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The Disputada Mining Co was bought by
Exxon in 1978 for 108 M USD. The two
mines operated by Disputada, Los
Bronces (left) and El Soldado.

In Colombia Exxon has opend a major
coal mine, El Cerrejo
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Faced with the prospects of nationaliza-
tion of their supply sources in the Third
World and the eventual depletion of their
remaining crude oil reserves, the oil com-
panies began searching out profitable
areas for diversification. In the mid 1960s
they began buying into the mineral indus-
try by acquiring coal and uranium re-
serves. This trend accelerated after the
1973 jump in oil prices and profits. Dur
ing this same period, when copper prices
were depressed and their stocks under-
valued, oil companies bought up copper
companies at bargain basement prices
(see Table 1). By 1981 Big Oil had major
interests in seven of the top ten US cop-
per producers and controlled more than
55 per cent of domestic primary copper
production capacity (see Table 2). Seven
of the then largest oil companies had in-
vestments in minerals, either through
acquisition of existing mining companies
or through building up their own mineral
reserves from scratch.!

Big Oil viewed mining as a logical ex-
tenxion of their experties in natural re-
source extractive industry and as a con-
venient outlet for their rapidly accumu-
lating cash "reserves. Today, however,
these same oil companies are scrambling
over one another to rid themselves of
their unprofitable mining operations. Pen-
zoil has put up its Duval mining subsidia-
ry for sale; Atlantic Richfield (ARCO)
has done the same for its Anaconda min-
ing subsidiary, which has lost 785 M USD
since it was purchased in 1977. Kenne-
cott Copper Corporation has lost 483 M
USD since it was acquired by Standard
Oil of Ohio (SOHIO) in 1981. Sohio’s
Chairman, Alton W Whitehouse, Jr, re-
cently told Business Week that ”We just
aren’t going to take Kennecott’s losses

indefinitely”.>

But the biggest loser in Big Oil’s diver-
sification into mining may well be Exxon,
the world’s largest private corporation.
The company’s minerals division, whose
main source of revenues is copper, has

posted losses every year from 1971
through 1984.% Record losses of 43 M
USD were reported in 1980, only to be
far surpassed by losses of 112 M USD in
1981 (see Table 3). ”Even for a compa-
ny with an annual net income of some
5.6 GUSDin 1980 and 1981”, concludes
one study, the mounting losses on min-
erals activities must be at least psycho-
logically unnerving”.* In December 1981,
William McCardell, president of Exxon
Minerals, announced that “some lower
priority (minerals) projects will be re-
evaluated and may fall by the wayside”.*
While he refused to identify specific pro-
jects, industry observers believed they in-
cluded the huge Crandon, Wisconsin zinc-
copper deposit, the Mount Hope, Nevada
molybdenum deposit, the company’s US
uranium operations, and the expansion of
Exxon’s Chilean copper mines.

Exxon Minerals is not the only diversi-
fication move that has encountered major
problems. In 1979 the company spent 1.2
G USD to buy Cleveland-based Reliance
Electric, supposedly because the compa-
ny had developed an energy-efficient elec-
tric motor. Fortune magazine has de-
scribed Exxon’s acquisition as ”a mana-
gerial blunder of epic proportions that
has cost Exxon at least 600 M USD. That
figure represents the premiums the oil
company paid for Reliance in the belief,
subsequently proved naive, that the syn-
thesizer was a hot product ready to bring
to market.”® Nor has Exxon’s thirteen
year venture into the office automation
business fared much better. Exxon Office
Systems, a division of Exxon Enterprises,
has been unprofitable since at least 1981,
when it reported-losses of 100 M USD.”
Exxon recently announced that it was
trying to sell the division.

