Turns Case – Cede the Political

Environmental skepticism preserves dominant systems by causing paralysis—leading to further exploitation of the environment and privileging of elites—causing the destruction of civilization.
Jacques ‘6 (Peter, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, “The Rearguard of Modernity: Environmental Skepticism as a Struggle of Citizenship”; Global Environmental Politics 6.1 (2006), Muse)
[bookmark: REF101][bookmark: REF102][bookmark: REF103][bookmark: REF104][bookmark: REF105][bookmark: REF106][bookmark: REF107][bookmark: REF108][bookmark: REF109][bookmark: REF110]In particular, environmental skepticism is opposed to the establishment of global environmental concerns and those related to human sustainability. The substantive arguments of environmental skeptics are guided by a "deep anthropocentrism" which dissolves society from non-human nature. Importantly, a severed nature-human relationship effectively challenges the institutionalization of obligation to environmental changes and the people who are affected by these changes. Skepticism therefore preserves a conservative hope for limited government in the global market while it protects a consumptive elite against responsibilities for these systemic changes. In the process, environmental skepticism defends the structure of dominant social values in world politics such as the state system, expansive resource exploitation under world capitalism, and a hegemonic and consumptive North (and US in particular from where most skeptics hail) to flourish unmolested by the gadflies of the environmental movement. Therefore, being overly concerned with the contrarian knowledge claims of environmental skeptics misses skepticism's more important political message about duty and the legitimacy of public environmental concern. Environmental skeptics, even if they are conclusively proven wrong on all counts, will succeed in—at least temporarily—guarding a falling hegemonic order if academia, the press, and government become overly interested in Darth Vader and Obi Wan dueling at the bay doors.101 I suspect that skeptics will be happy to continue to create this kind of conflict because it ultimately provides an indefinite defense of the dominant social norms and institutions. They do not need to win the debate about the state of the world to maintain this power and dominance. They only need to establish enough doubt about the environmental epistemic community having the debate to throw public action into doubt as well. Kysar, in Ecology Law Quarterly, notes that both environmentalists, such as Worldwatch Institute, and skeptics like Lomborg are guilty of hyperbole which they use to focus attention on their own policy agenda through competing Litanies.102 These Litanies are, among other things, struggles over the ability to frame risk, and therefore regulation: As a result, science becomes a contested space in which competitors vie forthe legal authority to impose costs on other parties, whether in the form of regulatory compliance, or externalized physical and environmental harms.103 However, Wildavsky, correctly I think, argues that risk is politically assessed by morality, and this makes the framing of public risk a civic exercise.104 From here, [End Page 95] he argues that environmental policies need to be made with a preponderance of evidence, not evidence from probabilities. But skeptical ethics severely limit what counts and is available to create such a preponderance of evidence. Thus, contrary to what Lomborg argues, understanding what is to be done and prioritizing action is not just a simple matter of adding up the costs and benefits. The real struggle is over what can count as a cost or benefit or even whether such a conceptual tool is fair, appropriate, or relevant.105 Environmental skepticism is therefore a struggle over the core values and beliefs that frame who and what risks should count as important. But these are no ordinary historical risks. The state of the world debate centers on what core civic values should organize risk in society regarding human development and progress. Wildavsky's "culture" model is based on core fears and different cultural sets have different core fears of risks, and that environmentalists have a specific culture guided by "radical egalitarianism." I do not disagree that some environmentalism is deeply concerned about the fair distribution of ecological space and change.106 Turning this around though, it is just as plausible to frame skeptics as struggling for a "radical in-egalitarianism" within the core values that already organize world politics. In conclusion, skepticism's influence in politics and culture presents a dramatic threat to human ability and political will to protect the critical life support systems found in ecological goods and services because they dismiss these systems as important. Many civilizations have actively decided, for one reason or another, to ignore the erosion of this essential relationship between society and non-human nature, only to collapse or find themselves at the mercy of a Dark Age that is defined by misery and suffering.107 Jared Diamond writes, Our world is interconnected and interdependent, like Easter Island's 11 clans. Today, we face the same problems—loss of forests, fisheries, biodiversity, fresh water, and topsoil—that dragged down past societies. But for the first time in world history, we are producing or transporting toxic materials, greenhouse gases, and alien species. All these environmental problems are time bombs. The world is now on an unsustainable course, and these problems will be resolved one way or another, pleasantly or unpleasantly, within the next 50 years.108 Yet, Lomborg shrugs off the matter of accountability to exactly these kinds of changes as "blame" and says our true priorities should be more along the lines of a low-fat diet instead of "focusing on pesticides, oxygen depletion, global warming, forests, wind power, biodiversity, etc.—issues which are more clearly someone else's fault."109 [End Page 96] To some, the song of skepticism sounds like a sweet song, laden with the security and power of modernity. Diamond points out with optimism I share, when Easter Island collapsed, it did not have the benefit of knowing that other societies had colapsed by undermining ecological life support systems. However, taking responsibility for global environmental integrity would be a positive step towards paradigmatic and r/evolutionary changes, one of which would be an incorporation of obligations to human societies commensurate with membership and impact within a larger international and ecological community.110 This directly challenges the way power and wealth are concentrated in the current world system, and environmental skeptics have organized as the rearguard for this system and its globalizing—but beleaguered—paradigm. To be sure, the fact that conservatives have felt the need to rally around the DSP indicates that the ecological position is gaining strength. Skeptics however wish to postpone this change. Their placations sound good to the elite who are part of the dominant world order. From Diamond's lessons, this skeptical song is like lulling the boiling frog to sleep, ignoring that someone put the frog in the pot to begin with, and then telling the frog that things are, "in fact," getting better all the time. 

