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"THEY (AMERICANS) MAY FINALLY BECOME

SO ENGROSSED IN A COWARDLY LOVE OF
IM@@DIATE PLEASURE THAT THEIR INTEREST
IN THEIR OWN FUTURE AND THAT OF THEIR
DESCENDENTS MAY VANISH AND THEY WILL
PREFER TAMELY TO FOLLOW THE COURSE OF
'THEIR DESTINY RATHER THAN MAKE A SUDDEN -
ENERGETIC EFFORT NECESSARY TO SET THINGS
RIGHT." ' '

- Alexis De Tocqueville



. .mental chemicals and stresses.

iWithin the past 10 to 15 years, Congress and state & iocal‘gOQerning
bodies have enaqted numerous laws designed to protect hum;n health by
managing fhe'énviroﬁment. Many of these laws have gone even fgftﬁer and
have dealt with such related issues as visibility? water qlarity, property
damaée; and plant and animal life. All these 1aws were enacted in response
to the evident puBlicvclamor for a healthy énvi;onment. - The struggle for
a qqality environment takes‘place iﬁ many’arenas,_and after éhe legiSlative
arena, thé confrontations have shifted to the regulation promulgation afena
where those interests which failed fo win legislative battles are looking

for another opportﬁnity to. weaken or undermine environmental health programs.

Some of these pollution interests would have us choose a course which not

‘only sacrifices the public's right to good health, but has the ultimate

effect of increasing medical, hospital, and insurance bills. Now, some of
the officiallinflation fighters have targeted environmental éndvocqupatiGHEi
measures for théif criticism while admitting that they really have.ﬁé cost
data on enviroﬁmental and occupational disease. Since these economic experts
don't know the costs, they won't consider them in a costfbeﬁefit equatidn.'
And still worse; they seem to :ejecf any respbnsibility for gafhgring the -

data on the effects of environmental diseases or disability, inefficiency,

“morale, comfort, quality of life, life-span, apsenteeism, insurance rates,

medicaid:and'medicare budgets, and other health care costs. It does seem
reasonable, however, that we should be able to.save some portidn of the

annual more-than $100 billion cancer, heért, and lung disease bill by-

controlling the environmental causes of these diseases.

We have a long way tobgo in sharpening and utilizing the tools of

: envitonmental epidemiology to_better,identify,thg.health_gffgcté of environ-
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Our political leaders largely ignore the issue of pépulafion . ‘/ﬂ>
stabilizatién, which'(and while freqUently‘;n emotiénal issue) 1is an
absolute necessity for_the human animal to thrive in balance with the
resources of his environment - - includihg eﬁergy supplies. " The human
species,'éither:through rational behavior or en&ironﬁental limitation,
must and.will be limited. The-plight-of our energy addicted and starved
soéiety.may well portray a system that has filled itS'"ecqlogical niche".
The social, pﬁlitiéél,’and environmental cdnseqﬁeﬁcés of over-population.
afe.evident daily. | ‘
Publié opinion surveYs in 1979'cbntiﬁued to indicate'thaf Americans
favor environmental protection‘even at a price.
"Concern in'the_publicfs mind for the envirdnment‘is'withstéhding the
pressures of inflation andbhigh taxes, according to the results‘df a 1978
- poll reported by the environmental orgﬁniiéﬁion;»Résourceé féf~the‘£uture. . {::)
"The RFF found that 53 pércent’bf the public éufveyed agfeed with |
the statement, 'Protecting the environmént is so important‘fﬁét requirements
and;Standérds'éaﬁnot be too high, and continuing improvements must be made
regardleSS-ofxcosf.' | .
'"Sixty—twb-péréent of the 0ver'I;OOO‘fespondenfs interviewed”iﬁ July
and Augﬁst of iast year said that they would opt for protecting the environ-
ment‘at the cost of higher prigés-for products; rather than choose. lower
ﬁriées and ﬁbre pollution. |
"Alihoughbpebple indicated they wanfed more‘enefgy, 47 peréeﬁt
continued to say that pr&tecting the environmeﬁt is morevimportant. Only

