2ac – at: civ K
Tech determinancy makes extinction inevitable and replicates the worst forms of civilization they criticize – it leads to the creation of catastrophic weapons because of the belief in an inevitable technological utopia and lets us trade our intersubjective relationships for more facebook friends and technological mediation – that’s Schmidt. Makes the transition impossible because the public will still be enthralled by the notion of tech as inherently progressive – their Sale evidence says that this is an intrinsic problem with the squo.  
Their framework accomplishes nothing – the perm is the best option
Minteer, Human Dimensions of Biology Faculty – School of Life Sciences @ Arizona State University, ‘5
(Ben, “Environmental Philosophy and the Public Interest: A Pragmatic Reconciliation,” Environmental Values 14, p. 37–60)

This call for revisiting and rethinking the philosophical roots of Western culture, which for White were the techno-scientific worldview and its underlying religious and secular foundations in the medieval period, implied nothing less than an overhaul of the tradition, a foundation-razing process in which a new philosophy of science, technology, and nature – and perhaps a new, less arrogant relationship to the natural world – would be unearthed and absorbed into the modern worldview. Early environmental philosophers such as Routley and Rolston, then, apparently following White in their call for a new ethic able to account for the independent value of the natural world, assumed that the anthropocentric worldview (and its destructive instrumentalisation of nature) had to be replaced with a new, nonanthropocentric outlook. Here, Whiteʼs thesis about the anti-environmental implications of the Judeo-Christian religion, particularly his sweeping claim that the latter was ʻthe most anthropocentric religion the world has seenʼ, offered a point of departure for environmental philosophers, who would respond in subsequent years with a series of influential criticisms of the moral humanism of the Western philosophical inheritance (e.g., Taylor 1986, Rolston 1988, Callicott 1989, Westra 1994, Katz 1996). As the field matured in the 1980s and 1990s, an exclusivist non-anthropocentric agenda established itself as the dominant approach in the field, with a few notable exceptions (of the latter, see Norton 1984, 1991; Weston 1985, and Stone 1987). The result of these developments is that the public interest never became part of the agenda of environmental philosophy in the same way, for example, that it appears to have made lasting impressions in other branches of applied philosophy such as business, engineering, and biomedical ethics. Concerned with what it perceived to be more pressing and fundamental questions of moral ontology – that is, with the nature of environmental values and the moral standing of nonhuman nature – environmental philosophers pursued questions selfconsciously cordoned off from parallel discussions in mainstream moral and political theory, which were apparently deemed too anthropocentric to inform a philosophical field preoccupied with the separate issue of the moral considerability and significance of nonhuman nature. As a consequence, instead of (for example) providing a conceptual or analytic framework for evaluating cases, practices, and policies from the perspective of ostensibly ʻhuman-centredʼ concepts such as the public interest, many environmental philosophers preferred to focus exclusively on the independent status of natural values. I would argue that this original failure to link environmental values and claims to recognised moral and political concerns also helps to explain the relative inability of environmental philosophy to have a significant impact within public and private institutions over the years, again, especially when compared with other applied ethics counterparts. Environmental philosophy is and always has been concerned with ʻnatureʼs interestʼ, not that of the public. This situation has also produced a number of unfortunate consequences for the contribution of environmental philosophy to policy discussion and debate, not to mention more concrete and on-the-ground forms of social action. One example here is the largely missed opportunity for philosophers to study and contribute to some of the more important environmental reform movements and institutional initiatives of the past three decades. Chief among these developments, perhaps, is the public interest movement that developed alongside environmental ethics in the late 1960s and early 1970s, which united consumer protection with environmental advocacy through organisations like Ralph Naderʼs Public Interest Research Groups (PIRGs). This list of emerging direct-action environmental movements would also have to include the growing number of grassroots organisations and groups, commonly lumped under the ʻenvironmental justiceʼ banner, which have sought to link the concerns of public health, safety, and community well-being to environmental protection through the language and tactics of social justice and civil rights (Gottlieb 1993, Shutkin 2000, Shrader-Frechette 2002). Had environmental philosophy worked a serious notion of the public interest into its agenda, it doubtless would have been (and would now be) much more engaged with these influential movements in citizen environmental action, not to mention a range of discussions in areas such as risk communication, pollution prevention and regulatory reform, public understanding of science, and so on.

