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The Affirmative Misunderstands the Source of Value in the Cosmos – Value is NOT Something that Can Be Isolated and Preserved for Future Generations, Rather Value is Only a Function of Difference.

A 1AC Without Value is By Definition Meaningless –

Presume Negative Until they Can Present a Value System that Does NOT Collapse Upon Itself or Evacuate Meaning. 

Henning 09 (Brian; Associate Professor of Philosophy at Gonzaga University; “Trusting in the 'Efficacy of Beauty: A Kalocentric Approach to Moral Philosophy”; Ethics & the Environment- Volume 14, Number 1)//RSW

Final truths (whether in religion, morality, or science) are unattainable not only due to the finitude and fallibility of human inquirers, but because we live in what the theologian John F. Haught calls an "unfinished universe" (2004). The notion that one could achieve anything like a final or absolute formulation in any field of study presupposes that one's object is static. Thankfully, we do not live in such a universe. Over the last century scientists have consistently discovered that the universe is not a plenum of lifeless, valueless facts mechanistically determined by absolute laws. Rather, we live in a processive cosmos that is a dynamic field of events organized in complex webs of interdependence, rather than a collection of objects interacting via physical laws. The intuition that the universe is fundamentally a clockwork machine successfully guided science in the wake of Newton's inspirational formulation of the laws of mechanics, but this metaphor proved increasingly inadequate as Newton's work was supplanted in the early 20th century by both general relativity and quantum mechanics. Even at its peak, the [End Page 107] mechanical metaphor created difficulties for thinking about human beings, who were never effectively illuminated by the assumption that they were complex machines. At the level of elementary particles, quantum mechanics disclosed a world of wave-like particles spread out in space and inextricably entangled with other particles in the local environment. The notion of autonomous "individual" particles disappeared. Although all metaphors are misleading to some degree, the metaphor of the world as an evolving organism has become more helpful than the old mechanical model of the world as a clock. This, in a sense, is the founding insight of Whitehead's "philosophy of organism," which took as its starting point the view that individuals—particles, plants, and people—are not discrete facts walled off from each other but parts of complex and intersecting wholes. Conceived of as an organic process, every individual is inextricably intertwined and interconnected with every other. The fundamental reality is no longer individual entities but rather the ongoing processes by which they interact and create novel structures. Once we recognize that every individual—from a subatomic event to a majestic sequoia—brings together the diverse elements in its world in just this way, just here, and just now, we see that nothing is entirely devoid of value and beauty. This process whereby many diverse individuals are brought together into the unity of one new individual, which will eventually add its energy to future individuals, characterizes the most basic feature of reality and is what Whitehead calls the "category of creativity." On this view, reality is best characterized not as an unending march of vacuous facts, but as an incessant "creative advance" striving toward ever-richer forms of beauty and value. Noting its emphasis on interdependence and interrelation, many scholars have rightly noted that Whitehead's metaphysics is uniquely suited to provide a basis for making sense of our relationship to the natural world.10 Decades before modern ecologists taught us about ecosystems, Whitehead was describing individuals as interrelated societies of societies. No individual, Whitehead insisted, can be understood apart from its relationship to others.11 Indeed, whereas ecologists only explain how it is that macroscopic individuals are related in interdependent systems, Whitehead's organic metaphysics of process provides a rich account of how individuals at every level of complexity—from subatomic events to ecosystems, and from oak trees to galaxies—arise and are perpetuated.12 [End Page 108] What is more, Whitehead's philosophy of organism places a premium on an individual's dependence on and relationship to the larger wholes of which it is a part without making the mistake of subsuming the individual into that larger whole.13 With the philosophy of organism we need not choose between either the one or the many, "the many become one and are increased by one" (Whitehead [1929] 1978, 21). By providing a robust alternative to the various forms of reductive physicalism and destructive dualism that currently dominate many branches of science and philosophy, the philosophy of organism is an ideal position from which to address the complex social and ecological challenges confronting us. First, if who and what I am is intimately and inextricably linked to everyone and everything else in the universe, then I begin to recognize that my own flourishing and the flourishing of others are not independent. Not only do I intimately and unavoidably depend on others in order to sustain myself, with varying degrees of relevance, how I relate to my environment is constitutive of who and what I am. As we are quickly learning, we ignore our interdependence with our wider environment at our own peril. Moreover, in helping us to recognizing our connection to and dependence on our larger environment, an organic model forces us to abandon the various dualisms that have for too long allowed us to maintain the illusion that we are set off from the rest of nature. Adopting an organic metaphysics of process forces us finally to step down from the self-constructed pedestal from which we have for millennia surveyed nature and finally to embrace the lesson so compellingly demonstrated by Darwin: humans are not a singular exception to, but rather a grand exemplification of, the processes at work in the universe.14 In this way we ought finally to reject not only the materialisms of contemporary science, but also the dualisms that often undergird our religious, social, political, and moral understandings of ourselves and our relationship to the natural world. As John Dewey concisely put it, "man is within nature, not a little god outside" (1929, 351). Until we shed our self-deluding arrogance and recognize that who and what we are as a species is fundamentally bound up in and dependent on the wider scope of events unfolding in the universe, the ecological crisis will only deepen. Taken seriously, our understanding of reality as composed of vibrant, organically interconnected achievements of beauty and value, has a dramatic effect on how we conceive [End Page 109] of ourselves, of nature, and of our moral obligations—morality can no longer be limited merely to inter-human relations. In rejecting modernity's notion of lifeless matter, we come to recognize that every form of actuality has value in and for itself, for others, and for the whole. In aiming at and achieving an end for itself, every individual—no matter how ephemeral or seemingly insignificant—has intrinsic value for itself and in achieving this self-value it thereby becomes a value for others and for the whole of reality. Every individual, from the most fleeting event in deep space to centuries old redwoods, has value for itself, for others, and for the whole of reality and it is from this character of reality that our moral obligations derive (Whitehead 1938, 111). Given that every individual in our universe, no matter how small or seemingly insignificant, has some degree of value, the scope of our direct moral concern15 can exclude nothing. Thus, in rather sharp contrast to the invidious forms of anthropocentrism that characterize much of western moral thought, our scope of direct moral concern cannot be limited to humans, to sentient beings, or even to all living beings. Morality is not anthropocentric, but neither is it sentientcentric or biocentric. In affirming the value of every individual, we must begin to recognize that every relation is potentially a moral relation. As Whitehead vividly puts it, "The destruction of a man, or of an insect, or of a tree, or of the Parthenon, may be moral or immoral.… Whether we destroy or whether we preserve, our action is moral if we have thereby safeguarded the importance [or value] of experience so far as it depends on that concrete instance in the world's history" (1938, 14–15). Morality is not merely about how we ought to act toward and among other human beings, other sentient beings, or even other living beings. Morality is fundamentally about how we comport ourselves in the world, how we relate to and interact with every form of existence.

We are all cosmic dust—the distinction between “living and non-living” is meaningless and our extinction is inevitable.  Only accepting these truths allows us to transcend consciousness.

Seed 88 (John; Australian environmentalist and director of the Rainforest Information Centre; THINKING LIKE A MOUNTAIN - TOWARDS A COUNCIL OF ALL BEINGS; http://www.rainforestinfo.org.au/deep-eco/Anthropo.htm)

"But the time is not a strong prison either. A little scraping of the walls of dishonest contractor's concrete Through a shower of chips and sand makes freedom. Shake the dust from your hair. This mountain sea-coast is real For it reaches out far into the past and future; It is part of the great and timeless excellence of things." (1) "Anthropocentrism" or "homocentrism" means human chauvinism. Similar to sexism, but substitute "human race" for"man" and"all other species" for "woman". Human chauvinism, the idea that humans are the crown of creation, the source of all value, the measure of all things, is deeply embedded in our culture and consciousness. "And the fear of you and the dread of you shall be upon every beast of the earth , and upon every fowl of the air, and upon all that moveth on the earth, and upon all the fishes of the sea; into your hands they are delivered".(2) When humans investigate and see through their layers of anthropocentric self-cherishing, a most profound change in consciousness begins to take place. Alienation subsides. The human is no longer an outsider, apart. Your humanness is then recognised as being merely the most recent stage of your existence, and as you stop identifying exclusively with this chapter, you start to get in touch with yourself as mammal, as vertebrate, as a species only recently emerged from the rainforest. As the fog of amnesia disperses, there is a transformation in your relationship to other species, and in your commitment to them. What is described here should not be seen as merely intellectual. The intellect is one entry point to the process outlined, and the easiest one to communicate. For some people however, this change of perspective follows from actions on behalf of Mother Earth. "I am protecting the rainforest" develops to "I am part of the rainforest protecting myself. I am that part of the rainforest recently emerged into thinking." What a relief then! The thousands of years of imagined separation are over and we begin to recall our true nature. That is, the change is a spiritual one, thinking like a mountain (3), sometimes referred to as "deep ecology". As your memory improves, as the implications of evolution and ecology are internalised and replace the outmoded anthropocentric structures in your mind, there is an identification with all life, Then follows the realisation that the distinction between "life" and "lifeless" is a human construct. Every atom in this body existed before organic life emerged 4000 million years ago. Remember our childhood as minerals, as lava, as rocks? Rocks contain the potentiality to weave themselves into such stuff as this. We are the rocks dancing. Why do we look down on them with such a condescending air. It is they that are immortal part of us. (4) If we embark upon such an inner voyage, we may find, upon returning to present day consensus reality, that our actions on behalf of the environment are purified and strengthened by the experience. We have found here a level of our being that moth, rust, nuclear holocaust or destruction of the rainforest genepool do not corrupt. The commitment to save the world is not decreased by the new perspective, although the fear and anxiety which were part of our motivation start to dissipate and are replaced by a certain disinterestedness. We act because life is the only game in town, but actions from a disinterested, less attached consciousness may be more effective. Activists often don't have much time for meditation. The disinterested space we find here may be similar to meditation. Some teachers of meditation are embracing deep ecology (5) and vice versa(6). Of all the species that have existed, it is estimated that less than one in a hundred exist today. The rest are extinct. As environment changes, any species that is unable to adapt, to change, to evolve, is extinguished. All evolution takes place in this fashion In this way an oxygen starved fish, ancestor of yours and mine, commenced to colonise the land. Threat of extinction is the potter's hand that molds all the forms of life. The human species is one of millions threatened by imminent extinction through nuclear war and other environmental changes. And while it is true that the "human nature" revealed by 12,000 years of written history does not offer much hope that we can change our warlike, greedy, ignorant ways, the vastly longer fossil history assures us that we CAN change. We ARE the fish, and the myriad other death-defying feats of flexibility which a study of evolution reveals to us. A certain confidence ( in spite of our recent "humanity") is warranted. From this point of view, the threat of extinction appears as the invitation to change, to evolve. After a brief respite from the potter's hand, here we are back on the wheel again. The change that is required of us is not some new resistance to radiation, but a change in consciousness. Deep ecology is the search for a viable consciousness. Surely consciousness emerged and evolved according to the same laws as everything else. Molded by environ mental pressures, the mind of our ancestors must time and again have been forced to transcend itself. To survive our current environmental pressures, we must consciously remember our evolutionary and ecological inheritance. We must learn to think like a mountain. If we are to be open to evolving a new consciousness, we must fully face up to our impending extinction (the ultimate environmental pressure). This means acknowledging that part of us which shies away from the truth, hides in intoxication or busyness from the despair of the human, whose 4000 million year race is run, whose organic life is a mere hair's breadth from finished.(7) A biocentric perspective, the realisation that rocks WILL dance, and that roots go deeper that 4000 million years, may give us the courage to face despair and break through to a more viable consciousness, one that is sustainable and in harmony with life again. "Protecting something as wide as this planet is still an abstraction for many. Yet I see the day in our own lifetime that reverence for the natural systems - the oceans, the rainforests, the soil , the grasslands, and all other living things - will be so strong that no narrow ideology based upon politics or economics will overcome it". (8) Jerry Brown, Governor of California. The term "deep ecology" was coined by the Norwegian professor of Philosophy and eco-activist Arne Naess, and has been taken up by academics and environmentalists in Europe, the US and Australia. "The essence of deep ecology is to ask deeper questions... We ask which society, which education, which form of religion is beneficial for all life on the planet as a whole." (9)

Our alternative is to vote negative to affirm a non-anthropocentric value system for action and deliberation.

Break with the familiar.  Do not imagine plan implementation, but instead embrace the energetic cosmology of the kritik.  Open yourself up to the strange and non-familiar.

Sandilands 2000

Catriona Sandilands, Environmental Studies at York University, 2000 [Ethics and the Environment 4.2]

But it strikes me that the call for a rethinking of moral standing to include the experiences of nonhuman animals is an interesting and important trajectory for a politics of citizenship. In a phrase. the expansion of our listening to hear "other" expressions, and the legitimation of these expressions as aspects of a common world, is a call for a reconsideration of who "we" as citizens are. To explain: in a recent essay, Iris Marion Young (1996) has pointed out that the practices of deliberative citizenship currently held out as the embodiments of appropriate democratic behaviour‑civility, rational argument, persuasion‑not only rely on a highly particular and culturally bound ideal of speech, but assume a highly particular kind of actor. She argues (perhaps ironically. in a highly civil, rational, and persuasive sort of way), that these ideals and suppositions are highly exclusionary, banishing to "the private" certain modes of thinking. speaking, and acting that are not only highly important. but are systematically gendered. racialized. and cultured. In order to conceive of a more inclusive practice of democratic speech, we need to welcome practices of storytelling, greeting. and rhetoric, not as a way of including more and different speakers but as a way of genuinely questioning the ways in which different practices of speech engender different understandings of the world, and of learning how to listen differently to the stories that shape our common world.  In my view, this is precisely what ecofeminists are doing when they argue that we need to consider the ways in which human and nonhuman beings‑even if they are not capable of or disposed to civil rationality‑do express their needs. Although, perhaps, we might take as a starting point the need to include "other" expressions of pain and pleasure as a moral question. I think it is also an orientation to the expansion of citizenship: these "other" expressions are expressions of a relationship to a shared and common world, and we must expand the circle of discussion to include both their form and their content. In particular, the inclusion of these "other" forms of speech in the public realm demands that we. as speakers, recognize our relationships to the common world of which these "other" voices speak. The "we" expands. As legitimate voices in public conversation, "the cries of factory farm animals," to quote Quiriby (1994). require not only that we shift our listening to hear them, but that we change ourselves as a result of the hearing. The shift from moral to political consideration is a shift from empathy to citizenship: where the former, however valuable, is a relationship that develops from intimacy and intensity, the latter demands that such intimately generated knowledges he given equal consideration in public definitions of the real, the good, and the possible. Such a recognition signals political intersubjectivity, in which a careful listening reveals nonhuman‑and marginalized humyn‑actors to be equal subjects in the common world.  The third ecoferninist proposal for citizenship that I would like to highlight concerns an insight made by Tzvetan 'Iodorov, namely, that "there exist two major forms ol communication, one between [people and people, the other between  people and the world (cited in Dallmayr 1996)." Qualitatively different and culturally located, these two knowledges derive, on the one hand, from "the interaction between the person and his/her social group." and on the other. from the interaction "between the per​son and the natural world, the person and the religious universe," Todorov main​tains-actually. in a discussion of the communicative dimensions of the conquest of the Americas‑that Euro-western cultures have focused on the former, and found it  more than conducive to their exploitation and obliteration of other cultures. which  have focused on the latter. In Todorov's view, the ideal of full communication must include attention not only to intrahumam conversations, but to conversations that take place with the divine and the natural, a world of signs. omens, premonitions, smells. and other sensations that overflow human speech and language.  I have written elsewhere about the ways in which this nonspeaking, nonspoken world interrupts the seamless flow of discourse and consciousness, and especially about the ways in which ecofeminism makes space for these interruptions as part of what I have called an "ethical relation to the Real" (Sandilands. 1999). What I would like to emphasize here is that ecofeminists. kindred spirits to Todorov, also insist that communication with "the world" is properly part of the common world of public discussion, an activity of citizenship. I should note here that I have no wish to subsume all modes of communication into the activities of the public sphere, and that the creation of a distinct realm of action requires a certain distinctiveness. Not all speech is public speech, nor should it be: there must be places of privacy, where experiences of wonder or ecstasy or communion are not exposed to the harsh light of public scrutiny (increasingly difficult though this night be in a world of globally‑broadcast talk shows). For things to emerge into public life, there must he spaces to emerge from as much as there must be spaces to emerge to, thus, public life is only part of the human condition. But it strikes me that the desire to communicate with "the world" through the opening of the self to alternative modes of knowing and speaking with nonhunian creatures is also a gesture toward the expansion of the common and public world. Specifically, this expansion aims to include kinds of conversation that have been systeniatically suppressed in Eurowestern traditions, including traditions of democracy.  There is a strong similarity between this proposal and the one of which I have already spoken concerning the intersubjective recognition of nonhuman beings in public life. This proposal. however, demands that we not only recognize the potential intersubjectivity of nonhuman others, but pay closer attention to the non‑intersubjective relations that lie behind and beyond our accustomed modes of human communication. Signs and omens are, Nancy Reagan notwithstanding, generally not considered legitimale information for public debate: the questions that ecoleminists pose in their discussions of spirituality, wonder, and empathic labor, call us to consider their potential place as a mode of communication with the world in the world.  Lest you think I am calling for publically appointed astrologers and oracles‑and am thus totally off my nut‑let me quickly explain. What I think ecofeminists are arguing is for a potentially political openness to nonlinguistic forms of knowledge and experience that already inform human interactions with other humans and with nonhuman natures. These interactions are culturally located and profoundly shaped by gender. by tradition, by colonialism. In their public recognition, again, the call is both for the inclusion of particular and systematically marginalized speakers. but for an ex​panded attention to particular and systematically marginalized forms of communication. I do not mean that spirituality can or should replace public deliberation: I do mean that what Todorov calls communication with the world could he recognized in public discussion as a legitimate and negotiable form of knowledge. In particular, this proposal involves receptivity to forms of intrahuman speech that, perhaps, more profoundly capture or express these "other‑worldly" communications: again, I emphasize the possibilities of storytelling or perhaps, poetry. But, as with all practices of citizenship, this communication is accountable to other forms of knowledge in conversation: what would happen if symbolic narrative met scientific taxonomy met rhetorical persuasion in a forum in which these modes of speech were held equal and accountable? What new understandings of ourselves might we reach. and what common worlds might we discover from our collaboration? Again, the orientation is to opening, to a fuller recognition of a common world that lies between us; Arendt's table is still there. but what the table is made of has shifted.  IV. CAUTIONS ALONG THE ROAD  I would like to conclude this paper with a series of cautions that I think ecofeminissts must take into account in our formulations of citizenship. In my view, ecofeminism holds enormous promise as a politics that attempts to expand the realm of citizenship and to include and legitimate new actors and new forms of speech and knowledge as elements of a genuinely common world. But in this project, there are always dangers: the focus on inclusion, the orientation to expansion and proliferation, always carries with it the possibility of cacophony. of an unconversational repetition of difference without the crucial orientation to showing its place as an element in a common and negotiable world. And the focus on making "the subaltern speak." to borrow a phrase out of context, also carries with it the specter of the regulation of discourse and identity in any and all calls for conversation and accountability.  Ecofeminists. I think, take as their starting point the politicization of marginalized knowledges of gender and nature, the insistence that degraded and undervalued ways of being in the world must he heard in public and understood as rich, complex. and satisfying for the long‑term health of humans and other beings. The specific proposals I have mentioned‑for care as a public principle, for political intersubjectivity with nonhuman beings. and for communication with "the world as part of public discussion of the world‑are all parts of this project. Ecological citizenship requires that the circle of conversation he expanded, yet it also demands that all actors involved are oriented to the changes to self and world wrought by conversation.  This project cannot work if these kriowledges are essentialized: the point is not only to show their particularity and situated practice, but to orient their appearance to the potential creation of commonality. It is, however, the unfortunate case that many ecoleminists‑and others‑feel compelled to resort to essentialist accounts to identify or legitimate their positions. Hence my first set of cautions: one way that this essentialism occurs lies in the process by which the situated activities of caring or empathy or communication with the world are held up as epistemologically privileged for environmental politics without a deep questioning of the social, political, and economic relations in which this situating occurs. Another manifestation of essentialism lies in the political rhetoric by which the family or community or particular culture is held up as the deepest, if not the only site for the development of relations of care or intersubjective recognition. It is in the realm of public conversation, in which different experiences and knowledges of family and community and cultural location are held accountable to each other and to other experiences and knowledges deriving from other spheres of life, that the creation of a common and inclusive world, a renewed citizenship. takes place. To put it simply. citizenship is not community: to forge a relationship to the world requires that we step outside the intimate and familiar and consider ourselves accountable to others whom we may not know. But there is. here, a third problem: the mirror image of an over‑reliance on community is an over‑reliance on a sort of colonizing and equally essentialist universalism that fails to consider its own particularity. In many discussions of deliberative citizenship‑like some versions of social ecology‑there is a strong assumption that only the traditions of civil discussion that are currently understood as "democratic" are ultimately appropriate for discusions of the common world. To foster an expanded ecological citizenship, deliberation must he opened to new forms and topics of conversation so that they can he shown to he common. 

