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During the last third of the twentieth centuryg ttollection, processing and
disposal of municipal solid wastes—the residueadtfydlomestic life—emerged as
not just a pressing political, social and environtagissue, but also as a major
economic one. In fact, waste management came &litge big business in wealthy
and highly industrialised countries. In the Unitddgdom, for instance, the private
and commercial sector of the waste managementtirydasiounted to £3 billion in
1996, while in Germany the industry turned over e@h0.9 billion in 2000. The
top seven European firms in waste management i 20Gad sales in excess of €1
billion, and many of them operated internationally.

It was not always so. In the United Kingdom, feaeple, waste collection
and disposal immediately after World War Il was se¢n as a field for private
enterprise, but rather, in a continuation of pre-practice that was rooted in public
health legislation, was carried out at the loce¢ldy the public sector. Where private
companies were involved they generally operated small scale in niche markets,
such as collecting waste paper and scrap metatafeage, an area in which there
were some opportunities for profits without largedle capital investmeritSome
indication of the contemporary status afforded &st® handling is suggested by its
virtual absence from published official reportirtglze time: there was no discrete
entry for waste collection and disposal in natidndustrial or economic statistics,
something which only began much later. How thed,\&ith what consequences, did
waste collection and disposal come to be seentastily profitable business,
moving from the public into the private sphere &edoming “waste management” in
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the process? What was the extent of the metamogihdéhy did this process differ
from country to country, and indeed from localibylocality?

These are the central questions we are seekiagstoer in the context of a
three-year project funded by the United Kingdomt®Bomic and Social Research
Council? which is examining the causes, course and consege®f the emergence
of this industry in two highly industrialised Eugn countries of similar population
size and wealth, the United Kingdom and West Gegmbaetween the end of World
War Il and the early 1990s. Our purpose in thiglaris to examine briefly the
context of existing scholarly literature within whithe project is situated, to describe
the project and its aims in some detail, and tonepn some of the initial results of
our research. These initial findings confirm tha project and its approach offer a
rare opportunity for sustained attention to thercwnnections between business,
technology, economy, politics and society as thenged through time.

The scholarly context

Literature on the history of waste managementdeade technically
specialised or essentially general, with a deairthisborically based social science
approaches to the topicThe interdisciplinary and largely empirical fiedd
environmental history has only recently begun sasthconsideration of issues of
waste and disposal, while business history andtyisif technology approaches are
even less well developed.

American environmental historians tackled thigdadijpst, focusing initially on
industrial waste and/or urban refl’s€his was extended to a broader “social history
of trash” by Strasséerwhile Zimring® examined a key niche of the industry’s private
sector, metal scrap, over time. All provide valgainisights and use sources
imaginatively, but focus primarily on the Unitecags.
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In this area, as in so many others, however, xper@&nce of the United States
was unusual in several dimensions. The “consumgetsd arrived much earlier there
than elsewhere. The peculiarities of the U.S. feldgrstem also affected the
industry’s development, as did relatively low padidn density (even in its urban
areas) and, related to this, a large hinterlandeicans also produced on average
much more rubbish per capita than other affluetibnalities, just as they used on
average far more energy per capitane key strand of the project will be the
extension, adaptation, testing and revision offitiéings of American environmental
historians through attention to the other importattonal contexts which form the
focus of this study.

The literature on these countries is again, dpam the purely technical,
much more limited than for the United States, wethy little of it comparative.
Gandy”® provides an important exception, with consideratié urban waste—
especially recycling—in three cities, New York, Haung and London, although he
focuses on politics at the local level and on 1880k and early 1990s. Ongoing
research associated with the Institute for Envirental History at the University of
Saint Andrews deals with waste in Britain, with jeds on recycling, household
waste in the 19 century and theoretical aspects of the subjectiwtdmplement this
project’* For Germany, there are a handful of studies, dioy Fuchsloch and
Park!? Stokes also addresses waste management in Easaf@ein the context of
technological history® Each is typical in its own way of this small fiekdthin
German environmental/technological history: thdseliss which exist are tightly
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focused on specialised aspects of waste dispod&raon individual localities. The
only overview in German is very genef4l.

This new study will thus not only complement amtead, but also help define
a relatively new scholarly field in at least fivistihctive ways. It will use a
thoroughgoing comparative approach; it will focushbusiness and economic
historical aspects of the development of the ingugtwill explore national, regional
and local agendas and interactions; it will payselattention to shifts in the balance
between the public and private sectors; and finalyill consider development over
several decades. To show how it will do so, we pirevide some additional
information on the details of the project beformiinig to some preliminary results of

our research thus far.

