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Even if one assumes that rising levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere lead to higher global temperatures, a carbon tax in the United States that reduces emissions domestically would have zero direct effect on foreign emissions if we acted alone. In fact, unilateral action by the U.S. would have very little effect on total global emissions. ¶ The EPA analyzed a cap-and-trade proposal and projected global CO2 concentrations in a baseline and under legislation, demonstrating the effects graphically.[16] (See Chart 1.) The Administrator of the EPA testified on July 7, 2009: “I believe the central parts of the [EPA] chart are that U.S. action alone will not impact world CO2 levels….”[17] The analysis showed that even if the U.S. adopted stringent carbon caps under that legislation[18] and the international community did not, global CO2 concentrations would decrease 25 parts per million (with concentrations equaling 694 ppm in 2095). International action, by contrast, would decrease concentrations by 202 ppm.¶ Just as in a unilateral U.S. cap-and-trade system, a unilateral U.S. carbon tax would likely further increase foreign emissions because of a phenomenon called “carbon leakage.” As energy-intensive industry relocates from the United States to other nations such as Mexico, Vietnam, or China (already the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases), GHG emissions and toxic pollutants could increase more than they would if those industries remained in the United States.[19]¶ Unilateral action by the United States to tax carbon emissions is unwise because it would not achieve its stated environmental goal: material reduction of global GHG emissions.
Species
[bookmark: _GoBack]Hierarchies are natural and inevitable— only attempting to make the current system ethical solves.
Hughes, 89. James J, Assistant Director of Institutional Research and Planning, and Lecturer in Public Policy Studies, at Trinity College in Hartford. "Beyond Bookchinism: A Left Green Response," Socialist Review 89.3, http://www.changesurfer.com/ Bud/Bookchin.html.

FINALLY BOOKCHIN SEEMS to lead himself back into one of the same errors that he so eloquently critiques in deep ecology: the separation of the social order from "the natural." On the one hand, Bookchin insists that, since humans are naturally evolved, anything we do is natural. On the other hand, he insists that nature abhors hierarchy, and that once we get back in touch with our continuity with the natural order we will eschew hierarchy, and vice versa. This is again the problem of the leap from IS to OUGHT. Hierarchies exist in the ecosystem, including animal class and gender systems, and our hierarchies are just as "naturally" evolved as theirs. The reason for us to oppose hierarchy has to do with an existential human ethical decision, not with its "unnaturalness." Bookchin's equation of nonhierarchical organization with ecology leads us astray not only philosophically, but also politically; it leads us into a utopian rejection of engagement with the actual existing (albeit hierarchical) political structures, such as the Democratic Party and Congress. A complex social order, like a complex organism, requires some degree of specialization, centralization and hierarchy. But the range of possibilities within the human social niche is very broad and we need to ethically decide which of these possible adaptations will ensure the survival of the species and the ecosystem, while satisfying our ethical goals. Some historical periods allow only slow and cumulative change, while other "transformative crisis" periods, when the social equilibrium is "punctuated," allow rapid and revolutionary change. Our challenge is discerning when the window of opportunity is open for radical change, and when we must wage a more modest "war of position." The project of the left is to recognize the ever-changing limits of this window, and to position ourselves within it without either extinguishing ourselves in utopian and apocalyptic projects, or blending into the dominant gene-pool of possibilities.

The agamben portions of their alternative is incoherent, can’t solve the affirmative’s focus, and risks exclusion and violence.
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31. The Open is many respects a mysterious offering: it raises many issues, and accordingly there are a host of questions that we may want to direct towards Agamben. As I have alluded above, Agamben’s style of argumentation is not unproblematic, and I think it is fair to say that the theoretical jumps he makes between traditions and philosophies lead occasionally to omissions. To cite one example, there are some connections he could have explored in relation to Actor Network Theorists, particularly the contributions of Donna Harraway and Bruno Latour. Both these theorists have offered substantive challenges to the meaning of the human (eg. Harraway, 1991, Latour, 1999 & Latour, 1993) and importantly, have considered the role of non-humans as both constitutive of humanity, and a source of active ‘world making’ in their own right. These perspectives challenge traditional ontological accounts of subjectivity, and could offer Agamben some way out of the politico-philosophical quandary that he finds life within at the turn of the twentieth century. 32. As discussed above, another concern that we may raise with The Open is the role of woman within the text. Agamben differentiates between the two terms ‘man’ and ‘human,’ indicating an intended difference, where the term ‘man’ constitutes the ground for the contestation between the human and the animal. But this distinction is not clearly spelled out in Agamben’s analysis, and I believe leads to a subtle instability around the significance of gender within the framework he proposes. In this context, I feel we would be correct to ask whether Agamben intends a more fundamental alignment between woman and animality (or ‘nature’) that is counterposed to ‘man.’ Certainly, I could not help but to ruminate on this issue when reading a citation from Walter Benjamin in the third last chapter of The Open, which describes sexual relations with a woman as what frees ‘man’ from his bond to nature: "the woman literally detaches him from Mother Earth – a midwife who cuts that umbilical cord which the mystery of nature has woven" (Benjamin in Agamben, 2004: 84). The issue is pertinent because of the theoretical literature that finds symbolic links between animality and femininity, either through an association of woman with nature, the body and the passions (eg Irigaray, 1994: 133-46, Lloyd, 1991) or a direct connection between violence against women and violence against animals (eg Adams, 1991). If woman holds a distinct position in the economy of relations between human and animal, then what are the specific effects of this relation on her being? And does she have an existence beyond this relation, or is she eternally bound to it? 33. For those more explicitly concerned with the treatment of animals, a failure to comment on the violence exercised by humans towards animals must also count as a significant omission in Agamben’s analysis. If one considers this aspect of the human / animal divide, and I believe a reading of Patterson’s Eternal Treblinkaconfirms this, it is apparent that the spiritual home of biopolitics is not the concentration camp but the slaughterhouse. It is within this facility that life is measured, contained and extinguished with a monstrous potentiality that defies belief; where the slaughter of billions occurs within spheres of exception that are incorporated within the very heart of the civil space. That Agamben does not consider this perspective on the animal / human machine is disappointing, as it is here that the most troubling questions must be asked about the human capacity for the management of life, and the mammoth potential for a seeming infinity of daily torments, and mass exterminations to occur.