Ethics comes before knowledge—Their advantages are sandcastles built upon a foundation of anthropocentric valuation—Accurate knowledge STARTS with willigness to risk responding to mysterious ecologies demanding your ethical concern.

Anthony Weston, Professor of Philosophy at Elon University, 2009
[The Incompleat Eco-Philosopher p. 9-11]

If theworld is a collection of more or less ﬁxed facts to which we  must respond, then the task of ethics is to systematize and unify our  responses. This is the expected view, once again so taken for granted  as to scarcely even appear as a “view” at all. Epistemology is prior to  ethics. Responding to the world follows upon knowing it—and what  could be more sensible or responsible than that? If the world is not  “given,” though—if the world is what it seems to be in part because  we have made it that way, as I have been suggesting, and if therefore  the process of inviting its further possibilities into the light is funda-  mental to ethics itself—then our very knowledge of the world, of the  possibilities of other animals and the land and even ourselves in relation  to them, follows upon “invitation,” and ethics must come ﬁ rst. Ethics  is prior to epistemology—or, as Cheney and I do not say in the paper  but probably should have said, what really emerges is another kind of  epistemology—“etiquette,” in our speciﬁ c sense, as epistemology.  But then of course we are also speaking of something sharply  different from “ethics” as usually understood. We are asked not for a  set of well-defended general moral commitments in advance, but rather  for something more visceral and instinctual, a mode of comportment more than a mode of commitment, more ﬂeshy and more vulnerable.  Etiquette so understood requires us to take risks, to offer trust before  we know whether or how the offer will be received, and to move with  awareness, civility, and grace in a world we understand to be capable  of response. Thus Cheney and I conclude that ethical action itself must be “ﬁ rst and foremost an attempt to open up possibilities, to enrich  the world” rather than primarily an attempt to respond to the world  as already known.  Cheney, true to his nature, also takes the argument on a more  strenuous path, exploring indigenous views of ceremony and ritual.  Once again the question of epistemology turns out to be central.  Euro-Americans, Cheney says, want to know what beliefs are encoded  in the utterances of indigenous peoples. We treat their utterances as  propositional representations of Indigenous worlds. But what if these  utterances function, instead, primarily to produce these worlds? Cheney  cites the indigenous scholar Sam Gill on the fundamentally performa-  tive function of language. When Gill asks Navajo elders what prayers  mean, he reports, they tell him “not what messages prayers carry, but  what prayers do.” More generally, Gill asserts that “the importance of  religion as it is practiced by the great body of religious persons for  whom religion is a way of life [is] a way of creating, discovering, and  communicating worlds of meaning largely through ordinary and com-  mon actions and behavior.”11  What then, Cheney and I ask, if this performative dimension of language is fundamental not just in indigenous or obviously religious   settings, but generally? How we speak, how we move, how we carry  on, all the time, also literally brings all sorts of worlds into being—and  thus, again, the ethical challenge put mindful speech, care, and respect  ﬁ rst. Indeed we would now go even further. Here it is not so much  that epistemology comes ﬁ rst but that, in truth, it simply fades away.  The argument is not the usual suggestion that the West has misunder-  stood the world, got it wrong, and that we now need to “go back” to  the Indians to get it right. Cheney is arguing that understanding the  world is not really the point in the ﬁ rst place. We are not playing a  truth game at all. What matters is how we relate to things, not what  things are in themselves. Front, center, and always, the world responds.  The great task is not knowledge but relationship.

Extinction Good

Human extinction isn’t a bad thing- accepting it is the only way to radically change our thought process

Kochi and Ordan 8 (Tarik, lecturer in the School of Law, Queen's University, Belfast, Northern Ireland, and Noam, linguist and translator, conducts research in Translation Studies at Bar Ilan University, Israel, 'An argument for the global suicide of humanity', Borderlands, December)//RSW

 The version of progress enunciated in Hawking's story of cosmic colonisation presents a view whereby the solution to the negative consequences of technological action is to create new forms of technology, new forms of action. New action and innovation solve the dilemmas and consequences of previous action. Indeed, the very act of moving away, or rather evacuating, an ecologically devastated Earth is an example at hand. Such an approach involves a moment of reflection--previous errors and consequences are examined and taken into account and efforts are made to make things better. The idea of a better future informs reflection, technological innovation and action. However, is the form of reflection offered by Hawking broad or critical enough? Does his mode of reflection pay enough attention to the irredeemable moments of destruction, harm, pain and suffering inflicted historically by human action upon the non-human world? There are, after all, a variety of negative consequences of human action, moments of destruction, moments of suffering, which may not be redeemable or ever made better. Conversely there are a number of conceptions of the good in which humans do not take centre stage at the expense of others. What we try to do in this paper is to draw out some of the consequences of reflecting more broadly upon the negative costs of human activity in the context of environmental catastrophe. This involves re-thinking a general idea of progress through the historical and conceptual lenses of speciesism, colonialism, survival and complicity. Our proposed conclusion is that the only appropriate moral response to a history of human destructive action is to give up our claims to biological supremacy and to sacrifice our form of life so as to give an eternal gift to others. From the outset it is important to make clear that the argument for the global suicide of humanity is presented as a thought experiment. The purpose of such a proposal in response to Hawking is to help show how a certain conception of modernity, of which his approach is representative, is problematic. Taking seriously the idea of global suicide is one way of throwing into question an ideology or dominant discourse of modernist-humanist action. [3] By imagining an alternative to the existing state of affairs, absurd as it may seem to some readers by its nihilistic and radical 'solution', we wish to open up a ground for a critical discussion of modernity and its negative impacts on both human and non-human animals, as well as on the environment. [4] In this respect, by giving voice to the idea of a human-free world, we attempt to draw attention to some of the asymmetries of environmental reality and to give cause to question why attempts to build bridges from the human to the non-human have, so far, been unavailing.  Subjects of ethical discourse One dominant presumption that underlies many modern scientific and political attitudes towards technology and creative human action is that of 'speciesism', which can itself be called a 'human-centric' view or attitude. The term 'speciesism', coined by psychologist Richard D. Ryder and later elaborated into a comprehensive ethics by Peter Singer (1975), refers to the attitude by which humans value their species above both non-human animals and plant life. Quite typically humans conceive non-human animals and plant life as something which might simply be used for their benefit. Indeed, this conception can be traced back to, among others, Augustine (1998, p.33). While many modern, 'enlightened' humans generally abhor racism, believe in the equality of all humans, condemn slavery and find cannibalism and human sacrifice repugnant, many still think and act in ways that are profoundly 'speciesist'. Most individuals may not even be conscious that they hold such an attitude, or many would simply assume that their attitude falls within the 'natural order of things'. Such an attitude thus resides deeply within modern human ethical customs and rationales and plays a profound role in the way in which humans interact with their environment. The possibility of the destruction of our habitable environment on earth through global warming and Hawking's suggestion that we respond by colonising other planets forces us to ask a serious question about how we value human life in relation to our environment. The use of the term 'colonisation' is significant here as it draws to mind the recent history of the colonisation of much of the globe by white, European peoples. Such actions were often justified by valuing European civilisation higher than civilisations of non-white peoples, especially that of indigenous peoples. For scholars such as Edward Said (1978), however, the practice of colonialism is intimately bound up with racism. That is, colonisation is often justified, legitimated and driven by a view in which the right to possess territory and govern human life is grounded upon an assumption of racial superiority. If we were to colonise other planets, what form of 'racism' would underlie our actions? What higher value would we place upon human life, upon the human race, at the expense of other forms of life which would justify our taking over a new habitat and altering it to suit our prosperity and desired living conditions? Generally, the animal rights movement responds to the ongoing colonisation of animal habitats by humans by asking whether the modern Western subject should indeed be the central focus of its ethical discourse. In saying 'x harms y', animal rights philosophers wish to incorporate in 'y' non-human animals. That is, they enlarge the group of subjects to which ethical relations apply. In this sense such thinking does not greatly depart from any school of modern ethics, but simply extends ethical duties and obligations to non-human animals. In eco-ethics, on the other hand, the role of the subject and its relation to ethics is treated a little differently. The less radical environmentalists talk about future human generations so, according to this approach, 'y' includes a projection into the future to encompass the welfare of hitherto non-existent beings. Such an approach is prevalent in the Green Party in Germany, whose slogan is "Now. For tomorrow".  For others, such as the 'deep ecology' movement, the subject is expanded so that it may include the environment as a whole. In this instance, according to Naess, 'life' is not to be understood in "a biologically narrow sense". Rather he argues that the term 'life' should be used in a comprehensive non-technical way such that it refers also to things biologists may classify as non-living. This would include rivers, landscapes, cultures, and ecosystems, all understood as "the living earth" (Naess, 1989, p.29). From this perspective the statement 'x harms y' renders 'y' somewhat vague. What occurs is not so much a conflict over the degree of ethical commitment, between "shallow" and "deep ecology" or between "light" and "dark greens" per se, but rather a broader re-drawing of the content of the subject of Western philosophical discourse and its re-definition as 'life'. Such a position involves differing metaphysical commitments to the notions of being, intelligence and moral activity. This blurring and re-defining of the subject of moral discourse can be found in other ecocentric writings (e.g. Lovelock, 1979; Eckersley, 1992) and in other philosophical approaches. [5] In part our approach bears some similarity with these 'holistic' approaches in that we share dissatisfaction with the modern, Western view of the 'subject' as purely human-centric. Further, we share some of their criticism of bourgeois green lifestyles. However, our approach is to stay partly within the position of the modern, Western human-centric view of the subject and to question what happens to it in the field of moral action when environmental catastrophe demands the radical extension of ethical obligations to non-human beings. That is, if we stick with the modern humanist subject of moral action, and follow seriously the extension of ethical obligations to non-human beings, then we would suggest that what we find is that the utopian demand of modern humanism turns over into a utopian anti-humanism, with suicide as its outcome. One way of attempting to re-think the modern subject is thus to throw the issue of suicide right in at the beginning and acknowledge its position in modern ethical thought. This would be to recognise that the question of suicide resides at the center of moral thought, already. What survives when humans no longer exist?  There continues to be a debate over the extent to which humans have caused environmental problems such as global warming (as opposed to natural, cyclical theories of the earth's temperature change) and over whether phenomena such as global warming can be halted or reversed. Our position is that regardless of where one stands within these debates it is clear that humans have inflicted degrees of harm upon non-human animals and the natural environment. And from this point we suggest that it is the operation of speciesism as colonialism which must be addressed. One approach is of course to adopt the approach taken by Singer and many within the animal rights movement and remove our species, homo sapiens, from the centre of all moral discourse. Such an approach would thereby take into account not only human life, but also the lives of other species, to the extent that the living environment as a whole can come to be considered the proper subject of morality. We would suggest, however, that this philosophical approach can be taken a number of steps further. If the standpoint that we have a moral responsibility towards the environment in which all sentient creatures live is to be taken seriously, then we perhaps have reason to question whether there remains any strong ethical grounds to justify the further existence of humanity.  For example, if one considers the modern scientific practice of experimenting on animals, both the notions of progress and speciesism are implicitly drawn upon within the moral reasoning of scientists in their justification of committing violence against nonhuman animals. The typical line of thinking here is that because animals are valued less than humans they can be sacrificed for the purpose of expanding scientific knowledge focussed upon improving human life. Certainly some within the scientific community, such as physiologist Colin Blakemore, contest aspects of this claim and argue that experimentation on animals is beneficial to both human and nonhuman animals (e.g. Grasson, 2000, p.30). Such claims are 'disingenuous', however, in that they hide the relative distinctions of value that underlie a moral justification for sacrifice within the practice of experimentation (cf. LaFollette & Shanks, 1997, p.255). If there is a benefit to non-human animals this is only incidental, what remains central is a practice of sacrificing the lives of other species for the benefit of humans. Rather than reject this common reasoning of modern science we argue that it should be reconsidered upon the basis of species equality. That is, modern science needs to ask the question of: 'Who' is the best candidate for 'sacrifice' for the good of the environment and all species concerned? The moral response to the violence, suffering and damage humans have inflicted upon this earth and its inhabitants might then be to argue for the sacrifice of the human species. The moral act would be the global suicide of humanity.

Refusal of extinction in the name of survival abandons the incommunicable forms of life. The only ethical move is that which refuses to abandon bare life

Dr. Noys 2K7 (Benjamin, Professor Literature/Critical Theory at Chichster University, The Culture of Death, 96-97)//RSW

Agamben is arguing that there is no human essence except in our capacity to be destroyed. What makes us human is what makes us vulnerable to this radical exposure to life that is only ‘death in motion’. Therefore the only real basis of ethics lies in this experience of our exposure to power and to being held on the verge of death. Modern ethics can only be modern if it measures up to the experience of the exposure to death in modern culture. Agamben’s new ethics tries to do this by insisting that we always carry the shame of bare life and that this shame forces us to witness the impossibility of ever separating off completely bare life, as power would like to do. His ethical ‘subject’ is the subject who bears witness to the fact that they find themselves only in the oblivion of losing their subjectivity. What power constantly strives to do is to break the connection between the living and speaking being by isolating bare life as survival. Agamben returns to this experience of survival and finds in it the possibility of an ethics that can refuse to separate off survival. This new ethics is found in the remnant, and in survival. What we find in Auschwitz, according to Agamben, is the attempt to produce an absolute separation of bare life. We must witness this attempt but refuse it through an act of witnessing that always maintains our connection to bare life. Ethics after Auschwitz will be an ethics that refuses to exclude bare life, and an ethics that bears witness to the irreducible disjunction between the living being and the speaking being. How does such an ethics help us to answer the problems which biomedicine poses for us today? It seems, unlike bioethics or Badiou’s ‘ethic of truths’, to offer no solutions to these pressing problems. However, what it does offer is the insistence that for any ethics to be truly ethical it must not simply exclude bare life as what is not ethical. It turns existing ethical discourse on its head (or puts it back on its feet) by locating ethics in the problem of bearing witness to bare life as what founds, and at the same time ruins, any experience of subjectivity. This, then, is an ethics that does not forget or efface bare life, and so does not forget our exposure to death. Of course, Agamben has only sketched this new ethics, and many commentators have remarked on the difficulty of drawing out the concrete implications of his work. It seems very difficult to ‘apply’ this ethics to situations such as that of the patient with PVS. What is important, though, is that it makes us try to think what has happened to ethics after Auschwitz and the risks of any ethics that tries to save us from our exposure to death by denying that exposure. This is a challenge that has to be faced if we are to construct an ethics of death in modern culture. Certainly, Agamben does not provide us with the reassurance of practical measures for dealing with these situations of exposure to death but he does force us to re-examine our ethics in the light of these situations. As we can see, the problem of death in modern culture is not some marginal problem but central to our culture, to our ethics, our art and our politics. Perhaps one practical implication of his work is that we must begin from the experience of shame as our new ethical material. To do this we must return to the problem of the remnant that power produces and refuse to see this as a leftover to be disposed of. If we try to dispose of the remnant, then we dispose of our humanity, and to say that mere biological existence lacks value is to risk just this danger. We should not be so confident in our judgements about lives that have value and those that do not. 

Difference Key

You are different than a river. THAT is why is the river is valuable.

The universe is not a projection screen for the human ego. Otherwise, we are trapped in a hall of mirrors. We need the difference. It does NOT need us. Choose value and wonder beyond human comprehension. 