L – Conservative Fill In
Alternative fails—destroys the environment and coopts the K by allowing right wing manipulation
Wapner 03
[Paul, Associate professor and director of the Global Environmental Policy Program At American University, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=539]
Most of us are familiar with rightist attacks on environmentalism. For a long time, many people on the right have faulted environmentalists for wanting to curtail free enterprise, limit private property, and abridge individual freedom in the service of environmental well-being. We are less familiar with leftist criticism. Over the past decade or so, however, some parts of the left have launched their own attacks on environmentalism, and, although these are more philosophical in character, they threaten the movement every bit as much as those coming from the right.  Leftist environmental criticism is the work of a group of postmodern intellectuals and professors. Postmodernists expose the constructed quality of those things we take for granted. They unmask the given and show that "what is" is not necessarily "meant to be," but rather is a consequence of particular decisions and socio-historical conditions. Postmodernism is a natural ally of the left in that it deconstructs existing conditions and shows that, although they may appear natural or necessary, they are really contingent; they can be changed. This is a doctrine that has helped people look critically at their society and consider the possibility of other arrangements.  Leftist critiques of environmentalism start from this same premise. They point out that our notions of nature-the nonhuman world that environmentalists care so much about-are themselves social constructions and thus subject to various interpretations, none of which can provide absolute guidance for environmental policy. We never experience nature directly but always through the lenses of our own values and assumptions. "Nature" is thus not simply a physical entity that is "out there" or given; it is an idea that takes on different meanings in different cultural contexts, a social construction that directs us to see mountains, rivers, trees, and deserts in particular ways. Raymond Williams expressed this understanding when he wrote, "The idea of nature contains, though often unnoticed, an extraordinary amount of human history." To postmodernists, "nature" is not something the mind discovers but something that it makes.  This understanding of "nature" is helpful in guarding against insensitive environmentalist projects. We often assume that everyone concerned with a particular environmental issue shares the same understanding of the problem. But this is far from being the case. When it comes to preserving wilderness areas or protecting biological diversity, one person's wilderness is another person's neighborhood. What one person values as an endangered species is potential income, a threat, or dinner to someone else. Leftist criticism has been important in reminding us that "nature" is not a single realm with a universalized meaning, but a canvas on which we project our sensibilities, our culture, and our ideas about what is socially necessary.  The postmodern argument also poses challenges for anyone concerned with environmental protection. Environmentalism is fundamentally about conserving and preserving nature. Whether one worries about climate change, loss of biological diversity, dwindling resources, or overall degradation of the earth's air, water, soil, and species, the nonhuman world is the backdrop of concern. What happens when critics call this backdrop into question? What happens when they claim that one understanding of "nature" is at odds with another and that there is no definitive way to judge which one is better? How can a movement dedicated to protecting nature operate if the very identity of its concern is in doubt?  THESE MAY SEEM like academic questions, but they go to the heart of environmentalism and have begun to worry even the most committed environmentalists. After scholars such as William Cronon, Timothy Luke, and J. Baird Callicott introduced "eco-criticism" to the scholarly and popular publics, various environmental activists and thinkers have struggled to articulate a response. Their inability to do so in a decisive and persuasive manner has further damaged the environmentalist position. Even more troubling, now that the critique is out of the bag, it is being co-opted by people on the right. Anti-environmentalists such as Charles Rubin and Alston Chase, for example, now claim that, if there is no such thing as "real" nature, we need not treat the nonhuman world with unqualified respect. If we think it is in our interest, we can freely choose to pave the rainforest, wipe out the last panda bear, or pump high levels of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. What is critical to notice in both cases is that criticisms of "nature," whether they come from the left or are co-opted by the right, are playing an increasing role in structuring the confrontation between anti- and pro-environmentalists. And they are re-setting the fault lines within the environmental movement itself. 


AT: Science Unverifiable

Science is good – it’s effective and gets stuff done.  Their method critiques are nonsense and make local knowledge equally valid, the impact is Nazism
Bronner, 2004
Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 162-63
Reclaiming the Enlightenment calls for clarifying the aims of an educated sensibility in a disenchanted world. But this requires science. The assault upon its “instrumental” character or its “method” by self-styled radicals trained only in the humanities or social sciences is a self-defeating enterprise. Criticizing “bourgeois” science” is meaningful only with criteria for verification or falsification that are rigorous, demonstrable, and open to public scrutiny. Without such criteria, the critical enterprise turns into a caricature of itself: creationism becomes as “scientific” as evolution, astrology as instructive as astronomy, prayer as legitimate a way of dealing with disease as medicine, and the promise of Krishna to help the righteous a way of justifying the explosion of a nuclear device by India.10 Striking is how the emphasis on “local knowledge”—a stance in which all science is seen as ethno-science with standards rooted in a particular culture’1 —withdraws objectivity, turns the abdication of judgment into a principle of judgment, and recalls what was once a right-wing preoccupation with “Jewish physics,” “Italian mathematics,” and the like. Forgotten is that those who do physics or biology or mathematics all do it the same way or, better, allow for open scrutiny of their own way of doing it. The validity of science does not rest on its ability to secure an “absolute” philosophical grounding, but rather on its universality and its salience in dealing with practical problems. There is a difference between the immanent method of science and the external context in which it was forged. The sociology of science is a completely legitimate endeavor. It only makes sense to consider, for example, how an emerging capitalist production process with imperialistic aspirations provided the external context in which modern science arose. But it is illegitimate to reduce science to that context or judge its immanent workings from the standpoint of what externally inspired its development.12 Too much time has already been wasted on “deconstructing” the scientific method for what Foucault termed its “dogmatic approach” and its supposedly hermetic character. That is the case not simply because the “scientific revolution” was directed against a scholastic view of nature that constrained the possibilities of inquiry or because the Enlightenment spirit influenced many nontraditional notions of science like homeopathy. It is primarily because, in political terms, the issue is not the “method” of science but the type of scientific research that demands funding and, ultimately, the ends to which science is put. Again defined by what they oppose, ironically, those principally concerned with the scientific method reflect the establishmentarian tendency to isolate science from politics. Whatever the connection between this method and metaphysics, or the status of its original commitment to benefit humanity, there is no reason to believe that science in the age of globalization has lost its ability to question previous claims or established authority: neither from the standpoint of science nor ethics is it legitimate to maintain that “the enlightenment has lost any trace of its own self-consciousness. “13