A framework for examining the history of the waste management industry after
World War |1

During the period after 1945, the United Kingdomd &he Federal Republic of
Germany shared extensive similarities in termseirtaffluence, manufacturing and
technological capabilities, and population size dedsity. They also shared what
appear to be the most important drivers in the gerare of a distinctly identifiable
waste management industry in the post-1945 peinatljding increasing affluence,
spiralling consumerism, growing sophistication d@tarials used in manufacturing,
limited space for landfill, growing public conceabout landfills and incineration, and
(perhaps most importantly) changing cultural adiétsi and policies, not just towards
waste, but also towards the role of the privatehes public sectof” In both
countries, central and local government respondéldese drivers, helping to shape
the industry’s development not only through ledisia but also through shaping the
conditions within which local government became owlly a provider of, but also a
client for, waste management services and faalifldne two countries entered the
post-war period with legislation and practicesha tndustry which had been
established over a long period through to the18@0s, and they shared problems of
shortage and reconstruction in the immediate atigrraf the Second World War
which had significant impacts on the industry. Tilwe also withessed dramatic

14 G. Hosel.Unser Abfall aller Zeiten. Eine Kulturgeschichte @&adtereinigingMunich: Jehle
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changes in the late 1960s and early 1970s—in piatian relation to the rapid
growth of the private sector both in absolute teamd in its market share—owing to
growing consumption, new materials and environmewareness and related
legislation. Both were increasingly affected by &pean legislation and regulation.
Finally, the two consolidated new approaches td,@mcepts of, the industry in
legislation and practice in the early 1990s. Tdwamon starting and ending points in
the emergence of the modern waste management ipdlugritain and West
Germany between the immediate post-World War liggeand the early 1990s
determine the time frame considered in the project.

Despite these commonalities, the two countriedvedovery different systems
of waste management. The West Germans embracauaysand recycling regimes
much earlier and more thoroughly than the Britislthe German case, local
authorities had competence over direct levyingeekffor domestic waste collection,
a practice explicitly proscribed in the United Kdam and reiterated in new
legislation as recently as 1990. The West Germisaspioneered in devising of
strategies for reuse of materials which sometiraésd on high technology, as well
as developing product packaging legislation andrarronmentally orientated
industrial policy*®

How did the extensive shared drivers in the cosatif a modern waste
management industry lead to such different outcamése two countries with regard
to the activities, size, shape, and significanceheir respective waste handling
industries? One possible answer would be to powatds deep-seated and long-
standing social, political and cultural differendetween the two, and examination of
such differences (as well as some similaritie)ugh time will be part of our
approach. After all, it is impossible to understémel industry’s development in either
case without attention to the emerging environmeantevement: initial efforts to
develop recycling schemes and technologies waraiktied there rather than in
private industry or the state sector in both caestralthough there were also
extensive differences in timing and approach betvieem’ What is more, the
industry sits at the juncture between economiciandvation policymaking and

!5 Melosi, (2005); R. MillwardPrivate and public enterprise in Europe: Energyet®@mmunications
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practice. Some government policymakers have thosedo see the waste
management industry as not just vital to sustaemabbnomic development, but also
as one of a suite of environmental knowledge-basduastries to be fostered by
innovation and other policies owing to its perceiymtential for economic growth
and foreign tradé® Again, though, although this tendency is to beeoked in both
countries, different political and legal traditiolesl at times to different outcomes.
Finally, the waste management industry was theepldwere the consequences of, and
tensions between, industrial production, growingldvtrade and consumption met
and required some sort of resolution. In the precedationships between a number
of crucial areas have been highlighted, confroatetichanged through time, e.g.:
human beings and their material culture; the pexisand the collective; the state and
the citizen; the public sector and the private@eand the local, the national and the
international levels. Once more, there were a largaber of differences—and some
similarities—between the United Kingdom and Westr@y in the nature of the
response to these challenges.

Our contention, however, is that much of theystidrthe sometimes parallel,
sometimes divergent, development of a modern waateagement industry in these
two countries must be told not only in terms ofificd, society and culture, but also
in terms of the established themes and concerbasifiess history and business
studies more generally. Markets, entrepreneurshdptiae role of the state differed in
many ways within each of the two countries, andpiédseicular constellation of the
political economy in each case was clearly extrgnmeportant in the emergence of
this new industry (as it was in the case of otlev mdustries) and in the
development of companies within'itin particular, evolving markets, regulatory
regimes and attitudes towards the public/privatégdiin the econonfy provided
incentives and opportunities in this industry (agais in others) for the private sector
to move from being a niche player (albeit an imaotione) to a major force in all
aspects of it. Once again, there were similarletsveen the two countries in this
area, but also many differences. The story alsoluag issues such as innovation and
the firm, strategies and processes of competitersification and concentration,

" Gandy (1994), Strasser (1999).
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and the strategy, structure, organisation and pegace of firms in each national

context?!

The project thus focuses on seven principal rebeguestions:

e How did major local authorities (LAS) in the twowtries organise and finance
waste collection and disposal in the immediate-4@g5 period, and what
political, economic and cultural pressures or tedbgical developments caused
changes in these practices?

e What factors have shaped markets for “waste” mateim Germany and the UK
compared to America, and how have markets beeredhagurn by the industry
and its technologies? In particular, to what exteve volatility in commodity
prices and perceptions of political risk and/obili#y shaped the extent of and
changes in private-sector involvement in sub-ssabtbthe industry?

e To what extent have attempts in each country beecessful in transforming
“waste” into valuable commodities through recyclangd reuse, and why?

e What has been the role of research and developteeht)ological change and
innovation in this process of redefinition?

e How did individual firms and/or industry interesganisations respond to (or
create) emerging business opportunities in thiaare

e What role did government play in the emergencedawklopment of the waste
management business, as participant, customerramedyiolator?

e To what degree, by what means and to what effelcactiors in business and

government in each of the two countries learn foyra another in this area?