Midgley 05 (Mary; retired Senior Lecturer in Philosophy at Newcastle University; [The Essential Mary Midgley p 373-378])//RSW

To deal with this, we  need to understand adaptation. Evidence about it must be found in  other species. And the same question, in the same sense, can be asked  about them too. People obsessed with the cost–beneﬁt analysis pattern  see no alternative to their own way of thinking, even though often they,  like the rest of us, have a sense of chill, of oppression, of loneliness, as  human life grows steadily narrower. The dungeon encloses us, the lid of the ego presses down. Under what compulsion? Why look at things this  way? In The Sovereignty of Good Iris Murdoch writes,  I am looking out of my window in an anxious and resentful state of  mind, brooding perhaps on some damage done to my prestige.  Then suddenly I observe a hovering kestrel. In a moment every-  thing is altered. The brooding self with its hurt vanity has disap-  peared. There is nothing now but kestrel. And when I return to  thinking of the other matter it seems less important.  (p. 84)  Certainly we could (she goes on) think of this as a measure of mental  hygiene, regard the kestrel as a device for regaining balance. But there is  something perverse about doing so; ‘More naturally, as well as more  properly, we take a self-forgetful pleasure in the sheer, alien pointless  independent existence of animals, birds, stones and trees.’ This has to be  right, because the release itself depends on the kestrel’s not being such a  device. If we found that we were in Disneyland, with plastic kestrels  going up at carefully randomized intervals, the entire point would be lost.  What we need here is to get rid of the language of means and ends,  and use instead that of part and whole. Humyn needs to form part of a  whole much greater than herself, one in which other members excel  her in innumerable ways. He is adapted to live in one. Without it, he  feels imprisoned; the lid of the ego presses down on him.  The world in which the kestrel moves, the world that it sees, is, and  will always be, entirely beyond us. That there are such worlds all around  us is an essential feature of our world. Calling the bird’s existence  ‘pointless’ means only that it is not a device for any human end. It does  not need that external point. It is in some sense – a sense that can  certainly do with study – an end in itself.3 We may throw some light on  the difﬁculties here by looking at the same problem where it crops up  at the heart of Kant’s aesthetic. Kant was much occupied with the Sub-  lime, which was the (quite convenient) eighteenth-century name for  things that impress us, not by being what we already want (like the  Beautiful), but by their vastness and total disregard of our needs – in a  word, by their absolute Otherness. The sea is sublime; so are mountains  and deserts. So even, sometimes, are very small things, if they are  exceedingly strange and unaccountable.4  Kant’s careful analysis of this element in experience, and the  seriousness with which he treats it, are admirable. It is plain that he was  a man genuinely disposed to be bowled over by such things. But he  ﬁnds a real difﬁculty in understanding this concept. What is actually  sublime? Here the rules of his Rationalist framework hamper him. It  can hardly, he says, be the actual sea and mountains, for they are just  dead matter, so many tons of basalt or H2O. How can one revere that?  He sees that sheer size is often central to the experience. Yet size  impresses us only by contrast to the size of our own body, which  seems to him a contingent matter. So he concludes that what is sub-  lime is not the objects themselves, but what they stand for, that is, the  vastness of the human task. ‘The feeling of the Sublime in nature is  respect for our own vocation.’5 In part this is right. The vast does stand  for the difﬁcult, the not-yet-attempted. But it has to be more than just  a symbol. It has to matter in itself, or it cannot symbolize effectively.  Powerful symbols are not just dispensable manmade boxes in which  we deposit ideas for convenience, retrieving them unchanged when we  need them. Kant’s point is that mountains and distances constitute  difﬁculties for us, and that difﬁculties teach us our weakness. But  mountains are not just examples of difﬁculties. They are not just  wastefully extended treadmills. They tell us not only that we are small,  but that they are great. Indeed the ﬁrst point would have no meaning  without the second. If they were merely educational devices to bring  home our weakness to us, we could forget about them once we had  seen the point. Or, if we decided still to use them as a reminder, we  should think of them, I suppose, in a resigned sort of way, as we do  regard purely educational devices, perhaps rather as we think of our alarm clocks and desk calendars. (Did the Romans regard the skeletons  at their feasts in this way?)  The truth is, it is no contingent fact about us that our bodies are the  size they are. We – ourselves – are not, as Descartes suggested, purely  mental creatures. We are not tentatively considering possible incarna-  tions. We – ourselves – are members of a vulnerable species, easily  destroyed in an avalanche, with a place on this particular planet, and  none anywhere else.6 To such beings, there is no way in which x million  gallons of H2O (including saline impurities) does not constitute an  enormous and sublime ocean, nor in which whales and albatrosses,  capable of dealing with it in any state of agitation, are not sublime  creatures. Stunting this response is stunting our highest faculties. For  (what is less often mentioned than the vulnerability) we are receptive,  imaginative beings, adapted to celebrate and rejoice in the existence,  quite independent of ourselves, of the other beings on this planet. Not  only does our natural sympathy reach out easily beyond the barrier of  species but we rejoice in the mere existence of plants and lifeless bodies  – not regarding them them just as furniture provided to stimulate our  pampered imagination.  Literary criticism often does not look at things this way; it tends to  an ofﬁcial doctrine that the physical universe matters only in so far as  we can make poetry out of it. I think this is cockeyed, and that no poetry  of the slightest value could be made on this supposition. The trouble is,  however, a discrepancy between theory and practice on the matter, not  only (as I have suggested) in Kant himself, but in great writers who have  followed him. For instance, Coleridge, explaining his own dejection, his  failure to respond to a splendid sunset, wrote  O Lady, we receive but what we give,  And in our life alone does Nature live,  Ours is her wedding garment, ours her shroud.7  But this isn’t and couldn’t be true, and the end of that very poem shows  that he didn’t believe it. As Iris Murdoch says in The Sovereignty of Good,  I do not think that any of the great romantics really believed that we  receive but what we give and in our life alone does nature live,  although the lesser ones tended to follow Kant’s lead and use  nature as an occasion for exalted self-feeling. The great romantics,  including the one I have just quoted, transcended ‘romanticism.’  ... Art, and by art from now on I mean good art, not fantasy art,   affords us a pure delight in the independent existence of what is  excellent.  (p. 85)  Humyn is not adapted to live in a mirror-lined box, generating his own  electric light and sending for selected images from outside when he  happens to need them. Darkness and a bad smell are all that can come of  that. We need the vast world, and it must be a world that does not need  us; a world constantly capable of surprising us, a world we did not  program, since only such a world is the proper object of wonder. Any  kind of Humanism which deprives us of this, which insists on treating  the universe as a mere projection screen for showing off human capacit-  ies, cripples and curtails humanity. ‘Humanists’ often do this, because  where there is wonder they think they smell religion, and they move  hastily in to crush that unclean thing.8 But things much more unclean  than traditional religion will follow the death of wonder. In truth, as I  have suggested, wonder, the sense of otherness, is one of the sources of  religion (not the other way around), but it is also the source of curiosity  and every vigorous use of our faculties, and an essential condition of  sanity. 

Links

Topic

Transportation infrastructure instrumentalizes the environment for solely human ends—This reinforces our separation from the ecological systems in which we participate, ensuring catastrophic collapse.

 Duyser ‘10

Mitchell Duyser. Master of Architecture at University of Cincinnati. April 2010. “Hybrid Landscapes: Territories of Shared Ecological and Infrastructural Value”. Masters Thesis.Pages 3-7.

 

The construct of modern human life is built upon an invisible foundation. Not invisible as in undetectable, but invisible as in hidden and forgotten. Representative of the infrastructure that enables civilization, this foundation is formed from the human and ecological systems that support the continued expansion of modern society. Often unnoticed, this myriad of pipes, wires, rivers, and oil ﬁelds is pushed out of the collective conscious and awareness. So dependent have we become on these systems, minor disruptions in their functionality can threaten civilization itself. As exempliﬁed byevents like the 2007 Minneapolis bridge disaster1, and more abstract issues like climate change, these systems are approaching the point of widespread failure. Such threats of disaster are currently the only events capable of bringing infrastructure to the surface of everyday experience, and will occur with increasing frequency unless widespread societal action is taken. Humans need to change how they interact with the rest of the world, speciﬁcally focusing onthe technologies that enable civilization, and the collectively held societal perspective of the environment. Civilization can no longer afford to forget about the systems that enable existence, nor can it assume that such infrastructures will be available indeﬁnitely. Infrastructure has traditionally been intentionally and methodically hidden from view, buried underground, and moved to the outskirts of town. Allowing humans to live free of concern for how necessities are acquired, organized, and distributed. The infrastructure that is exposed, such as power lines, roads, and cellular towers, are rendered invisible by their ubiquity, subsumed by the contemporary urban landscape. Throughout modern time, infrastructure has served to insulate human activity from its effects on the rest of the planet. “Away” was a place anywhere but here, removed from inﬂuence over problems like water quality and climate change. The unavoidable truth however, that this isolation is not physical but psychological, has been slowly revealing itself over the past ﬁfty years. Book’s like Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring, published in 1962, and movies like Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth, (2006) have helped illuminate the previously “invisible” systems binding civilization to the rhythms of the planet. We can now attribute much of the current environmental ﬂuxus to the ignorance of our participation in global and local ecology. Today, truly no place exists that has not experienced the impacts of humanity.2 This ignorance or rather, willingness to overlook man’s interaction with the environment is not a recent societal or cultural development. Our actions and reasoning are deeply rooted in the classical tradition, dating back to the founding myths of Christianity and ancient Greece. Perpetuated and augmented through the Enlightenment and Industrialization, western culture has been left with a fractured view of nature. One that idolizes and romanticizes the “virgin wilderness” while simultaneously working feverishly to exploit every available natural resource in the name of societal and economic progress. Romanticism values nature for its aesthetic and sentimental appeal, while Industrialization’s commoditization of the environment makes it subservient to human needs and desires. The assimilation of these views has led to the perception of nature-as-beauty, allowing for the consumption of less beautiful landscapes with disregard for ecological consequences. 3 New conceptualizations of nature must recognize the presence of complex and emergent systems, where the whole behaves in a way that cannot be understood through the isolation of individual parts.4 Work in the ﬁeld of biomimicry, championed by the biologist Janine Benyus and the architect William McDonough, is already moving towards this end. Both call for a new industrial organization that looks to nature to provide speciﬁc technologies as well as methodologies for production that displace consumption and disposal with nutrient cycles that are endlessly renewable and detoxifying for the environment.5 6 An architecture responsive to a redeﬁned conception of ”nature” must address both the physical and cultural relationships humans have with their environment. Such an architecture must visually and functionally integrate the previously disparate activities of civilization and nature.Infrastructural solutions can no longer come through human ingenuity alone, but through mentorship and comprehension of the complex systems already existing in nature. This use of biomimicry allows environmental design to evolve beyond the current sustainability movement where simply being “less bad” is still good enough.7 Concepts like the USGBC’s LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) system, and other supposedly “green” building practices do nothing to change the fundamental relationship humans have with the planet. They function under the dated and false assumption of humanity as a separate system from the rest of nature. Polluting and consuming at a slightly slower rate is not a thoughtful means of reintegrating civilization with ecology.
Link of Omission

The 1ac’s silence is a loaded presence- their forgetting of the non-human world and the individualistic formation of agency ensure the replication of prevailing anthropocentric power relations

Bell and Russell 2K (Anne C. by graduate students in the Faculty of Environmental Studies, York University and Constance L. a graduate student at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of Toronto, Beyond Human, Beyond Words: Anthropocentrism, Critical Pedagogy, and the Poststructuralist Turn, http://www.csse-scee.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE25-3/CJE25-3-bell.pdf)//RSW
For this reason, the various movements against oppression need to be aware of and supportive of each other. In critical pedagogy, however, the exploration of questions of race, gender, class, and sexuality has proceeded so far with little acknowledgement of the systemic links between human oppressions and the domination of nature. The more-than-human world and human relationships to it have been ignored, as if the suffering and exploitation of other beings and the global ecological crisis were somehow irrelevant. Despite the call for attention to voices historically absent from traditional canons and narratives (Sadovnik, 1995, p. 316), nonhuman beings are shrouded in silence. This silence characterizes even the work of writers who call for a rethinking of all culturally positioned essentialisms. Like other educators influenced by poststructuralism, we agree that there is a need to scrutinize the language we use, the meanings we deploy, and the epistemological frameworks of past eras (Luke & Luke, 1995, p. 378). To treat social categories as stable and unchanging is to reproduce the prevailing relations of power (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 89). What would it mean, then, for critical pedagogy to extend this investigation and critique to include taken-for-granted understandings of “human,” “animal,” and “nature”? This question is difficult to raise precisely because these understandings are taken for granted. The anthropocentric bias in critical pedagogy manifests itself in silence and in the asides of texts. Since it is not a topic of discussion, it can be difficult to situate a critique of it. Following feminist analyses, we find that examples of anthropocentrism, like examples of gender symbolization, occur “in those places where speakers reveal the assumptions they think they do not need to defend, beliefs they expect to share with their audiences” (Harding, 1986, p. 112). Take, for example, Freire’s (1990) statements about the differences between “Man” and animals. To set up his discussion of praxis and the importance of “naming” the world, he outlines what he assumes to be shared, commonsensical beliefs about humans and other animals. He defines the boundaries of human membership according to a sharp, hierarchical dichotomy that establishes human superiority. Humans alone, he reminds us, are aware and self-conscious beings who can act to fulfill the objectives they set for themselves. Humans alone are able to infuse the world with their creative presence, to overcome situations that limit them, and thus to demonstrate a “decisive attitude towards the world” (p. 90). Freire (1990, pp. 87–91) represents other animals in terms of their lack of such traits. They are doomed to passively accept the given, their lives “totally determined” because their decisions belong not to themselves but to their species. Thus whereas humans inhabit a “world” which they create and transform and from which they can separate themselves, for animals there is only habitat, a mere physical space to which they are “organically bound.” To accept Freire’s assumptions is to believe that humans are animals only in a nominal sense. We are different not in degree but in kind, and though we might recognize that other animals have distinct qualities, we as humans are somehow moreunique. We have the edge over other creatures because we are able to rise above monotonous, species-determined biological existence. Change in the service of human freedom is seen to be our primary agenda. Humans are thus cast as active agents whose very essence is to transform the world – as if somehow acceptance, appreciation, wonder, and reverence were beyond the pale. This discursive frame of reference is characteristic of critical pedagogy. The human/animal opposition upon which it rests is taken for granted, its cultural and historical specificity not acknowledged. And therein lies the problem. Like other social constructions, this one derives its persuasiveness from its “seeming facticity and from the deep investments individuals and communities have in setting themselves off from others” (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 91). This becomes the normal way of seeing the world, and like other discourses of normalcy, it limits possibilities of taking up and confronting inequities (see Britzman, 1995). The primacy of the human enterprise is simply not questioned. Precisely how an anthropocentric pedagogy might exacerbate the environmental crisis has not received much consideration in the literature of critical pedagogy, especially in North America. Although there may be passing reference to planetary destruction, there is seldom mention of the relationship between education and the domination of nature, let alone any sustained exploration of the links between the domination of nature and other social injustices. Concerns about the nonhuman are relegated to environmental education. And since environmental education, in turn, remains peripheral to the core curriculum (A. Gough, 1997; Russell, Bell, & Fawcett, 2000), anthropocentrism passes unchallenged. 1

Automobility/Highway

The mythos of the automobile maintains a dichotomy between the desolate city and the untamed wilderness—human ingenuity is understood as the only gateway into an idyllic nature.

Gunster ‘4

Shane Gunster. Professor of Communication at Simon Fraser University. Fall/Winter 2004. “You Belong Outside: Advertising, Nature, and the SUV”. Ethics & the Environment. Volume 9. Number 2. Pages 26-27.

In recent years, critics have made considerable progress in raising consciousness about the contradictions between the images of nature used to promote SUVs and the devastating impact these vehicles actually have on the natural environment. However, very little attention has been directed to the impact these advertising campaigns have upon how people understand and conceptualize the urban environment. Beyond nurturing utopian fantasies of a pristine frontier, natural imagery offers a powerful set of cultural tools through which one’s relationship with urban and suburban space can be envisaged as an encounter with a hostile and inscrutable otherness. In the first place, this ideological process offers a seductive (if simplistic) means of thinking about a world in which abstract structures and processes increasingly govern all spheres of social life. More importantly, though, it gives individuals the opportunity to actively embrace this fate by inserting themselves into dreamworlds of nature in which the (technological) cultivation of independence, adaptability, self-sufficiency, and toughness is routinely romanticized and glorified. As armored nomads, one confronts urban alienation, crumbling infrastructure, and the erosion of community as the incarnation of a new ‘uncivilized’ frontier in which one (seemingly) has little choice but to carve out mobile zones of comfort and security. De facto, using natural imagery to express these types of narratives marginalizes democratic political responses to these kinds of social issues. Cities, argues Davis, have an incredible capacity to manage the relationship between human beings and their physical environment in innovative and efficient ways. “Above all, they have the potential to counterpose public affluence (great libraries, parks, museums, and so on) as a real alternative to privatized consumerism, and thus cut through the apparent contradiction between improving standards of living and accepting the limits imposed by ecosystems and finite natural resources.”110 Frozen into a second nature, though, urban space loses this flexibility and radical potential: it becomes something to protect oneself against rather than something to participate within and actively construct. Against the backdrop of a spectacular yet foreboding natural environment, the revisioning of human social relations as fierce, competitive, and atavistic proceeds as a compelling and seductive exploration of the primal depths of human nature. As city streets and suburban neighborhoods give way to the rugged, epic, and timeless beauty of a wilderness untouched by humanity, the social conventions and values of everyday life are similarly displaced. “Leave the city behind. Leave everything behind,” an Infiniti QX4 ad breathlessly intones.111 Again and again, we are invited to partake in the mythic fantasy of (re)discovering who we ‘really’ are by stripping away the veneer of civilization. Fleeing the city in response to an ancient ‘call of the wild,’ the journey from urban to natural space symbolically enacts an escape from ideology into the territory of the real, a ‘state of nature’ in which we are called upon to confirm certain eternal truths about the essence of human interaction. The tough, rugged individual—a seductive combination of self-sufficiency, competitive acumen, and hard-headed realism—appears not only as an idealized subject-position in which to maximize one’s chances for fun and survival in the post-industrial landscape of the ‘New World Order,’ but also as emblematic of a social Darwinism championed by many as serving up certain indisputable if unpleasant ‘facts’ about human nature. Yet if, as I have argued, nature does not displace the social so much as provide a metaphor through which reified social relations may be at once affirmed and denied, then a similar logic is at work in the vision of subjectivity offered by SUV advertising. The retreat to the wild enacts an intensely ideological vision of social reality in which the alienation, boredom, and fear produced by capitalist urban space can be both expressed and resolved in a mystified form, sanctifying the principles of privatized, individualistic consumption as the only possible response we can imagine to contemporary crises in our social environment. Attending to the manipulative use of natural imagery to promote an ecologically disastrous form of technology has been and remains a pressing task. Equally important, though, is an investigation into how the promotional images of nature function as a cultural strategy for (mis)understanding the petrified urban environments of postmodern capital. For a simplistic division between a pure, real nature on the one hand, and a decadent, artificial city on the other—a semiotic tactic mobilized in both the glorification and the demonization of the SUV—lays the conceptual and affective foundations for embracing a frontier individualism that fits perfectly into the weltanschaung of neoliberal politics, an individualism that makes it virtually impossible to assemble the democratic inertia necessary to construct new urban imaginaries along the lines suggested by critics like Davis.