-

31 percent chose more ehergy;
"Fu}lher; ih'é?§ear when tinyvéhéil"daréer spétieé~he1d*théﬂbuilding} S
of a huge dam, a majority of 67 ‘percent still felt that,'An 'endangeféd spé‘ciﬁges‘

must be protected, even at the expense of commercial activity.'
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"RFF stated that euen_among those who felt that taxes are 'very
Vunreasonable;' 52‘percent emphasized improvement in_the environment."

Previously, a 1§77 Harris Suryey:indicated; "...the number of"Americans
whg are:now‘worried aboutfair'and.water pollution has reached record peaks,
a%%ording to a recent'Harris survey of 1,539 adults. V

"A sizeable 66 percent feel alr’pollution is a 'very serious problem,'
upﬁfrom 46 percentzwho felt‘that way in l975 while an even higher 67 percent
feel water pollutiob is very serlous, .up from 51 percent last year.

"Part of the reason people are worrled about a1r and water pollutlon‘
1s the wddely held‘v1ew that nelther‘government nor 1nduery is d01ng an

adequate Job of controlllng it.

% "Two groupsvemerged w1th p051t1ve assessnents from the publlc on the
Job“they are d01ng - ennlronmental protectlon groups (57 percent) and
co%sumer groups (45 percent) v. ‘. / : |

- "The public feels that‘the system.of federal taxes on buslnessbshould
be . changed to encourage corporatlons to do a better job on cleaning up air
'and water pollutlon. They would like to see a flex1ble’tax plan under -which
those companles that contlnued tovpollute the air and water would be forced
to pay hrgher levdes, whlle those that undertook effectlve_control programs
wouldbhave taxes reduced." . - | |

There is no doubt that env1ronmental measures contrlbute to 1nflat10n,f
‘but only moderately. A 1978 Chase Econometrlcs study concluded that EPA
programs add an average of between .3 and ! percent annually to the
Consumer Price Index. |

B jWhatever public backlash has‘deweloped‘against environmental measures
would appear to be almed more toward questlonable regulatory methods than

1'aga1nst the ba51c statute and the goal of a healthy env1ronment. ThlS
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behooves regulation promulgating authorities to utilize rational and
acceptable methods and strictly follow the statutory intent. - But those

protesting regulations must be reminded that regulations are mandated

not by bureaucrats, but by congressmen and legislators elected by the

citizenry.

U. S. Senator Gary Hart of Colorado recently noted that, "Public

Support for air quality is stronger than ever before,_but public'frustration_“

-

with government regulation is also stronger. A najor Challenge before‘us
isdto satisfy both‘of these popular demandsi kcleaner air and less_burden—
some?regulations.“ Perhaps greaterbutiliaation of economicvincentives
such as a "pollution tax" should be eftected. This is a methodology which
has‘not been well—utiliaed.' However, llmlted experience ‘1n the Delaware
River Basin has indicated that taxes could reduce water pollution as much
as current regulations -- but at only haltvthe.cost. | |

It has become‘inereasingly important, but perhaps not more common,
for environmental health agencies‘to have their own economists to study
cost—benefits of exlstlng ‘and proposed requirements and to counter as
necessary some.of the r1d1culous economic claims of those 1nterests opposed
to environmental_controls. A November, 1979 abstract of a paper entitled
"futting Environmenuﬂ.&wnom1c51n Perspective: Case Study of Four Corners
Power Plant, New Mexico," by John R. Bartlit D.Ch.E., published in the
American Journal of Public Health, states that, "Env1ronmental Control
costs can be made to appear much larger in 1mpact than they actually are
by placing costs in misleading contexts or failing to provide perspectiwe.
It 1s essential for contlnued public support of env1ronmental health