In terms of its size and scope, how-
ever, Exxon’s mining operations have re-
ceived far less attention than these well-
publicized failures. A review of Exxon’s
almost two decades in the mining busi-
ness may provide some insights into the
problems of Big Oil’s diversification into
mining.
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to have it suppressed.’> By 1981 it had
three uranium mines in operation, pro-
ducing 3.1 million pounds of uranium

Diversify of die? concentrates. However, the company’s
losses on its uranium mining and nuclear

Like the other oil giants, Exxon has been o )
activities have been considerable, aver-

accumulating enourmous cash reserves

-~

while reducing the size of their domestic
oil and gas reserves. Exxon has spent 4.2
G USD on exploration and production
since 1973 yet its reserves of crude oil

Table 1

Mining company acquisitions by oil companies

Year
have fallen 20 per cent.® It spent 500 ey parent company Acquired company bought Minerals
M USD bidding for oil leases in the Balti- . ) L
more Canyon off the US East Coast but Cities Semce Tfannessee & Mlaxm Copper 1963 Cu
has yet to find any oil. Exxon’s invest- Gulf Oil thtsbu'rg&..M1dway coal 1963  Coal
ments in the North Sea and Alaska’s Con.oco Consolidation Coal 1966  Coal
North Slope are largely responsible for Occ1der.1ta1 Petroleum Island Creek Coal 1968  Coal
the company’s recent profitability. How- Pennzoil ) ) Duval 1968 Cu, Mo, Ag, Au
ever, as George Baker, an economist with Standard Qﬂ of Ohio Old Beg Coal 1968 Coal
Petroleum Analysis Ltd points out, Ashland Oil A_rc_h Mineral 1969 Codl
Shell Petroleum Billiton 1970  Cu, Sn, Al
"there are predictions that by the Union P.aci.ﬁc Rock.y Mountain Energy 1970 C(.)a]
1990s Exxon may have to start lig- Elf—Aqultalr.le o Le Nickel—-SLN (50%) 1974 Ni
uidating corporate assets if its earn- Standard Oil of California Amax (20%) 1975  Cu, Mo, }?b, Zn,
ings from devlining oil and gas pro- o Al, Fe, Ni, Coal
duction can’t be teinvestatl in othes Atlantic Richfield Anaconda 1977 Cu, U, Pb, Zn,
areas fast enough.”’ B ) Al, Au, Ag, Mn
Louisiana Land & Exploration Copper Range 1977 Cu, Au
Exxon’s planning for diversification into  Shell Oil Seaway Coal 1977 Coal
mining dates back to the early 1960s Union Oil of California Molycorp 1977 Mo
when they started a domestic uranium ex- Exxon Compania Minera Disputada 1978 -Cu
ploration program and began buying up Natomas Brown Badgett 1978 Coal
coal leases and water rights in the western  Standard Oil of Indiana Cyprus Mines 1979  Cu,Mo, U, Ag
United States. It is now the fifth largest Superior Oil Mclntyre Mines (53%) 1979  Au,Cu,Ni, U
holder of US coal reserves. The company  Atlantic Richfield Beaver Creek Coal 1979  Coal
operates coal mines in Wyoming, [llinois, Britain Petroleum Selection Trust 1980  Ni,Cu,Ag,Fe,Zn
West Virginia and owns lignite reserves in  Gatty Oil Plateau Mining 1980 Coal
Arkansas, Montana, North Dakota and Murphy Oil Brilliant Coal 1980 Coal
Texas. Exxon’s Intercor affiliate has re- Tenneco Houston Oil & Minerals 1980 Coal
cently formed a joint venture with the Standard Oil of Indiana Empire Energy 1980 Coal
government of Colombia, South America Gulf Qil Kemmerer Coal 1981 Coal
to exploit one of the richest undeveloped Natomas Trail Mountain Coal 1981  Coal
coal fields in the world at El Cerrejon.11 Standard Oil of Ohio Kennecott Copper 1981 Cu, Pb, Zn, Mo,
In 1968 Exxon discovered one of the Ag, Au
largest uranium dposits in the United EIf Aquitaine Texasgulf 1981  Fe,Cu,Pb,Zn,Ni
States in Wyoming’s Powder River Basin. Du Pont Conoco 1981 Coal,U
The following year the company formed Dome Petroleum Hudson’s Bay Oil & Gas 1981 Coal
Exxon Nuclear to find and develop other Dijamond Shamrock Amherst Coal 1981  Coal
uranium sources and to fabricate nucelar Eapco Services Kem Coal 1981  Coal
fuel rods form uranium. Exxon’s own top  Eapco Earth Resources 1981 Ag, Au
researchers had raised serious questions Getty Energy Fuels Corp 1981  Coal
about the economics of nuclear energy as  QOccidental Petroleum Cities Service 1982 Cu, Mo, Zn

early as 1977. The company’s nuclear di-
vision was so upset by the conclusions of
this internal company study that it tried
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Source: Atlantis, Inc. Big Oil’s Move Into Mining, 1983.
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aging 23 M USD per year for the 1970s.
Exxon Nuclear lost 32 M USD in 1980
and 50 M USD in 1981."® The company
stopped production at its Highland, Wy-
oming uranium mines in 1982 and post-
poned further investment in the develop-
ment of a major uranium deposit at Mid-
west Lake, Saskatchewan, Canada. Esso
Exploration and Production, Australia
also withdrew from a joint venture to de-
velop the Yeelirrie uranium deposit in
Western Australia with Western Mining
and Urangesellschaft.'*