Automobility

Automobile culture naturalizes the massacre of animals, and removes the ability to mourn for the loss of animals through its display of death.

Soron 11 (Dennis, Assistant Prof of Sociology @ U of Brock, “Road Kill: Commodity Fetishism and Structural Violence” in Critical Theory and Animal Liberation, copyright 2011, Rowman and Littlefields Publishers Inc., page 55)//SK

By transforming the animal’s desecrated body into a spectacle, and offering it up as a consumable thing abstracted from the violent encounter that caused its death, such commodities both bear witness to and dissolve responsibility for one important consequence of our collective attachment to another commodity: the automobile. For most people in automobile dependent regions of the world, the sight of animals laying dead on roadways —sometimes calm and intact, as if sleeping, sometimes gruesomely stretched out and pulverized into an unrecognizable mass by ongoing traffic— has become so routine as to seem an inescapable fact of life. Notwithstanding the alluring imagery of advertisements portraying the car as a magical means of escaping from workaday drudgery and communing with wild animals in natural settings, automobile-oriented land use has become a primary threat to the integrity of ecosystems and animal habitat, with the car itself emerging as an apex predator in the landscapes reconfigured for its purposes. Although vast in its scale and implications, roadkill is still a largely overlooked problem that has not been seriously taken up by major animal-rights, environmental or anti-car organizations. In the absence of any coherent moral or political discourse addressing the problem, commodity culture itself has effectively been delegated the task of reckoning with the meaning of the carnage on the streets, the unmourned collateral damage of the automobile and the type of economic and technological progress it powerfully symbolizes.

Automobile use is the biggest cause of habitat destruction, along with roadkill driving many species to extinction and rendering nonhumans “intruders” in their own homes.

Soron 11 (Dennis, Assistant Prof of Sociology @ U of Brock, “Road Kill: Commodity Fetishism and Structural Violence” in Critical Theory and Animal Liberation, copyright 2011, Rowman and Littlefields Publishers Inc., pages 68-69)//SK

One of the most dramatic of the cumulative effects of automobilization has been upon animal habitat. Over the past few generations, automobile-oriented land use within and beyond urban areas has radically transformed the natural landscape, expos[es]ing many species of animals to new types of risk and danger to which it has been very difficult to adapt. As Forman has argued, the modern road system is the “largest human object on earth” and one of the leading weapons in human society’s large-scale assault upon biodiversity (2004: 9). According to some conservation biologists, road building and sprawl, along with off-road driving, is now the single biggest threat to habitat loss in the industrial world (Alvord 2000: 117). This process has led to an ongoing degradation and fragmentation of animal habitat, confining wild populations into enclosures too small for their needs and forcing animals to attempt road crossings for access to food, water, cover, migration routes, nesting sites and potential mates. Of course, roads are not simply dead zones that animals are forced reluctantly to cross, but places that often carry a positive attraction for animals seeking to bask in the radiant heat of the pavement, dig into roadside food scraps, or simply avail themselves of the most efficient and unobstructed route through fragmented terrain. Unsurprisingly, habitat fragmentation and roadkill are currently among the main drivers of extinction for threatened species such as woodland caribou of the Pacific Northwest, Florida panthers, cougars, grizzly bears and various types of lizards, tortoises and birds. Overriding the mobility needs of other species, automobile-oriented transportation has extended human incursions into previously wild and unsettled areas, intensifying forms of residential and commercial “splatter sprawl” that create aggressively rationalized landscapes in which animals become, at best, as nuisances or intruders.

Mobility

Systems of mobility propagate human chauvinism by reducing surrounding land to human utility

Khisty and Zeitler ‘1

C. Jotin Khisty and Ulli Zeitler. October 2001. Professor of engineering at Illinois Institute ofTechnology. “Is Hypermobility a Challenge for Transport ethics and systemicity?” Systemic Practice and Action Research. Vol. 14. No. 5. Pages 599-602.

In the last two or three decades, however, people have been confronted with the darker side of the expansion of transport systems and the hypermobility (excessive and imbalanced mobility for the most part) associated with it. For example, this extensive system, with the lofty objective of providing higher mobility coupled with increased accessibility, has endangered the quality of life and the ecological sustainability of modern society. Furthermore (and ironically), this very expansion, designed for providing high speeds, has resulted in trafﬁc congestion that has drastically reduced mobility and decreased accessibility, thereby lowering business productivity, increasing fuel consumption, increasing pollution, and adversely affecting safety, raising taxes for infrastructure expansion and maintenance, and depriving the public of open space. In the United States alone, trafﬁc congestion has increased 30% in the past 10 years, with the number of cars on the road projected to increase by 50% in the next decade. Stress-causing congestion on our urban highway system robs Americans of 2 billion hr a year of wasted time (equivalent to 84 million days or 228,000 years) that could be used in much more economically valuable, productive, and enjoyable ways. This wasted time is equivalent to at least $20 billion. If this is not enough, the trafﬁc gridlock affects the movement of goods, imposing $40 billion in cost and business. The conventional style of dealing with this problem would have been to construct additional lanes to the existing road network, thus increasing highway capacity by 34%, just to stay even with the anticipated growth in vehicle-miles traveled, at a staggering cost of over $150 billion. But the government does not have the money to keep up with these “improvements,” and so the congestion crisis continues unabated, getting worse day by day, with no end in sight [Downs, 1992; Freund and Martin, Transportation Research Board 1993; (TRB), 1997a, b]. 3. THE CONSUMPTION INTENSITY OF TRANSPORT MODES It has been observed that technology has provided people the ability to travel at higher and higher speeds, despite the fact that higher speed means higher cost. Subconsciously, distance is connected with time, resulting, for example, in three principal modes dominating the overall hierarchy of transport available to people in North America: walking for very short distances; the automobile for medium distances, ranging anywhere from 0.25 to 500 mi; and the airplane for long distances. Following up on people’s subconscious ability to connect distance and time, irrespective of cost, one notices that when the distance covered increases 10-fold, the time spent on travel is doubled, while the speed increases 5-fold. This phenomenon accounts for the three dominant modes referred to and is demonstrated in the transport function distribution shown in Table I (Kolbuszewski, 1979). Bruun and Vuchic (1995) have studied the space–time consumption of different modes per unit and found that an automobile consumes eight times more space–time than a 30-seater bus. The space–time concept (the product of the land area occupied by a vehicle and the time of occupation) is a powerful one that has not yet been fully investigated and developed. Automobiles not only consume large quantities of nonrenewable energy and other natural resources, but also consume vast amounts of land. For example, two-thirds of land space in Los Angeles is devoted to automobile use (Freund and Martin, 1993). 4. THE TRAGEDY OF THE COMMONS In the developed world, the decades of the sixties and seventies appeared to be a turning point in the evolution of public opinion and transport policies. An extensive literature on transport problems was churned out by a host of political scientists, engineers, planners, sociologists, economists, and environmentalists. Taebel and Cornelhs (1977) wrote a cogent paper on the chaos that resulted from the scores of perspectives contributed by the “automobile monopolists,” who spoke on behalf of the auto lobby; the “automobile apologists,” who supported the use of the automobile because it offered free choice; the “social engineers,” mostly academics who emphasized social equity; the “trust busters,” demanding the dismantling the highway trust fund; the “transit technicians,” in pursuit of making public transport the dominant mode; the “balancers,” searching for an optimum mix of modes; and the ecologists, who pointed out the damaging effects of transport modes. Because of the interdisciplinary nature of transport issues, the viewpoints expressed did not make a dent in governmental policies. However, a few issues, such as the one expressed by Garrett Hardin (1968) in his essay on “The Tragedy of the Commons,” did cause people to sit up and think hard about what was happening to the planet. The “commons” parable is powerful because it drives right to the heart of environmentalism—the moral relationship between short-term selﬁshness and enlightened longer-term community interest. For tragedy to occur, we must have (a) a ﬁnite “commons,” (b) a consumption pattern that removes more than it puts in, and (c) selﬁshly motivated users who feel no community spirit. The tragedy thesis is challenging because it forces us to seek beyond these premises for an answer (O’Riordan, 1981). If we extend Hardin’s hypothesis to the transport scene, it is evident that the automobile mode provides a modern-day example of the “tragedy of the commons,” because the beneﬁts of accessibility and mobility to each individual car owner far exceed the personal costs of automobile use. In other words, the extra personal cost of increasing travel for economic, social, and recreational purposes are small in comparison with the gains (Khisty and Kaftanski, 1988). Yet collectively we bear many of the costs of automobile transport, such as the expansion of the highway network, deterioration of air quality, depletion of our fossil fuel reserves, loss of time due to congestion, and a list that goes on and on (Wachs, 1977). A rejuvenated interest in the economics of road pricing was seen in the 1990s. Recent analysis by Hau (1992) and Small (1992) indicates the utilization of a road network as a collective resource and the utilization of road capacity as collective consumption. The use of road pricing, as an instrument of trafﬁc management, has been investigated by many researchers (e.g., Button, 1995; Khisty, 1997) and is being extensively used in practice, but with limited success (Vuchic, 1999). 5. TRANSPORT SYSTEMS AND ETHICS The transport of people and goods is achieved through a highly complex system that has not yet been completely understood. It was only in the mid-1950s that some of the early pioneers of trafﬁc science began studying the relationship between the speed and the ﬂow of a moving stream of vehicles. In more recent years, attempts have been made to come to grips with the entities comprising transport systems. These attempts were matched by policy makers to try to move people and goods by the right mode, in the right quantity, to the right place, and at the right time. If anything, most of the policy-making was and still is, driven by such interest groups as the construction industry and the automobile manufacturers. Indeed, the automobile–industrial complex, through advertising, lobbying, and other inﬂuences on public discourse, helps to sustain an “auto culture,” cleverly masking its problematic and costly features. While the transport of goods and people is achieved through the use of at least a dozen modes, ranging from the pedestrian using his /her own motive power to the sophisticated high-speed train, the story of everyday transportation in the Western world is centered about the automobile. Considering the widespread impact of the automobile on contemporary societies, it is surprising how little the owners of these vehicles know about the major contribution to environmental deterioration, social disintegration, and global polarization. Politically, this is reﬂected in the worldwide claim for sustainable mobility, and economically, in the growing literature on the externalities of automobile use.

Peak Oil/Rsc Wars

Securing natural resources for human control isolates nature as a threat to be eliminated.

Mulligan ‘10

Shane Mulligan. Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. November 2010. “Energy, Environment, and Security: Critical Links in a Post-Peak World”. Global Environmental Politics 10:4. Pages 86-88.

The environment/energy relation rests in large part upon the ideological separation of “man” and “nature.” Historically, at least in Western thought, the “natural world” has been seen either in opposition to, or as the antithesis of, manmade and industrialized landscapes. This image is represented in a wide range of cultural narratives (from Bible stories of Genesis to our political emergence from a “state of nature”) that reinforce a profound separation between an abstract “nature” and an (equally) abstract “man.” The conception of humans as somehow distinct from nature has helped encourage a general disregard for the natural world in political and economic thought, and natural resources are given limited consideration in either discipline. Fossil fuels, perhaps because of their close association with the rise of industrial society, are thus seen as part of the human (rather than the “natural”) world. Our ideas of nature are also tied to our political beliefs, and it may be that popular rule helps instill a notion of nature as a provider, or a victim of human negligence—but nature is no longer in control; it is humanity that is “sovereign,” and that holds the power to destroy nature or save the Earth.48We seem to believe that “we are now at the planetary controls, whether we like it or not.”49 Although the extent of our control is debatable, such ideas support a view of energy security as a matter of technological cleverness and political astuteness, the ultimate success of which is generally assumed: “the standard politico-economic world view denies the possibility that humankind will not be able to achieve any technological feat that may be needed, and in the meantime, resources are being used without any thought for the future.”50 Yet in the absence of a major technological breakthrough (and likely even then), the impending peak in oil production dictates that we will reduce our consumption—of oil, anyway—because we really have no choice. This lack of choice, which equates to a lack of control or power, may be the most unwelcome aspect of the peak oil message: it competes directly with our political self-image, and runs into entrenched psychological barriers to bad news.51 While our ideas of nature are deeply political, we can nevertheless identify more explicitly political considerations as a second constraint on integrating energy resources and the environment. Indeed, the message of the Limits view was in part rejected due to political incorrectness: its calls for reduced economic activity and consumption directly challenged “business as usual.” Some feel this thesis was “delegitimized almost from the start through corporate veto,” while the corporate world was able to embrace the rubric of “global change” and the growth opportunities it afforded.52 The self-identiªed “Cassandras” on the environment were thus isolated from policy circles.53 Jimmy Carter was an exception in this sense: yet his efforts to run a Presidency while highlighting an energy crisis, and his repeated calls for energy conservation, were far less marketable than Ronald Reagan’s assurances of prosperity.54 Even the environmental movement abandoned the Limits approach, redeªning its mandate in order to improve its reception within the mainstream of industrial society.55 International political factors also favored the exclusion of energy from the environmental agenda. For one, the oil crises of the 1970s could readily be blamed on political decisions, especially the actions of OPEC, and “aboveground factors” including the Iranian Revolution and the Iran-Iraq War. Oil scarcity in these instances was quite clearly induced or even “contrived” by human agency (and hence, was not an ecological scarcity).56 In addition, we must consider the suspicion with which the South looked upon environmentalism generally: as a threat to economic development, thrust upon these states by both well-meaning and opportunistic parties of the North. While these concerns did not prevent an explosion of environmental diplomacy in subsequent decades, energy supplies have been largely absent from the sustainable development agenda.57 Thus in an international setting, the notion of limits to growth faced serious obstructions from those states that still felt the need to prioritize growth—which effectively meant all the world’s nations. A third important factor can be found in economic arguments, which from the beginning challenged the Limits thesis by invoking the expectation that any problems of resource decline would be solved through technological advances and market-driven substitution. Declining commodity prices in the 1980s were held by many as evidence of an enduring abundance in resources: Ehrlich’s “stupid bet”58 with Julian Simon over future trends in commodity prices left Ehrlich not only hundreds of dollars poorer, but also facing a raft of critics who now held (what they took to be) conclusive evidence that natural scarcity was not a serious concern for industrial societies. Indeed, during the long period of global economic growth that ground to a halt in 2008, it was not uncommon to hear suggestions that the vision of The Limits to Growth—“that shortages of energy and other natural resources would soon become widespread in the face of growing demand”—was simply “an error.”59 Such ideas were deeply embedded in the early literature on environmental security. Mathews argued that “human society has not arrived at the brink of some absolute limit to its growth,” but that nonrenewable resources were, paradoxically, “inexhaustible:” “As a nonrenewable resource becomes scarce and more expensive, demand falls, and substitutes and alternative technologies appear. For that reason we will never pump the last barrel of oil or anything close to it.”60 Homer-Dixon also took the apparent abundance of resources as reason to discount their ultimate scarcity: Many energy-supply predictions made in the 1970s are now truly embarrassing. For example, in 1973 the Cornell ecologist David Pimental and his colleagues asserted that “if current use patterns continue, fuel costs are expected to double or triple in a decade and to increase nearly ªvefold by the turn of the century.” In 1998, real petroleum costs were little higher than in 1973.61 More recently, Dennis Pirages made the rather questionable assertion that the trends of the 1980s and 1990s constituted “empirical observations that for the foreseeable future, resource scarcity is likely to be a relatively minor source of human suffering.”62 A final consideration in the separation of environment and energy is the role of security discourses. Corresponding with the emergence of a “new” discourse on environmental security was an “old” security establishment that jealously guarded its domain. This was reºected in the academic community’s aversion to broader and deeper notions of security, which in many ways seemed “utterly alien to the security studies community.”63 The environment did not invoke the specter of organized violence, nor were national security (i.e. military) technologies and methods likely to be helpful for most environmental problems—rather, military research and actions were recognized as a major cause of degradation.64 And despite the wide range of issues discussed under critical security studies (CSS), the notion of “threats without enemies”65 rubs gratingly against more established views of security analysts. On the other hand, analysts have long viewed energy (and especially oil) as a national security concern, and the military role in ensuring (or preventing) access to energy resources is well established. By the time environmental security came on stage, then, energy supply was already understood as a matter of national security.66 Moreover, many key analytical characteristics of environmental security did not seem to apply to energy resources. In the latter, sovereign claims over the resource enabled the identification of an enemy that could be confronted, a “will” that might be broken (OPEC, Saddam Hussein). Thus, energy security could be provided for by military means, while also being essential for military superiority. Perhaps most importantly, the structure of sovereign rights and the physical and institutional excludability of energy resources has sidelined efforts to consider these as global or commons resources.67 Surely fossil fuels could be seen as a commons problem, similar to freshwater sources, with distinct rights for “upstream” and “downstream” users—a point that suggests prospects for international governance arrangements. Yet fossil fuels have historically been seen in terms of “property,” and as subject to states’ sovereign right to exploit their natural resources.68
Environmentalism

Even the affirmative’s attempts to help the environment place anthropocentrism at the forefront of an ecological approach—a radical rethinking is necessary.

Lintott ‘11

Sheila Lintott. Fall 2011. “Preservation, Passivity, and Pessimism”. Ethics & the Environment. 16:2. Pages 104-106.