Impact Overview – 2NC

Turns the case: Their pedagogy advantage puts the cart before the horse - This selfishness makes all impacts, quality of life, ethics, totalitarianism inevitable 
Ophuls, member of the U.S. Foreign Service and has taught political science at Northwestern University. He is the author of Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity, which won the International Studies Association’s Sprout Prize and the American Political Science Association’s Kammerer Award, 1997 	[William, Requiem for Modern Politics]
In the end, therefore, not only did the Enlightenment paradigm of politics fail to achieve many of its avowed goals--for example, equality (at least to the extent hoped)--but it also inflicted a wanton destruction on the world, becoming thereby both its own worst enemy and the author of new forms and possibilities of tyranny undreamt of by ancient despots. Everything that does not work, all that we hate and fear about the modern way of life, is the logical or even foreordained consequence of the basic principles we have chosen to embrace. Explosive population growth, widespread habitat destruction, disastrous pollution, and every other aspect of ecological devastation; increasing crime and violence, runaway addictions of every kind, the neglect or abuse of children, and every other form of social breakdown; antinomianism, nihilism, millenarianism, and every other variety of ideological madness; hyperpluralism, factionalism, administrative despotism, and every other manifestation of democratic decay; weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, the structural poverty of underdevelopment, and many other global pathologies--all are deeply rooted in Hobbesian politics, whose basic principles set up a vicious circle of power seeking and self-destruction. In other words, the most intractable problems of our age are due not to human nature itself but, instead, to the way in which the Enlightenment in general and Hobbesian politics in particular have encouraged the worst tendencies of human nature to flourish in the modern era.

Vote on the linear impact – every person they help will kill 10 in the crunch
Ehrlich, 74 – Professor of Biology @ Stanford (Paul, New York Times) 

Furthermore, there are other pernicious fallacies in the “what we as Americans can do about the world population program” game.  Let’s start with a fallacy that the authors helped to create-the idea that we might successfully pressure governments of developing countries into launching effective population control programs.  In the first edition of our book “The Population Bomb,” it was suggested that the United States try to use its food aid as a lever to get recalcitrant governments moving on population control programs.  The logic then (as today) was impeccable.  If you deluded people into thinking that either the U.S could ( or would) supply food in perpetuity for any number of people, you were doing evil.  Sooner or later, popualation growth would completely outstrip the capacity of the United States or any other nation to supply food.  For every 1,000 people saved today, perhaps 10,000 would die when the crunch came.  Simply sending food to hungry nations with population explosions is analogous to a physician prescribing aspirin as a treatment for a patient with operable cancer-in deferring something unpleasant, disaster is entrained.  Yes, send some good- but insist that population control measure be instituted.  But despite the logic, no one in the U.S. Government paid the slightest heed to that suggestion ( or to related proposals by William and Paul Paddock in their 1968 book, “Famine-1975!”) , and the point is now moot, since we have no more surplus food.


Turns any ethics claims – delayed transition to Authoritarian regime genocides those economically disadvantaged
Hanson, civil engineer from Hawaii, a retired systems analyst, 2003	[Jay, “Jay Hanson: Interview,” by Scott Meredith, 6-21-2003, http://www.wordwright.com.au/paul/HansonSummingUpInterview.htm]
Q: I have often felt that people have misunderstood the structural essentials of the doom that you foresee. Many people seem to grasp a simple idea of “Depletion = Die off”, assuming you mean that we’ll simply freeze in the dark, and they react with approval or dismissal, depending on their politics, as usual. But what you say is more articulated than that. You actually posit a two-stage process. First, economic trainwreck triggered by, not the final stages of depletion, but by the Oil Peak itself, followed by, Second, horrendous wars fought by the great powers desperately hoping to secure the final precious reserves to themselves. This second stage would culminate in a horrific inversion, whereby “global elites” will decide to directly immolate the vast hordes of poor, ignorant, “useless eaters” of the world, via some kind of bio-weapon. In other words, not so much a “Die off” but rather a “Kill off”.  Is this sketch of your analysis roughly correct? A: Your snapshot is essentially correct. But a great deal of death will occur because food and water supply lines will collapse. Food cannot be grown in anything like the quantities we need without oil and natural gas. Moreover, neither food nor water can be delivered without oil and gas. Cities like Las Vegas must become uninhabitable deserts again. The population of Southern California must fall to a few hundred thousand again. In Canada, water pipes will freeze in the winter without gas. It’s a very long list, I can’t guess how many will die from each. Q: Do you buy into conspiracy theories that posit various organizational mechanisms as the likely planners and implementers of a big “Kill-off” (e.g. Illuminati, Skull & Bones, Masons, Bilderberg, etc.)? Or, do you assume that the existing governments, or the US government alone, would be sufficient to straight-forwardly implement the “Kill-off”? A: I don’t think it matters. At any future point in time when people feel threatened, when the ruling elite is threatened, when the mob is at the gates, they’ll find a way to protect themselves. The details are not important. But that’s what I would do if I were them – get rid of them, kill them all. You have to remember, it’s like playing golf as far as the genes are concerned. It’s that easy. America is the best place to ride out the coming crash because it has the best “means of control” to keep public order and protect us from intruders.



Turns Ethics/Ethics Links – 2NC


A – Ethics and freedoms destroy the environment – we’ll just keep consuming

Garrett Hardin. University of Chicago B S. Zoology + Stanford University - Ph.D. Microbiology, 1968., The Tragedy of the Commons, 
In economic affairs, The Wealth of Nations (1776) popularized the "invisible hand." the idea that an individual who "intends only his own gain," is. as it were, "led bv an invisible hand to promote ... the public interest" (5). Adam Smith did not assert that this was invariably true, and perhaps neither did any of his followers. But he contributed to a dominant tendency of thought that has ever since interfered with positive action based on rational analysis, namely, the tendency to assume that decisions reached individually will, in fact, be the best decisions for an entire society. If this assumption is corrcct it justifies the continuance of our present policy of laissez-faire in reproduction. If it is correct we can assume that men will control their individual fecundity so as to produce the optimum population. If the assumption is not correct, we need to reexamine our individual freedoms to see which ones are defensible. WE DON’T ENDORSE GENDER INEQUALITY