Base metals mining

Exxon’s entry into base metals mining
has been through exploration and leasing
as well as direct acquisition of existing
mining companies. The company’s most
significant exploration success was the
discovery of a 75 Mt zinc—copper depos-
it, averaging 5 per cent zinc and 1 per
cent copper, near Crandon, Wisconsin in
1975. Its most important acquisition was
the 1978 purchase of Chile’s Compania
Minera Disputada de las Condes from the

Table 2

Oil firms in the copper business

Current annual

copper mine
Date of capacity
Copper Producer Acquiring oil company  acquisition (short tons)
Tennessee and
Miami Copper Cities Service 1963 95,000
Duval Corporation Penzoil 1968 135,000
Anaconda Atlantic Richfield 1977 200,000
Copper Range Louisiana Land 1977 80,000
Cyrprus Mines Standard Oil of Indiana 1979 125,000
Amax Standard Qil of
California 1981 60,000
Kennecott Standard Oil of Ohio 1981 450,000
Source:
Simon D Strauss, The New York Times, 1981-04-12.
Table 3
Exxon minerals earnings (losses) by segment, 19771981
(M USD)
Year
Segment 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
Coal mining & development 6) (20) (13) 3 11
Uranium mining & nuclear fuel fabrication (30) ) 25 (32) (50)
Minerals mining & development ) (23) (28) “43) (112)
Total 45) 94) (66) (72) (151)
Source:
Exxon.
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military dictatorship of General Augusto
Pinochet. Both projects are technological-
ly complex but fulfilled Exxon’s corpor-
ate need for “mega projects” — large, ex-
pensive ventures that promised enormous
profits.

Chilean copper

Exxon bought Disputada for 112 M USD
and immediately announced a 1.2 G USD
program to expand the rich open pit at
Los Bronces into Chile’s third largest
mine (after Chuquicamata and El Tenien-
te) and one of the half-dozen largest cop-
per mines in the world. The plan called
for Los Bronches to increase its ore-pro-
cessing nine-fold to produce 250 kt of
copper a year. Exxon anticipated that
this expansion could account for about
75 per cent of Exxon Minerals’ operating
earnings by 1990.° The company was
guaranteed a cheap labor force thanks to
the repressive measures administered by
the Pinochet regime. Moreover, an accele-
rated depreciation tax clause would have
exempted it from paying any taxes for 10
years.'®

Despite this favorable investment
climate” the project risks are enormous.
The Los Bronces expansion is considered
one of the most difficult technological
undertakings in mining history. The de-
posit is 14,000 feet high in the Andes
mountain in an avalanche-prone snow
belt. The project also requires a 20 mile
long tunnel cut through the mountains to
carry the ore down to a mill — an unpre-
cedented feat in the mining world.!” In
1978 an avalanche destroyed the already
operaing pits and. the concentrator. It
took 13 months to get the operation go-
ing again.

Meanwhile, project costs have soared
from 1.2 G USD to 3 G USD. After in-
vesting 350 M USD in Disputada, it has
lost money on the project every year, in-
cluding 77 M USD in 1981 and 66 M USD
in 1982.!% Allen B Hollett, a former Ex-
xon Minerals vice president, blames the
Disputada fiasco on the company’s atti-
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tude that “projects have to be Exxon
size”. Some of Exxon’s own engineers
had urged going into the project on a
much smaller scale by expanding the
smaller and less costly El Soldado depos-
it.’® Exxon’s current plans for Los Bron-
ces have been scaled down considerably
and the 20 mile long tunnel has been
scrapped in favor of a slurry pipeline.
Total project costs are now estimated at
1 G USD but a final decision to go ahead
has not yet been made.?® Technological
and financial considerations motwith-
standing, the growing democratic opposi-
tion to the Pinochet regime makes Ex-
xon’s investment in Chilean copper highly
'uncertain.