Striking parallels exist between the old domination program and restoration. The most basic is that in both systems humans hold the place of highest authority and power within the world. Also, neither view recognizes any limits to the scope or range of legitimate human manipulation in the world. This does not mean that there are no constraints— only beneficial manipulations should be undertaken—but it does mean that nothing is intrinsically off-limits. A further parallel is that because the fate of the world rests on humans, they must have a clear idea of what needs to be done. They must know what conditions are good (or at least what conditions are better) and then work to bring them about. Their activity, then, requires them to shape the world after ideas in their own mind. (Kane, 227; see also Katz 1997b) In other words, despite claims to the contrary, despite good intentions, and despite some manner of improvements, the logic of restoration implements the allegedly jettisoned domination model according to which humans are superior to and thus justified in shaping nature as they see fit, whether they act on behalf of what they deem to be in their own or in nature’s interest. This logic of domination is coupled with the hierarchical dualism of the active and the passive in restorationist criticisms of preservation. An appreciation of the activity, the effort, and the work required in preservation is often lacking in restorationist critiques of preservationism. The debate has absorbed the active/passive dualism in its full normative force. Preservation is not a merely negative policy; it mandates and requires a great deal of activity. However, it is the sort of activity that too frequently goes unnoticed and almost entirely unappreciated. It is the sort of activity usually associated with the female side of the male/female dualism. It is activity that, although its interaction isn’t always obvious, does positively or negatively affect others, through the agent’s self-control, restraint, respect, and patience, all of which demand great strength and effort. It is not the case that these seemingly passive acts happen without effort, without agency, without activity, as it is often supposed. (Think, for example, about the lack of credit given to mothers because they are allegedly naturally nurturing, doing, it seems, what comes naturally to them; their care work is often construed passively, as if it happens through them, rather than being work that requires serious effort, intellect, and conscious sacrifice.) Jordan maintains that a successful environmentalism will be one that satisfies individuals at a personal level, and he does not believe preservationism can. At a personal level, [preservationism] survives in a culture that provides only an extremely limited repertory of ways for contacting nature—ways, I mean, that engage only a limited range of human interests, talents, and abilities. The result—unintended of course—is a kind of psychological elitism that accommodates those inclined by nature to the experience of observation and appreciation, but has less to offer the mechanics, nurturers, healers, hunters, gatherers, artists, craftsmen, pilots, planners, leaders, and ditch diggers among us. (And at a personal level, of course, it leaves those parts of each of us unsatisfied.) (Jordan 2000a, 31) The conclusion is that restoration is the more promising policy when it comes to forging a culture of nature. Preservationism is inept; it offers an “extremely limited” list of ways to engage with nature and appeals only to a select few of us, and only to a small part of each of us psychologically— the part that is interested in the relatively passive habits of “observation and appreciation.” Yet Jordan’s charges of elitism should be turned on his own view. He suggests that “mechanics, nurturers, healers, hunters, gatherers, artsheila lintott preservation, passivity, and pessimism 105 ists, craftsmen, pilots, planners, leaders, and ditch diggers among us” are not “inclined by nature to the experience of observation and appreciation.” This divides people into those who ‘do’ and those who ‘think,’ with the doers digging ditches and the thinkers satisfied with observation and appreciation. This is a double insult. For one, the suggested division of labor is faulty, for ditch diggers, hunters, and mechanics certainly better observe and appreciate, i.e., think before they act, lest they dig into a gas line, hunt a pet, or damage an engine in their rush to act. Second, while preservationists, whether they spend their time writing books or walking in the woods (or, most likely, both), certainly do observe and appreciate nature, in doing so, they engage in a great many additional activities. In selecting subjects for study, they discriminate between subjects according to their capacities, behaviors, and an array of other aspects, exerting effort to avoid influencing the objects of their study, and they work to make what they study meaningful in a broader context and to a broad audience. These are some of the many things that preservationists do when they “observe and appreciate.” Also, the talents that a preservationist has are shared with those engaged in a variety of other activities Jordan mentions; for example, the ability to detect subtle signs of flourishing would also be beneficial for a healer. Moreover, to cultivate environmental virtues, profound cultural and individual changes are in order. Given this, we should be concerned about restorationists’ willingness to cater to existing attitudes, perceived needs, and desires in the environmental policy they endorse. Those attitudes, perceived needs, and desires are at the very heart of the problem of environmental degradation; many of them underwrite the environmental crisis in which we find ourselves today. The fact that preservation doesn’t satisfy such preexisting desires is not necessarily to be counted against it; indeed it may be part of its strength. Link—“Save” Nature

Human solutions to environmental problems reinforce human chauvinism—nature/culture binaries must be questioned before environmental destruction can be confronted.

Lintott ‘11

Sheila Lintott. Fall 2011. “Preservation, Passivity, and Pessimism”. Ethics & the Environment. 16:2. Pages 100-102.

Perhaps I am being too literal; perhaps Jordan is merely suggesting that seeing nature as something we can affect—positively and negatively— illustrates its dependence on us, which is conducive to our bonding with nature by cultivating a sense of responsibility for our actions regarding it. Maybe seeing nature’s dependence on us can motivate us to act more responsibly in the way that grasping his baby’s dependence and vulnerability can motivate a father to act responsibly toward the baby. Parents frequently are touched by their children’s vulnerability in this way. However, nature simply is not vulnerable in this way. Nature does not need us to survive; nature will continue long after us and would probably, in some sense, be better off without us. Truth be told, we are the vulnerable, dependent ones in the human-nature relationship. Restorationists sometimes seem reluctant to admit this. Some restorationists emphasize the collaborative nature of their practice, seeing restoration ultimately as a way to (re-)enfranchise and (re)liberate nature. For example, Trish Glazebrook describes the practice of restoration in the oil industry as follows: “The actual practice of restoration in the oil industry does not ‘make nature’ at all, but rather involves providing the right conditions, and then allowing the time for nature to heal itself. The process is more about patience than mastery and control” (Glazebrook, 30). One sometimes finds evidence of such an attitude in the best versions of restoration; however, one should look carefully at the sentiments expressed in public and professional debates on the topic and at how the practice actually plays out to discern whether restoration is always as humble, collaborative, and patient as Glazebrook’s recount makes it seem. For example, take Turner’s excitement and optimism about restoration as a normative paradigm; it is, literally, otherworldly: If we are alone [i.e. if we are the only intelligent life in the universe], then we carry a gigantic responsibility. We are the custodians of life in the universe, and the only plausible vector by which life may propagate itself to other worlds…. But one day the long discipline of restoration may bear a strange and unexpected fruit, and an alien sun may shine on miles of blowing prairie. (Turner, 203) I am sincerely taken aback by such a suggestion and do not detect any humility or collaboration in it. Perhaps a few readers are thinking that colonizing other worlds is ethically unproblematic, so long as no persons or sentient beings are colonized in the process. However, there are two things to note about this. First, the attitude expressed here is compatible with a willingness to accept degradation as given and to simply move on and away from it via technological means—an attitude that sees human life as the most important life on this planet (and perhaps on others). This is not an attitude that is conducive to healthy human-nature relationships. And this leads to another issue, if we deal with past mistakes by leaving them and moving on to new venues, what’s to stop humanity from continuing on in this manner—world-hopping, as it were? Add to this the fact that many astronomers now believe that in all probability we are not alone, that is, that we do not represent the only intelligent life in the universe. If so, then dreams of colonizing other planets need to be checked by the possibility that other beings may already inhabit those worlds. I find myself here reminded of Val Plumwood’s wise counsel against even contemplating colonizing distant planets before we can learn to live well on this one. As she says, “Perhaps the most important task for human beings is not to search the stars to converse with cosmic beings but to learn to communicate with the other species that share this planet with us” (Plumwood 2002, 189). I find similar reasoning applicable to the debate over restoration and I suggest that the most important task for human beings is not to seek greater mastery over nature to create nature anew (here or elsewhere), but to learn to coexist peacefully with and to fully respect the nature that exists here and persists in each of us. I partially agree with Jordan that “the real challenge of environmentalism is not to preserve nature by protecting it from human beings or rescuing it from their influence, but to provide the basis for a healthy relationship between nature and culture” (Jordan 2000b, 208). My agreement is partial because, at this point in time, forging “a healthy relationship between nature and culture” necessarily involves privileging the preservation and protection of nature from human influence. Moreover, we also need to worry about the likely cultural uptake of the practice of restoration; that is, how non-participants in the research and physical work of restoration, which will be the vast majority of people, are likely to interpret and understand the process of restoration. Most likely participants will already be relatively virtuous concerning environmental matters. Those most in need of character remediation might be aware of the projects but are far less likely to freely participate in them. From the point of view of a non-participating observer, Robert Elliot’s feared “replacement thesis” might come alive—that is, restoration projects might just provide what seem to be valid grounds to excuse the initial degradation and even justify future degradation (Elliot 2000). A non-participating observer who has heard talk of, for example, efforts to return wolves to Yellowstone Park might be impressed with the work and the science involved, and might then find in restoration a source of optimism regardless of how she or other humans continue to behave. Given how the shock and awe of war seems to impress the public, it is reasonable to worry that many could interpret restoration as the human ability to pillage and then restore nature, giving us the justification for consumerism in every corner of life–from big cars and big houses to big planes flying us to remote locations for big vacations in restored nature that can be re-restored when need be. Of course, this does not mean that restoration does justify degradation, but it might easily be interpreted that way. So, restoration needs to be secondary to preservation unless we want to be satisfied with restored and re-restored nature, which will ultimately leave us with nothing tangible on which to base restorations.
The desire to preserve the current ecosystem reflects anthropocentric bias

Grey 1993

William Grey, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Queensland, 1993

[Australiasian Journal of Philosophy, Vol 71, No 4 (1993), pp. 463-475]

Finally, I consider the "ecocentric" approach advocated, for example, by J. Baird Callicott (1989), which is another attempt to develop a non-anthropocentric basis for value. This "deep" approach, inspired by Aldo Leopold (1949), on examination also reveals covert anthropocentrism. For example, in "On the Intrinsic Value of Nonhuman Species" Callicott explores various grounds on which we might extend moral consideration to nonhuman individuals. One particular line which he explores, and revealingly rejects is "holistic rationalism". Goodness, on this view, is identified above all with the objective harmony of the biosphere as a whole, which "exemplifies or embodies the Good" (Callicott 1989, p. 142). Since species serve the good of the biotic whole (which is quite independent of human interest) we have a non-anthropocentric justification for species preservation. But individual species, from this perspective, are transitional components of developmental stages of the planet's evolutionary odyssey: The Age of Reptiles came to a close (for whatever reason) to be followed by the Age of Mammals. A holistic rationalist would not regret the massive die-off of the late Cretaceous because it made possible our yet richer mammal-populated world. The Age of Mammals may likewise end. But the "laws" of organic evolution and of ecology (if any there be) will remain operative. In time speciation would occur and species would radiate anew. Future "intelligent" forms of life may even feel grateful, if not to us then to their God (or the Good), for making their world possible. The new Age (of Insects, perhaps) would eventually be just as diverse, orderly, harmonious and stable and thus no less good than our current ecosystem with its present complement of species. With friends like the holistic rationalists, species preservation needs no enemies. (Callicott 1989, p. 142) This passage is revealing. Note the characterization of the Age of Mammals as "richer" than the Age of Reptiles. As mammal chauvinists we might agree, but it is not clear on what grounds Callicott can justify the claim. It is also easy to agree that our demise, and the demise of the ecosystem which currently supports us, would be a matter of regret. But clearly it would be regrettable because of a decidedly anthropocentric set of values, interests and perceptions—if Callicott really eschews such concerns entirely, the grounds on which his regret is based are deprived of any foundation.
Port Security

Maritime shipping has unseen consequences on local ecosystems—the affirmative’s surveillance of containers is only concerned with human-centric stowaways.

Denton ‘8

Luther Denton. Professor at Georgia South University. 2008. “The Introduction of Non-Native Species” Journal of Transportation Management. Pages 57-58.

The introduction of non-native species (NNS) to coastal habitats is generally accepted as harmful to the health of the local ecosystem and the commerce derived from that resource. In the case of pathogens, they can be harmful to human health, as well. Even those who think these introductions to be natural and inevitable agree that, at least from a short-term perspective, they are disruptive and can have devastating financial consequences for commerce. The introduction of NNS is different from other problems, like pollution or overharvest of resources. Simberloff (2005A, p. 216) points out that the introduction of NNS should be viewed as an “irrevocable act” as living organisms, once established in a new environment, have the capacity to independently reproduce, expand, and even evolve (Cox, 2004 as cited in Simberloff 2005A). In addition, eradication of such an invasive species is generally unsuccessful and prohibitively expensive (Veitch 2002 as cited in Simberloff 2005A). In many cases, invading NNS occupy an environmental niche that is vacant, with few or no predators and untapped sources of nourishment. The damage inflicted by NNS comes in many forms. Nunes and van den Bergh (2004), in their examination of the effects of harmful introduced algal bloom species, categorized the damages inflicted by NNS into Use Value and Non-Use Value. Use Value includes the effect on marine resources with commercial value, the effect on the health of the marine ecological system, the effect on human health, and the impact on tourism and recreational benefits. Non-Use Value includes the risk of the loss of “legacy benefits” (the risk that future generations would not have access to certain marine resources) and the risk of “existence benefits” (the risk that certain marine species would go locally extinct). Ocean ships are the primary vector for the spread of marine non-native species (NNS) to new coastal environs. Ocean ships typically carry living organisms either attached in some manner to the exterior hull of the ship or as passengers in the water used as ballast in interior tanks. As the use of ships to transport cargo continues to increase, there is a corresponding increase in the number of introduced NNS (Levine and D’Antonio, 2003, reported that as international trade increased, so did the introduction of NNS). Organisms that have been introduced using these vectors include but are certainly not limited to fish, plants, mollusks, crustaceans, algae, plankton, bacteria, and viruses.

Roads

Road networks insert forms of negative feedback into the interconnectivity of the environment and promote environmental degrading with disregard of the effect on the biota as long as it benefits humans. 

Coffin 07 (Alisa W., Department of Geography @ the U of Florida, “From roadkill to road ecology: A review of the ecological effects of roads”, Journal of Transport Geography, Volume 15, Issue 5, September 2007, Pages 396–406)//SK
Roads affect the abiotic components of landscapes including the hydrology, the mechanics of sediment and debris transport, water and air chemistry, microclimate and levels of noise, wind, and light adjacent to roadsides. The extent and intensity of the effects vary with the position of the road relative to patterns of slope, prevailing winds and surrounding land cover (Forman and Alexander, 1998). Roads can increase the energy of stream systems, causing channel erosion and scouring on one hand; on the other hand, cut banks of roads near streams can cause sedimentation to occur. Either way, the presence of roads and related infrastructure has measurable effects on the morphology of stream and river channels which in turn affects the biota. Air and water pollution is one of the most often recognized environmental effects of roads. Toxic chemicals associated with air and water borne particulates cause diseases and increased mortality in humans, and indeed, this aspect of transportation has been the focus of intense scrutiny by government researchers, regulators and lawmakers for several decades. However, the broader ecological effects of chemical pollution due to road related transportation has been less well-studied, although it is clear that toxins enter and persist in the environment and interact with biota. The nature of the interaction of roads with aquatic systems depends on their location relative to the drainage network and the slope. Roads act as a source of water where water runs off the surface of the road. They can serve as sinks for water, where water accumulates on roads (this is far less significant). Roads can act as barriers to water flowing downhill, but can also speed the removal of water (Jones et al., 2000). At the landscape scale, road networks interact with stream networks, increasing the stream drainage density, the overall peak flow in the stream drainage, and the incidence of debris flows in the drainage basin (Jones et al., 2000). Roads extend the drainage network of the stream network when drainage swales along roads directly connect to stream networks (Forman and Alexander, 1998). Faster moving water enters the stream channels increasing the energy of the stream system, eroding channel banks, scouring the channel and can increase the likelihood of flooding downstream (Dunne and Leopold, 1978). Roads are often associated with land uses that can, in tandem, cause changes to erosion and deposition rates of sediments in stream channels. Logging roads and logging are notable because forestry is commonly the first broad-scale land use causing the whole-sale anthropogenic removal of vegetation and exposure of soil in a watershed. The likelihood of mass movement of earth is higher following logging and floodplains experience overbank deposition following logging events in watersheds (Johnson et al., 2002). The sediment pulses throughout the stream basin and results in changes to the morphology of streams, depositing in channels and creating shallower pools. The shallowness of the pools, combined with increased turbidity of the water and less vegetated banks, raises the temperature of the water in the streams. This stresses fish species that require colder temperatures, and favors other species that do not. Such a case was discovered in the Navarro watershed where logging practices and the associated roads created favorable conditions for the reproduction and growth of the common fish species California roach (Lavinia symmetricus), while stressing the steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). In the North Fork basin of the Navarro watershed, 100% of the sediment eroded from cut banks along a highway in close proximity to the main stream channel was delivered to the channel network (Johnson et al., 2002). Sources of chemical pollutants along roadsides include the vehicles that use the road as well as the roads and bridges themselves, and the maintenance activities associated with the roadway. Chemical spills along roads are also an important source of chemical pollutants ( [US Environmental Protection Agency, 1996], [US Environmental Protection Agency, 2001] and [Grant et al., 2003]). Some chemicals affect only the areas nearest the road itself, while other chemicals are transported, via water or wind, greater distances from the road (Forman et al., 2003). Toxic contaminants from roads enter the broader landscape most importantly via stormwater runoff. The contaminants in runoff vary greatly in size, over six orders of magnitude, and include hydrated ions, dissolved, colloidal and gravitoidal particles, and suspended matter. This makes the research and assessment of their ecological effects difficult, as a variety of tests must be used to analyze the different fractions of contaminants. Heavy metals and organic compounds are often adsorbed onto particles such as clay, silt and sand, associated with the road and roadbed. Many best management practices (BMPs) aimed at mitigating for chemical contaminants at the roadside are geared toward reducing the influx of particles into the surrounding landscape (Grant et al., 2003). The toxicity of contaminants depends on the way particulates affect organisms, such as altering the level of exposure to the toxin. The effectiveness of mitigation for chemical toxicity associated with roadway runoff depends on the extent to which contaminants associate themselves with particles that are removed by BMPs and the effectiveness of the BMPs (Grant et al., 2003). A complex and wide array of contaminants associated with vehicles are introduced to the landscape via roadway runoff. Among them are hydrocarbons, asbestos, lead (Pb), cadmium (Cd), and copper (Cu). In addition, chemicals associated with the road itself or its maintenance, including pesticides, insecticides and deicing salts (e.g., magnesium chloride) combine with runoff and make their way into storm water drainage systems ( [US Environmental Protection Agency, 2001], [US Environmental Protection Agency, 1996], [Trombulak and Frissell, 2002] and [Grant et al., 2003]). Volatile chemicals associated with roads are introduced to the environment from vehicle emissions. These include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOX), volatile organic compounds, sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulates from exhaust and road dust, lead (Pb), methane (CH4), and toxics including benzene, butadiene and formaldehyde. In addition to these primary emissions, some chemicals react to form secondary pollutants in the air. Chief among these is ozone, which is produced when nitrogen oxides combine with volatile organic compounds in the air. In the United States the emissions of chemicals increased rapidly until, in the 1970s and 1980s, pollution controls helped to reduce some emissions from vehicles, with lead emissions seeing the most dramatic declines in recent decades. Despite this decline, the estimated premature death in 1991 due to respiratory ailments caused by motor vehicle air pollution was equivalent to the number of deaths from motor vehicle accidents, approximately 40,000 (US Environmental Protection Agency, 1996). For this reason, air pollution is widely considered to be the most significant direct environmental effect of road related transportation. Air pollutants also enter aquatic systems and compound effects of stormwater runoff, with substantial inputs of nitrogen, metals and hydrocarbons to water bodies from atmospheric sources (US Environmental Protection Agency, 2001). Increased noise levels are one of the most significant environmental effects of highways, and are considered a nuisance to human populations in urban and suburban areas. In the United States, the Federal Highway Act of 1970 mandated the development of standards for noise and noise abatement relative to land use. Noise abatement studies are mandatory elements of the environmental impact assessment of highway construction projects. Mitigation for noise is a substantial part of the budget of any highway construction project and often results in the design and construction of specific noise abatement structures along highways (US Department of Transportation, 2000). Despite a several decades-long concern over the impact of highways on ambient noise levels, the effects of noise on populations of wildlife have not been as extensively researched. The Road Ecology Center at the University of California, Davis, recently sponsored a series of lectures in Road Ecology Center at the University of California (2005), to focus attention on the subject of the effects of noise on wildlife populations (2005), and a session of the 2005 International Conference on Ecology and Transportation (ICOET) also focused on this theme ( [West, 2006] and [Dooling et al., 2005]). Road noise has a variable effect on animals. The most significantly impacted by road noise are those species that incorporate sound into their basic behavior, such as birds. Much of the effect depends on the frequency to which the species in question is attuned. The effects of roads will disproportionately affect those species for whom the frequency of the road noise interferes with the frequency of their calls. For example, great tits (Parus major) in the city of Leiden, the Netherlands, were found to sing at higher pitches in noisier environments to overcome the problem of masking caused by low-frequency noises of the urban din (Slabbekoorn and Peet, 2003). In addition, the patterns of noise produced by traffic fluctuate in time. There may be a varying effect of road noise on animals as determined by time of day or season of the year, depending on the daily and life cycle patterns of that animal. Aside from road related noise problems, other atmospheric effects are produced by the physical structure of roads. Roads affect patterns of wind direction and speed, temperature, relative humidity and insolation. Generally, roadsides are windier and more turbulent, hotter, dryer and sunnier (Forman et al., 2003). In addition, the air is dustier near roads, particularly near unpaved roads. Road dust affects vegetation by covering surfaces and affecting photosynthesis, respiration and transpiration thereby resulting in injury and decreased productivity (Farmer, 1993). Dust provides adsorption surfaces for volatile contaminants that are subsequently deposited either by dry or wet deposition, and causing phytotoxic pollutants to enter plant tissues, and causing respiratory ailments in animals and humans. These microclimatic changes can affect areas great distances from the road, changing the vegetation composition for some distance away from roads ( [Forman and Deblinger, 2000] and [Farmer, 1993]).