programs that thlS practlce be countered by more - meanlngful presentations
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of eéonomic data.. As an example,-analytié methods appropriate to the case
of a large coal-fired power plant in northwestern New Mexic§ are deyeloped
and diséussed. ~Polluﬁion control expenditures at»the Four Corners Power
Plant. were présentedVAS costing_ 82 million dollars annqally. Although
tﬂis figure may be ﬁhé cqrfect one, data Were>cpllected and analyzed to
show that this_cost»represeﬁped.an increase of only_ﬁ to_60 ceéts on a‘$iOO
ef;ctricity bill for the consumer of electricityﬂ" |

i Many. of us old-time public healthers have never lost sight of the need
for preventién, the value of prevention, and the cost—benefitvsuperidrity

of prevention over treatment. ‘We have watched with frustration and dismay

while staggering billions have been poured into the sickness treatment .

 systems of our communities, states, and Nation with unsatisfactory (though

e .

eipénsive) attendant impact on the health status of our citizens. It was
erroneously concluded that treating health problems was sufficient to

imﬁrove the health status of our citizens. Our political and health leadeérs

are now seeing that the sickness treatment methodology and expenses have

-

not been a panacea.

Maﬁy'of us remember the "olden" days when tﬁe vaSﬁ_majority of environ-
mentalvhealthnprpgrams were organized within theifraﬁewofk‘of the tHen,
traditional state public‘health departmehts. ’But with emphasis on consumer
protectic gicoﬁp;ehensive prqgrammipg, org;nizational yiéibility, importance
ofscitiz¢§ input,and par;icipaﬁion,'and éffectiye regulgyéry actibns, the
organi;aéiﬁﬁal>picture,hAS~changed'tadically wiﬁhin the.ﬁést-decade,

Public and_poLitical‘clamér, and concern bve;kthe rapidly deterioratiné

environment in the late'1960'$ caused a widéspread re-evaluation of environ-

v_meﬁtal health problems, program goals, program support,'program;éffectiveness : -

as well as organizational settings, Programs were shifted to new and/or
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Qifferent agenéies for a variety of réasons - some.Valid and some ‘ /fx)
dueétionabie. Eager citizeq environmentalists and citizeg aétion grﬁups )
sométimes,édnfused change with_proéress. Public health and'énvironmental

heélth officials generally exhibited. a high degreé of territorial defense

ahd”a reiativeiy low titer of organizational énd program maﬁagement'

knoﬁledge; ‘Powerful polluter lobbyists delighted in the opportunity to

retard and confuse environmental health measures through repeated

reorganizations and by plaCing’health pefsonnel and programs in positions

.
-

of greater '"political responsiveness'.
Régardleés’of the ofgéhizational placement of environmental health,

the goél should be to insure'gg;énVirdnment that will confer optimal health

and safety on this and future generations. The mission should be one of

citizen and environmental protection rather than environmental utilization

and development. Sdmézeﬁfirbnméntal health agencies have not fully developed {::)

.the_éonéépt of mission and have been réady prey for those pollutefs“and others
they afe charéed with regulating. This has sometimes_resﬁlted in the
environmental health agencies protecting or prométing'thé inﬁerests of those
'they‘are charged witﬁ régulating.’ | | |

~ Our péiitiéélrléaders are:incréasingly réalizing that iﬁpfoving the
. quality of life dépénds on keeéing people healtﬁy; "They are reCOgnizing‘
that we pﬁst build.a”conscienéé'for prévention; Théy have:beén adviséd'
that we';ré going,fo be épending increéasing améunté’fpr‘health'cére with
iittle qverali impact on_heélth status unless we improve ouf environmental
quality. They are incréasingly recognizihg that any Nationél Health Insurance
pfogram will be doomed to failure and‘spiralling cosﬁs without‘more effectiVe
en?ir;ﬁmental'ﬁeélth and othéf'pfeveﬁtive'meééqfes‘anajpre—rQQUisite,'énd'

" that National Health Insurance without such measiires will be another expensivé‘