The Crandon Deposit

The oil giant’s preference for huge, ex-
pensive projects rather than the smaller
undertakings appropriate for starting up
new mines is evident at Crandon, Wiscon-
sin as well. "By the mid 1980s”, states
the Engineering and Mining Journal, ”Ex-
xon may become a significant producer
of copper and zinc at facilities based on
the massive sulphide deposit discovered
by the company at Crandon, Wiscon-
sin”.?! Exxon has described the deposit as
one of the 10 largest known metallic sul-
phide deposits in North America.

As in Chile, the technological risks are
enormous. The deposit rests at the head-
waters of the Wolf River watershed, a
large drainage area that supports unique
and delicate habitats, such as trout
streams, wild rice lakes and bogs. The up-
per Wolf River is designated wild and
scenic. Out of an estimated 75 million
metric tons or ore Exxon plans to mine
and mill, only about 14 per cent would
be usable concentrate. The remaining 86
per cent of waste rock would be dis-
charged as finely ground tailings. Exxon
proposes to store the tailings, containing
an estimated 31 million cubic yards or
iron pyrites, within embankments more
than 90 feet tall, covering 600 acres. A
company engineer once pointed to the
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terrain map of the mine and said that,
from the standpoint of the wetlands, the
ground water and the overall topography,
”You couldn’t find a more difficult place
(in the world) to mine”.?

Exxon originally contemplated a
”dry” mine until drilling revealed that the
ore body wasn’t as solid as first thought.
The company has consistently underesti-
mated the potential for mine inflows
from the groundwater. Early estimates
called for dewatering the mine at the rate
of 2 000 gallons per minute (gpm). The
latest figures now place the amount at
3 700 gpm or 5.3 million gallons per day.
This is not the first time Exxon Minerals
has encountered this problem. Esso Min-
erals (Canada) started production at its
Gays River, Nova Scotia lead-zinc mine in
1979 amid recurring flooding problems
from both surface and groundwater
sources.” Esso suspended production at
the mine in 1981 because of heavy in-
flows of water.

The proposed underground mine at
Crandon is not only technologically com-
plex but is also highly visible in a socio-
political sense. Exxon Minerals has gene-
rated considerable local opposition to the
project from both Indian and white land-
owners adjacent to the mine because of
environmental effects. Local landowners
are concerned that the cone of depression
that will be created around the mine from
constant dewatering will lower the water
table and dry up the area’s lakes and
wells. Exxon responded to these concerns
by saying that nearby lakes were perch-
ed” above the water table and thus would
be unaffected by the water drawdown.
The Wisconsin Geological Survey dis-
agreed; they chided Exxon for ignoring
all the evidence of the interconnection of
the lakes and groundwater.

The Sokaogon Chippewa Indians,
whose reservation is just two miles from
the mine site, are concerned that the
mine-dewatering will affect their wild rice
lake, the tribe’s most important resource.
Wild rice is a traditional source of food, a

cash crop and an important part of Chip-
pewa religious rituals. Tribal leaders were
insulted when Exxon’s biologist ex-
pressed his amazement at why there was
so much concern about those lake
weeds”.” Studies done by tribal consult-
ants show that water removed from the
mine could drop the water level of the
rice lake — which is now only 5 or 6 feet
deep — and endanger the rice beds.

After almost 10 years of project plan-
nings the Crandon mine faces further de-
lays due to unresolved engineering prob-
lems (mine dewatering, tailings disposal)
and an increasingly vocal citizen-tribal
opposition in the local area. Robert Rus-
sell, Exxon’s longtime Crandon project
manager, was forced to resign last year
as it became clear he was incapable of
handling the growing local opposition.?*
At the same time, project costs have
soared from 350 M USD to over 1 GUSD.
These delays could doom the project
since there are richer, less expensive zinc
deposits which, if brought into produc-
tion, could saturate the already depressed
zinc market. Comico’s Red Dog deposit
in Alaska, for example, may be the largest
and richest undeveloped zinc-lead deposit
in the world. Reserves are estimated at 77
Mt averaging 17 per cent zinc and 5 per
cent lead. Cominco, one of the world’s
largest producers of lead-and zinc, antici-
pates a start up date of 1988 at a cost of
350—400 M USD for an open pit opera-
tion.”® Exxon’s mine permit application
for the Crandon project is tentatively
scheduled for a contested case hearing
before the Wisconsin Department of Nat-
ural Resources in 1987.