Someinitial results

We have begun to explore some of the questionsiomex above by focusing
initially on the United Kingdom and by examiningtmast sources produced at the
national level, but also municipal case studieshéBritish case, even in the early
post-war period, large local authorities perforraecextensive and central role in
waste handling, involving complex organisationalistures, large work forces, and
clearly defined managerial hierarchies which optatith substantial budgets. And

20 Millward (2005).

2LE. PenroseThe theory of the growth of the fir@i® ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995). O.
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Literature 19 (1981): 1537-68. Alfred D Chandl&cale and scope: The dynamics of industrial
capitalism(Cambridge MA: Belknap Press, 1990).



it was not only in these respects that the washeHireg operations of large local
authorities had a considerable amount in commoln large private business
enterprises. Certainly, the larger municipal bodieated collection and disposal of
refuse as a complex techno-economic system, invpleotions of efficiency,
effective resource allocation, and carefully costapital investment. One hypothesis
to be tested, therefore, is that emergence ofilaste management” industry actually
predated the coining of the phrase “waste managehiére phrase itself emerged in
the late twentieth century in the context of chanigeenvironmental awareness
beginning in the 1970s and of a politically insgighift towards the privatisation of
formerly public service provisions starting in th@30s. But it is quite possible that
the effective emergence of the “waste managemdastny” lies much further back

in the post-war period and has hitherto remainedwsted in the anonymity of local
government administration. If this hypothesis iafemned, of course, an appropriate
further question is whether the eventual shift froublic service to private enterprise
was responsible for any substantial changes iphilesophy and effectiveness of
waste management practices, or whether there wastmuation of the pre-existing
status quceven as ownership and governance structures indhstry changed.

We have started to test this hypothesis by tryangeconstruct longitudinal
data series in relation to costs, income, quastdi® types of waste materials
handled, and so on. As mentioned already, publisiagéidnal statistics omit such
information until very recently, an indication diet relatively low level of importance
attached to waste handling by the nation-statenfoch of the post-1945 period, and
we were concerned at first that such data may aa¢ kver been collected.
Fortunately, our concerns proved unfounded inastléhis respect: a great deal of
data pertaining to waste were actually gatherelddsi authorities and subsequently
collated to some extent by central government, é@virey only rarely appeared in
publicly available documents. On the other hand déita were collected for different
reasons—and therefore with different implicationgiart some of the statistics
produced more recently. At least until the lattart pf the 1960s, domestic wagter
sewas seen as having little importance in the cdrgérither the national economy
or the natural environment; the records that wesated were thus not intended to
foster knowledge of waste itself or its impactssogiety, but rather as part of
accounting and auditing practices that were rooteke legislative structure that
governed the handling of refuse by local authaitie



In the United Kingdom during the late nineteentld aarly twentieth
centuries, these authorities, the corporate bdbaswere responsible for the
organisation of life in both urban and rural comities, became thde factarustees
of refuse handling on behalf of the public theyselt The collection and disposal of
household wastes were progressively taken up aggh@ed within the established
framework of local government so that, irrespecti¥éhe philosophy driving the
service, it was inevitable that it would be regethby the same processes that applied
to all other municipal activities, particularly @gling their financial management.
Regulation was largely achieved through the recordif data for operating and
capital costs which provided a tightly defined netmevaluate how efficient a
service was, a quantifiable expression that wanded to demonstrate sound
stewardship of the public purse. Such oversighti@g@s much to the handling of
household waste as to any other municipal activity

What we now term waste management was originallgatgoublic
cleansing”, an indication of the philosophy lurkibghind the origins of the organised
collection and disposal of municipal refuse in &nt Although the problems of
refuse in organised communities had long been rased, efforts to tackle them
were, until the second half of the nineteenth acgmntuaphazard and generally far
from successfud? A growing interest in the health and welfare afisty led to the
Public Health Act of 1868 which, amongst other gsinempowered Local Authorities
for the first time to recover the costs of removitgmestic waste through the local
rating levy rather than by means of individual ¢jes. These new “rate fund” costs
were therefore borne not directly by the individuat households actually creating
refuse, but indirectly by the ratepayers who magaéhe local electorate. The
expenses of the service fell under local governrbadget and audit procedures and
S0, to satisfy those and to demonstrate finanéi@iency, a system of monitoring
costs eventually appeared which was based on itespf handling weights of waste
and servicing each dwelling in the local authofttit is these financial records
leading up to the 1980s which—almost accidentallilevainsight into how much

2 Lewis HerbertThe History of the Institute of Wastes Managem8@811988Northampton:IWM
Business Services Ltd., 1988). Chapter 1 providesvarview.

