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The recent news stories about the almost certain increases in the cost of electricity and natural gas caused me to start thinking about the impact this could have on people with limited incomes.  Then a writer commented, in another story about the increasing energy costs, that, “These higher costs won’t cause anyone to be cold this winter or to stop driving their SUV’s.”





It might not have any serious impact on his friends but it will have serious impacts on many people.  The whole reason for these cost increases (electricity and gas) is deregulation and a shortage of supply to meet demand.  





On one hand, those who favor deregulation are also the ones most able to operate in a free market environment.  They can either afford any increases or are in a position to negotiate favorable rates.  On the other hand, those who were helped by there being regulations, are the ones who need to be protected from a purely profit driven (market) environment.  





Why is supply falling behind demand?  Think about all the natural gas fireplaces in the state and how much gas is burned, not for heating rooms but, just for the aesthetic effect.  All that gas being used is increasing demand while reducing supply.  And so, up goes the cost of natural gas.





And why are there so many gas fireplaces?  Because, in the interest of improving air quality, environmental forces caused regulations to be passed prohibiting traditional fireplaces in new homes and substituting gas ones.  This is a good example of an unintended consequence.  A good cause (clean air) caused a bad result ( increased demand for a limited resource) that has ended up hurting those least able to pay the price for the resulting cleaner air.  These people may only use gas for heating, but they have to pay more anyway.





Similar cases can be made for electricity (the many, many millions of computers that are left on when nobody is using them) and gasoline (gas guzzling SUV’s depleting the supply and driving up costs).  This shows that casual and excessive use of energy by those whose life style permits and even encourages increased energy use, also drives up the cost for those who can’t easily afford it.





I’ve reached the conclusion that while those on the higher end of the income scale may pay taxes at a higher rate than those on the lower end, they also, through their purchasing habits, drive up the cost of many other goods for everyone.  This also applies to those who are willing, themselves, to pay a higher price to achieve an ideological goal (say cleaner air) but who nevertheless cause the majority of the costs for new restrictions to be passed on to others who may not be as able to afford them.





How many times have we heard someone say, “I’m willing to pay more for safer meat or cleaner air or cleaner water” or, “If I’m willing to pay more for safety or a cleaner environment or keeping out imported goods, it’s nobody’s business but my own”.  These things are being said without even thinking that the increased costs they cause must also be paid by everyone else.  There is no maliciousness involved, just unawareness.  





These are examples of the common ways that those favoring a particular way or quality of life can pursue their goal without even thinking that someone else who can’t afford it, may actually be paying a greater price than they are. And the costs aren’t always monetary costs.  





When any one side of an argument is presented, the proponents of that side don