Permutation do the alternative – justified if the alt becomes a Floating PIK – coopts affirmative ground which makes it impossible to be aff – excacerbated because it probably doesn’t have an advocate in the literature in the context of the aff

The alt can’t solve
Nordhaus 12, chairman – Breakthrough Instiute, and Shellenberger, president – Breakthrough Insitute, MA cultural anthropology – University of California, Santa Cruz, ‘12
(Ted and Michael, “Evolve,” http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/journal/past-issues/issue-2/evolve/)

These postmaterial values have given rise to a secular and largely inchoate ecotheology, complete with apocalyptic fears of ecological collapse, disenchanting notions of living in a fallen world, and the growing conviction that some kind of collective sacrifice is needed to avoid the end of the world. Alongside those dark incantations shine nostalgic visions of a transcendent future in which humans might, once again, live in harmony with nature through a return to small-scale agriculture, or even to hunter-gatherer life. The contradictions between the world as it is -- filled with the unintended consequences of our actions -- and the world as so many of us would like it to be result in a pseudorejection of modernity, a kind of postmaterialist nihilism. Empty gestures are the defining sacraments of this ecotheology. The belief that we must radically curtail our consumption in order to survive as a civilization is no impediment to elites paying for private university educations, frequent jet travel, and iPads. Thus, ecotheology, like all dominant religious narratives, serves the dominant forms of social and economic organization in which it is embedded. Catholicism valorized poverty, social hierarchy, and agrarianism for the masses in feudal societies that lived and worked the land. Protestantism valorized industriousness, capital accumulation, and individuation among the rising merchant classes of early capitalist societies and would define the social norms of modernizing industrial societies. Today's secular ecotheology values creativity, imagination, and leisure over the work ethic, productivity, and efficiency in societies that increasingly prosper from their knowledge economies while outsourcing crude, industrial production of goods to developing societies. Living amid unprecedented levels of wealth and security, ecological elites reject economic growth as a measure of well-being, tell cautionary tales about modernity and technology, and warn of overpopulation abroad now that the societies in which they live are wealthy and their populations are no longer growing. Such hypocrisy has rarely been a hindrance to religion and, indeed, contributes to its power. One of the most enduring characteristics of human civilization is the way ruling elites espouse beliefs radically at odds with their own behaviors. The ancient Greeks recited the cautionary tales of Prometheus and Icarus while using fire, dreaming of flight, and pursuing technological frontiers. Early agriculturalists told the story of the fall from Eden as a cautionary tale against the very agriculture they practiced. European Christians espoused poverty and peacemaking while accumulating wealth and waging war. In preaching antimodernity while living as moderns, ecological elites affirm their status at the top of the postindustrial knowledge hierarchy. Affluent developed-world elites offer both their less well-to-do countrymen and the global poor a laundry list of don'ts -- don't develop like we developed, don't drive tacky SUVs, don't overconsume -- that engender resentment, not emulation, from fellow citizens at home and abroad. That the ecological elites hold themselves to a different standard while insisting that all are equal is yet another demonstration of their higher status, for they are thus unaccountable even to reality. Though it poses as a solution, today's nihilistic ecotheology is actually a significant obstacle to dealing with ecological problems created by modernization -- one that must be replaced by a new, creative, and life-affirming worldview. After all, human development, wealth, and technology liberated us from hunger, deprivation, and insecurity; now they must be considered essential to overcoming ecological risks.