% See Ministry of HealthPublic Cleansing: refuse collection and disposaisting returngLondon,
HMSO. 1938) Table VIII, p. 18ff. Costs also appekirethe Ministry of Health’s contemporary annual
Local Government Financial Statistiflsondon: HMSO) but only expressed in terms of atthe £ of
LAs’ expenditure.
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waste had to be dealt with, thus permitting ustanfan overall picture of how
relatively important refuse handling was in thealoand national economies.

The 1868 Act was supplemented by further puldalth legislation, leading
to the consolidating Public Health Act of 1936 whformed the basis for municipal
waste practice through to the 1960s. None of thposed a statutory duty on local
authorities to collect and dispose of refuse, algothey had the legal right to do if
they wished®* That right was taken up voluntarily by local auities after 1868 as
part of what became increasingly perceived asia divty which could only be
effectively carried out through public administeatti This was very much in contrast
to practice in the United States, where there weesimilar unanimity of opinion and
municipal bodies frequently entrusted the taskialtparties with varying degrees of
efficiency and economy’,

Essentially, then, the British model involved tlevolution of actual
organisation of waste handling to local level gmiblic health issue. In part as a result
of this, national collation of data was approacimed somewhat haphazard and
incomplete way. Public health matters, and hentaafeing”, fell within the domain
of the Ministry of Health, and during the 1930s Mimistry began to request from
English and Welsh (but not Scottish) authoritiegde of costs incurred in handling
domestic refuse. The purpose of this was pringrdallpromote increased financial
efficiency amongst bodies of all sizes, rather tttaanalyse the nature of refuse or
assess the its impact on the society creatinghé. publishedPublic Health Costings
whose contemporary importance to the national gowent is perhaps indicated by
their suspension from 1937 until 1952 (when theppeared under the aegis of the
Ministry of Housing and Local Governmenpyovide a useful, if incomplete, picture
of the amount of waste being dealt with and thessahmoney spent doing so. The
returns expressed costs in terms of tonnages tadtknumbers of houses serviced,
along with information about the income from whatre/then known as “salvage”
(recycling) activities. Unfortunately for historigynthere was no legal requirement or
compulsion to provide the information, let alonggt@rantee its accuracy, so that
some authorities (LAs) failed to provide any datalband others only estimated very
roughly the weights they handled, often based omptes as small as one or two

2 Dougall MestonThe Public Health Act 193@.ondon: Sweet & Maxwell Ltd, 1937) p. xxvii.
% Melosi (2005); William P. McGowan. “American Walsted: A history of America’s garbage
industry, 1889-1989,Business and Economic Histopl. 24 No. 1 (1995) pp 155 -163.
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percent?® The returns from 1952 to the mid 1960s covereg tmb thirds of the
population and were sometimes based on figuresathi often scarcely more than
guesses. Nevertheless, the data are the nearestaha national overview and,
despite their limitations, they do give an indioatof the contemporary scale and cost
of municipal waste handling.

The amounts of material collected and disposedraf,the money spent doing
so, were considerable. The first post-war surveryte financial year 1952-53,
covered approximately 70 percent of the populatibBngland and Wales and
showed that almost £17.1 million had been spentagiag over nine million tons of
refuse gathered from domestic premiSeBhat sum represented some 2.3% of all LA
expenditure for the two countrié$with the five largest cities — Birmingham,
Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds and Sheffield — beggponsible for one seventh of
total reported expenditure on refuse collection @disgosal. Collection costs greatly
exceeded those for disposal; nationally the ratis 4.1, a figure which may imply
that the gathering up of refuse was of greater @anand expense than its disposal,
but also may have to do with income from dispo$sketting some of the costs and/or
with the relative labour intensity of each activitye will return to the point about
offsetting of costs later. By the mid-1960s theune$ were still covering a similar
proportion of a larger population, showing an i of almost ten percent in
tonnages handled. In the financial year ending Ma&65, expenditure had more
than doubled to £36.16 million within a broadly gandistribution of cost$? The
increase in the amount of waste dealt with wasadlgtgreater than the tonnages
indicate; changes in the density and general compo®f refuse meant that the
volume of waste had increased disproportionatedithat its disposal was becoming
more of a problem® Correspondingly detailed figures were not collddte Scottish
LAs, but their Local Financial Returns allow theraxtion of some data on public
cleansing and show a similar picture of rising sotere, £4.3 million was spent in
1953, and £9.55 million in 1968ach year amounting to 3.2% of total LA spending, a

% Ministry of Housing and Local GovernmeRublic Cleansing Costing Returfisondon: HMSO,
Eublished annually after 1953) See, for exampl&2188, Table 9, col. 5.

" |bid., Table 9, columns 17-22, grand totals.

D, S. Lees and W. Appleyardocal Expenditure and Exchequer Grafitendon: Institute of
Municipal Treasurers and Accountants, 1956.

2 public Cleansing Costing Returi864-65, Table 8, p. 27.

30 A Review of Public Cleansing in Glasgow from 1868368(Glasgow: Corporation of the City of
Glasgow, 1968). p.11 provides some examples.
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substantially greater proportion than for England #vales® We are not sure what
accounts for this discrepancy, but are investiggtins in our ongoing research.