B - They have no offense – resource crunch prevents any solvency
Elliott, 97 – Professor Emeritus of Philosophy @ University of Florida
(Herschel, “A General Statement of the Tragedy of the Commons,” http://dieoff.org/page121.htm)  
Almost everyone recognizes that we must preserve our national heritage -- our parks and wildlife, our farms, our wetlands and forests. And few dare to doubt that equal justice and universal human rights are essential axioms of morality. Simultaneously people accept the necessity of protecting the environment and they also assume the moral obligation that every human being has an equal right to health, education, and employment, regardless of where a person is born or from where that person is fleeing hardship or persecution. To satisfy these demands it becomes a moral necessity to create more jobs, to build more housing, to expand the infrastructure, to produce more food and water, and to provide more sanitation, health care, and educational facilities. The only problem is that success in attaining these worthy goals is possible only in an infinite world where no conflict need ever arise between individual, societal, and environmental needs. Only stubborn and muddled thinkers, however, can make believe that the world is infinite. The delusion of its infinity blinds them to the fact that all human activity must take place within the narrow range of resource use that the Earth can sustain. The ethical implications of the Earth's finitude are made clear in one of the world's great essays. The author conducts a simple-seeming thought experiment in which he proves that any ethics is mistaken if it allows a growing population steadily to increase its exploitation of the ecosystem which supports it. Such an ethics is incoherent because it leads to the destruction of the biological resources on which survival depends; it lets people act in ways that make all further ethical behavior impossible. The essay in which this fundamental flaw in modern Western moral thinking is demonstrated is Garrett Hardin's "The Tragedy of the Commons" (1968).

C – More freedoms and affluence they cause an increase in fertility
Embar, 2 – information technology and programmer/analyst, winner of the Pulitzer Center of Crisis Reporting monthly prize in March 2008 (Ravi, http://www.helium.com/items/871886-overpopulation-why-we-must-act-now) **note: no official date appears on the publication; helium.com began publishing articles in the year 2002
The overpopulation problem has been festering for many decades and has not been adequately addressed with conviction and courage by cowardly politicians. In many developing countries, the overpopulation is mainly due to the increase in family size of economically and socially disadvantaged persons. Many of these people do not have the financial or the nurturing capacity, not only to bring children into this world but also to assure them a healthy, happy and hopeful future, but they are however having more and more children. The effects of this are a strain on the social services, as many of these larger families depend on state welfare to provide them with services that they should be providing for themselves in an ideal situation. Making a decision on having and caring for a child is the greatest decision most people will make in their lifetimes. Unfortunately, with the growing number of children having children, poor families with increasing offspring, unwanted and abused children, it seems that many people do not put too much long-term thought or appreciate the awesome responsibility of bringing another life into this world.

D - Poverty’s a key population check
Elliott, 97 – Professor Emeritus of Philosophy @ University of Florida
(Herschel, “A General Statement of the Tragedy of the Commons,” http://dieoff.org/page121.htm) 
Now, for the first time in the world's history, a single species -- man -- has developed the technological and economic means to exploit the resources of all the Earth's ecosystems at once. Human beings can watch the gradual destruction by simplification of the Earth's biosystem. Some tell-tale signs of this global process appear as deforestation, desertification, pollution, climate change, and the rapid extinction of species. Others appear as shortages of land, water, and biological resources. All over the world, scarcity is driving people away from the countryside and out of the regions and nations that can no longer support them. Some make up the flood of political or economic refugees. Others migrate to cities where they cause urban sprawl and an intractable scarcity of jobs, sanitation, housing, and the necessary infrastructure. Even now in the megacities of the world, various forms of natural control are working to reduce the size of the human population and its excessive environmental demands. They include parental neglect, disease, unemployment, hopelessness, drug abuse, gratuitous violence, starvation, ethnic conflict, terrorism, and warfare. This kind of empirical evidence supports the generalization that human beings are now stressing the world's ecosystems. Bolstered by the a priori, human-centered ethical doctrines of the monotheistic religions, everything that directs human behavior -- cultural and legal traditions, genetic determinants, the free-market economic system, and the material demands of industrial production -- all reinforce each other in producing a steady growth in population and consumption. Indeed as people all around the world go about the business of daily life, they demand more land, fuel, water, timber, and food. It is possible, however, that significant changes can be made in the complex of causes presently directing human activity which can put an end to the steady growth in population and to the constant increase in the production and consumption of goods and services. Nevertheless, if appropriate causal forces cannot be found to maintain human environmental demands in a sustainable equilibrium, then the step-by-step destruction of the Earth's ecosystems will remain the persisting -- and eventually tragic -- characteristic of human activity. Ecosystems have their own dynamic structure. Feedback mechanisms have evolved to maintain their stability. For example, one species may become dominant and take over much of the land and most of the biological resources in some ecosystem. And continued growth may have no destabilizing effects for quite some time. But as more and more of the system's biological wealth is concentrated in the bodies and artifacts of an exuberant species, other species evolve the means to utilize the abundant food source. Then as the newly adapted predators increase in number, they reduce the population of the prolific species. If, however, such controls should fail, the continued growth of any organism at some point will begin to stress the ecosystem which sustains that organism. Finally the additional stress of continued growth will make the system collapse, suddenly and apparently without warning. Nature does control any exuberant species either by drastically reducing its population or by its extinction. This sequence of biological events is of decisive importance for ethics. It proves that the two opposing theories of ethics which presently vie for acceptance both lead to tragedy. Both an ethics grounded in a self-centered individualism and an ethics which builds on the need for a self-sacrificing altruism have the same inherent defects. Both have inbuilt, positive feedback mechanisms which cause a steady increase in the human exploitation of the Earth's biological resources. All such material demands, however, are constrained by the limited resource use which the biosystem can sustain. Exceeding this carrying capacity will cause that system to collapse into a simpler state which is incapable of supporting civilization in its present form and perhaps most of the complex forms of mammalian life as well. This is the tragedy that awaits mankind, if people do not begin to live as responsible members of the Earth's system of mutually sustaining life forms.