Perm—do the plan as the last act of civilization—short-term risk of the aff outweighs

The Link debate –
1. Carter nostalgia – we don’t lionize Carter – our evidence doesn’t say he was awesome, it says that public energy movements that pushed for energy policies were good – while we think Reagan might be worse probably worse that doesn’t means Carter is good. It says that Carter may have been correct about a particular policy. 
2. We isolated one of the mechanisms used to justify his genocides – the process of energy scenario planning allowed us to kill mass numbers of people to secure things like oil and energy resources because we viewed an apocalypse as inevitable – this is a reason our permutation is better than the alt alone because it explicates HOW he did the things he did
3. Civ is inherently unequal – we solve this by reinstating contestatational politics – that’s Swyngedouw 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Their McQuinn evidence says – Anarchists – refuses to set itself up as a political leadership apart from society, refuses the inevitable hierarchy and manipulation involved in building mass organizations, and refuses the hegemony of any single dogmatic ideology

They say we misidentify the cause – we indict their scarcity fear mongering – our Labban evidence says predictions based on energy resources and energy scenario planning are historically incorrect – while the have historically been used by Right-wing warhawks they recreate the same justifications – make them prove their claims are correct because we have an epistemological indict of their “models”

If their Progress link is just to say progress sis possible that’s a double turn – their Skunk ev says we should measure “momentum” via measures of progress


The alt is nihilism – pragmatic engagement is key
Murray Bookchin, Political and Social Philosopher, 1995 (http://lamiae.meccahosting.com/~a0004f7f/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Documents_TWO_files/SocialAnarchismOrLifestyleAnarchism.pdf)

Whatever Brown's own preferences may be, her book both reflects and provides the premises for the shift among Euro- American anarchists away from social anarchism and toward individualist or lifestyle anarchism. Indeed, lifestyle anarchism today is finding its principal expression in spray-can graffiti, post-modernist nihilism, antirationalism, neoprimitivism, antitechnologism, neo-Situationist 'cultural terrorism,' mysticism, and a 'practice' of staging Foucauldian 'personal insurrections.' These trendy posturings, nearly all of which follow current yuppie fashions, are individualistic in the important sense that they are antithetical to the development of serious organizations, a radical politics, a committed social movement, theoretical coherence, and programmatic relevance. More oriented toward achieving one's own 'self-realization' than achieving basic social change, this trend among lifestyle anarchists is particularly noxious in that its 'turning inward,' as Katinka Matson called it, claims to be a politics -- albeit one that resembles R. D. Laing's 'politics of experience.' The black flag, which revolutionary social anarchists raised in insurrectionary struggles in Ukraine and Spain, now becomes a fashionable sarong for the delectation of chic petty bourgeois.

Perm do both – use the affirmative’s counterfactual analysis as a justification for the alternative
Pragmatism builds in self-reflexivity – you should judge it on a case by case basis, not evaluate what we justify in the abstract
Lee, Department of Philosophy – Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania, ‘8
(Wendy Lynne, “Environmental Pragmatism Revisited: Human-Centeredness, Language, and the Future of Aesthetic Experience,” Environmental Philosophy 5:1)