These figures indicate considerable and signifieennomic activity, whether
measured in terms of numbers served, weights hénollesums spent. In fact, the
actual figures must have been considerably higtaar those quoted because virtually
the whole of the UK’s population was provided widgular services for waste
removal and disposal, an operation whose scalesappe have been unrecognised
nationally at the time and which seems to have baleen for granted both by its
clients (the general public) and central governmrith partly contributed to its
costs through the system of general Treasury gtarntsal authorities. The LAs
themselves, on the other hand, were intimatelylredwith refuse and by no means
unconcerned about it. For them, on the basis ofd¢berds examined so far, refuse
handling was a constantly problematic and expensiatty which occupied a high
position in the hierarchy of municipal responsti@k and needed to be run in a
decidedly business-like fashion if it were to fuaotat even a minimally effective
level.

The records for the City of Glasgow’s Cleansingp@#ment demonstrate the
scale and nature of one of Britain’s largest mypa@trefuse operations from the end
of World War 11 until the major local governmenbrganisations in the mid-19765.
During that period, domestic waste handling wdkfstnly the province of the public
sector within a structure of local government whigds substantially unchanged from
the 1930s. The dominant ethos remained througheypériod one of municipal
responsibility for both the scale and standardseo¥ices provided. Archival material
relating to the department gives an insight inéaribtivation and management, and
the influences which shaped its changing attitudesealing with refuse. It also sheds
light on contemporary attitudes to environmentadaayns and recycling, suggesting
that they regularly impinged on municipal thinkiradpeit in a form rather different to
those displayed at the start of the twenty-firsitagy.

Glasgow had one of the UK’s oldest cleansing depamts, and officials there
consistently claimed that it had always been oreibhot the—largest and best

31 Great Britain, Scottish Officé,ocal Financial ReturngLondon: Scottish Office, 1965). Table “Rate
fund services. The returns give no explanatiortterdifference.

32 These are held by the Mitchell Library, Glasgos/Cdeansing Department, Annual Reports,
collection reference DTC/7/3/1, subsequently caedTC.
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organised in the UR? Its origins dated back to 1800 when the Chief@@ffiof Police
was charged with the duty of cleansing the striegsveeping and removing refuse
left on them, although the collection of domestistes was not involved.In 1868,

as a result of the new Public Health Act, a Muratigleansing Department was
formally established, replacing a private contradioits first year it dealt with
140,240 tons of waste generated by a populati@omie 395,000, at a cost of just
under £11,000 which represented a saving of oné ¢tim the contractor’s charges for
the previous yeat By the last financial year before World War |l saty years later,
a dedicated workforce of over 600 handled over@&Btons from a population
exceeding one million, at a total cost of £431,80@he war, perhaps surprisingly,
did little to alter the trend towards growth in amés of waste generated and in costs,
and by the time operations had adjusted to peawedonditions in 1947/48, the scale
of work had increased substantially. The CleanBiagartment’s total workforce then
numbered nearly 2,000 with a budget of almost A33M, That figure was exceeded
only by education, health and welfare servitesid policing, indicating the
substantial size and importance of public cleansirtye city’'s economy. Twelve
hundred of the Cleansing Department’s workers weenployed specifically on the
collection and handling of 456,000 tons of assor&fdse from over 288,000
properties at a net cost of almost £580,500.

The organisation for doing all this was substanpieofessionally managed
(although ultimately politically directed), and feanging in its operations. The latter
included not just the removal and treatment ofgeflbut also what would now be
labelled recycling activities. It had many of tHetacteristics of a large monopoly
business enterprise, although the forces drivimgeite substantially different from the
private sector. Between 1945 and the wholesalgamisation of local government in
the early 1970s, its operating costs (effectividyturnover) increased five-fold and
the capital invested rose by a factor of 8.5, aagefor a client base averaging over a

33 A Review of Public Cleansing in Glasgow from 1868368(Glasgow: Corporation of the city of
3alasgow, 1968) chapters 1, 2 and 4 give an overoigive pre-1945 period.

Ibid. p. 5.
3 DTC 7/3/1, (1) Annual Report 1868/69.
% DTC/7/31 (5), Annual Report 1938/39.
3" Health and Welfare was the term that replaced liP#tealth” in the City’s accounts. It included,
inter alia, domiciliary midwifery and nursing, health visiginvaccination, and residential
accommodation for the aged and infirm.
38 Mitchell DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Report 1947/48.
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million distributed across more than 300,000 hoal?® In Glasgow during this
time, waste handling operations not only grew sarigtlly, but also evolved in
response to changes in the nature of waste an@etoconditions which were
outside its own area of control

The department’s remit (in common with any otherlar municipal
organisation) was to collect and dispose of théscwaste in an efficient manner
within the budget set by the elected Council. Tilmatre was determined largely by
the extent and frequency of the collection serdieemed essential, factors which in
turn were determined partly by the public healthsiderations which were the
province of the professional managers, and paytihe politically rooted impulse of
the elected representatives to satisfy their ctuestis that they had used public funds
prudently to provide a satisfactory service. Finagecame chiefly from the general
rate fund provided by locally levied rates basedhousehold property values, and
this was supplemented to a small extent by graatenby central government. The
budget itself was derived from estimates produgethe department’s staff and was
frequently exceeded, with implications that we ktetlirn to shortly.