E – Creating an ethical community incentivizes selfish overconsumption
Elliott and Lamm, 2 - *Emeritus Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Florida and **former Governor of Colorado, Professor at the University of Denver, Executive Director of the University of Denver’s Center for Public Policy and Contemporary Issues
(Herschel and Richard D, “A Moral Code for a Finite World,” The Chronicle Review, Volume 49, Issue 12, Page B0, The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 15, 2002, http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i12/12b00701.htm)

What if global warming is a reality, and expanding human activity is causing irreparable harm to the ecosystem? What if the demands of a growing human population and an expanding global economy are causing our oceans to warm up, our ice caps to melt, our supply of edible fish to decrease, our rain forests to disappear, our coral reefs to die, our soils to be eroded, our air and water to be polluted, and our weather to include a growing number of floods and droughts? What if it is sheer hubris to believe that our species can grow without limits? What if the finite nature of the earth's resources imposes limits on what human beings can morally do? What if our present moral code is ecologically unsustainable?  A widely cited article from the journal Science gives us one answer. Garrett Hardin's "The Tragedy of the Commons" (1968) demonstrated that when natural resources are held in common -- freely available to everyone for the taking -- the incentives that normally direct human activity lead people to steadily increase their exploitation of the resources until they are inadequate to meet human needs. The exploiters generally do not intend to cause any harm; they are merely taking care of their own needs, or those of others in want. Nevertheless, the entire system moves inexorably to disaster. Everyone in the world shares in the resulting tragedy of the commons.  Today, our standard of living, our economic system, and the political stability of our planet all require the increasing use of energy and natural resources. In addition, much of our political, economic, and social thinking assumes a continuous expansion of economic activity, with little or no restraint on our use of resources. We all feel entitled to grow richer every year. Social justice requires an expanding pie to share with those who are less fortunate. Progress is growth; the economies of developed nations require steady increases in consumption.  What if such a scenario is unsustainable? What if we need an ethics for a finite world, an ethics of the commons?  It is not important that you agree with the premise. What is important is that you help debate the alternatives. An ethics of the commons would require a change in the criteria by which moral claims are justified.  You may believe that current rates of population growth and economic expansion can go on forever -- but debate with us what alternative ethical theories would arise if they cannot. Our thesis is that any ethical system is mistaken and immoral if its practice would cause an environmental collapse.  Many people assume that moral laws and principles are absolutely certain, that we can know the final moral truth. If moral knowledge is certain, then factual evidence is irrelevant, for it cannot limit or refute what is morally certain.  Our ethics and concepts of human rights have been formulated for a world of a priori reasoning and unchanging conclusions. Kant spoke for that absolutist ethical tradition when he argued that only knowledge that is absolutely certain can justify the slavish obedience that moral law demands. He thought he had found rational grounds to justify the universal and unchanging character of moral law. Moral knowledge, he concluded, is a priori and certain. It tells us, for example, that murder, lying, and stealing are wrong. The fact that those acts may sometimes seem to benefit someone cannot diminish the absolute certainty that they are wrong. Thus, for example, it is a contradiction to state that murder can sometimes be right, for, by its very nature, murder is wrong.  Many human rights are positive rights that involve the exploitation of resources. (Negative rights restrain governments and don't require resources. For example, governments shouldn't restrict our freedom of speech or tell us how to pray.) Wherever in the world a child is born, that child has all the inherent human rights -- including the right to have food, housing, and medical care, which others must provide. When positive rights are accorded equally to everyone, they first allow and then support constant growth, of both population and the exploitation of natural resources.  That leads to a pragmatic refutation of the belief that moral knowledge is certain and infallible. If a growing population faces a scarcity of resources, then an ethics of universal human rights with equality and justice for all will fail. Those who survive will inevitably live by a different ethics.  Once the resources necessary to satisfy all human needs become insufficient, our options will be bracketed by two extremes. One is to ration resources so that everyone may share the inadequate supplies equally and justly.  The other is to have people act like players in a game of musical chairs. In conditions of scarcity, there will be more people than chairs, so some people will be left standing when the music stops. Some -- the self-sacrificing altruists -- will refuse to take the food that others need, and so will perish. Others, however, will not play by the rules. Rejecting the ethics of a universal and unconditional moral law, they will fight to get the resources they and their children need to live.  Under neither extreme, nor all the options in between, does it make sense to analyze the problem through the lens of human rights. The flaw in an ethical system of universal human rights, unqualified moral obligations, and equal justice for all can be stated in its logically simplest form: If to try to live by those principles under conditions of scarcity causes it to be impossible to live at all, then the practice of that ethics will cease. Scarcity renders such formulations useless and ultimately causes such an ethics to become extinct.  We have described not a world that we want to see, but one that we fear might come to be. Humans cannot have a moral duty to deliver the impossible, or to supply something if the act of supplying it harms the ecosystem to the point where life on earth becomes unsustainable. Moral codes, no matter how logical and well reasoned, and human rights, no matter how compassionate, must make sense within the limitations of the ecosystem; we cannot disregard the factual consequences of our ethics. If acting morally compromises the ecosystem, then moral behavior must be rethought. Ethics cannot demand a level of resource use that the ecosystem cannot tolerate.  The consequences of human behavior change as the population grows. Most human activities have a point of moral reversal, before which they may cause great benefit and little harm, but after which they may cause so much harm as to overwhelm their benefits. Here are a few representative examples, the first of which is often cited when considering Garrett Hardin's work: In a nearly empty lifeboat, rescuing a drowning shipwreck victim causes benefit: It saves the life of the victim, and it adds another person to help manage the boat. But in a lifeboat loaded to the gunwales, rescuing another victim makes the boat sink and causes only harm: Everyone drowns. When the number of cars on a road is small, traveling by private car is a great convenience to all. But as the cars multiply, a point of reversal occurs: The road now contains so many cars that such travel is inconvenient. The number of private cars may increase to the point where everyone comes to a halt. Thus, in some conditions, car travel benefits all. In other conditions, car travel makes it impossible for anyone to move. It can also pump so much carbon dioxide into the atmosphere that it alters the world's climate.  Economic growth can be beneficial when land, fuel, water, and other needed resources are abundant. But it becomes harmful when those resources become scarce, or when exploitation causes ecological collapse. Every finite environment has a turning point, at which further economic growth would produce so much trash and pollution that it would change from producing benefit to causing harm. After that point is reached, additional growth only increases scarcity and decreases overall productivity. In conditions of scarcity, economic growth has a negative impact.  Every environment is finite. Technology can extend but not eliminate limits. An acre of land can support only a few mature sugar maples; only so many radishes can grow in a five-foot row of dirt. Similar constraints operate in human affairs. When the population in any environment is small and natural resources plentiful, every additional person increases the welfare of all. As more and more people are added, they need increasingly to exploit the finite resources of the environment. At a certain point, the members of an increasing population become so crowded that they stop benefiting each other; by damaging the environment that supports everyone, by limiting the space available to each person, and by increasing the amount of waste and pollution, their activity begins to cause harm. That is, population growth changes from good to bad. And if the population continues to expand, its material demands may so severely damage the environment as to cause a tragedy of the commons -- the collapse of both environment and society. 