Kirkman's aims, however, are not merely critical. Like many environmental philosophers and activists, he seeks a coherent, practicable ethic conducive to a livable—even flourishing—future. In a chapter aptly titled "Environmentalism without Illusion," Kirkman canvases several candidates for this post, including one 1 think more promising than Kirkman may himself realize in terms of providing motives for taking environmental responsibility seriously. This candidate is the envirotimental pragmatism of Andrew Light, Eric Katz, and Bryan Norton whose emphasis on a consensus of goals over means leaves open the question of possible strategies for the achievement of these goals (Norton 1991, 187-92). This openness, however, suggests both promise and peril in that while it certainly aims at positive ends, it remains all to easy to imagine strategies for achieving them whose moral justification remains sorely wanting,' offering, as Kirkman puts it, only a "cynical kind of hope" (165). What the pragmatists hold, in effect, is that "if philosophers do not have to be too picky about theory they can do whatever it takes to persuade more people to join the environmental cause and to provide stronger arguments to use in the public arena" (Kirkman, 165). This "whatever it takes," of course, is worrisome in light of a human history littered with the oppressive and often violent consequences of ends whose means were "justified" in this utilitarian fashion. Kirkman notes, however, that his "superficial reading" may not be fair to the pragmatists (165), and I concur. Environmental pragmatism is only rightly described as "cynical" if there are good reasons to worry that its advocates would be likely to opt for oppressive or otherwise morally suspect measures to achieve its goals (coercive birth control, for example). The bleak history of human chauvinism (heterosexism, sexism, and racism) being what it is, few would claim this worry is far-fetched. But 1 think it is misguided in one key respect: however commonly (and understandably) conflated, human chauvinism and human-centeredness (anthropocentrism) are not the same thing. The distinction itself is simple, but crucial, and recognizing it opens a door to reconceiving the environmental pragmatist's project in a fashion that avoids Kirkman's criticism. "Chauvinism" describes nothing other than an objectionable but alterable course of human history; anthropocentrism is an indigenous feature of the perceptual, somatic, emotive, cognitive, and epistemic, that is, the experiential conditions of Homo sapiens. The fact that no particular course of human action necessarily follows from human-centeredness suggests not merely that there is room within environmentalism for a number of philosophical approaches, but that the approach that stands the best chance of achieving the goal of a sustainable Earth is the one which looks to human-centeredness—to what all human beings have in common—as a virtue and not a vice. The central question for any such approach concerns whether there are varieties of human experience simultaneously vital to our conception of ourselves as human beings and bound to the preservation and/or restoration of environmental integrity.

Scenario planning turns the Kritik – 

Technocracy turns the Kritik – 

Ethics have to be applied – debating policy merits is key
Minteer, Human Dimensions of Biology Faculty – School of Life Sciences @ Arizona State University, ‘5
(Ben, “Environmental Philosophy and the Public Interest: A Pragmatic Reconciliation,” Environmental Values 14, p. 37–60)

The correct conclusion to draw here, however, is not that intrinsic value of nature claims are rendered irrelevant; rather, it is that they must be placed within a larger normative and policy context in order to be truly effective. While intrinsic value arguments can certainly be a part of the reasoning process that defines the public good in addressing serious environmental problems like anthropogenic global climate change, they will gain more salience and policy relevance, I believe, if they are advanced within the broader framework of public interest discourse. Among other things, this speaks to environmental philosophersʼ adoption of a more open and accommodating stance within environmental value discussions. Environmental philosophers should be prepared to make compelling and intelligent arguments for engaging in a truly democratic inquiry into the public interest in environmental policy debates, and these arguments should not entail an exclusivist or ideological endorsement of anthropocentrism or non-anthropocentrism as an absolutist metaphysical position. Moreover, there is ample room in the Deweyan model for environmentally-cast articulations of the public interest. For instance, environmental philosophers can inform public discussions of what is in the public interest by evoking environmental valuesyalty (e.g., Sagoff 1988, Dunlap and Mertig 1992, Kempton et al. 1995). Philosophers, that is, can subs that citizens share as a part of a common cultural inheritance, and to which large numbers of the public express lo tantively flesh out the public interest by articulating widely shared environmental values in deliberative contexts as constituting the legitimate public interest in specific situations. Once more, there is no reason why this process is not open to claims supporting the intrinsic value of nature, since these now are properly viewed as reasons for the public interest in a certain context or issue, with the public interest offered as a normative justification for adopting a certain environmental policy. Although environmental ethicists (and environmentalists generally) cannot be guaranteed that our arguments will always carry the day, we should be supportive of efforts to give such claims a fair hearing, and confident enough of their validity and persuasiveness that we are willing to enter into public debate and ʻtake our chancesʼ. Likewise, we should also be willing to consider the possibility that, as difficult as it might be for a scholarly profession that prides itself on ʻgetting it rightʼ, we might sometimes be wrong.
The pragmatic, democratic view of the public interest I am defending here departs from many current environmental philosophersʼ presumptions that appeals to the public interest are necessarily antagonistic to the promotion of various environmentalist ends and the justification of robust environmental policy. For example, Holmes Rolston – perhaps the most prominent environmental philosopher writing today – suggested a few years ago that claims to democracy and public values in environmental cases will only result in a power struggle, one which may pretend to be democratic (or in the public interest) but will ultimately be determined by bargaining power and presumably, by unfettered economic might (Rolston 1998: 356). Rolstonʼs apparent adherence to the pluralist, interest-group model of democracy here renders him incapable of seeing how an alternative process of open deliberation and cooperative social inquiry can transform preferences and reveal shared public values able to justify preservationist, or at any rate non-exploitationist, environmental policies.

