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What cualifies me to tell you more than you ever wanted to know about energy?
Maybe my boldness comes from a few years on Congressional energy committees, or
from the fact that I got to shake James Schlesinger's hand a couple of weeks ago?
No, tonight I'm happy to say: I have seen th'e energy future, and iCs name is
hope. Bob Hope.

I can see clearly, ncw that I've watched the TV ad for an oil company with
energy expert Bob Hope. He's on top of an oil rig. He gives a pitch about how
hard they're working to produce new oil. He's a wind-filled prophet for technological
progress, new discoveries and energy abundance. It sounds as though you can trust
your car to this star~ -and trust our Nation's energy future.

Actually, though, there's just one small problem with producing our way out
of the oil shortage. The unfunny thing about oil is ... they don't make it any
more. When it's gone, it's gone -forever. A more real istic phrase for what's
called "oil production" would be "oil withdrawal." Our children won't be able to

o over to Hope's house to borrow some of his energy. Here's hoping against Hope...
t we will handle our fossil fuels conservatively.

S e of us remember the old Boston Braves. They had a pitching rotation
n n as Spahn & Saln and Pray for Rain." Cur present energy plan is all too

n scent o hat Brave strategy. You might call it: "Oil & Fission and Hope
r v siun. 1n tne rooming energy cris s the old wm n ng is literally true:

ut vis on e ple perish.

So la t I'm ta king nout gy a d cris s in ergy. Why me?
It s true at I'm on the S y Cc e d I've stud ed energy issues

n th. t the s c r s ur L n s d es to inke on energy
a d . It t e t thacry that

s e . It s t r at my young
n a s Ï S S ü s rs .

e o c of y e t s e y C s: n nt or T y? "

I e t n the ovative rit y o r c s d s
a d. I m ch less optkistic e will e y 9 t e x

o o cal options. I doubt the ability of our publ c a s o e
ng technologies and human capabilities to deal with the ener y r s s.

ht I will Legin with sœe thoughts on vision and n. n I
o disctss od justify a majür federal role in securi g a s

re. rter at, I wi ll ta! K auout cetter unag ng e o e s
n our scarch for nergy sufficiency. One is solar e r on.

d if I en't driven all of you out to gur c r y n, I a e e
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Vision and Innovation

Now I had a little fun at the expense of Bob Hope, but don't think I'm anti-
technology. But I am down on technology's uncritical boosters. As I said, fossil
fuels are going the way of the dinosaurs that are mixed into them. We need to
squeeze the best use out of the oil and gas that is left in order to make the best
transition to alternative power.

When Americans have a vision to work toward, we can make great things happen.
Just 75 years ago two bicycle mechanics proved that a heavy thing with wings could
fly. It's been a decade now since Americans first walked on the moon. We had a
President who challenged and inspired us to get there within the 1960s, and we did.

America's past shcws a visionary willingness to invest in the future. A
bdred years before the Wright Brothers, a daring President and the Congress
invested S15 million in real estate. It was the Louisiana Purchase, and it ended
up including a lot of states that just happen to have, among other things, a lot
of oil and gas. For that matter, long after the rush for Alaskan gold was over,
it twned out to have rich supplies of "black gold." % t way back when, cynics
called Alaska "Seward's Folly.

It's a cliche that there are no more frontiers, and in a sense it is true.
ut in the case of energy, our very closeness to, and dependence on other nations
n S Eler-less age enoangers our nation. se re not: here near out of rne

s n a gy issues. Again, we must be pioneers to survive.

t e can't afford to keep our_wasiefulpys and expect a tec'nnological
f x n the nick of time. The super--salesmen of technology have an arrogance

t n u e i e Island aposed. Three Mile Island was ng that
a t n d d. It is si g a total tion o t ar exwts

s d s. It s mtmd n of n e n e r s." t uld
n a n T s o e o n he o a e e C o ces

nt us el nd that's d.

n h r e d, e e e y n a
d. e s na of s. or s s n t

1 o ue ar. it s n nvis ole u r. e ow
t n us. So, if hwe's aer a 1 o e f r clar

r r er scale, raewable o o e

e ay ook ack thankfully at Three Mile Is a d d e ay it
E E

ed a a or u ss. e may even appre e e n u ï s
F on s e C o an l es s s er. a o s

e o o in 19/ 3 d d d p y,
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it would have done us a service. They did their part; we have not done ours.

dust as the oil giants are not the basic problem, they cannot provide a sirijple
solution. So I get tired of hearing cheap words about "unleashing" the unbounded
greatness of the private enterprise system to conquer the energy crisis. It's a
bit like the old call to "unleash" the Nationalist forces on Formosa against the
Chinese mainland This time it's "the moral equivalent of war, " but it's still going
to need a lot of help from Washington.