F – This independently gets to extinction
Rohe, 6 – J.D, Board of Directors of the Federation for American Immigration Reform
(John F, “Book Review of "Ethics for a Finite World" by Herschel Elliott,” The Social Contract Journal, Volume 16, Number 2, Winter 2005-2006, http://www.thesocialcontract.com/artman2/publish/tsc1602/article_1381.shtml) 
Conventional ethics are enshrined in the United Nations' "universal human rights." The rights mandate is self-perpetuating as long as the biological web is accommodating. The mandate, however, bears no relationship to an ecosystem's ability to offer support. Rights are unrelated to the cause of hardship. In a world of abundance, the U.N. ethics offer a rational framework. Amid scarcity, however, universal human rights become a recipe for desperation and extinction. The ethic turns on itself. It devours its subjects. Elliot's ethical analysis exposes human vulnerability. As scarcities expand, universal human rights assure universal human collapse. Unqualified aid to overpopulated regions, for example, subsidizes overpopulation, the very cause of hardship. Unqualified aid and a growth ethic divorces responsibility for overpopulation from responsibility for remedial measures. In time, the ethic inflicts dispassionate cruelty. It conflicts with biological standards of decency. Nevertheless, it comports with the U.N.'s ethical mandate. Every species tests the carrying capacity of its niche in the ecosystem. To breach the carrying capacity is to enroll in a hazardous Darwinian experiment. Striking a responsible biological balance might not be humanity's preferred choice, but it is an ungovernable reality. Natural systems will be the final arbiter. Rules in this domain are unappealable. Elliott proffers an ethical system based less on human hopes and more on biological realities. Biological imperatives clash with Western notions of how things ought to be. Elliott reminds us of Vice President Cheney's mantra "Our lifestyle is not negotiable." Perhaps Cheney has never negotiated with vanishing fossil fuel reserves. Manmade laws are not necessarily reconcilable with the laws of nature. Yogi Berra concludes "Nature bats last." Our growth ethic has been assuaged by the fortuitous discovery of abundant resources. Blinded by the dizzying treasure trove of resources and fossil fuels, we have been lulled into a human-centered ethical system. The endowment, however, remains finite. As limits are approached, the momentum of unchecked growth (in human numbers or consumption) is destined to be arrested.

G – an ethical system would prevent a coercive government, which is key to solve overpopulation – multiple warrants

Kates (Professor of Philosophy at Ithaca College) 2004 – (Carol A. Kates, “Reproductive Liberty and Overpopulation,” http://www.ithaca.edu/hs/philrel/replib.pdf)

A “human rights” approach to reproduction would not permit a state to “compromise”  reproductive rights in any way by, for example, resorting to any form of coercion (Tuermen  2000:32). ‘Coercion’ has been defined to include  incentives or disincentives that compromise  “voluntary choice” (e.g. offering or denying money or significant social benefits to a poor  woman), the imposition of “psychological pressure” including group pressure and “heavy  propaganda”  as well as forced sterilization, abortion, or contraceptive use ( Boland et al  1994:100; Fathalla 1995:1183; Abrams 1996:7-8; Broomfield 1996).  However, some liberals  have argued that, “because population policy assumes state regulation, direct or indirect, of  reproduction, the very concept of a population program may be inconsistent with reproductive  self-determination” (Abrams 1996:22-23), and  that a violation of human rights is “inherent” in  narrow efforts at fertility control (Boland et al 1994:99,100). Thus,  “In terms of state population  policy, the recognition of reproductive self-determination means that population programs must  become [voluntary] family planning programs” (Abrams 1996:31-32).  Some feminists have (objectively) lent support to religious conservatives by attacking family planning programs. These feminists claim that all population policies,  including  subsidies for children and  access to contraception and family planning,  interfere with women’s  reproductive rights and ignore the “true causes”of poverty and environmental degradation:  militarism and consumerism (Schiele 1999:164) 28 Indeed, some feminists have “demonized”  population programs, 29 accusing “the population establishment” of, at worst, promoting race-  and class-based eugenics, and, at best, following an agenda which ignores their concern with  empowering women (Petchesky 1990:Ch.1, 2, 3:116-125; Dixon-Mueller 1993:77-78;Ch.2). 30   The “population movement” has been faulted for focusing on lower population growth, rather  than ensuring the right of women to control their bodies and lives: “... the ‘freedom’ of the  individual to decide was, in the view of the population movement, readily limited by the  ‘responsibility’ to make the fertility-limiting decision imposed by government population  policies purportedly in furtherance of the public good [i.e. to control world population growth]”  (Freedman 1995:336).
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doesn’t assume resource crunch: when the crunch hits, it will inevitably collapse any democratic government and cause world wars
Hanson ‘8, civil engineer from Hawaii, a retired systems analyst,		[Jay, “A BASIC IDEA OF HOW OUR GOVERNMENT WORKS,” 6-24-2008, http://www.warsocialism.com/democratic.htm]
Our Founders saw the “common good” as the sum of “individual goods” which could be measured by spending [4] – the more, the better. Obviously, now that we are entering a decades-long period of declining global economic activity (in the physical sense – not GDP), all of our Founders’ core assumptions are known to be wrong …BIOPHYSICAL LAWS  Thermodynamic laws, evolution theory, and modern genetic sciences were unknown by our Founders. Today, these laws and sciences signal the end of our form of government. The first law of thermodynamics (conservation law) states that there can be no creation of matter/energy. This means that the economy is totally dependent upon natural resources for everything. The German physicist Helmholtz and the British physicist Lord Kelvin had explained the principle by the middle of the 19th century.The second law of thermodynamics (entropy law) tells us that energy is wasted in all economic activity. In 1824, the French physicist Sadi Carnot formulated the second law’s concepts while working on “heat engines”. Lord Kelvin and the German physicist Clausius eventually formalized Carnot’s concepts as the second law of thermodynamics.Our government was designed to require more-and-more energy (endless economic growth) to solve social problems, but the thermodynamic laws described above limit the available energy. Energy “resources” must produce more energy than they consume, otherwise they are called “sinks” (this is known as the “net energy” principle). In other words, if it costs more-than-one-barrel-of-oil to “produce” one-barrel-of-oil, then that barrel will never be produced – the money price of oil is irrelevant!  Thus, the net energy principle places strict limits (in the physical sense) on our government’s ability to solve social problems. Although bankers can print money, they can not print energy! Biologists have found that our genes predispose us to act in certain ways under certain environments. This explains why history repeats itself and why humans have engaged in war after war throughout history: from time-to-time an environment emerges when “inclusive fitness”[5] is served by attacking your neighbor and stealing his resources. [6] Since our government was designed to require ever-growing energy resources, but energy resources are strictly limited by thermodynamic laws, sooner-or-later our government will collapse into another orgy of world wars. It’s just a matter of time... ELECTIONS DON’T MATTER! WHAT MATTERS ARE LOBBYISTS! A “genetic” process called “reciprocal altruism” guarantees that elected officials and their cronies will nearly always come around to agree with the suggestions of lobbyists. It’s a natural, automatic and subconscious process. Only a sociopath is immune. Unfortunately, no lobbyists represent the common interest. Our Founders assumed that the common interest was the sum of individual interests. Our Founders based our system on the ideas of the French Physiocrats,[7] which were formulated before the laws of thermodynamics were understood. LOCAL GOVERNMENT: No public advocate! Local government policy begins in corporate boardrooms too, but additional structural aspects of our political system guarantee that local communities are powerless to stop the rich from converting local neighborhoods into cash. Our present system of government is designed so elected and appointed officials serve as BOTH public advocate and judge. I can tell you from personal experience that it’s impossible. On the one hand, we are expected to evaluate the impacts of complex economic proposals; on the other hand, we are supposed to be non-professionals – just plain folks. The result is that commissioners can’t personally evaluate the proposals in front of them, nor do they get objective opinions or studies from a public advocate (the government’s professional planners are known to NOT represent the public interest – in fact, commissioners are supposed to act as a watchdog on government). Yes, commissioners DO hear from a few citizens of unknown motivation and expertise who are able to take a day off work to testify. But since these individuals do not bring “studies” (with explicitly-stated assumptions, etc.), it’s always unclear how much weight to give to their testimony. Moreover, commissioners are acutely aware of their impossible double role of judge AND advocate, bend over backwards to give the appearance of objectivity, and thereby nearly-always give the benefit of the doubt to the developer. A good analogy for our present system is a trial composed of a “defendant” (the public), a “prosecutor” (the developer), and a “judge” (elected officials or commissioners.) The public has NO professional advocate and there is no trial by jury. Moreover, the judge frequently accepts gifts from – and takes the advice of – the prosecutor (the developer’s lobbyists). No one would argue that the defendant could ever get a fair trial with a legal system like this! Our Founders assumed that since economic growth was always the best way to solve social problems, the public didn’t need a professional advocate to ever question special interests. The point here is that our government was specifically designed to rely on perpetual economic growth to solve social problems and maintain public order. The political system is self-reinforcing and literally out of human control. When economic growth becomes impossible – as thermodynamics tells us it must – then our present form of government becomes impossible too
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Here’s a timeframe distinction that turns the case – better to embrace an authoritarian government NOW than LATER – the crunch will kill the ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED first