Departures from projected expenditure resulteoh fumpredictable variables
affecting the amount of refuse to be collected,enofwhich were actually
susceptible to short-term control. Waste “arisinfgsin individual households were
in effect spontaneous and unpredictable, and fegieration was not subject to any
practical limitation or regulation. They tendednorease yearly, both in weight and
volume, although to a degree unknown in advanag sarthe department was
essentially reactive rather than proactive in degliith them. Waste was constantly
generated and needed to be removed promptly, aedmate and ever-present
problem that created by far the largest part oDbpartment’s expenditure. Bad
weather, labour shortages or disputes and (espeicidhe early post-war years) a
lack of efficient disposal facilities all retardedllections and created excess costs
through overtime payments or the temporary recriitnof extra worker®’ There
was no alternative to this because it was unacbkpta leave refuse uncollected for
more than a short time without generating what vpereeived as substantial risks to
public health and a strongly negative public reactt Cost overruns—the equivalent

39 Extracted from DTC 7/3/1 Annual Reports for finemgears 1945/46 to 1971/72.
“0DTC 7/3/1 Annual Reports, Superintendent’s committancial years 1945/46 to 1951/52.
41 i

Ibid.
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of a loss in private sector business—eventuallyeapgd as a deficit in the
department’s operating accounts and were ultimabelyfrom the Rate Fund account,
and eventually these additional expenditures wassgd on to the public either in the
form of increased rate levies or reduced levelseo¥ice elsewhere in the Council’s
municipal provisions. If expenditure was less tHanbudget in a given financial
year, any surplus was absorbed back into the Ratd Father than being credited to
the department for the following financial year.

This system of control would seem to imply a redigr financial laxity with
little incentive to run the department with incregsefficiency and where losses
would be, to all intents and purposes, writtencaffitinually. Although it is hard to
counter the idea of a lack of incentive for imprayefficiency, the overall financial
and audit controls within local and central goveeminacted to rein-in any tendencies
towards departmental profligacy and the finanaidg of managers was principally to
estimate costs as accurately as poséfofeconcomitant skill required of the
department’s managers was to persuade the pditiollenced councillors, who
were practically equivalent to the board of direstm a company, to accept what
were seen as the necessary costs to be incurrén loepartment in carrying out its
duties, an area which involved not just curreroodinary” expenditure but also the
sometimes very large long-term capital costs in@dlin sustaining or extending the
whole infrastructure of municipal waste handling.

The policies setting out the principles under \lttite service was run were
determined by the elected Councillors with guidainoe the professional staff, and
the main aim was to provide all residents witheatst a weekly removal of their
household waste$.This was very much the “public face” of waste displ and, to
the population, by far the most important aspedt &ny shortcomings in collection
standards were immediately apparent, somethinghathiced management
considerably, especially when the service wastaghly labour intensive during the
1940s and 50s. The work of collecting refuse bias aiways heavy and frequently
unpleasant, problems exacerbated by the city’syheancentration of tenemented
properties where, for logistical reasons, collawibad traditionally been made at
night. Nocturnal working was particularly unattiget and finding and retaining

“2 Tony Byrne Local government in BritaitHarmondsworth: Penguin Books" 4d. 1986) pp. 216-
215.
3100 Years of Public Cleansing,. 7.
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workers was extremely difficult even when unempleyitnwas running at a
substantial level? Overcoming the reluctance to work at night on Uaipdle and
relatively poorly paid work was an intractable desb for which no long-term
solution seemed likely during the late 1940s areD%9 It was recognised that the
only effective remedy was a fundamental revisiothaorganisation and
methodology of collection, a course which was goedrby an intermeshing complex
of political, social and technological factors teaaped the policies proposed by the
professionals managing the service.

Political necessity meant that the elected membiettse City Council had to
provide an acceptable service to the large nundfgreople in tenement properties; it
was simply not possible to declare the operati@tanomic and abandon it,
something which a commercial enterprise would atmesgainly have done without
hesitation. Here we see an essential differencedaszt the public and private sector
arising from differing objectives and systems ofgmance: accountability to the
electorate on the Council’s part, coupled with #os of social responsibility and
professional pride amongst the practitioners, méatt irrespective of difficulties,
the work had to go on. The apparently simple exgadf eliminating night
collections in favour of day work was impossibledease there was a chronic lack of
capacity to deal with all the city’s collectionsosid they be concentrated into a
normal eight-hour working day. The problem hereitag bottleneck further up the
system of waste handling which the city had coms$édi over the previous decades.
After all, the collection of waste was simply thars of the process of waste disposal:
refuse did not evaporate when bins were emptiedadatts or lorries. In Glasgow it
went on to be sorted, first by removal of inert enatl such as ash and clinker, and
then for “salvage” (i.e. what we would now termyeables), which was a source of
some income generation for the department, aftezhwihe remainder was reduced
by incineration to further inert ash and clinkeheTatter substances were relatively
easy to dispose of in the 1940s and 50s sincedialg be used as road-bedding or to
fill-in the disused quarries and mine works to vithibe city had access. Although
there were a number of incineration works in tlg, ¢iowever, a further constraint on
collection and disposal was that they had littteafje capacity for holding refuse

pending incineration, and, because of the worlstion in built-up areas, there was

*DTC 7/3/5/1 (5) 1951/52, Superintendent’s comments.
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also no prospect for extending it. Thus, delivemets had to be staggered so that
material was received gradually across a 24-hotiecyanother key reason for night
collections.

