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In the instance of Hydraulic mining, inefficient appropriation and redistribution of sediment from mining precious metals resulted in adverse effects on the environment of California (i.e. flooding and contaminated waterways). Strict regulation was imposed on the practice and, while it is still allowed in controlled cases, it is very rarely used to harvest precious metals. In Pennsylvania we see a similar trend: a company is using some method of appropriation that has tremendously adverse affects on Pennsylvania’s environment. The oil and gas industry justifies its hydraulic fracturing practices under a compelling storyline that mirrors the felicific calculus that hydraulic mining used. However the societal costs of these practices are quickly accumulating and it will not be long before felicific calculus makes a more compelling story against hydraulic fracturing practices. However, it is difficult to retrieve the input values in order to make relevant this calculus when the industry has so great of an influence that it can squelch research on hydrofracking’s harms and manipulate the contents of the reports handed to lawmakers; while we should expect government agencies and departments to work towards the social good, they’ve ended up on the list of recipients of contributions from the oil and gas industry as well, so they are partial to the industries wants. The industry, ignorant of the increasing harms incurred by society so that it may profit, understand the pollution as a simple annoyance that should be tolerated for the sake of economic progress. However, how far can economic progress work towards the social good until it establishes itself as a social bad that must be overlooked in order to address the environmental damage.