Even if their end goal is desirable, how they get there is just as important
Dixon and Ramutsindela, professors of Environmental and Geographical Science – University of Cape Town, ‘6
(Jacqueline and Maano, “Urban resettlement and environmental justice in Cape Town,” Cities Vol. 23, Issue 2, April, p. 129–139)

Whereas society-nature dichotomies have underpinned preservationist and developmentalist discourses, environmental justice has gone some way in merging social justice and environmental concerns ( [Kurtz, 2003] and [Corburn, 2004]). What started as grassroots struggles around specific local issues have turned into an environmental discourse, which resonates with a universal striving for social justice. Notably, the literature has successfully documented the manifestations of environmental injustice. The evidence of environmental injustice that has been collected so far should assist us to take the next step, namely, looking into processes that would yield the kind of justice we seek. Such processes are more important, if not urgent, for addressing the harsh realities of informal settlements (McCarthy and Bernstein, 2000). A growing body of work suggests that improving the quality of life in informal settlements requires tri-sector partnerships, which bring the state, civil society and the private sector together ( [Goodlad, 1996] and [Otiso, 2003]). As we have shown in this paper, bringing about environmental justice in informal settlements is complex, because any attempt to improve the quality of life therein is most likely to impinge upon other human rights issues (SAHRC, 2001). This is particularly true of resettlement schemes. In the case of the Cape Flats, officials and residents viewed resettlement as a viable option for improving the conditions of life of the residents. Resettlements of people for the sake of dams, roads, national parks, and the like have received a fair share of international condemnation (see United Nations Centre for Human Settlement, 1991), which we endorse. However, in this paper, we highlighted the context in which resettlement could assume entirely different meanings. Our analysis of Mfuleni Flood Relief Project in Cape Town suggest that, while environmental justice is a desirable outcome, the nature of the process leading to that outcome demands serious consideration. We suggest that the processes and strategies for achieving environmental justice are as important as the end results that we strive for, particularly in areas of human settlements.

Their moral imperative is blackmail – crushes the alt
William Konchak and Unai Pascual 6, land economy profs at Cambridge, “Converging economic paradigms for a constructive environmental policy discourse”, environmental science and policy 9, 10-21