The greatest proportion of domestic refuse wasllearat one principal
location in 1946" This had been opened in 1928 and was a combir#ityffor
separation, incineration of all un-reclaimed matéed for the generation of
electricity as a by-product of the high-temperatuwmening process. That had been
economically viable before the war, with most & tturrent produced being sold to
the city’s own electricity supply department or dise charge the storage batteries of
the Cleansing Department’s own electrically powerekiicles. Post-war changes
caused a major re-evaluation of the facility, hogrepartly because of what were
described as “the very objectionable conditionsitiered by the workforce and the
population living around the plant. Apart from tlegular and sustained emission of
considerable amounts of smoke, large dust partaridssoot, refuse awaiting
combustion was “constantly catching fire” becawesricted space necessitated its
being held in close proximity to working incineregoThis not only endangered
workers and threatened the whole works, but alsie@do the local air pollution
which appears to have bordered on the intoler&fiequal significance was that the
changing nature of the refuse being fed into thedces made incineration harder and
more costly. The ash and clinker from domesticsfirghich then made up a
substantial proportion of household waste, hadipusly included partly burned coal
residue, but it now reflected the poorer qualitylomestic coal which tended to
include a higher proportion of incombustible matkrincreasing the amounts of fuel
needed to start and sustain the furnaces’ burnjolg.cThe costs of running the
works and generating electricity rose and the armofiourrent produced diminished,
undermining the economics of production and emghasihe pressing need to
reconsider the plant’s future. A decision to retbtiile works, taken as early as 1926,
was principally the result of commercial pragmatisvith environmental awareness
playing what can best be described as a suppottinggh doubtless significant, role.

However, progress on rebuilding the works was fatetl because the other
smaller disposal plants available were inadequatandle the city’'s wastes on their

%5100 Years of Public Cleansinghapter 4 provides background material and quatstior this
section, anddTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Reports 1945/46 et seq. controarthe condition of the works and
progress towards replacement.
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own. The solution adopted was to construct a calyleew plant first, in addition
to those already in use, which would eventuallyhypedecommissioning and
reconstruction of the older site. That decisioketavery soon after the one to
reconstruct the existing facility, was part of adwler policy for dealing with
anticipated long-term changes in the city’s genenadf waste, which was expected
to increase as a result of plans to build largebemof new dwellings to replace
much of Glasgow’s older municipally owned housingjata was inadequate or worn-
out. Exactly how long the project would take was anticipated in 1946, and indeed
was not acknowledged publicly even after the wavks eventually operational in
1958: as late as 1968, it was claimed that workidgin only in 1955, ignoring the
long saga of problems that had retarded the préjectimost ten yeart. The worst
delays were actually outside the city’s control—calgovernment’s reluctance to
approve the scale and cost of the project causiedas of six years, for instance, and
another delay was caused by the reluctance ofaxctots to tender at all for the
projected work, mainly because no schedule coulgiven in the absence of
government approval.

The delays meant that various developments irr @tfgas of waste
production, handling, and management, as well &signess and the economy more
generally, called into question the original asstioms which had underpinned the
decision to build it. By the time the plant wadyuhorking in late 1958 it was
already clear that the generation of refuse wasasing at such a rate that a further
incineration works would be needed, even aftermstraction of the older plant. Well
before then, in 1956, plans were begun for andtweglity to cater for only for current
demand, but also for what the head of the Cleari3gpartment described as “the
vast new housing development” expected to takeedlathe City’® That project was
as protracted as the earlier one; a site was woptirad until 1963 and the
specification for the plant not produced until 1966t this time part of the delay was
caused by the realisation among planners that nohpmges in the nature of domestic
refuse and the markets for recyclable material@wempromising the viability of the
“separation and incineration” plants. In 1956, @&snstill expected that the practice of
separating collected refuse would continue, witliegged materials such as ferrous

“DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Report 1945/46.
7100 Years of Public Cleansing.
“8 DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Report 1955/56, Superintertdezomments.
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and non-ferrous metals and textiles being baledsaittion to selected contractors, a
labour-intensive operation which nevertheless geedra substantial net return. The
design for the works initially followed those priptes, but by 1962 it was clear that
income from salvage was falling away and showititg profit.*° Despite this, a
complete specification for issue to would-be casttyes was virtually complete by the
autumn of 1964 when a decision was made to receinbmv the works might best
function in the light of emerging trends in wasteation and disposal.in
consequence, tenders were also invited for a giasigned to incinerate everything
delivered without any attempts at prior separatieacing to further delays.