Hanson, civil engineer from Hawaii, a retired systems analyst, 2003	[Jay, “Jay Hanson: Interview,” by Scott Meredith, 6-21-2003, http://www.wordwright.com.au/paul/HansonSummingUpInterview.htm]
Q: I have often felt that people have misunderstood the structural essentials of the doom that you foresee. Many people seem to grasp a simple idea of “Depletion = Die off”, assuming you mean that we’ll simply freeze in the dark, and they react with approval or dismissal, depending on their politics, as usual. But what you say is more articulated than that. You actually posit a two-stage process. First, economic trainwreck triggered by, not the final stages of depletion, but by the Oil Peak itself, followed by, Second, horrendous wars fought by the great powers desperately hoping to secure the final precious reserves to themselves. This second stage would culminate in a horrific inversion, whereby “global elites” will decide to directly immolate the vast hordes of poor, ignorant, “useless eaters” of the world, via some kind of bio-weapon. In other words, not so much a “Die off” but rather a “Kill off”.  Is this sketch of your analysis roughly correct? A: Your snapshot is essentially correct. But a great deal of death will occur because food and water supply lines will collapse. Food cannot be grown in anything like the quantities we need without oil and natural gas. Moreover, neither food nor water can be delivered without oil and gas. Cities like Las Vegas must become uninhabitable deserts again. The population of Southern California must fall to a few hundred thousand again. In Canada, water pipes will freeze in the winter without gas. It’s a very long list, I can’t guess how many will die from each. Q: Do you buy into conspiracy theories that posit various organizational mechanisms as the likely planners and implementers of a big “Kill-off” (e.g. Illuminati, Skull & Bones, Masons, Bilderberg, etc.)? Or, do you assume that the existing governments, or the US government alone, would be sufficient to straight-forwardly implement the “Kill-off”? A: I don’t think it matters. At any future point in time when people feel threatened, when the ruling elite is threatened, when the mob is at the gates, they’ll find a way to protect themselves. The details are not important. But that’s what I would do if I were them – get rid of them, kill them all. You have to remember, it’s like playing golf as far as the genes are concerned. It’s that easy. America is the best place to ride out the coming crash because it has the best “means of control” to keep public order and protect us from intruders.
L – Democratic Environmentalism

