a new subscription to Volumes 4 and 5 at the 
same time: U.S. $86 / UK £57. 
 
*The institutional subscription price covers online access 
for everyone at that site to the full text. Further informa-
tion is available at Cambridge Journals Online at:  
http://www.journals.cup.org. 

 
 For  details of how to subscribe for U.S., Canada, 
and Mexico, contact: CUP, Journals Marketing 
Department, 40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 10011-
4211; Telephone: 212-924-3900; Fax: 212-691-3239;  
 All other countries contact: CUP, Journals 
Marketing Department, The Edinburgh Building, 
Shaftesbury Road, Cambridge, CB2 2RU, UK; 
Telephone: +44 (0) 1223 325806; Facsimile: +44 (0) 
1223 315052; E-mail: journals_marketing@cup.org. 
 

From North-Holland: 

 A special AERE member subscription rate: 
$50.00/year (U.S.) for Resource and Energy, a forum for 
high level economic analysis of utilization and develop-
ment of the earth's natural resources. 
 For U.S./Canada subscription information con-
tact: Elsevier Science, P.O. Box 945, New York, NY 
10159-0945  E-mail: usinfo-f@elsevier.com. 
 For overseas information, contact: Elsevier Sci-
ence, P.O. Box 211, 1000 AE Amsterdam, The Nether-
lands or e-mail: nlinfo-f@elsevier.nl. 
 

From Resources for the Future: 
 
Discounting and Intergenerational Equity by Paul R. 
Portney and John P. Weyant, editors, with a foreward by 
Robert M. Solow, April 1999 | Hardcover: 186 pages | 
ISBN 0-915707-89-6 | $32.95 | AERE price: $26.36. 
 
The Evolution of Hazardous Waste Programs: Lessons 
From Eight Countries by Katherine N. Probst and 
Thomas C. Beierle | 1999 | Paperback: 102 pages | ISBN 
1-891853-01-5 | $12.95 | AERE price: $10.36. 
 
The RFF Reader in Environmental and Resource 
Management by Wallace E. Oates, editor, January 1999 | 
Paperback: 340 pages | ISBN 0-915707-96-9 | $22.95 | 
AERE price: $18.36 plus shipping. 
 
Science at EPA: Information in the Regulatory Process 
by Mark R. Powell July 1999 | Paperback: 440 pages | 
ISBN 1-891853-00-7 | $49.95 | AERE price: $39.96. 
 

 For ordering information and a complete listing of 
publications, see the RFF web page at:  

 http://www.rff.org/books/index.htm 

Orders may be placed via credit card by telephone: (410) 
516–6955. 

 
 

From the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 
Economic Valuation of Environmental Benefits and 
the Targeting of Conservation Programs: The Case of 
the CRP, by Peter Feather, Daniel Hellerstein and 
LeRoy Hansen, Resource Economics Division, Eco-
nomic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture. Agricultural Economics Report No. 778. 
 
Abstract:  The range of environmental problems con-
fronting agriculture has expanded in recent years.  As the 
largest program designed to mitigate the negative envi-
ronmental effects of agriculture, the Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP) has broadened its initial focus 
on reductions in soil erosion to consider other landscape 
factors that may also be beneficial. For example, pre-
serving habitats can help protect wildlife, thus leading to 
more nature viewing opportunities.  This report demon-
strates how nonmarket valuation models can be used in 
targeting conservation programs such as the CRP.  If the 
CRP, or some other conservation programs, could be 
targeted to provide more benefits to society for the same 
costs, these programs would use resources more effi-
ciently. 
 
  
Ordering Information: The full report, including the 
front matter of abstract, summary, etc., is available elec-
tronically at the ERS Web site at: 

http://www.econ.ag.gov/epubs/pdf/aer778/ 

To order a hardcopy, dial 1-800-999-6779 (toll free in 
the United States and Canada) and ask for a copy of the 
report by title. Orders will be filled by first-class mail. 
 
For more details contact: 

Peter Feather 
Economic Research Service, USDA 
1800 M Street, NW Room 4077 
Washington, DC 20036-5831 
Telephone: 202-694-5608 
Facsimile: 202-694-5756 
E-mail: pfeather@econ.ag.gov  
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