Sprawl/Gentrification

The affirmative’s obsession with human agency masks the ecological causes of urban sprawl. Ethics must acknowledge the agency of otherwise passive environmental processes. 

Kirkman ‘10

Robert Kirkman. Spring 2010. “Did Americans Choose Sprawl?” Ethics & the Environment. 15:1. Pages 131-135.

I would go a step further than the authors of the GAO report to suggest that metropolitan areas can be understood as large and diffuse technological systems or sociotechnical ensembles (Bijker 1995, 242; see also Hommels 2005, 232–51). As such, they can be said to exhibit some self-organizing and self-maintaining tendencies that are sustained by feedbacks among a diverse array of causes and effects. Scholars in the field of technology studies have developed a systems approach in response to earlier views of the relationship of society and technology that put all causal efficacy on one side or on the other. According to the instrumentalist view, people create technology as a set of tools they can use however they will. In opposition to this stands the technological determinist view, according to which technology is autonomous—it develops according to its own internal logic and drags society along with it (see Winner 1977, 16, 29). The systems approach in effect splits the difference between instrumentalism and determinism, holding that technology and society shape one another mutually (Hughes 1994, 102). A technological system or sociotechnical ensemble is never just a collection of hardware but an intertwining of technical hardware with social institutions, including governments and markets, values and habits. To the extent that it can be treated as a system, then, a metropolitan area can be fully understood only by identifying as many as possible of the social, technical and natural components of the system and tracing out the many interactions among them. From this perspective, the competing linear accounts of the relationship between choice and sprawl are misleading, even if they are not wholly inaccurate. Instead, it is plausible to suppose that individual choice is always in the middle of causal sequences that run in different directions. Let us start with some components of the system that have already been carefully selected by advocates on either side of the sprawl debate. For the anti-anti-sprawl side, the first and most important contributing factor is human desire. It does not much matter, particularly from the libertarian perspective, why people have the preferences they have. The point is only that people do in fact have preferences and do in fact try to satisfy them by securing bundles of goods. Then, however, there is the marketplace through which many bundles of goods may be secured, an institution or set of institutions with a particular structure and particular ground rules. There are other institutions, including courts and some government agencies that participate in setting the rules of the market and enforcing them. Those who make goods available in the marketplace often form institutions of their own: development firms, automakers and car dealers, banks and insurance companies, and so on. These too have their own structures, rules, and tendencies. The anti-sprawl side would point to legislative bodies and government agencies at various levels as important components of the metropolitan system, from local planning boards and state transportation agencies to the FHA and the Internal Revenue Service to the World Trade Organization. These bodies often go beyond setting and enforcing the ground rules of the marketplace to attempting to steer market outcomes in one way or another, or even bypassing the market to secure public goods by other means. There are also constitutions, electoral processes, and other political avenues for individual citizens to participate, directly or indirectly, in shaping the policies and decisions of such agencies. Looking beyond the terms of the debate as presented, there are any number of other components to be thrown into the mix. Most basically, there is the landscape of the place in which a metropolitan system is established, with its particular climate, topography, hydrology, soil characteristics, and ecosystem dynamics. These shape at a very basic level what is possible for a metropolis and under what conditions it will be sustain able. To take just one example, a major metropolitan area set high in a watershed, as is the case with Atlanta, is more likely to face severe limits to its supply of fresh water than a city like Chicago, set on the shore of a freshwater sea. The landscapes where most people live have already been altered, often profoundly so, by previous generations of human activity. Roads and rails, water mains and sewers, assorted networks of wired and wireless communications, energy distribution systems, walls and fences, and waste dumps that are to varying degrees toxic, all of these now form fixed features of the landscape. Current generations find many of these things already in place, and are now busily producing more of them for future generations to find and respond to. At a finer scale, there are any number of other technical components of the system, bits of hardware each of which has its own peculiar history. Computers and cell phones are just the most recent additions to an inventory that must also include pre-cut lumber and machine-made nails, copper wire and clay pipes, gas stoves and electric refrigerators, furnaces and air conditioners, cars, trucks and trains with all of their many components, and all of the many components of modern systems of agricultural and industrial production. Then there is a piece of equipment that has almost more than any other given a distinctive look to the American landscape: the push lawn mower (Jackson 1985, 60–61). The lawn did not come about on its own, though, nor was it simply caused by the sudden and inevitable appearance of lawn mowers as an intrinsically superior technical artifact. The lawn also has its roots in a particular cultural tradition, an aesthetic movement imported to the United States from England, initially for the enjoyment of the social and economic elites who inhabited early suburban enclaves like Llewellyn Park, New Jersey and Riverside, Illinois (Stilgoe 1988, 53–55). Other social groups later came to aspire to this same vision of an agreeable domestic setting even as they aspired to the status of the elites. Identifying the cultural roots of landscape forms is one way of prying the lid off the black box of preferences, finding out how people came to have the preferences they have. Early on in the history of suburbanization, books on cottage design, landscaping, and household management helped to foster and disseminate new visions of home and family, including the proper role of women, the proper relation of house to yard and of house to neighboring houses, and the proper relationship of the private domestic sphere to the public sphere of commerce and politics (see Hayden 2003, 35–42). These visions of home and family may have changed since the nineteenth century, but culture can also be self-reinforcing, with social sanctions imposed on those who deviate too far from the accepted vision of what is proper.
Transportation

The affirmative is caught up in an anthropocentric understanding of infrastructure. We should be attuned to the networks of transportation existing in the bios.

Baldwin ‘6

Jeff Baldwin. Professor of Geography at Sonoma State. Autumn 2006. “The Culture of Nature Through Mississippian Geographies”. Ethics & the Environment. Pages 24-25.

Individuals, populations, and multi-species communities also institutionalize relations materially. As living beings influence and are influenced by somatic form, the materiality of inter-species relationships involves the creation and exchange of materials, energies, and even populations that are mutually beneficial.Wetland and estuary communities along the gulf coast, for example, are mutualistically interrelated with various marine communities and their environments. Materially, wetland communities significantly alter the terrestrial water that flows through them toward the sea. Among the most biotically productive of all communities, many of the plants native to coastal wetlands absorb nutrients dissolved in the water and transform them into biomass (Weir 2005; Ogden and Gladfelter 1983; Ogden and Zieman 1977). Much of that biomass is eventually shed into passing waters, but in chemically fixed rather than dissolved form, and serves as food for young fish who eventually leave the wetlands to mature in the Gulf.9 Mangroves, marsh grasses, and wetland soils also very effectively slow water flows, physically trapping sediment and chemically sequestering dissolved nutrients (Othman 1994; Tam and Wong 1995; Wong et al. 1995). As a result, runoff entering marine environments from wetlands is low in dissolved nutrients and sediment. That clear, lownutrient water is not the intentional project of wetlands communities. It is a byproduct, but it is real and effective just the same. Seagrass beds in the marine environment find value in that wetland byproduct. Because seagrasses are photosynthetic, they require relatively clear water. Increases in nutrients can lead to microalgae blooms that can cloud water and, like turbidity caused by suspended sediment, dampen seagrass productivity. Additional nutrients can also encourage macroalgae to overgrow that can shade seagrass (USGS 2004). Young marine fishes, another byproduct of the wetlands, also often graze on macroalgae, further benefiting the seagrass. As seagrasses benefit from the byproducts of wetlands, wetlands also benefit from seagrasses. Seagrass beds present friction to incoming ocean waves and so decrease wave energy at shore—energy that would otherwise work to erode wetland soils and communities (Pons and Fiselier 1991; Dean 2005). In many areas along the Gulf coast, seagrass beds moderate wave energy sufficiently to create depositional beach environments with wetland friendly quiet waters behind them (Gacia and Duarte 2001; NWRC 1998). Again, the diminution of wave energy is a byproduct of seagrass growth, but it unquestionably benefits wetlands. The two communities each do things that benefit the other, they enhance one another mutualistically. With a little imagination, seagrass beds, barrier islands, beaches, and coastal wetlands can be understood as biogenically produced infrastructure. They are analogous to human highways, power lines, and neighborhoods, all of which are guided by cultural norms of social appropriateness. Separately and together, wetland and seagrass communities produce spaces in accord with a cultural norm of mutualistic biospheric appropriateness. The byproduct of one benefits the other, whose byproduct benefits the first. Through positive feedbacks the two communities have co-adapted. This process of making use of byproducts is another aspect of life’s genius.With each instance, value is created as interrelationships are institutionalized, biodiversity and resilience increase along with biomass production—all indicators of ecosystem health. It is important to note that the modern tropes of scarcity and competition are not dominant themes in any of these co-evolved interrelations. Several authors have critiqued the modern assumption of scarcity as an endemic condition of life and as the driver of evolution (Clements and Shelford 1939; Gross and Averill 1983; Foucault 1970; Kroptkin 1902; and Ross 1999). In radial adaptation (á la Darwin’s finches), in sympatric speciation, and even in Darwin’s formulation of differential reproduction, it is the ability to make use of a heretofore unused stock, flow, space, or relationship that drives evolution.
Transportation Infrstructure

Transportation Infrastructure epitomizes anthropocentric bias—environments are destroyed and reduced to human interests resulting in the systemic slaughter of animals.

Davenport ‘6

John Davenport and Julia Davenport. Dept of Conservation Biology at Swedish University of Ag Sci. 2006. “Mortality in Wildlife Due to Transportation”. The ecology of transportation. Pgs 165-166.

No other ecological impact of transportation is as perceptible as its deadly toll on wildlife. A Swedish moose smashed into the windscreen of a car; an elephant dissected by a passenger train in northern India; a fin whale pierced on the bow of a cruise ship in Portugal; or a flock of geese sucked into the turbines of a Boeing – incidents such as these are probably among the most eye-catching examples of the ecological impact of modern transportation. In fact, billions of vertebrates are mutilated or destroyed every year in collisions with cars, trains, boats and airplanes, and the numbers are steadily increasing as infrastructure networks expand, vehicle speed increases and the fleet of vehicles swells larger from year to year. Ever since the advent of the automobile during the early years in the 20 th century, wildlife casualties on roads have received particular public as well as scientific attention (e.g. Stoner 1925; Dickerson 1939; Haugen 1944; McClure 1951; Ueckermann 1964; Way 1970; Hansen 1982; Caletrio et al. 1996; Seiler et al. 2004). Today dead animals alongside roads are a common sight and are probably seen by many more people than their living conspecifics in zoos or native habitats. Humouristic cookbooks (Petersen & McLean 1996) and guides to the flattened fauna (e.g. Knutson 1987; Hostetler 1997) are just some expressions of this public interest. Collisions between trains and wildlife are often less spectacular and less dangerous to passengers, but are even more common than animal-vehicle collisions on roads (Van der Grift 1999; Trocmé et al. 2003). Less obvious are accidents between ships and large marine mammals; such incidents are becoming alarmingly frequent as a result of the increasing number and speed of large ships (e.g. Laist et al. 2001; Nowacek et al. 2004). Bird strikes by airplanes are another, recently acknowledged problem (Kelly 2001; Chapter 1). Modern transportation has become one of the deadliest activities on earth; even for humans. There is evidence of a substantial effect of traffic mortality on the persistence of certain wildlife populations including amphibians (Fahrig et al. 1995), turtles and other reptiles (Haxton 2000; Steen & Gibbs 2004), large whales (Laist et al. 2001) and some large carnivores (e.g. McLellan & Schackleton 1988; Forman et al. 2003). Accidents with most other large vertebrates, especially ungulates, are often of lesser relevance to conservation than to game management, traffic safety and thus economy (Groot-Bruinderink & Hazebroek 1996). From an animal welfare point of view, of course, any incident is troublesome as it causes unnecessary and partially avoidable suffering and damage to the animal involved, and thus challenges international laws on animal protection (e.g. Sainsbury et al. 1995). Wildlife mortality in traffic clearly conflicts with our endeavour to achieve an environmentally sound and sustainable development. 
Infrastructure pollutes natural space with concrete and automobiles—mobility-oriented transportation technologies foreclose an open relationship with the environment.

Khisty and Zeitler ‘1

C. Jotin Khisty and Ulli Zeitler. October 2001. Professor of engineering at Illinois Institute ofTechnology. “Is Hypermobility a Challenge for Transport ethics and systemicity?” Systemic Practice and Action Research. Vol. 14. No. 5. Pages 604-605.

Closely related to the phenomenon of time pollution is the concept of space pollution. Space pollution is an expression of one’s attempt to overcome space, and this is achieved through mobility (or speed), which is really the conquest of distance. Space is overcome in favor of reaching one’s destination by such means as aircraft technology and, more completely, through telecommunication. However, such means betray the contextual continuity of the meaning of natural and social relations. This consumption of space (through an interest either in dominating space or in space elimination) is a major problem from an ethics viewpoint. The concept of social space is the connection between the organization of society and that of space. Out of the various modes of transport, the transformation of urban space by the automobile and all its accoutrements has profoundly reconﬁgured social life in the last hundred years (Freund and Martin, 1993). Peter Calthorpe (1991, p. 45) describes some of the details of this inﬂuence: The car is now the deﬁning technololgy of our built environment. It sets the form of our cities and towns. It dictates the scale of streets, the relationship between buildings, the need for vast parking areas, and the speed at which we experience our environment. Somewhere between convenience and congestion, the auto dominates what were once diverse streets shared by pedestrians, cyclists, trolleys, and the community at large. The compression of space and the acceleration of time are translated into spatial arrangements that are continually transformed as new structures, and a transport infrastructure is built that facilitates production, the movement of workers, and the interest of developers through “creative destruction” associated with capitalism. This is not done in the framework of long-range plans that account for social needs, but in the temporal framework of short-term proﬁt consideration. The automobile creates a space in its own image that makes alternative forms of mobility difﬁcult if not impossible. What is operating here is a kind of selffulﬁlling prophecy (Freund and Martin, 1993). 6.3. Placelessness There are some modes of transport that permit traveling with others without meeting them. For example, the car is a perfect “private box” in a public stage. Paradoxically, the pedestrian mode and the space it creates stimulate complexity, while motorized space promotes simplicity. This is so because public space from the motorized viewpoint is no longer seen as a place in which many interesting activities are being performed, but simply as a place to pass through as quickly as possible. High-speed trafﬁc slices up local communities, interferes with other forms of mobility, and eventually clogs itself. In short, such trafﬁc reduces space, to just enough to move through (Freund and Martin, 1993).
Waterways

Inland waterway development distorts the mutually beneficial relationship between biotic and abiotic beings. Sediments, plants, and waters all must be included in ethical consideration.

Baldwin ‘6

Jeff Baldwin. Professor of Geography at Sonoma State. Autumn 2006. “The Culture of Nature Through Mississippian Geographies”. Ethics & the Environment.Pages 30-32.

