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Issue Statement: 
 
    While continuing research shows that recycled materials are safe for reuse, 
the possibility exists that evidence suggesting otherwise will arise.  If the 
government should find a health problem with recycled materials, the result has 
potential to be detrimental to Be Green Inc.  
 
     The issue for Be Green Inc.: Should the company fund research of alternative 
methods of waste removal in the event that recycling is prohibited? 
 
 
Background: 
 
    Recently an emphasis has been placed on the importance of recycling 
materials to reuse in an effort to preserve natural resources.  American 
consumers have adopted this lifestyle as the latest fad, and our company has 
made a name for itself by making the recycling process as simple and convenient 
as possible in hopes that they might continue with these environmentally healthy 
actions after the craze has passed. 
 
     Recycling is by no means a new idea.  People have been doing it without 
serious problems for centuries.  The act gained popularity in the United States 
during the World Wars, when citizens were urged to donate metals as a patriotic 
duty.   
 
     Another spike for recycling happened in the 1970s under President Nixon.  
Energy costs were on the rise, and businesses were desperate for methods to 
cut them down.  Reprocessing materials saves a substantial amount of energy 
over virgin production.  Glass, for example, can be remade using only about 70% 
of the energy needed for first time manufacturing.  Recycling aluminum cuts 
energy costs by 95%, and a ton of recycled plastic conserves 11 barrels of oil.   
 
     This process is regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency, which was 
established under President Nixon in 1970.  The duty of the EPA is to protect 
human health while preserving the environment.  A conflict between public safety 
and recycled materials would be a significant concern for them, and they are 
constantly testing reprocessed goods for this reason.  
 
     The EPA employs thousands of environmental protection specialists, 
engineers, and scientists to study issues affecting personal and environmental 
safety, set standards in the industry and make advances in expanding upon 
recycling.   
 



     Right now the US Government encourages companies to “Go Green.”  This 
movement includes not only recycling, but other means of cutting dependence on 
and use of natural resources and power.  Legislative regulation on corporate 
recycling is tightening to keep companies on top of the environmental issue. 
 
     Developments are being made to reuse plastics and metals like those used 
electronic items such as computers, and at the same time studies regarding the 
safety of the current recycling systems continue.  
   
    Other companies have faced the problem of ban from the government and 
have often gone out of business as a result.  When lead pencils were deemed 
dangerous, Pencil Pushers, the lead supplier of lead pencils lost $56 million 
dollars and nearly went out of business.  Their top competitor, Papermate, did 
their research on the problem and developed a type of material that could serve 
as a replacement for lead in pencils—graphite. Papermate later bought out 
Pencil Pushers.  
 
     When restrictions regarding lead, cadmium, and phthalates were put on toys, 
Iconic Seattle Institution had no plan for occurrence and simply changed the 
labels on their goods.  The new packaging positioned the products as “adult 
novelty items” and sales dropped off immediately. 
 
     Dihydration Monoxide is a chemical used in pesticides, fire retardant coatings, 
industrial coolants, and the production of Styrofoam. After extensive testing, the 
EPA discovered the chemical to be extremely harmful to consumers and barred 
the usage of it.  Regal Plastics, the current leading manufacturer of Styrofoam, 
developed an acid-free alternative type of foam and pulled ahead of its 
competition.  Other companies, such as Nepco Inc., were nearly ruined by 
injunction. 
  
     Coca Cola is a classic example of side stepping governmental bans by being 
proactive.  Founded in 1886, the company started out very small, selling about 
nine glasses a day in its first year.  The traces of the coca plant (cocaine) were,in 
contrast, very large.  The original formula called for five ounces of coca leaf for 
every gallon of syrup.  After only six years, while the company was still miniscule 
in comparison to what it is today, the US governent started regulating usage of 
this plant due to its serious health risks.   
 
     Anticipating this problem, the chemists at Coca Cola started researching 
alternatives early on and put every effort into refining the recipe to use less and 
less cocaine.  By 1902, only 1/400 of a grain of coca leaf was used per gallon of 
syrup, and in 1929, when technology had advanced and the laws forbade the 
coca leaf, Coca Cola was ready to produce a product completely cocaine-free.  
 
     Today, Coca Cola is the world’s most popular soft drink. 
 



 
Potential Impact: 
 
     If the US Government were to find recycled materials dangerous, the 
company could potentially go out of business.  While consumers might still be 
inclined to use the compacting feature of The Green Machine, they would not 
bother buying one just for this.  Also, those that spent the money on the 
appliance might feel cheated and attach a negative association with the company 
and refrain from purchasing future Be Green Inc. products. 
 
     Without manufacturing a line of goods that do not involve recycling, the 
company would have no other type of revenue to profit from.  Stock prices would 
plummet and serious cuts would have to be made such as lay offs and plant 
closings.  Eventually, without action or a lift of the recycling ban, the company 
would be bankrupted.   
 
     Politicians would likely use this issue to draw attention to themselves. This 
could go in two directions.  A politician could take the stance of “Safety First” and 
back the decision to end all recycling practices.  Contrarily, environmentalists 
could push for more research, which the government would probably fund readily 
in order to preserve the environment and public interest.   
 
