












































with the sun and the stars revolving
around it. You may be able to explain
heavenly motions this way, but
navigation would be a real adventure,

In the original concept of IPM, if you
want to manage pests realistically,
you've got to steer by a fundamental
knowledge of the organisms’ habits,
needs, cycles, enemies, and so on. Most
important, you've got to accept the
crealure as something impossible to
eradicate. You've got to adjust the crop
to reduce the pest, not reduce the pest
to fit the crop. Doing it this way has the
tremendous advantage of counteracting
the pesticide/herbicide approach, which
clearly does not work over the long
term.

just as clearly, the approach now
touted as IPM is not working in many
parts of the country. One of the worst
and most ironic examples of this occurs
on cotton in California’s Imperial
Valley, a region less than 200 miles
from the San Joaquin Valley with the
finest cotton IPM in the world. Cotton
growers in the Imperial Valley now
spray 10 to 15 times per season to
control the pink bollworm. But it's still
called IPM.

A failed crop can bring
extinction and the temptation
to spray—"just for
insurance”—is often
impossible to resist.

Pesticide/herbicide dependency seems
to rule most of the nation’s major crops.
Of soybeans, cotten, corn, and wheat,
only cotton and soybeans are coming
under real, ecological management, and
only in certain regions at that. Robert
Metcalf, a world-renowned pesticide
expert at the Unijversity of 1llinois,
claims that a crop like corn, which
carries a billion-dollar pesticide tag
(primarily for soil insecticides and
herbicides), would do fine with just 10
to 20 percent of the total usage if wisely
applied.

There is, of course, the obvious
question of why things are as they are. If
the original IPM was such a powerful
method, why hasn't it won the day?

In answering this, you could start
pointing fingers. You could blame the
pesticide manufacturers. The USDA
estimates that the total cost of pesticides
used will run to $4.5 billion for 1985;

the manufacturers are not complaining
about business. They advertise
relentlessly through the media and
through a system of pesticide salesmen.
Robert Metcalf calculates that radio
commercials accounted for a total

of about 40 hours of air time in rural
Ilinois this spring. Coming in 30 or
60-second spots, you get some idea of
how all-pervasive this campaign is.

The entire practice of treating
the soil bef{;re pIantinf may
be on the verge of uselessness.

But advertising is central {o a free
enterprise society, and to blame the
pesticide companies for trying to make a
profit shifts the blame from the real
culprit—just plain old human nature.
Without getting into detailed analysis,
suffice it to say politics follows
closely in arrears of big money. And
farming is scary, a sort of yearly crap
shoot for your farm if you're a smaller
operator. A failed crop can bring
extinction, and the temptation to
spray—"just for insurance” —is often
impossible to resist. The manufacture of
pesticides remains a vigorous, healthy
industry for the same reason as the
manufacture of vitamin pills remains
strong.

And so—no, the whole dream of
ecological pest management has not
come to pass, not if you take the
original concept to heart. The basic
philosophy of agriculture has changed
very little since the early Seventies,
because the basic system of
agriculture—the methods, materials,
and attitudes—has not changed.

So now is probably not the right time
to tally up the IPM score sheet. The
time may be arriving very soon,
however, and like all changes in nature
and evolution, it will be forced upon us.
It will come through the rise of pest
resistance, and now, something even
more ominous than that. According to
Metcalf, the entire practice of treating
the soil before planting may be on the
verge of uselessness. It turns out that
certain bacteria seem to have evolved
new strains that actually thrive on
herbicides and insecticides as food.
Today, a soil treatment lasts only 1/10th
as long as it used to, which makes it a
needless expense. The implications are
revolutionary. It’s a comfort to know
that IPM is already proven. [J
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The U.S. pollution control laws
crafted in the 1970s have at their heart
an ethical view that was translated into
a pollution contro! imperative that
stressed “doing your best” at all times.
Thal is, the idea was to put dischargers
under constant pressure to adopt the
best existing technology. The problem
with this approach is that by “ratcheting
down™ the discharge standards each
time technology improves, any incentive
for dischargers to seek technology
improvements themselves is removed.
The burden of supporting research, of
convincing reluctant sources that new
developments really work, and of
gathering evidence sufficient 1o justify
characterizing them as “best”
(practicable, conventional, available, or
whatever) falls entirely to the EPA or to
the struggling manufacturers of
pollution conltrol devices. In other
words, we lose the input of the
regulatees themselves.