In contemporary western culture, it is not difficult to find examples of human-involved nature-cultures that are not mutualistic, and where environmental feedbacks (delayed with technology) are pushing some human projects towards bifurcation, towards insecurity. Modern human management of the Mississippi River and the effects upon the river’s estuary provide topical examples. Though the ACE (Army Corp of Engineers) understands the river as a flow of water, rivers are also flows of nutrients, biota, energy, and sediment, as well as spaces for life to exist. Though sediment is acknowledged in the management lens, it appears because it is an impediment to the navigation project, and so must be removed. Sediment, though, is many other things. Prior to ACE management, in flood the Mississippi River jumped its banks carrying sediment with it. As it first encountered the friction of its flood plain, the water slowed and dropped the coarsest sediment, forming natural levies. Beyond the levees, floods brought agriculturally valuable water and fresh nutrients to often extensive flood plains. Downstream, in the Mississippi’s estuary, where the river’s flow began to meet the Gulf of Mexico, it slowed and deposited its sediment load. Historically, the sediment deposited in the Mississippi’s estuary has been great enough to significantly extend the coastal lowlands into the gulf, forming a delta. That new land presents enough mass to cause the crust below to warp downward (isostatically). Prior to the unintended trapping of sediment behind dams and intentional dredging from the stream bed, sediment input into the estuary was slightly greater than the rate of subsidence and so new lands were deposited. Now, because deposition has become less than subsidence, the estuary is losing land to the gulf.13 As the surface of the wetlands sink, the vegetation that holds the wetlands together begin to drown. Resulting dead spots present easily eroded breaks in formerly coherent wetland surfaces (Penland 2005). That process is exacerbated by the ACE which keeps the final portion of the river contained in a relatively narrow, deep, fast moving channel—effectively shooting the 200 million tons of sediment that does manage to reach the Gulf of Mexico, off the continental slope (Young 2005). As a result, very little deposition is occurring and an estimated 12–20 square miles of some of the most biotically productive land in the United States is disappearing each year (Fischetti 2005). The loss of the estuary provides negative feedbacks to numerous human-centered projects, such as gulf fisheries which produce one-third of all U.S. seafood, about one billion pounds each year (Pittman 2005). The degradation of the estuary also exacerbates inland flooding caused by storm surges, the bulges of water that strong storm winds push before them as they come ashore. As seagrass moderates wave energies, coastal wetlands absorb storm surges—one foot of height for each 2.7 miles of wetland a surge travels over (Colton 2005). The efficacy of once-healthy wetlands protecting against inland flooding is evidenced by an absence of storm surge flooding in New Orleans prior to 1915, a few decades after sediment-trapping dams began to span the Mississippi River’s tributaries. In the one hundred year era of modern river management, Louisiana has lost approximately 1,900 square miles of coastlands to subsidence and erosion; and in 2005 hurricanes Katrina and Rita eroded at least 59 square miles of wetlands in just a few days (Stokstad 2005; Kaspersen 2005). Neither the river, nor the gulf, nor the wetlands are inappropriate; they are doing what they do. The ACE’s management practices, though, are inappropriate. The nonliving processes and nonhuman communities in the estuary are reflecting the results of that management back upon human-centered projects, such as the cities of New Orleans and Biloxi (Penland et al. 2005).
Viewing water in terms of usefulness to humanity ignores the impact of inland waterway development on ecosystems and the water itself – this mindset has empirically caused catastrophic damage to human societies

Sheldon Krimsky, February 18th, 2005, Department of Urban and Environmental Policy and Planning, Tufts University, “Water Ethics: Beyond Riparian Rights,” http://www.tufts.edu/water/pdf/KrimskyWaterEthics.pdf vk

Anthropocentrism vs. Non-Anthropocentrism The issue here is whether all values we attribute to natural entities are derivative of human values; whether there are intrinsic values to certain natural systems. Do lakes, rivers or the oceans have a value in-and-of-themselves outside of human use? The system of Riparian rights pertain to the community of Homosapiens. Responsibility to Natural Systems Does it make sense to speak of a responsibility to a natural system; to protect it in some way for its uniqueness, its integrity, or its value to species other than humans? How would such responsibility be defined? Is there comparable to the “endangered species act” a need for an “endangered ecosystems act”? What ethical considerations are at stake when water crosses national boundaries? What international treaties or agreements give consideration to cross-cultural needs and responsibilities of water systems? How do we protect water contamination across national boundaries? Cross Cultural Environmental Equity Intergenerational Equity What responsibility do we have to future generations for water source and quality protection? A.Make them better off (Family Values) B.Parity: Give them at least what we have (Sustainability) C.Build a scientific base so they can solve their own problems (Scientific Legacy). D.Consume at any rate we want (Generational Cornecopianism). E.How far into the future is our responsibility? “Those who claim responsibility for the well being of future generations often do so out of a sense of “intergenerational equity.” They hold that for us to use the environment in a way that harms our descendants is unfair because it does not accord future humans the same rights and advantages we hold today.” Eric Rosenbaum, Water Engineer, South Bay Water Recycling Social Risk Management The ethical issues pertain to what is acceptable risk of water contamination; what evidence is sufficient to restrict contaminants in the water supply. The amount of health and ecological risk of water contamination is a scientific questions; what constitutes acceptable risk is a value question. “You can never step into the same river twice”Heraclitus There are certain givens about water that set the context for any ethical analysis The amount of water on the earth is more or less conserved. It is a renewable resource. Water is fungible—as aggregates of molecules it doesn’t stay in one place. Water geography is defined by its ecosystems—the sources and sinks of water molecules; wetlands, lakes, falls, rivers, oceans. Humans can reduce the quality and availability of water by their transformation of land. Entropy and Water Energy is neither created nor destroyed; the total energy is conserved. It is changed from usable to unusable forms. This is the principle of entropy in thermodynamics. Water, too, is not created nor destroyed; it is just put into a form which makes it unavailable, contaminated, salinated, and removed from aquifers. Water Scarcity The lack of availability of portable water is a growing problem and one that accelerates as the global population reaches 10 billion. The ethical dilemma is: how should we manage the scarcity? The autonomy of each individual and their family is based on the availability of potable water. Water availability and human rights Should the availability of water be considered a human right? If so, then should the earth’s water resources be managed in such a way that each person is allotted a basic entitlement of drinking water? Who insures that the rights are protected? Water as an Ethical Issue “The art and practice of equitable distribution of and access to fresh water for all people in the 21stcentury, as a fundamental human right and international obligation, is the mother of all ethical questions of all transboundary natural resources of a finite nature.” Thomas R. Odhiambo, Past President of the African Academy of Sciences “All peoples…have the right to have access to drinking water in quantities and of a quality equal to their basic needs.”Proclamation of the 1977 UN Water Conference Water and Consumption The more we consume material products, the more water is used. Conservation of water doesn’t only mean using low flow showers, it means reducing material consumption (material throughput). The production of a car uses 50 times as much water as its weight. Contamination What principle should guide the permissable contamination of our water supplies? Protected from crossing a threshold of contamination for a selected group of primary pollutants—say a few dozen. There are about 86,000 chemicals in industrial and commercial use. What does the Precautionary Principle tell us? “There is yet no ethic dealing with man’s relation to land and to the animals and plants which grow upon it…..The land-relation is still strictly economic, entailing privileges but not obligations.”Aldo Leopold, “The Land Ethic” in A Sand County Almanac The Eco-ethics of Water Conservation ethics would include whatever water systems exist in the bioregion The protection of land includes the water systems: “The land ethic simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soils, waters, plants, and animals, or collectively the land.” A, Leopold. “The Land Ethic.” Protected Regions What does the concept of protecting rivers, lakes and oceans mean in terms of human use? Humans create artificial lakes. Dam rivers redirect the flows of streams and rivers [and] F[f]lood enormous land areas What ethical restrictions, if any, should be imposed on natural waterways. Are there [are] water systems of such unique value that they should be protected beyond all human economic value. The law has made that choice for certain endangered species, but not for water systems—unless the species require it. DAMS “Rivers, watersheds and aquatic ecosystems are the biological engines of the planet. They are the basis for life and the livelihoods of local communities. Dams transform landscapes and create risks of irreversible impacts. Understanding, protecting and restoring ecosystems at river basin level is essential to foster equitable human development and the welfare of all species.” World Commission on Dams Ethics of DAMS There has been a change in how we view dams and their impact on the ecosystem. The Trouble With Dams Some 100,000 dams regulate America's rivers and creeks, often at the expense of ecosystems--and of taxpayers, who are subsidizing handouts to a large number of farmers, floodplain occupants, hydro-electricity users, and river-transportation interestsby Robert S. DevineAugust 1995 Dam burst in Pakistan leaves 400 missingDeclan Walsh in Karachi Saturday February 12, 2005 The Guardian At least 54 people were killed and hundreds remained missing last night after a dam burst following a week of torrential rain across Pakistan. The collapse of the 150-metre-long Shadikor dam swept away five villages along the Arabian Sea coast of the south-western province of Baluchistan. Water Contamination What ethical responsibility do we have for what goes into the water systems? Transgenic fish Industrial Contaminants What standards are used to determine whether water is an appropriate sink for industrial chemicals. Region's drinking water at risk from petroleum spillsby The Associated Press. Feb. 15, 2005 SPOKANE, Wash. (AP) --An aquifer that supplies drinking water to 400,000 people in two states is threatened by millions of gallons of stored petroleum products and leaks from car motors, experts say.A leak in December at a Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Co. refueling depot near Hauser, Idaho, raised awareness of the Rathdrum Prairie-Spokane Valley Aquifer.What is more troubling is the amount of petroleum stored in aging tanks and dripping motor oil and gasoline that runs off parking lots and streets into the aquifer. Lord Selborne on the ethics of freshwater In his report to the UNESCO sub-commission on the ethics of freshwater, Lord Selborne begins his 50 page report with a compelling analysis of water as an ethical issue laying out the justification and principles behind the centrality of ethics. “While we all have a need for water, this does not give us the right to have access to as much water as we choose. Society must first insure that appropriate prioritization of water access to be put in place which allows humanity’s essential needs to be met as well as those of our eco-systems.”Lord Selborne, (2000) The Ethics of Freshwater Use: A SurveyUNESCO Ethical Principles behind the Rights to Freshwater Principle of human dignity: no life without water; those to whom it is denied are denied life. Principle of Participation: the poor must be involved in water planning and management. Principle of Solidarity: upstream-downstream inter-dependency calls for integrated water management. Principle of Human Equality: rendering to all persons their due Principle of the Common Good: water is a common good. Principle of Stewardship: finding an ethical balance among using, changing, and preserving water resources and land. Water has been incorporated into the human rights agenda through the United Nations. The challenge is to insure that rights are protected: rights to access; rights to quality drinking water. No one disputes the fundamental right of every person to have water to live and survive. There is less consensus on the rights of water eco-systems and their protection against re-configuring the landscape of the planet. Here, utilitarian ethics dominates—balancing protection with human needs. Water contamination is framed almost entirely in human terms. We don’t ask: “Is it good for the river,” to use it as a septic system. The protection of sensitive and ecologically unique areas is emerging as an area of environmental ethics.
Impacts

War Machine/Exclusion

Anthropocentric ordering is the foundation of the war machine and drives the exclusion of populations based on race, ethnicity and gender

Kochi, 2K9 (Tarik, Sussex law school, Species war: Law, Violence and Animals, Law Culture and Humanities Oct 5.3)//RSW

Grotius and Hobbes are sometimes described as setting out a prudential approach, 28 or a natural law of minimal content 29 because in contrast to Aristotelian or Thomastic legal and political theory their attempt to derive the legitimacy of the state and sovereign order relies less upon a thick con-ception of the good life and is more focussed upon basic human needs such as survival. In the context of a response to religious civil war such an approach made sense in that often thick moral and religious conceptions of the good life (for example, those held by competing Christian Confessions) often drove conflict and violence. Yet, it would be a mistake to assume that the categories of “survival,” “preservation of life” and “bare life” are neutral categories. Rather survival, preservation of life and bare life as expressed by the Westphalian theoretical tradition already contain distinctions of value – in particular, the specific distinction of value between human and non-human life. “Bare life” in this sense is not “bare” but contains within it a distinction of value between the worth of human life placed above and beyond the worth of non-human animal life. In this respect bare life within this tradition contains within it a hidden conception of the good life. The foundational moment of the modern juridical conception of the law of war already contains within it the operation of species war. The Westphalian tradition puts itself forward as grounding the legitimacy of violence upon the preservation of life, however its concern for life is already marked by a hierarchy of value in which non-human animal life is violently used as the “raw material” for preserving human life. Grounded upon, but concealing the human-animal distinction, the Westphalian conception of war makes a double move: it excludes the killing of animals from its definition of “war proper,” and, through rendering dominant the modern juridical definition of “war proper” the tradition is able to further institutionalize and normalize a particular conception of the good life. Following from this original distinction of life-value realized through the juridical language of war were other forms of human life whose lives were considered to be of a lesser value under a European, Christian, “secular” 30 natural law conception of the good life. Underneath this concern with the preservation of life in general stood veiled preferences over what particu-lar forms of life (such as racial conceptions of human life) and ways of living were worthy of preservation, realization and elevation. The business contracts of early capitalism, 31 the power of white males over women and children, and, especially in the colonial context, the sanctity of European life over non-European and Christian lives over non-Christian heathens and Muslims, were some of the dominant forms of life preferred for preservation within the early modern juridical ordering of war.

The impact is an unending political genocide which captures the apparatus of life and death

Kochi and Ordan 8 (Tarik, lecturer in the School of Law, Queen's University, Belfast, Northern Ireland, and Noam, linguist and translator, conducts research in Translation Studies at Bar Ilan University, Israel, 'An argument for the global suicide of humanity', Borderlands, December)//RSW

Within the picture many paint of humanity, events such as the Holocaust are considered as an exception, an aberration. The Holocaust is often portrayed as an example of 'evil', a moment of hatred, madness and cruelty (cf. the differing accounts of 'evil' given in Neiman, 2004). The event is also treated as one through which humanity might comprehend its own weakness and draw strength, via the resolve that such actions will never happen again. However, if we take seriously the differing ways in which the Holocaust was 'evil', then one must surely include along side it the almost uncountable numbers of genocides that have occurred throughout human history. Hence, if we are to think of the content of the 'human heritage', then this must include the annihilation of indigenous peoples and their cultures across the globe and the manner in which their beliefs, behaviours and social practices have been erased from what the people of the 'West' generally consider to be the content of a human heritage. Again the history of colonialism is telling here. It reminds us exactly how normal, regular and mundane acts of annihilation of different forms of human life and culture have been throughout human history. Indeed the history of colonialism, in its various guises, points to the fact that so many of our legal institutions and forms of ethical life (i.e. nation-states which pride themselves on protecting human rights through the rule of law) have been founded upon colonial violence, war and the appropriation of other peoples' land (Schmitt, 2003; Benjamin, 1986). Further, the history of colonialism highlights the central function of 'race war' that often underlies human social organisation and many of its legal and ethical systems of thought (Foucault, 2003). This history of modern colonialism thus presents a key to understanding that events such as the Holocaust are not an aberration and exception but are closer to the norm, and sadly, lie at the heart of any heritage of humanity. After all, all too often the European colonisation of the globe was justified by arguments that indigenous inhabitants were racially 'inferior' and in some instances that they were closer to 'apes' than to humans (Diamond, 2006). Such violence justified by an erroneous view of 'race' is in many ways merely an extension of an underlying attitude of speciesism involving a long history of killing and enslavement of non-human species by humans. Such a connection between the two histories of inter-human violence (via the mythical notion of differing human 'races') and interspecies violence, is well expressed in Isaac Bashevis Singer's comment that whereas humans consider themselves "the crown of creation", for animals "all people are Nazis" and animal life is "an eternal Treblinka" (Singer, 1968, p.750). 

Extinction

Absent a shift towards a more fundamental understanding of the universe extinction is inevitable

Henning 09 (Brian; Associate Professor of Philosophy at Gonzaga University; “Trusting in the 'Efficacy of Beauty: A Kalocentric Approach to Moral Philosophy”; Ethics & the Environment- Volume 14, Number 1)//RSW

In the opening decade of this new millennium, long-simmering conflicts have exploded into a rolling boil of fear, hostility, and violence. Whether we are talking about the rise of religious fundamentalism, the so-called "war on terror" or the much touted culture wars that define the [End Page 101] contemporary American political landscape, there is a move away from tolerance and appreciation of diversity toward the ever more strident formulation of absolutist positions. Dogmatism in its various forms seems to be on the rise as the rhetoric and reality of compromise and consensus building is replaced with the vitriol of moral superiority and righteousness. As the psychologist and philosopher William James noted more than a century ago, the problem is that we are in a world where "every one of hundreds of ideals has its special champion already provided in the shape of some genius expressly born to feel it, and to fight to death in its behalf" (James 1956 [1891], 207–08). The force of this point was made brutally clear by the events of and following September 11, 2001. Given a world fraught with such conflict and tension, what is needed is not a moral philosophy that dogmatically advances absolute moral codes. More than ever, what is needed is an ethic that is dynamic, fallible, and situated, yet not grossly relativistic. This project takes on added urgency when we consider the environmental and social crises that threaten not only human civilization, but all forms of life on this planet. Unhealthy air and water, species extinction, overpopulation, soaring food prices, fresh water shortages, stronger storms, prolonged droughts, the spread of deserts, deforestation, melting ice caps and glaciers, the submersion of low-lying lands—there are no shortage of challenges facing us in this young century. Complex and multifaceted, these issues are at once technological, scientific, economic, social, and political. Yet we will have no hope of successfully addressing the root cause of these crises until we also squarely confront fundamental issues concerning epistemology, axiology, aesthetics, and metaphysics. Although debates over carbon taxes and trading schemes, over carbon offsets and compact fluorescents are important, our efforts will ultimately fail unless and until we also set about the difficult work of reconceiving who we are and how we are related to our processive cosmos. What is needed, I believe, are new ways of thinking and acting grounded in new ways of understanding ourselves and our relationship to the world, ways of understanding that recognize our fundamental interdependence and interconnection with everyone and everything in the cosmos, ways of understanding that recognize the intrinsic beauty and value of every form of existence. What is needed, I suggest, is a moral philosophy grounded in Alfred North Whitehead's philosophy of organism. Recognizing this [End Page 102] need, it is the primary aim of this essay to present the key elements and defend the value of a moral philosophy inspired by, though not dogmatically committed to, Whitehead's organic, beauty-centered conception of reality.
Anthropocentrism makes human extinction inevitable 

Linda Destefano 1990
[http://www.peacecouncil.net/history/PNLs1981-90/PNL570-1990.pdf.]