A decision was eventually made in 1967 to abandldmad salvage work,
and to confine separation to whatever ferrous met@lld be recovered by magnets
after incineration® Everything that was delivered to the plant wowddcbemated in
the plant, even if material such as non-ferrousatsetnd cardboard would be lost.
This had the attraction of reducing labour coste@lsas simplifying the plant itself
which, in turn, produced significant capital coaviags. On the other hand, it
increased the amount of material being burned ddeddsubstantially to the plant’s
exhaust emissions, although these were factordwétithat time were of less
immediate political or social concern than woultttebecome the case. It was felt
that filters to eliminate dust from the effluent wld be a satisfactory solution to
objections about pollutiorf

The final decision to adopt a regime of crematball of the waste received
in the plants was driven by operational considereatiaimed at maximising
throughput and minimising both capital and operatosts, considerations which
would have been quite at home in any privately afgel industrial environment. The
aim of the Cleansing Department, though, was ngeteerate profits, but to minimise
the growth in the expense of providing an esserthalugh ever more financially
burdensome, social service. In 1946 its budgetjusiover £800,000, in 1956 £1.8
million, and in 1966 it was almost £3.4 million faar-fold increase over a period
which saw little inflation of prices. The value @if salvage sales had more than
halved in relation to costs in those twenty yefaiding from 10.6% of expenditure to

“9DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Report 1962/63, p. 6.
0 DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Report 1963/64, p .5. and BarReport 1965/66 p. 5. Although the financial
year ended on 31 May the Report was not drafteititbetearly Autumn.
z; DTC 7/3/1/ (5) Annual Report 1966/67, p. 4.
Ibid.
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5.2%, of which over 70 percent actually came frogeparate waste paper collection
operatior®® By 1967, whatever attachment there might have berein-plant waste
separation, its economic contribution to cost réidachad all but disappeared and its
continuation was no longer justifiable in the comtaf efficient management, which
was increasingly prioritising the disposal of arewmcreasing amount of domestic
refuse.

The City of Glasgow disappeared as a local goventrnody in 1974. In its
final year, the Cleansing Department employed twerand a half thousand workers
and handled 304,135 tons of refuse with a budgatnedst £8 million out of the
city’s total spending of £222.7 million, i.e. 3.59%6the total. The cost of managing
domestic waste was exceeded in non-revenue acconigtby the Police Service
(£14.63 million) and Education (£69.34 million),dathese costs had remained
substantially similar in relation to one anothewotighout the period after 1945. The
preliminary examination of Glasgow’s records, alevith some of the national data
for England, strongly suggest that municipal wastsmagement bodies had much in
common with large commercial enterprises, certamiespect of their size and
complexity of operations, as well as their ultimetey of financial responsibility to
supervisory bodies, although clearly those superyibodies had different objectives
and composition than those in the private sectioe. @roblems of policy formulation
and labour supply and relations were clearly appgaes well as the early recognition
that domestic waste was an issue which had thenjpaiteo raise national issues
concerning its disposal.

Conclusions

These early investigations have been both stiimmgland challenging. They
show that—at least in one case—municipal waste gemant was a convoluted
operation that embraced many issues that we fatyt@although of course
contemporary perceptions came from a differentgeatsve, and they suggest that it
may be necessary to revise at least some of oulrothal conceptions of the
industry’s structure and operations prior to theesgance of an active commercial
sector in domestic waste management. So far, we dtialy looked at the public

sector governance of domestic waste handlingeben here we see as an important

>3 Figures extracted from DTC 7/3/1 (5) Annual Repdor those years.
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issue the question of whether Glasgow was typitadunicipal practice or whether
the authority was actuallui generisand — if so — then why? The bulk of the work is
still to do on the UK case, and we have yet to hegstained work on the German
one. Apart from making comparative studies of aged sample of UK local
authorities, we have yet to examine the effectesti@l government’s role in shaping
the nature of municipal waste control through ligisn and political encouragement.
The important issue of how private enterprise ctorige melded into the “big

picture” during the 1980s—in particular in relatimmthe privatisation question—has
also still to be addressed, as has the matterwfputblic and private governance
affected both the qualitative and quantitative geriance of collecting and disposing
of refuse. How, for instance, did commercial oparateconcile the need to discharge
socially essential tasks with attaining efficieabromic performance? To what
degree were companies reliant on recruiting masafgem the public sphere in order
to extend their operations? Was the organisatidheburgeoning private waste
management industry modelled on a municipal maxedas it derived from existing
business practices?

There are, at this point, more questions than arssvand the mechanics of
answering them may also be complicated becaussothenercial sector has been
characterised by the fluidity of its constituenpptation: mergers and take-overs
have been commonplace, companies have vanishedlguti their identities and
records subsumed into others. Much documentatibikely to have been lost,
although individuals’ oral evidence may partly lgedthe gaps. We are, though,
encouraged by results of the research carriedoofar swhich indicate that the
business-historical and comparative approach wal/jle new and fruitful historical
perspectives on a pressing contemporary problaheantersection of political

economy, corporate governance, consumer societyth@environment.