Exxon Minerals originally planned to
enter the base metal mining business by
developing its Pinos Altos, New Mexico
copper—zinc  deposit, discovered in
1972.2" 1t is a far less complex mine than
Crandon and would have operated at
about onefifth Crandon’s capacity. The
company had completed an environmen-
tal base line study and submitted it to the
local US Forest Service in support of its
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Exxon geologists examining a core sample
from the copper-zinc mine, near Pinos
Altos, New Mexico. The mine was sold to
Sweden’s leading private mining group,
Boliden, in 1982.

application to begin test mining. A pre-
liminary feasibility study indicated that
Pinos Altos was economically feasible.?®
Test mining was scheduled for 1982.
Then, in February, 1981, Exxon Minerals
unexpectedly announced its withdrawal
from the project. An Exxon spokesperson
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said the decision followed a corporate re-
organization which gave the project a
lower priority.”® Sweden’s Boliden ac-
quired the property from Exxon in 1982.

Exxon’s withdrawal from the Pinos
Altos project seems to confirm predic-
tions made by mining industry executives

that smaller projects which are important
to the operation of mining companies
may not be pursued if these projects have
to compete with other budgetary de-
mands within a huge oil conglomerate.

Synfuels

Exxon entered the oil shale mining busi-
ness in May 1980 by acquiring Atlantic
Richfield’s 60 per cent interest in the
Colony oil shale project in Colorado for
400 M USD. The Colony project, which
uses technology developed by Tosco (the
40 per cent owner of the project), is de-
signed to produce 47,000 barrels per day
of premium synthetic crude by 1985. The
project fits Exxon’s corporate need for
diversification into an area comparable in
size to oil. ”This is a risk-taking venture
with high front-end costs”, said Clifton
Garvin, Exxon’s chief executive. ”But the
country needs a big industry and we feel
it is the right time for us.”3°

Exxon’s plan called for an open pit
mine 3.5 miles long and 1.75 miles wide
— larger than any mine in the world to-
day. The oil-bearing rock would be mined
at a rate of 650 feet per year, or a total
of 9 miles during the 75 year life of the
mine. The rock would then be crushed,
heated and the oil extracted. The project
would employ about 22,000 miners and
about 8 000 in the processing plant.?' Ini-
tial costs of the project were estimated at
2 G USD.

In June 1980 Clifton Garvin presented
his company’s plan for shale oil produc-
tion at a closed meeting of the Business
Roundtable, a group of chief executives
of the nation’s largest corporations. Ex-
xon’s projections, contained in its report,
”The Role of Synthetic Fuels in the
United States Energy Future”, pointed to
the decline of conventional oil and gas
reserves and suggested that only synthetic
fuels could fill the energy gap. The two
major sources of synthetic fuels, accord-
ing to Exxon, were oil shale and coal.

Garvin outlined a plan that would turn
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Colorado into the center of a 500 G USD
oil shale industry. Exxon envisioned
building 150 plants in Colorado capable
of producing 8 million barrels a day of
synthetic fuels by 2010. The Wall Street
Journal described Colorado officials as
”up in arms over Exxon’s proposal”.®* A
spokesperson for Governor Richard
Lamm called the Exxon proposal "unrea-
listic”, adding that Exxon didn’t consult
with state officials before announcing its
plan.

Once again, Exxon underestimated the
technological risks of the project. D Roger
Loper, president of Chevron Shale Oil
Company, told a hearing before the Colo-
rado Energy Coordinating Advisory Com-
mittee that there is no proven process
which produces shale oil from rock in
anything like commercial quantities. The
difficulties of handling many thousands
of tons of shale through processing steps
requiring heating of the entire mass to
900 degrees Fahrenheit, capturing the
vapors, and cooling and disposing of the
spent shale are enormous.”*

