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Ted Cruz: Trump should withdraw from 
Paris climate pact
By Ted Cruz
Updated 9:22 AM EOT, Tue May 30, 2017

Editor's Note: (Ted Cruz represents Texas in the United States Senate. The views expressed in 
this commentary are his own. )

(CNN) Following a successful international tour and the G-7 Summit in Italy, President Trump 
has an opportunity to relieve our nation of the unfair and economically devastating requirements 
of the Paris Agreement, the United Nations climate treaty he pledged to rip up during the 
campaign.

And as soon as possible, President Trump should act on — and keep — his campaign promise.

The agreement, signed by the Obama administration last year, would commit the United States to 
drastically reducing its carbon emissions while allowing some countries to increase theirs. This, 
all while doing nothing to meaningfully decrease global temperatures.

According to a recent National Economic Research Associates Economic Consulting study, the 
Paris Agreement could obliterate $3 trillion of GDP. 6.5 million industrial sector jobs and $7,000 
in per capita household income from the American economy by 2040. Meeting the 2025 
emissions reduction target alone could subtract $250 billion from our GDP and eliminate 2.7 
million jobs. The cement, iron and steel, and petroleum refining industries could see their 
production cut by 21% 19%, and 11% respectively.

Not only would these unfair standards reduce American job growth and wages and increase 
monthly utility costs for hardworking families, they would fundamentally disadvantage the 
United States in the global economy. The result: our economic output would lag while other 
countries continued to expand their GDPs.

The agreement's proponents market it as a panacea for addressing the impacts of climate change, 
but at its core, it is about increasing government control — over the economy, the energy sector 
and nearly every aspect of our daily lives. It represents the exact misguided, top-down, 
govemment-knows-best approach that American voters resoundingly rejected in 2016.
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We cannot pursue a path that puts American workers first if we cripple a fossil fuel energy sector 
that generates 82% of the energy consumed in the United States. The coal industry alone supplies 
almost one-third of America's electric power — with an increasing amount of clean coal-burning 
technology becoming available.

America is poised to become a net energy exporter over the next decade. We should not abandon 
that progress at the cost of weakening our energy renaissance and crippling economic growth.

And let's not forget the massive utility cost increases the agreement would entail. The Clean 
Power Plan, a major component of fulfilling the agreement, would spike energy costs for 
working and middle-class Texans by 16% by 2030, according to the Economic Reliability 
Council of Texas, the entity that operates the electric grid for much of our state.

We simply cannot afford an agreement that puts thousands of Americans out of work, increases 
their energy costs and devastates our core industries.

In return for crippling our economy, the Paris Agreement would do next to nothing to impact 
global temperatures. Under the EPA's own models, if all carbon emissions in America were 
basically eliminated, global temperatures would only decrease by less than two-tenths of a 
degree Celsius.

While the agreement would have a negligible impact on temperatures, America would be putting 
itself at a competitive disadvantage. That's because while the Obama administration 
irresponsibly committed America to immediate, real cuts in emissions, our global economic 
competitors would have no such handicap. In fact, Russia is permitted to increase its emissions 
approximately 50% and China and India have no meaningful cap on emissions until 2030.

This disparity among the countries' pledges inflicts real losses on our economy now while our 
rivals continue to grow, industrialize and diversify at their own pace with no implementation 
costs. In the meantime, the agreement would force American taxpayers to subsidize alternative 
energy at the expense of clean coal, nuclear power and natural gas — energy resources that 
actually work for our economy and our environment.

The Paris Agreement would also handicap America in the global race for new sources of energy. 
Russia has committed financial and military assets to the Arctic to stake its claim to the region's 
vast deepwater mineral, oil and gas deposits. China is also exploring and trading for Arctic oil 
and gas. Meanwhile, American liquefied natural gas struggles with logistical costs that weaken 
its competitiveness.

