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Analyzing the Polluter Pays Principle
What is PPP
The polluter pays principle is essentially a guide that places the responsibility of managing the environment to people who contribute to its damage. For instance, an oil rig that produces Sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxide as byproducts is held responsible for their safe disposal. PPP forms the backbone of most environmental regulations around the world. In this regard, proponents expect the highest contributors to environmental pollution to bear the highest cost of management. This improper allocation of management costs has been the source of great controversy. Opponents argue that most of the polluters were ignorant of their impact and should not pay higher than the others. Given the damaging effects that come with pollution, any sensible polluter should take the responsibility of abatement without coercion.
 	Logically, reducing the rate of pollution would improve the living conditions and save the environment for future generations. Taking responsibility is also an act of good faith as abatement costs are not passed unfairly to other parties. Take the example of a laundryman who has to dry clothes outside but cannot do so since the environment is polluted. The laundryman has to incur extra costs finding a way of drying clothes without soiling them with a layer of soot. The laundryman would realize more profits if polluters took responsibility to reduce air pollution. 
Ignorance Objection to PPP
While it is morally right to take responsibility for abating pollution, the challenge lies in how to distribute the cost to polluters. The intergenerational nature of pollution further complicates the issue. Most governments object the PPP citing that past generations should not be blamed as they acted in perfect innocence (Ingwani, Gondo,  Gumbo, 2010). The ignorance objection to PPP may be valid but it should not be the only variable when distributing environmental costs. While the polluters were ignorant, the economies of the time benefited immensely from their actions. It would be appropriate if the beneficiaries bore higher costs of abating pollution. 

 	
Gardiners Criticism of the Ignorance Objection
Gardiner has discredited the ignorance objection in various books. The first criticism takes a methodological approach by questioning what is meant by the term polluter. According to Gardiner (2011), we cannot expect the polluters of past generations to pay if they were individuals as they are already dead. In the other case, polluters could be defined collectively as the generations that contributed to pollution. Gardiner argues that these generations can neither pay as they have already passed.
Gardiner further criticized ignorance based on who benefitted from the pollution. For instance, it is not possible to pinpoint who has benefitted from the use of fossil fuels. Since no person can be said to enjoy higher standards of living because they use fossil fuels, no one should be coerced to pay on this basis. Gardiner argues that the issue of benefit can only be applied o collectives. 
Gardiner’s second criticism of the ignorance objection is substantive. In the complexity of determining how to allocate costs, the idea of entitlements came up. This line of thought maintains that people should only pay for environmental maintenance if they exceed a certain entitlement of greenhouse emission. Gardiner (2011) disregards such a thought as incomplete. Gardiner questions whether anyone should have the right to emit greenhouse gasses.  In this case, the principle should be analyzed on a theory of justice. 
Examples of Gardiner’s Criticism
If the ignorance objection stood valid, people would only pay for environmental maintenance once the pollutants of past generations had paid their dues. Given that these pollutants are already dead, the current generation would neither take responsibility. Industries would thus continue using fuels such as coal that has detrimental effects on the environment without minding their actions. This would lead to further deterioration of the environment and the risk of future generations. 
In the case of entitlements, individuals especially those in developing countries can argue that their pollution is negligible compared to those in developed countries. In this regard, they would request to have higher portions of entitlements (Ingwani, Gondo, and Gumbo, 2010). Investors would as well strive to set up their factories in companies in territories where entitlement portions are higher thus jeopardizing ongoing environmental protection efforts. 
Own Criticism of PPP
While PPP is an important tool that helps improve environmental responsibility, it has numerous gaps that must first be addressed. Firstly, PPP requires the polluter to bear full responsibility for managing the environment. This concept is not realistic as there is a large administrative cost associated with management. For instance, a manufacturer requires research to establish the best practices for reducing pollution. Motor vehicle users would also have to fix special gadgets in their engines at an extra cost. It would be better if such costs were shared among different parties. 
I also think PPP does not have a good way of identifying polluters adequately. Take the example of a housewife who pollutes wastewater with contaminants. The polluter pays principle would have the housewife to take responsibility for polluting the environment. However, a different approach would have the authorities take charge of treating the wastewater before releasing it to the streams. 
It is equally impossible to achieve full responsibility for pollution as asserted in PPP. For instance, the motorist would have to pay for every emission to the environment. Homeowners would also have to pay for every heating appliance in the house or insecticide used.
PPP also has a shortcoming regarding what one has to pay. If a perpetrator is charged for material damage, it is understandable that the money goes to repair. However, polluters are paying for damage to the environment that may not be reversible. If the benefit from a manufacturing process exceeds the charges for pollution, pollutants may decide to continue polluting as long as they make a profit. On a different note, polluters may not necessarily incur the cost of abating pollution but pass it to unsuspecting customers.
Conclusion 
The polluter pay principle provides a good starting point for reducing environmental pollution. Passing costs for abating pollution directly to the polluter may instill a sense of responsibility. However, PPP is presently not fully developed to address the issue. Controversies such as historical injustices and the definition of polluters should first be solved if PPP is to be accepted universally. More research is required to solve the problem. 
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