     The economy probably wouldn’t be strained too much by this, but it would 
cost companies like Coca Cola more money to constantly buy new glass rather 
than reprocessing old materials.  This could drive prices up.  Customers would 
eventually have to find another method of disposing of trash when the earth is full 
up with it.  In the future, manufacturers of electronics and appliances will be 
forced to take more responsibility for the safely disposing of their goods when 
they’ve stopped working.  Pressure could then be put on manufacturers of other 
things, such as paper and glass, to do the same. It would be in the interest of 
these companies to research alternatives to recycling and land-filling.   
 
 
Strategies/Options: 
 

1. Continue the current policy. 
The probability of a national ban on recycling is very slim.  Recycling has been 
happening for centuries without any serious problems.  Currently the government 
strongly encourages the public to recycle and makes it as convenient as possible 
with abundant recycling centers available to the consumer.  Legislation has also 
been passed to force companies to recycle a certain amount of the materials 
they use in production.  Since the 1970s, recycling has been consistently 
increasing without many drawbacks.  Some skeptics say more energy is used in 
the salvaging of goods than in first time production, but no evidence of health 
risks have been presented and the industry has not seen a decline. In fact, 



reprocessing materials is expanding as research unveils the potential to recycle 
other materials. 
 
     However, safety is continually being tested in the current recycling, and as the 
technology of the equipment used to perform these tests improves, the likelihood 
that a health hazard will be found increases.  On the off chance that a health 
issue were to arise and a ban set on the act of reprocessing goods, the company 
would almost surely go bankrupt.  
 

2. Team up with other companies in the industry that have a stake in the 
recycling process and pool funds to researching alternatives for waste 
removal.   

 
     The companies involved with any breakthroughs relative to this issue would 
have a serious advantage over those who took no part in the research at first, but 
over time even the uninvolved business could benefit, as well as the consumers 
and the environment. 
 
     If the issue never arises (and it probably won’t) the research could be 
considered unnecessary.  However, even in that event, the results of the studies 
could present unforeseen opportunities. 
 

3. Expand the product line to include items that not directly related to 
recycling.   

 
    To expand the product line would be to instill a soft padded lining for the 
company to fall back on should the products related to recycling fail to sell.  
Manufacturing biodegradable items would be one alternative.  Be Green Inc. has 
the opportunity to design stylish items such as shoes and handbags that melt 
harmlessly away into the ground when they are no longer being used.  Since 
“Going Green” is such a stylish trend lately, a new designer of totally “green” 
accessories has a lot of potential.  
 
     A new direction could add value to the company’s stock.  From one new 
product, opportunities arise to branch out in several different directions. 
 
     A fatal flaw in this plan is the potential that sales will drop off when “Going 
Green” is no longer trendy.  The goods would almost certainly have to be priced 
higher than normal products to be manufactured with biodegradable materials.  
Research to develop these materials would also be extremely costly and 
reflected in the price. 
 
     Other options might be to stick with appliances such as ordinary trash 
compactors.  These inventions can be constantly improved and would still be 
useful in the event of a ban on recycling. 
 



     Yet, launching any new line of products is risky and extremely costly.  It 
requires a lot of research, development, advertising, marketing, etc., and in the 
end there is no guarantee that the items will be successful.  
 
 
Current Policy: 
 
Currently, Be Green Inc. has no policy or plan of action developed for the issue 
of a possible ban on recycling goods.  There is no research being done on 
alternative waste removal systems, and no interest in branching out on the 
currently narrow array of products has been shown.  The Green Machine is the 
latest model in home sorting and compacting of garbage, but the earlier products 
were very similar and would also stop selling if recycling were banned.   
 
 
Recommended Action:  
 
Based on our analysis, option two is recommended.  
 
     It would be in the best interest of Be Green Inc. to put money toward the 
exploration of other possibilities for garbage removal outside recycling and 
landfills.  The discovered method could bring a whole new industry to the 
economy, and provides an alternative for landfills even if recycling is never 
barred.   
 
     Partnering with other companies in the research would provide a way of 
sharing costs.  Several other businesses all across the industry have a stake in 
recycling laws and it would be beneficial to them to prepare for the issue.   The 
corporations included would not be in direct competition with each other (for 
example, a steel producer and a manufacturer of plastic might both be asked to 
contribute to the studies.  This way, each company would be given a unique 
advantage over other businesses in its industry.   
 
     Participation in the studies could help companies with a large market share, 
such as AFG Glass, stay ahead of the competition.  Firms with a smaller share of 
the industry, such as Georgia-Pacific, a leading North American manufacturer of 
paper, gain some ground on the opposing companies, such as International 
Paper Supply.   
 
     Businesses slightly outside that realm also have a stake in the situation.  
Companies that rely upon the recycled materials (like Coca Cola) could be 
benefited by sharing the cost of the research as well, and are again not in direct 
competition with the other participants.  
 
     Though it is unlikely, the situation should be addressed as a real possibility 
and prepared for.  The costs of research can be divided between several 



companies, and could very well have a positive impact of them all.  The risks 
involved in funding research are minimal in comparison to the risks of ignoring 
the potential problem, which could go as far as totally bankrupting the business. 
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