Democratic reliance on public participation makes it conceptually distinct from environmental authoritarianism
Gilley 2012 – Division of Political Science, Mark O. Hatﬁeld School of Government, Portland State
University (Bruce, “Authoritarian environmentalism and China’s response to climate change,” Environmental Politics Vol. 21, No. 2, March 2012, 288-89)
Thus authoritarian environmentalism can be provisionally deﬁned as a public policy model that concentrates authority in a few executive agencies manned by capable and uncorrupt elites seeking to improve environmental outcomes. Public participation is limited to a narrow cadre of scientiﬁc and technocratic elites while others are expected to participate only in state-led mobilisation for the purposes of implementation. The policy outputs that result include a rapid and comprehensive response to the issue and usually some limits on individual freedoms. By implication, then, we can deﬁne democratic environmentalism as a public policy model that spreads authority across several levels and agencies of government, including representative legislatures, and that encourages direct public participation from a wide cross-section of society (Holden 2002, Humphrey 2007). Policy outputs may be piecemeal and subject to time lags, and do not generally include restrictions on basic social, civil, or political liberties. Since public participation is at the heart of democratic environmentalism (and its absence at the heart of authoritarian environmentalism), it is important to specify its meaning. Participation involves two dimensions. One is the stage in the policy process where participation takes place, from the upstream stage (research and knowledge formation, problem identiﬁcation, measurement and assessment, policy options identiﬁcation and assessment) to the midstream stage (policy selection and formulation) to the downstream stage (policy implementation, leadership, monitoring, reporting, assessment, and revision) (Birkland 2005). The second dimension is the level of participation, from low levels (being targets of state propaganda, reporting policy violations, and attending informational meetings), to medium levels (policy activism and protest, informal consultations), to high levels (legallybinding deliberative forums, outright citizen autonomy, legislative sovereignty) (Arnstein 1969, Plummer and Taylor 2004). Participants may include individual citizens, civil society, the media, issue experts, business leaders and corporations, elected representatives, and social spaces like internet sites and schools (Baum 2004, p. 1840).


L – Democracy To Come

Short time preference hijacks democracy to come – makes environmental crisis inevitable
Fritsch 2011 (Matthias, “Taking Turns: Democracy to Come and Intergenerational Justice,” Derrida Today 4.2 (2011): 154-55)
Why should we be interested in the intergenerational dimension of democracy to come? In wondering whether today this vintage Derridean concept still contributes to our political discussions and concerns, we may note that democracy to come appears not to have been explored in relation to intergenerational justice, despite the fact that the latter is one of the most important and, despite the historically long view it requires, most urgent political themes today. The urgent salience of extending our moral and political horizon further into the future than has so far been the case is mandated by the fact that the rise of technology has extended the consequences of our actions and science our knowledge of these consequences. For good reasons, climate change is the most visible intergenerational concern in this area, but there are also the worries over the steep rise in the loss of biodiversity and similar environmental issues, while the passing on of massive national (and often private) debt to subsequent generations threatens to compromise their means to address the vital environmental concerns. All of these complications are to be handled by the political form of government of which we said that, in various and uneven forms that often provide a mere ideological cover, is being globalized at the domestic and the international level. And it is this form that has been accused, with good reason, of a presentist bias: Dennis Thompson (coauthor, with Amy Gutmann, of the much acclaimed Democracy and Disagreement), argues that ‘Democracies are systematically biased in favor of the present’ (Thompson 2005, 246). The priority given to the present has been analyzed, politically and economically, in terms of the short-term thinking said to be brought on by democracy’s relation to free market competition (in particular in post-Fordist capitalism; see Harvey 1990); by the frequent change of guards required by the electoral cycles of representative democracy (cf. Gardiner 2006; Garvey 2008; Dryzek 1996; Wood 2008), or by the mere fact of pure time preference on the part of the populace, perhaps justifying the implementation of a positive social discount rate on the part of its representatives (Thompson 2005; 2010). Indeed, democracy’s rather poor record on sustainable practices and combating climate change has prompted some to speak of a ‘failure of democracy’ that would demand that we urgently replace sovereign democratic freedoms, in particular those regarding individual and collective self-determination, with ‘survival’ as ‘the most fundamental value’ (Shearman & Smith 2007, 133; cf. Giddens 2009, 73; Tremmel 2006).

Democracy to come abandons political institutions
Baxi 2007 – Professor of Law in Development at the University of Warwick (Upendra,“Towards a General Assembly of Peoples:  Notes for Conversation,” Widener Law Review, 411)
Attending now to the first question—concerning the imagination of “democracy”—perhaps we can do no better than to read the magical reconstruction of the notion of “democracy to come” in Derrida. 32 It is easier to say what this phrase does not mean for Derrida rather than to say what it may specifically mean. It certainly does not mean any political program to usher in some “new” futures nor certainly, for the present context, any world government. Nor does it signify any celebration of historically specific particular political regimes or the actually here-and-now existing liberal democratic societies. Further, neither the name nor the concept “democracy” is to be associated with histories that assume any sovereign “right to philosophy” immune from the voice of the non-European other, a “monolinguism” of certain self-proclaimed inheritors of messianic “democracy” visions. For Derrida, then, “democracy to come” is not to be grasped as “a fixed political form of society, but rather as process of democraticization.”33 He describes this variously. 
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Environmental authoritarianism is key to sustainability
Jennings 2011 (Bruce, “Another Governance: Kicking Democracy’s Growth Habit,” Center for Humans and Nature (USA), 13-14)
The ecological authoritarians here make an important point. The fact that pluralistic democracy has demonstrated its inability to perform ecologically precautionary governance in a consistent or timely way is not fortuitous, it is built into the deep structure and political logic of this type of system as such. If pluralistic democratic governments follow the dictates of ecological science and planning, they will restrict growth in ways that risk losing their popular base of support. If, conversely, such governments attempt to maintain their legitimacy by bowing to short term democratic pressures, they will not be able to take (and require the private sector to take) the steps necessary to protect the environment, and eventually economic downturn, inequality, and hardship will result from ecological degradation, and again the governments will lose their popular support and legitimacy (Heilbroner, 1975). Note, however, that the political costs of the first prong of this dilemma are more immediate than from the second prong, so pragmatism in a pluralistic democracy counsels the first course of action. Such pragmatism is ecologically insane. The work of William Ophuls, one of the early political theorists to focus on ecological issues and the limits to growth in a serious and sustained way, is still significant in this regard. In his devastating critique of American environmental policy, Ophuls (1977: 167-210) lays out the logical contradiction of plural democracy and interest group liberalism in detail. Ophuls is not an ideological authoritarian as a matter of political philosophy or principle. He is driven to it by an embrace of what Hans Jonas later called “the imperative of responsibility,” and by the force of both eco- and political systems logic. Alluringly, Ophuls holds out the possibility of a highly decentralized, communitarian society for the distant future, one in which individuals would enjoy what he calls “micro-freedoms” within a framework of “macro-constraints.” However, during the transition era, and even in the eventual steady-state era, he is quite clear about who will decide what these "macro-constraints" will be and who will impose them: "The ecologically complex steady-state society may ... require, if not a class of ecological guardians, then at least a class of ecological mandarins who possess the esoteric knowledge needed to run it well" (Ophuls, 1977: 163). 