A second stream of limits discourse involves ethical value based critiques of economic growth and utilitarianism, epitomized by ‘‘surely it makes sense to inject into the debate moral concerns about the well-being of future generations, even if these arguments require questioning and criticizing individuals’ sincerely felt preferences’’ (Norton et al., 1998, p. 200). More radically, according to Smith (2003) some from the ‘green’ camp feel ethical and public-regarding arguments may be compromised since they may not have more standing than purely self-interested preferences. It would seem that within the EE discourse there is an effort to suggest that environmental values trump mere preferences. However, this is a morally questionable tact and ought to be approached with due caution. Even if it is justifiable, how can we find out which values are correct? Moral philosophy suggests that ‘‘what may happen is that someone is brought to see things as a virtuous person does, and so stops feeling the need to ask it’’ (McDowell, 1978, p. 23). However, this is not a satisfactory answer as different people have different views of what is virtuous or moral. While EE may seem to push for higher order environmental values, it is one thing to come up with moral judgments, but yet another to claim that certain actions necessarily follow, particularly when they override personal preferences. Environmental protection is inevitably framed in terms of self-sacrifice to do the right thing, which reflects viewpoints often portrayed as altruistic. But projecting shame or guilt for environmental problems upon society may be ineffective in terms of gathering popular support to find solutions (Roszak, 1995). In fact, other views of what constitutes morality exist and particular moral views often reflect the limits of a given paradigm. Ethical tenets on the environment such as care and husbandry for nature can be jeopardized, twisting what would be natural and appealing, engaging both self-interest and ethics, into a framework of self-denial.8 The question is how those with ethical values can effectively disseminate them to promote environmental protection, yet avoid the morally difficult idea of overriding personal preferences. However, this approach assumes that there is a split between moral value and self-interest. While not trying to argue out morality, the point here is that a significant common ground between altruism and self interest can exist.9 It is within this context that ego (selfinterest) and empathy (altruism) may find a third form of emergent value (Hayes and Lynne, 2004), or enlightened selfinterest that leads to moral outcomes as a consequence, not as an a priori directive. One way is the point made by Norgaard and Bode (1998) that there can be advantages of speaking in the dominant economics ‘language’ sponsored by NE. Although we agree with them that it would be amost onerous task to throw out utilitarian theory and preferences as the basis for environmental policy and responsibility, new emergent ideas on self-interested economic behaviour, utility and social welfare (e.g., Sen, 1982; Kahneman et al., 1997; Bowles, 1998; Gintis, 2000) could be exploited by EE.

Their reductionist account of history erases agency
Murray Bookchin, Political and Social Philosopher, 1995 (http://lamiae.meccahosting.com/~a0004f7f/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Documents_TWO_files/SocialAnarchismOrLifestyleAnarchism.pdf)

What is of crucial importance is that the regression to primitivism among lifestyle anarchists denies the most salient attributes of humanity as a species and the potentially emancipatory aspects of Euro-American civilization. Humans are vastly different from other animals in that they do more than merely adapt to the world around them; they innovate and create a new world, not only to discover their own powers as human beings but to make the world around them more suitable for their own development, both as individuals and as a species. Warped as this capacity is by the present irrational society, the ability to change the world is a natural endowment, the product of human biological evolution -- not simply a product of technology, rationality, and civilization. That people who call themselves anarchists should advance a primitivism that verges on the animalistic, with its barely concealed message of adaptiveness and passivity, sullies centuries of revolutionary thought, ideals, and practice, indeed defames the memorable efforts of humanity to free itself from parochialism, mysticism, and superstition and change the world. For lifestyle anarchists, particularly of the anticivilizational and primitivistic genre, history itself becomes a degrading monolith that swallows up all distinctions, mediations, phases of development, and social specificities. Capitalism and its contradictions are reduced to epiphenomena of an alldevouring civilization and its technological 'imperatives' that lack nuance and differentiation. History, insofar as we conceive it as the unfolding of humanity's rational component - - its developing potentiality for freedom, self-consciousness, and cooperation -- is a complex account of the cultivation of human sensibilities, institutions, intellectuality, and knowledge, or what was once called 'the education of humanity.' To deal with history as a steady 'Fall' from an animalistic 'authenticity,' as Zerzan, Bradford, and their compatriots do in varying degrees in a fashion very similar to that of Martin Heidegger, is to ignore the expanding ideals of freedom, individuality, and self-consciousness that have marked epochs of human development -- not to speak of the widening scope of the revolutionary struggles to achieve these ends. Anticivilizational lifestyle anarchism is merely one aspect of the social regression that marks the closing decades of the twentieth century. 