Nor did Exxon give much thought to
the social and environmental consequen-
ces of this project. Oil shale mining would
completely transform the landscape of
two isolated counties in nortwest Colora-
do, where much of the US oil shale re-
serves are located. After holding hearings
on the Exxon plan, Colorado Senator
Gary Hart concluded that it ”would have
devastating effects on Colorado. It would
use all the water available in northwestern
Colorado and take more from other
states. It would require each year, five
times as much mining — in just two coun-
ties — as all of the coal mining in the na-
tion last year. It would produce a regional
’brown cloud’ 15 times as thick as Den-
ver’s, and it would increase the number of
people from a few tens of thousands to
almost two million.”*

Public opposition soon manifested it-
self when the Colorado West Area Coun-
cil of Governments (CWACG) objected to
Exxon’s request to the federal govern-
ment to trade some private leases in
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northwest Colorado for federal acreage to
form a more economical mining unit for
its Willow Creek project. The CWACG
opposed the trade because the develop-
ment would reduce government revenues,
decrease the economic diversity of the
area, and fail to provide funds to assist
local government in mitigating the nega-
tive effects of such development.>®

In February, 1982 the Engineering and
Mining Journal reported that Exxon had
no intention of curring back its capital
budget for the Colony project, despite its
cutbacks on other mining projects. Three
months later, in May 1982, Exxon shock-
ed Colorado and the synthetic fuels in-
dustry by announcing that it was with-
drawing from the Colony oil shale pro-
ject. Randal Meyer, president of Exxon
Company, USA, said estimates which set
the cost of the project at 2 G USD to
3 G USD had doubled while oil prices had
fallen.® Counting the money Exxon had
agreed to pay Tosco if it pulled out and
the cost of developing the site, some
estimates have placed Exxon’s loss at
more than 1 G USD.

Conclusion

After almost 20 years experience Exxon
Minerals has yet to demonstrate that Big
Oil’s expertise or large cash reserves are a
guarantee of success in the mining busi-
ness. While both industries involve extrac-
tion, depend on exploration, and are
highly capital intensive, there are some
fundamental differences between the
two. First, the development of mineral
resources takes more time, and discovery
of new supplies is more difficult. Second,
the demand for minerals is more cyclical
than the demand for oil. Moreover, the
widely predicted minerals shortage failed
to materialize. Third, the pay back period
for mineral resources is three to four
times as long as that of oil. Whereas an oil
well starts contributing revenues almost
immediately, a mine may not start contri-
buting revenues until 5 or 10 years after
construction begins. Oil company man-

agements tend to stress higher and faster
rates of return on investment than tradi-
tional mining company managements.
When Exxon’s Clifton Garvin was asked
if his company’s non-energy businesses
could ever prove as profitable as oil and
gas, he replied: ”We’re not interested in
being in businesses long-term don’t meet
the kinds of return criteria we see in oil
and gas . . . if you can’t see results in a
two-to-four-year period, then you’d bet-
ter start reexamining your hole (sic)
card.”3’

Finally, a mining company’s opera-
tions are much more visible, in a socio-
political sense, than that of an oil com-
pany. Mining, by its very nature, consti-
tutes an assault upon the physical, cul-
tural and economic environments of re-
source-rich areas. ”Therefore”, according
to Dr Warnock Davies, a consultant to
multinational corporations, “mining com-
panies have a very different socio-political
vulnerability pattern than oil companies,
even though both are extracting nonre-
newable resources”.?® This is clearly the
case for mining investments in the Third
World, but it is also true for investments
in “politically stable” areas, such as the
United States, where the mining of lower
grade ores produces large volumes of
waste which scar the landscape and pose
serious environmental and health prob-
lems. The environmental and social costs
of Exxon’s Crandon zinc—copper mine or
Colorado oil shale mining are visibly dra-
matic and encourage public opposition
that may delay projects, increase the
costs for pollution abatement technology
and social impact mitigation or result in
the cancellation of such projects.

Rather than recognizing this vulner-
ability and spreading investment risks
over both large and small projects, Exxon
Minerals has adopted its parent compa-
ny’s preference for mega projects like
Crandon zinc—copper, Chilean copper
and Colorado oil shale. The technological
risks of such large scale projects have
been consistently underestimated. This
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has led to lengthy delays, soaring pro-
ject costs and the cancellation of some
projects. For any other company besides
Exxon these miscalculations would have
spelled disaster. Even if Exxon remains in
the mining business it is unlikely that Ex-
xon Minerals will ever contribute a signifi-
cant share of Exxon’s earnings.
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