If we depended solely on the private sector for technological breakthroughs,
there would be an underallocation of resources to innovation. That's because the
social rate of return is greater than the private rate of return. Washington
also ast referee the iqüerfect market syst m in ener y. The energy narket hides
costs lixe envircrœ ntal oestruction, and oelayeo inc1mce or cisease. .nd I
iust say, in passing, that the popular front against emiñmental standards as
"inflationary" is a 'Kind of consumer fraud. Rakemed, cheapened anti-pollution
standards are like the fast-fix production of fossil fuelds. They are self-deluding
systems of deferred py nt.

Solar

The federal government, then, intervenes with funding änd regulations to
al ow for these "external" economies and costs. Yet in rightfully assuming its

2nt role, Øshington has also creaiæd barriers to swe erûgy technologies,
s de them look less comnercial than they are right umv. Solar energy is

a d example.

ry tax dollar spent to subsidize non-renewable, dirty energy murces like
r ctors, eeder reactors and coal is, in effect, a c'o lar k ng

r e t. The tax cMe, research budget, pricing s a d
n s e d i h s s both r nt mid hi n. e e

n a e e s t t e ral Tr u y 0 bil on a e.
d es to f d u a s y to e e e d

a d I

r er o a , s p. d a
e o s

s. his s o ne o e e

e x10 s y a ung or r ese or a r o
o So r e y. h it, the Pres nt cou d e t e d

d no n of so ar e y as a spiffy play ng of a s s t
s. ar t or le, increased es by a r of D n

5 d 7 n s ed the qu r r n r k.

s y o e so a e y a mch igger y.
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I endorse the little Solar Lobby's big goal--25% of America's energy needs
supplied by solar power by the year 2000. (This figure includes contributions
by other renewables like small-scale hydroelectricity, wind energy and biomass
processes as simple as burning wood.) We just can't afford not to make a
national commitment to the only energy forms that can be secure and inexhaustible.

The Administration should produce a 5-year plan for solar funding at
greatly increased levels. This should protect a logical progr m of research,
development and especial] y_cogercialization efforts from foolish tendencies
toward false economies. The Department of Energy and the Office of Management and
Budget at all levels have pencil pushers who nœ d a strong prod from their leader
on solar essentials.

A major program of federal punhases of solar sysixms will help create
economies of mass production and standardization. A Solar Development Ban'K is
needed to help finance individual purchases of these· technologies, which suffer

e üüst of the œ st is at the front end.

d in case you are still wondering, the only way I can accept decontrol
of oi as announced by the President is with a tough windfall profits tax. The

o s would go to aid poor people's energy needs, and spur the development
d cialization of renewable energy systems.

on

ch of the potential of conservation to ease energy shortages involves non-

u al vi s in the form of changed usage patterns. The o ntial for
s e hed in a 1 ory has been r-

d. It s n ed.

e d ruo ve t o e y s a

T e n s 0 T g K C s
t t an e h n o e r

s e. Conser on n t
o a ay, o e s s o

t e erd d sters. d the t s rs.

e t s an e a ult of e rs respons b e for s.
n Î0] a SSid nt art i Ús to

er to t til crises a e oded in our es b 2 e e
O s 3 little o h like St o e.
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Some of you may have read the chapter on leadership in that swell bedside
book, Essentials of Management, by Koontz and O'Donnell. It was right after
fun sections on motivation and conununication. The authors defined leadership
as "influence, the art or process of influencing people so that they will strive
willingly toward the achievement of group goals." That's a fair statement of
leadership, and a fair idea of a missing ingredient in the national effort for
conservation.

The distinguished editorial cartoonist, 'Herblock, recently lampooned the
Department of Energy for chauffeured limos and energy waste. The next day the
order came down from above that there must be a departnmnt-wide cut in energy
consumption. Obviously, Herblock let us down by not directing the conservation
effort sooner.

Time and again it has been demonstrated that energy consumption is not
directly tied to industrial productivity. European nations use their limited
erærgy rcsources far more efficiently than we do. And yet a recent study

cl±d that 5 of the 8 most energy-intensive industries actually increased
heir e rgy use p r unit of output since the embargo.' Tiiis is a failure of

leadership, and even citianship.

Failurcs of leadcrship, of consistœcy, of communication have a cumulative
effect. In the State of the Union add s for engle, there was nothing

t the gy crisis. Æïd just as s g ell ± e their c¾ n mentum,
it is also t e t t g Tails 1 e. I sist h all my heart

at errgy sats a crisis for cur r d t ny of us can
say for sure that we ccns d less er y h s k n n e same week a
year ago. It's a crisis in which we s re s ty d sequuces.


