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borne by someone. The problems as well as the costs have multiplied
tremendously in the last twenty years. What was spent twenty years
ago for pollution control won't even get us started on today's
problems.

Before today's push for cleaner air and water, society bore
most of the social costs of production. Air and water were considered
by the industries to be free goods. Today, much of the pressure
from environmental groups is aimed at forcing industry to pay for
some of these social costs. Most of the groups don't expect industry
to pay for all the social costé, only their fair share.

Of the two proposals of accounting for the externalities,
i.e., setting pollution quality levels and effluent taxation, it appears
to me that taxation has received the most support. With this method,
a specific charge would be levied per pound of pollution added to the
water or air. This tax would be levied on all pollution added above
a set standard. The proposal of setting standards merely allows
pollution up to a certain point and any above that point must be
halted; whereas, the proposal of taxation appears to be a combination
of both methods, with the taxation scheme giving somewhat more
incentive not to pollute.

Assuming then that taxation is the most popular choice among
the experts, one important factor must be maintained. Society must
decide exactly how much pollution it wants or can have. How much is
scciety willing to sacrifice for clean air and water? This problem
goes back to the dilemma of increased technology and the accounting
for pollution coste., How reglistic Is it to dream of returning

o=

to a pre-industrial state?
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After society has decided just how much pollution it is willing
to live with it must devise a system for acecnunting for the costs.
Using taxation as a means to internalize the externalities, the next
step would be to reflect these taxes as improvements in the quality
of products. From the costs being reflected as product improvements,
it would then be necessary to develop a new method for pricing products.
Just how can our present pricing system reflect the cost of pollution
as well as the degree of human welfare involved? The majority of the
economists feel that the market system, as it is set up now, does
not reflect the burden that the products place on society. The
present market system fails to properly allocate the costs and they
are carried solely by the consumer.

One particular problem with our present market system, of
course, is its inability to account for free goods. Since industry
continues to consider air as a free good, the problem is compounded.

As industry uses air, society also uses air; but society demands a
certain quality of air, likewise compounding the problem. Now the
question arises, does society have the right to obtain clean air

free merely because it is a necessity? Soclety has a right to purchase
a higher quality meat so why not purchase a higher quality air?

Meat is a private good and is, therefore, open to differing oppor-
tunities to purchase. Air is a collective or free good and, therefore,
1s not open to various opportunities to purchase. From this, then,

I think {t €air te ask why can't snniety bave the right to purchase
clean air?

Of course, to do this, society would havc to simulate a market

structure for clean air. The major problem here would be in formulating
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a supply and demand schedule, with the problem of determining just
what constitutes clean air. Besides that, society must then decide
just how much clean air it wants and how much it wants to pay. The
demand and supply of air is infinite and, therefore, there is no
demand and supply schedules. Clean air is not infinite in supply
and a suppl:y schedule could theoretically be constructed. Society
must then, however, decide how much clean air it wants in order to
formulate a demand schedule. Theoretically, as the level of
pollution goes down, the amount of clean air increases and the costs
of clean air would go down. This approach is theoretical, however,
and has a major inherent problem of estimation, but it does point up
the fact that the present market structure does not accurately reflect
costs of pollution.

I would have to conclude, from the proposals of the experts,
that a system of taxation would probably be most appropriate, both
in encouraging industry to alleviate pollution and to reflect the
true costs of production. 1In addition, a system of pricing could
possibly be developed which would reflect any changes in quality of

products due to lowering of pollution.



CHAPTER IX

RECOMMENDATIONS

What 1 attempted to present here in this paper is a general
sketch of what is happening to our ecology, why and how it is
affecting our economic system, as well as us as individuals. I have
attempted to show how our biggest pollution concern is waste dis-
posal. Our air is polluted when we try to burn our wastes, and
our water is polluted when factories and homes discharge waste ma-
terial into streams and rivers. I mentioned how new and exotic
chemicals now affect our health and reproductive processes and
threaten to turn human beings into a world of mutations and deformed
people, that radiation is a particular threat because of its long
life.

Reams of paper could be written on the effects of pollution
on people and the types of pollution that threaten us. My primary
purpose with writing this paper is to determine the economic effect
pollution control is having or will have on the U.S. This paper
was written employing an exploratory type of research. No particular
hypothesis was in mind before beginning the study. It was felt that
the economic aspect of pollution control is one which has been
neglected and needed further study.

With these thoughts in mind, then, I pursued the subject and
did find certain areas which deserved more complete analysis. 1

feel that certain types of pollutants such as mercury, lead, radium,
113
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and other exotic pollutants warrant more detailed study. The study
should be conducted with particular respect to the long-range effects
of these elements.

Secondly, some study should be given to the need for tempering
the pace of our technological growth. Particular consideration should
be given to the havoc it has played with our waste situation. But
I also feel that special emphasis could be placed on how our moral
views are changing and how this is affecting the technological growth
rate. A study could be done solely on determining just how much the
human being would be willing to trade off for a cleaner environment.

Finally, but certainly not least, more study must be done
on a practical solution to the problem of accounting for the costs
of pollution. The study must consider such questions as, who should
pay for the costs of pollution? What type of market structure would
contain the pricing structure that would best reflect the true costs
of goods? T believe real-life situations must be constructed so a
more accurate relation can be viewed between pollution, industry,
and society.

There are many who beliewve that the safety of the entire
world is in jeopardy if something is not done soon. Many have placed
the effective continued life of this planet at 100 years. The problem
is not local or nationwide; it's worldwide and only ccoperative
action between business and society can see us through.

In my opinion, National Review has stated best what the

current dilemma is. '"Somewhere along the line, as the initial thrill
of the anti-pollution crusade quiets down, these annoying economic

constraints will sink into public awareness. We will face the fact
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that we can't have everything. We want clean air, land, and water,
but we are going to have to pay for it. So we shall then begin
asking ourselves: How much do we want anti-pollution, and how much
of it, compared to other things we also want? Obviously we want
things clean enough so that they won't kill us all off or shorten
our lives by half or spread horrible plagues or surround us with
intolerable ugliness. To prevent even these extremes in the next
generations is evidently going to cost a lot. But are we really
ready to pay the multiplied taxes, and zooming bills for electricity,
autowobile, paper, food, packaging, transport and whatnot in order
to get that last five per cent of gloop out of the air of our cities
so that it will come to our lungs like the zephyrs breathed by
Lieutenant Zebulon Pike when he reached his peak? Unchlorinated
spring water is certainly delicious, but tv keep the billions of
gallons needed daily by » great city pure and healthy without chemical
additives would cost a pretty penny indeed, and maybe we'd prefer
spending part of that for . . . well, maybe even for a silly new

gadget that strikes our fancy."

113myho Pays for Anti-Pollution," National Review, February 10,
1970, p. 85.
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