Test 2

READING PASSAGE 2

You should spend about 20 minutes on Questions 14-28 which are based on Reading Passage 2
on the following pages.

Questions 14-18

Reading Passage 2 has six sections A-F.
Choose the most suitable headings for sections A-D and F from the list of headings below:
Write the appropriate numbers i~ix in boxes 14-18 on your answer sheel.

List of Headings

i The probable effects of the new

international trade agreement
ii  The environmental impact of modern
farming -
Farming and soil erosion
The effects of government policy in rich
countries

Governments and management of the
environment

The ellects of government policy in poor
countries
Farming and food output

The effects of government policy on food
output

The new prospects for world trade
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in environmental manoagement is difficult I:l.'ll‘
ﬂammm manage the resources it owns, and does 50 b
srnments act in an even more harmful way. They acum
xplof uﬂﬂunmmpﬁun of natural resources. A whole rangnmpdm

'im port ir.} protection for coalmining, do environmental dmm
conomic sense. Scrapping them offers a two-fold bonus: a clear
rmﬁ efficient economy. Growth and environmentalism m

-

in jl’poitrcm have the courage to confront the vested kﬂﬂﬁaf

s land areq, not counting Antarctica, and the proportion is rlai'lg.

aﬂﬁmparhaudhmmenbupar cent between the 1970s and 1mm ‘
eases In yields from land already In cuttivation. but also because ore F""

 brought under the plough, Higher yields have been achieved by

fion, better crop breeding, and a doubling in the use of pesficides and
or 'iﬂ #re I??Ds and 1980s, s

'H tlm oclivities may have damoging environmental impacts. For emﬁmw
clearing for ogriculture is the largest single couse of deforestation; chemical fﬂm
and pesticides may contaminate water supplies: more intensive farming ond the o n-
donment of fallow periods fend 1o exacerbate soil erosion; mdthas;:oudg L
culture and use of high-yielding varieties of crops have been acCoMPanie
of old varieties of food plants which might have prowvic |_~‘-?'?"- m
insurance aguh'\sT pests or diseases in future. Scil erosion threatens the p oductiv %
land ln both rich and poor countries. The United States, where the mnﬂ__ efu
measurements have been done, discovered in 1982 that about one-fifth of its farmian:
was losing topsoil at a rate likely o diminish the scil's productivity. The country gﬁh&-
embarked upon a program to convert 11 per cent of its cropped land to
meadow or forest. Topsoil in India and China is vanishing much faster than InAle

Section D =

Government policies have frequently compounded the environmental damage ﬂﬁ'

con cause. In the rich countries, subsidies for growing crops and price mppom

for farm output drive up the price of land. The annual value of these subsidies is iImmense:

about $250 bilion, or more than all World Bank lending in the 1980s To increcse the CIJW
of crops per acre, a farmer s easiast option is to use more of the most readily

fertilisers and pesticides. Fertiliser use doubled in Denmark in the petiod 1960-1986

_and Increased in The Netherlands by 150 per cent. The quantity of pesticides applied has

risen too; by 69 percent in 1975-1984 in Denmark, for example, with a rise of 115 pﬂm

_:_ln ﬂum of application in the three years from 1981, £ ob A

'==htmimn 1980s and early 1990s some efforis were made 1o reduce farm anﬂmmn
- mest dramatic example was that of New Zealond, which scrapped most farm su in
1984, A study of the environmental effects, conducted in 1993, found that the mmfﬁtf-
-'"IH mﬂ had been followed by a fall in fertiliser use (a fall compounded l'.'llp‘ H’H
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commodity prices, which cut farm incomes). The removai ¢
sped land-clearing and over-stocking. which in the past had beer
f erosion. Farms began fo diversify. The one kind of subsidy w

4 fo have been bad for the environment was the subsidy fomy

=ned countries, and In the European Union, the trand has b #
an eliminate subsidies. and to Infroduce new payments 10 er COUK

3t their land in environmentally friendlier ways. of to leave it fallow. It may sa
ge but such payments need fo be higher than the existing incentives for ICMTOME S

foad crops. Farmes, however, disiike bsing paid o do nothing. In several COUINES
Jve become i terested in the possibiify of using fuel mmmmJ
B8 @ replacement for petrol (as eihano) or as fuel for power stafions (a8 bio
,' duce far less carbon dioxide than codl or ol and absorb COR '
yarow, They are fherefore less ikely fo confribute to he greenhouse
v eambatitive with fossil fuels unless subsidised - and growing them dc
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jos, govemnments aggravate other sorts of damage. Subs die
ciol fertilisers encourage farmers to use greater quantities than
ighest economic crop yleld. A study by the Intemational Rice Rese
ide Use by farmers In South East Asia found that. with pest-
1 moderate applications of pesticide frequentty cost farmers mare
vaste puts farmers on a chemical freadmill bugs and weeds bec
;50 next year's poisons must be more lethal. One cost is to hur
e 10,000 pecple die from pesticide poisoning, almost all ©
iries, and another 400,000 become seriously (I As for ar
nereased by 40 per cent per unit of farmed land be
Os, moslly in the developing countries. Overuse of fartils
fing crops o leaving their land fallow. That, in furn

e average levels of farm subsidies paid by the rich countr
e world’s food production will move from Western Et ope.
jer or non-existent, such as the former communist co
world. Some environmentaliists worry about this outce
sure to convert natural habitat into farmiar d.
nmental effects. The intensity of farming in th
f chermical Inputs will diminish, Crops are more |
> which they are naturally suited. And more arm
ey and the incentive to manage their land In |
. That is important. To feed an increasingly hur
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