By allowing our rivals to increase their cooperation and strategic leverage around the world — 
pressuring our allies and partners, harming domestic job creators and materially reducing our 
prestige and influence in the process — the agreement would damage America's national security 
as much as our economic security. The emission cuts that the US would have to make today, and 
the resultant costs for our own energy firms, would weaken our ability to battle our rivals on an 
equal footing in the drive for untapped energy sources.

Efforts to unwind some of the deal's more onerous regulations are welcomed, but that is not 
enough. Unless the US completely withdraws, the Paris Agreement will continue to cause 
sustained harm to our security and economy, and it keeps the door open for future 
administrations to use it as means to impose more costly and ineffective energy regulations.
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We should not let a deal subject to the whims of future administrations or Congresses hang like a 
wet blanket over our economy — driving up energy prices, devastating our industrial base and 
bolstering our rivals.

I hope President Trump will take the opportunity before him to fulfill the commitment he made 
and withdraw America from the Paris Agreement.

https://www.wsi.com/articles/the-business-case-for-paris-is-bunk-1496095937

The ‘Business Case’ for Paris Is Bunk
The climate accord is a boon—-vet pulling out wo aid be unfair?

By Cliff Forrest
May 29, 2017 6:12 p.m. ET 
245 COMMENTS

As President Trump weighs whether to withdraw from the Paris Agreement on climate change, 
some have tried to present a “business case” for why the U S. should stay in. An economic 
windfall would come with the early and aggressive investment in alternative energy that the 
accord mandates, or so the argument goes. The Paris Agreement’s backers have told a very 
incomplete story and reached the wrong conclusion.

The economic merits of the Paris Agreement take on a different air when more fully considered. 
Climate-change advocates’ bizarre premise is that economic gains will come from restricting 
access to the most abundant, reliable and affordable fuel sources. Never mind that this defies the 
experience of many European nations that have invested heavily in renewable energy. After 
“Germany’s aggressive and reckless expansion of wind and solar,” for example, the magazine 
Per Spiegel declared in 2013 that electricity had become “a luxury good.” Apparently this time 
will be different.

There are a few interesting hypocrisies to consider as well. The commercial interests that 
strongly support the Paris Agreement typically have created programs to exploit, game or merely 
pass through the costs of the climate-change agenda. Many also maintain a green pose for 
marketing purposes. The classic example of this rent-seeking behavior was Enron, which in 1996 
purchased Zond Energy Systems (now GE Wind) to complement its gas pipeline. Enron then set 
about lobbying its way to green-energy riches. It seems that Paris backers hope for a sudden 
public amnesia about the many businesses that use government to push out smaller competitors.

Green companies also argue that, beyond economic benefits, their ability to slow climate change 
helps contribute to the public good. To my knowledge, none declare a measurable impact on 
climate from their businesses or their desired policies.

Mr. Trump should keep in mind that the people calling for him to stick with the Paris Agreement 
largely did not support him during the campaign. Few would like to see him succeed now. As for
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his strongest supporters, they’re the ones who will take the hit if he breaks his promise to 
withdraw.

Some countries have threatened to punish the U S. if it pulls out of the accord. Rodolfo Lacy 
Tamayo, Mexico’s undersecretary for environmental policy and planning, said in an interview 
with the New York Times: “A carbon tariff against the United States is an option for us.” 
Countries imposing costs on their own industries through the Paris Agreement complain that 
they are at a disadvantage if the U S. doesn’t do the same. Apparently they didn’t receive the 
talking points describing green energy as an economic boon for everyone involved.

So which is it? Does the Paris Agreement spur a U S. economy otherwise unprepared to succeed 
in the 21st century? Or is the U.S. maintaining economic advantage by not subjecting itself to the 
accord’s arduous requirements?

Mr. Trump’s obligation is to do what is in America’s best interest. Rejecting a confused and 
costly international agreement, with questionable benefits to climate, should be a slam dunk. 
Don’t take my word for it: Just study the other side’s arguments.

Mr. Forrest is CEO o f Rosebud Mining.
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