A related long-run matter is the
monitoring for, and enforcement of,
continuing compliance. Studies of
monitoring activity and conlinuing
compliance, whether by government
itself or by private organizations, have
agreed that while self-monitoring by
sources is generally required, very little
is being done to check up on, or even to
stay current with, the self-reported data.
Such fragmentary evidence as exists
further suggests that rates of
noncompliance are substantial. This
problem is related to the technology
incentives issue because the strung
focus on technology and its installation
embodied in the existing laws is
reflected in an emphasis on monitoring
for initial compliance—that is, for the
installation of the desired technology.
While it would be an overstatement to
say that the current practice is to check
on the installation and initial operation
of pollution control equipment, and
then to ignore what happens day to day.
it is certainly true that the monitoring
efforts being made do not even begin to
approach those that would be necessary
1o produce a long-run incentive for
conlinuing compliance,

For the long run. pollution sources
should face a reasonable probability of
detection and a realistic penalty when
contemplating violation of existing
requirements for day-to-day or
wegk-to-week discharge limits. And
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they must be able to capture some
substantial part of any reduction in the
cost of meeting those limits brought
about by the development and
introduction of new technology.

As indicated above, the
environmental legislation of the past
decade reflects in same of its key
features an ethical view of pollution:
that pollution is a wrong in itself. This
contrasts with the view that pollution
is, at its heart, a problem of supplying
the proper signals to private or public
decision makers. In this latter view,
some pollution is inevitable because of
the laws of conservation of mass and
energy that prohibit us from truly
getting rid of anything. Pollution control
simply means changing the form,
substance, or timing of discharges. Too
much pollution is likely to be the result
of the operation of an unregulated free
market. The job of government is lo
balance the benefits of pollution control
(however defined and measured) against
its costs and to choose discharge limits
for particular places or substances, or
other policy instruments so as to
achieve what the market by itself
cannol. In this view, what is wrong is
for a source to exceed its discharge limit
or to practice fraud in ils
self-monitoring report. Discharges
within the defined limils are not seen as
wrong.

Pollution is a ubiquitous
problem and not simply a
short-term ethical aberration
created by modern market
societies.

The ethical view of pollution as
intrinsically wrong leads to a long-run
goal of zero pollution and to the
continuing interim requirement to do
the best that existing technology will
allow. The cost in incentive terms of
this approach has already been noted.
The ethical view is also reflected in the
position that, like freedom of speech or
the right to keep and bear arms, citizens
have an inalienable right to be free of all
environmental risks. In the view of
some, this right extends even to the
most sensitive individuals and covers
even relatively minor health effects. If
pollution is “wrong™ bul temporarily
necessary, the logic runs, perhaps we
can at least eliminate essentially all its
deleterious effects.

This contrast in views between
pollution as a wrong and pollution as a
necessary inconvenience is reflected in
continuing tension within EPA. It is
manifested primarily between those
who would increase the role of
cost-benefit or risk-benefit analysis in
decision making and those for whom
such exercises are at best useless and at
worst immoral. Notice that this debate
is not over the capabilities of
cost-benefit analysis—what can and
cannot be measured—but over whether
any measuring should be done.

This is not a healthy tension, it seems
to us, because the absolute character of
the ethical view rules out analysis
generally. It discourages the seeking of
information about what can be or is
being achieved and at what prospective
or actual cost. Much more importantly,
it would put environmental regulation
on a different plane from other
government activities, even medical
research and the support of the
medically indigent, that might offhand
be seen as having at least as great a
claim to this ethical standing. Moreover,
the laws of physics, within which we
have no choice but to operate, do tell us
that leftovers (residuals) are inevitable.
Thus, we must decide what to do with
them rather than whether to allow them.
Our choices can range over the form the
leftovers can assume and the timing and
place of their discharge to the natural
environment. (We can reduce the total
amount through recycling. But we can
never push it to zero.) Recognizing that
pushes us toward weighing options.

Thus, in our view, one important
piece of foundation building for the
long-run success of environmental
policy is to recognize the uncomfortable
fact that pollution is a ubiquitous
problem and not simply a short-term
ethical aberration created by modern
market societies. With this lesson in
mind, we can prepare to pass from the
substantial successes of the past decade
to dealing with the less exciting but no
less important business of managing
society’s residuals into the indefinite
future. (J
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