It is the human species which has brought the entire ecosystem to the brink of disaster- whether by poison- ing the biosphere with out deadly chemicals and radioactive garbage or by using up all earth's resource s through overpopulation and extravagant, wasteful lifestyles, or by nuclear holocaust because of the ultimate ego-trip (that is, being will- ing to destroy everything rather tha n give up the childish fascination with human cleverness as manifested i n the latest "advance" in weapons tech- nology) Human oppression of other species is a flaw which turns back on u s because everything in the environ- ment is related; the attitude and behavior of one species influences th e others, and eventually the result returns to initiator. For instance, there is the willingness of many per - sons to drive other species to extinc- tion. Example: many plants are endangered. Research is being con - ducted on the potential treatment of cancer by plant extracts. Will we extinguish a plant species which could have treated cancer? Example: whales, dolphins, gorillas an d elephants are among the many endangered animals . If they are decimated, we may lose more than the beauty and wonder of these earth companions. We may lose the pos- sibility to learn from them a wiser way to treat the earth and each other. Dr. John Lilly (a medical doctor and scientist) has worked thought his Human-Dolphin Institute to develop a better means of com- munication between humans and dolphins, who he regards as probabl y more intelligent and ethical than humans.(l) If we drive them to extinction, we will never learn whether Lilly is right or wrong . In many ways, people are very intelligent, adaptable, empathetic an d loving. If we love ourselves an d Mother Earth, let's use those traits to eradicate lethal ways of looking at the world, such as a speciesist view, and acquire an earth nurturing outlook . The survival of all of us depends on it 

Root Cause

Humanism is the root cause of the drive for war, violence, and systemic militarization and domination of nature 

Johns 98

[David M. Adjunct Assistant Professor of Political Science Portland State Univ. B.S. Political Science and Anthropology 1976, Portland State University; M.A. Political Science 1978, J.D. Law, 1980, Columbia University.The Relevance of Deep Ecology to the Third World (1990) Some Preliminary Comments in The great new wilderness debate By J. Baird Callicott, Michael P. Nelson] [ct] [Page/s 257]

MILITARIZATION As with overconsumption we should ask which system of values will constrain militarism more: the human- or the biosphere-centered? By recognizing the valuableness of nature and other species apart front their usefulness to humans, a significant constraint is imposed on human activity with regard to both the conduct of war and more importantly the economic activity that is essential to preparation for war.Indeed, more than war itself, it is the consumption of "resources" to create and maintain the industrial capacity geared to arms production -for whatever purpose--that is so destructive of the biosphere. All human centered value systems necessarily fall prey to the easy rationalization of militarism. If one is concerned only with humans, with the perpetuation and protection of particular social systems against internal or external threats, the constraints placed upon the consumption of nature are weakindeed. Even when limits on resources may temper overconsumption generally, there is a real tendency in this sphere of "national security" to literally let the future take care of itself and commit all to the current struggle. Certainly aesthetic regard for nature falls by the wayside. If the machine needs oil, then drill. The Soviet Union, as an example, has some of the strictest environmental legislation in the These laws also provide a giant loophole for any endeavor related to the security of the state, virtually negating restrictions!' Most countries start with weaker laws to begin with before embracing the exceptions. There are many human-centered value systems, religious and secular, critical of militarization—and all are largely ineffective. The failure comes in part from the wedding of values to structures of power—be they church or state—that depend upon force for their survival. Insofar as these pacifistic values arc taken up by those "outside" these structures they provide some check. But because they are human-centered—the point of opposing militarization is to end human waste and suffering—it is easy to neutralize them by appeal to other human values and other forms of suffering even worse than war or the costs of deterrence. The other great weakness is that much pacifistic thinking does not address adequately the roots of militarism, something I attempt to do below. If one values nature in and for itself, then human goals and needs are placed within the context of a larger community. The value placed on the integrity of that community militates heavily against any human-centered rationalization for exploitation. A biocentrism view quite simply limits the conversion of ecosystems and biomass to human use to any extensive degree. Although such a view may seem utopian, because it poses a threat to the survival of particular social systems or the system of historical social systems, it does not pose a threat to tic survival of the species as some would argue. Quite the opposite, the threat to both us and the planet comes from this system of systems. It is here that biocentrism provides understanding which human-centered approaches cannot, for the latter accept fundamental values which justify the very structures that give rise to the outcomes they criticize. Consider the roots of militarism. Because modern militarism is panicularly virulent, attempts to understand and criticize this blight are often limited to the modern period. Certainly the combination of enlightenment arrogance, science, and technology, embedded in the international political economy resulting from the European expansion, has produced a very dangerous world."' It is, however, necessary to look more deeply into human history to grasp the underlying dynamic of militarism. While it may have reached new proportions, it is not new, but rather an essential feature of something very old: civilization.'It is inseparable from social systems based upon hierarchy (class, gender, and ethnic), control of nature, the denial of self, and the emotions and bonds which constitute the self. It is an essential feature of those societies in which the state exists, the process by which the state attempts to substitute itself for authentic human community is well underway, and conflict between communities has been replaced by the institutionalized conflict of center and periphery and between competing centers." Civilization, and the process of its formation and emergence in the neolithichic, is the story of the human attempt to adapt through various strategies of control—control of nature and of people through technology and social organization. It is this attempt to control nature that separates us from it, that constitutes the core of our alienation from it, and that becomes the foundation for social development that includes patriarchy, class domination, statism, and militarism. While most, but by no means all human centered value systems eschew militarism, civilization is held as a crowning achievement. Some value systems praise the military spirit, while the majority that condemn it usually do so as a necessary evil, i.e.. they simultaneously justify it to one degree or another. The point to be made here is that civilization is based upon and is constituted by relationships of domination that invariably and necessarily produce the conflict and inequality which make militarism inevitable. Certainly some human-centered theory recognizes aspects of the roots of militarism. and it recognizes the terrible price humans have paid, even if ignoring the price nature has paid. Nevertheless, critics maintain a fervent faith in the human mission to manage, in the human ability to disentangle what is inextricably linked. They speak from within the perspective of civilization and cannot see that they must transcend the precarious ground on which they (we) teeter." Critical theory shares much in common with liberal theory in this area. Some Marxist analysis of the genesis of modern Militarism is sound. The notion that many human ills would be solved with due end of class society is also appealing. But the end of class is not the end of the state or of domination, and hence not the end of social systems which produce militarism. (Nor is the end of capitalism the end of class.) The control of nature and the human control of social and cultural evolution are values deeply embedded in most Marxism. Although it has developed useful models for understanding social transformation, the assumptions, perspective, and the content of the transformative vision arc very much within the human-centered tradition that is part of the problem.'" Some feminism gets much closer to the source of the problem in its cri- tique of hierarchy generally and in particular in its understanding of the central role of patriarchy to militarism and to producing humans amenable to domination. At times. however, feminist theory falls into a kind of intraspecific dualism, i.e., human males are the problem (while at the same time claiming credit for the fact that females created agriculture, which became the economic foundation for the emergence of hierarchy), ignoring that systems adapt to and alter the environment, and individuals adapt to (even while they resist) the roles created by the system's division of labor.' Even where this dualism is not at issue, most feminism, like Marxism, remains human-centered. Values such as community, spontaneity, and integration of emotion and intellect militate against the worst features of mainstream human-centered values, but still fail to take account a the re-lationship with nature as fundamental to all hierarchical systems. Or they remain anthropocentric and fail to address the separation front nature which not only makes possible the superexploitation of the biosphere for the maintenance of the military apparatus. but also underlies the social structures which produce militarism. While Marxism, feminism, and other critical social theory have contributed much to understanding the dynamic of our civilization, they tend to miss the point that if nonhuman life is not valued for itself, then life is not valued for itself. Any system of values that does not transcend nature-as-other cannot limit destruction of the biosphere as effectively as one that embraces nonhuman life as intrinsically valuable. Nor can such a value system help to heal the fundamental split in the human psyche which makes possible civilization and militarism. Biocentrism is not alone in grasping that the dynamic of human evolution over the last six or seven thousand years may be at a dead end. Certainly the huge growth in human numbers. the displacement of "simpler" societies by more "complex" ones, ones with greater capacity to exploit nature, capture and use energy, and so on suggests that the underlying dynamic is highly adaptive, at least at first glance. What is increasingly clear. however, is that if this dynamic continues we stand a very good chance of killing ourselves along with a good portion of the rest of the planet. The latter is well under way—it's business as usual. Biocentrism offers a direction for human society based upon a thoroughly fundamental transformation which stresses the centrality of finding our place in nature. Such a transformation is as fundamental as the neolithic or industrial revolutions. A life-centered or planet-centered value system requires that we move toward transcending the split with nature both within our own psyches and in our material relationships: how we consume and alter the biosphere. Far fewer humans, far lower levels of consumption for many. much improved levels for others, the recreation of authentic communitics that reintegrate the human into the natural, and the abandonment of the instrummentalities of control—these are a few of the implications of such an ethic. In contrast, a human-centered approach focuses on wiser if not greater human control. In its more progressive forms we hear words like stewardship rather than ownership; nevertheless, underlying both is the notion that we can replace nature with our intellect. that we can manage our way out of any problems, that We as a species are not only unique (as every species and ecosystem is), but that our uniqueness means we are godlike, better than the others. In short, it is the same arrogance. the same split that has brought us to the current crisis.

Extinction good

Anthropocentrism will culminate in our extinction—Even if this our fate, this is preferable to the endless against more than human existence, 

Jason Miller, associate editor for the Journal for Critical Animal Studies, 2009
[http://thomaspainescorner.wordpress.com/2009/02/03/homo-rapiens-be-damned-savagery-is-not-programmed-into-our-dna/]

Steve Best, Associate Professor of Philosophy at UTEP, and a leading philosopher in the animal liberation movement, suggested that perhaps humanity is, “A biological experiment with advanced primate intelligence gone horribly wrong, as if all of planet earth is an Island of Dr. Moreau set up by an evil God.” While hopelessly anthropocentric apologists for humanity’s ongoing rape of the Earth and its inhabitants will probably dismiss Best’s observation as the ravings of a misanthropic animal fanatic, critical thinking people of conscience and humility will consider the possibility that Best may be right. Certainly there is no dearth of evidence supporting the fact that the human evolutionary path has veered into a deadly and destructive cul-de-sac. Homo rapiens have succeeded Homo sapiens in humanity’s evolutionary development. How long can we sustain, or better yet, how long will the Earth allow us to sustain a “civilization” that is premised on violence, greed, over-consumption, endless growth, “success” and pleasure attained at the expense of the suffering of other sentient beings, narcissism, ego fulfillment, and a host of other nauseating grotesqueries? It doesn’t take much contemplation of the human race to leave one yearning for the companionship of Moreau’s Beast Folk. Not unlike the Zionists in Palestine, the broader human race clings to an aggressive, violent and defensive way of interfacing with the world as a perverse reaction to having been vulnerable and victimized. We have maximized our frontal lobes, opposable thumbs, and capacities to engage in complex social behaviors in such a way that we are now uber-predators, so firmly astride the top of the food chain even were all non-human animals to somehow join forces and assail us, they’d be overwhelmingly defeated. Early hominids probably perceived their numerous predators as monsters. In collectively equipping ourselves to fight those ‘monsters,’ we have ignored Nietzsche’s cautionary aphorism and become more than monsters; we have morphed into world-destroying abominations. Western Civilization (read Eurocentric, patriarchal, capitalist, speciesist, imperialist, and Christian), the most powerful perpetrator in the brutal and merciless assault on non-human animals and the Earth, codified its sociopathic license to rape by inventing an anthropomorphic deity that gave it the “divine right” to dominate and exploit. “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness. They shall rule the fish of the sea, the birds of the sky, the cattle, the whole earth, and all the creeping things that creep on earth,” proclaimed the Christian deity in an ancient tome written by a collection of largely unknown authors. And since many still hold the Bible to be sacrosanct, dominionism remains deeply embedded in our collective psyche. As the sun set on monarchial rule and the Enlightenment unfolded, we humans entered what appeared to be a golden age of “liberal democracy,” reason, and free markets. Yet ironically, this transition marked the advent of the darkest and most psychopathic phase of Homo rapien existence. Kings were replaced by soulless corporations; Descartes’ mechanistic worldview assured us that non-human animals don’t consciously suffer, thus enabling guilt-free industrialization of their torture and murder; and capitalism spawned runaway growth, unbridled avarice, and a deep obsession with property and profits. Buttressed by new and powerful theoretical underpinnings, we began our relentless attack on the Earth and its inhabitants in a futile effort to slake our seemingly insatiable thirst for control, prosperity and security. Catalyzed and sustained by the deep-seated terror of an animal sans fang or claw and by our most despicable attributes, such as gluttony, belligerence, self-centeredness, and mean-spiritedness (each of which has been validated in some way by the fundamental theologies and philosophies of our society), we have unleashed an apocalyptic Hell upon the rest of the world. Overpopulation, deforestation, Climate Change, nuclear waste, potential nuclear destruction, the Sixth Extinction, rampant pollution, potable water shortages, factory farming, and endless resource wars are the bitter harvest the world is reaping from the noxious seeds we’ve sown. While Senator James Inhofe, George Bush 41, and myriad other ardent supporters of Western Civilization, the American Way of Life, corporatism, imperialism, patriarchy, speciesism, and a host of other malevolent social, cultural, political and economic dynamics which comprise the anthropocentric mechanisms by which we dominate and exploit the planet, may have deluded themselves into believing that the rape, pillage and plunder by which we exist is morally palatable (or perhaps they simply don’t care), there are plenty of people who are deeply concerned. These individuals want to find a way to develop that “natural equilibrium” to which Agent Smith referred by breaking down the physical and psychological barriers we’ve erected, rejoining nature, and ceasing to exist as alienated, belligerent, and vampiric entities. Hence the questions become, are we human animals a lost cause and does Mother Earth need to eradicate us to enable life to perpetuate on this planet? A widely accepted notion is that peaceful, gentle Homo sapiens began their metamorphosis to barbaric Homo rapiens about 10,000 years ago when hunter-gatherers became sedentary agrarians—working the land meant that ruthless men rose to power by hoarding surpluses, territorial wars were waged, and women and animals were subjugated. However, it is much more likely that our ancestors were brutal war-mongers as far back as 45,000 years ago. Evidence indicates that when early Homo sapiens migrated from Africa into Europe, they waged a 15,000 year genocide that eventually drove the Neanderthals to extinction. Even the Bible, which many Homo rapien apologists utilize as a validation for our savage domination of the planet, provides numerous examples of our cruel propensities. Poignant example number one is Cain murdering Abel. We know how bad we can be. Now how good can we become? Our moral evolution is not necessarily limited by our genetic make-up. It has become obvious that the common characterization of nature versus nurture is a false dichotomy. Genetics and learning dialectically shape who we become and how we interact with the world, both individually and collectively. So the lines between humanity’s innate tendencies and those qualities we acquire through parenting, education, and experience are often blurred and indiscernible. Humanity, past and present, is filled with examples of compassionate, courageous, and decent human beings, clearly indicating that Homo sapiens remain extant, that savagery is not programmed into our DNA and that developing a more “natural equilibrium” with our surrounding environment is within the realm of possibility. However, those who wish to shape social and human evolution in such a way that Homo rapiens become endangered, and eventually make their way to the species’ graveyard of extinction, need to realize that they are not attending a tea party. This is a war–philosophically, psychologically and physically. If humanity is going to “become good,” those who want to make it happen need to enter the fray
Impact Calc

How do you weigh their advantages?

We project a value system that respects the creative-destructive process of the universe. 

Consequentialism is in a double-bind: 

A.
They treat everything equally, which means that the impact of destroying a single bacterium is the same as destroying the Atlantic Ocean.  

Or

B.
They make distinctions about what kind of beings are more valuable than others, which allows our speciest assumptions to come through the back door. 

Katz 97 (Eric, Director of Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology, [Nature as Subject p. 9-10])//RSW

Utilitarianism might be salvaged for use in the environmental debate if it is stripped of its bias towards the satisfaction of human needs and preferences. Bentham, it should be remembered, considered the pains and pleasures of the animal kingdom to be of important, a utilitarian calculation. According to this kind of position, the needs and desires of the wildlife in a given area would have to be considered prior to any development or destruction for the purpose of human betterment Unfortunately, the problems with this kind of broad utilitarianism appear insurmountable. How does the satisfaction of animal needs compare in utility with the satisfaction of human needs? Can we bring plant life into the calculation? What about nonliving entities, such as rock formations (e.g., the Grand Canyon) or entire ecological areas? Does a marsh have an interest in not being drained and turned into a golf course, a need or desire to continue a natural existence? It is clear that difficult--if not impossible--problems arise when we begin to consider utility for nonhuman and nonsentient entities. A second alternative, highly tentative, is a movement away from a "want-oriented perspective" in ethical theory. Rather than evaluat​ing the moral worth of an action by the consequences which satisfy needs and desires in the humyn (or even nonhumyn) world, we can look at the intrinsic qualities of the action, and determine what kind of values this action manifests. The question which the debate over environmental preservation raises is not "Does preservation of this par​ticular natural object lead to a better world?" but rather "'Do we want a world in which the preservation of natural objects is considered an important value?" The question is not whether the preservation of a certain entity increases the amount of satisfaction and pleasure in the world, but rather, whether these pleasures, satisfactions, and needs ought to be pursued. The question, in short, is about what kind of moral universe ought to be created. Only when the preservation of natural objects is seen to be an intrinsically good policy of action, rather than a means to some kind of satisfaction, will a policy of environmental protection be explained and justified. The development of an ethical theory which can accomplish this task will be a difficult undertaking, but it is the only choice open to preservationists. 

Re-orient your education by framing your ballot as part of a cosmic ecosystem.  Voting negative opens up an ethical framing beyond consequentialism and deontology 

Peters 08 (Michael A, Prof Education at University Illinois-Champagne, [with Ruyu Hung “Solar Ethics: A New Paradigm for Environmental Ethics?” Environmental Education: Identity, Politics and Citizenship, ed. E. González-Gaudiano and M.A. Peters]) //RSW

However, in our view, the solar ethics is an ethical frame of mind which may go beyond the divide of consequentialism and deontology. First of all, the solar system definitely brings about human well-being because the Sun is the irreplaceable and inexhaustible source of energy for all living beings on Earth. In other words, the Sun can be understood as the source of life. It may die, eventually. In 5 to 6 billion years, it will enter a red giant phase and then turn into white dwarf. Then the Sun is no more the Sun that we know, yet there may not be any mourning for the death of our Sun because at that time there will be no more humankind alive. However, compared with the vastness and grandeur of the Sun and whole solar system, human beings are incomparably tiny creatures. In this sense, the Sun is the inexhaustible source of living and meaning for all ordinary, practical purposes. What can we imagine ourselves to be when we find that the Sun as a source of life-energy and nourishment is open to all beings on Earth, and even to all things existing in our solar system, in the past, present and future? What can we learn from the openness of the Sun and the solar system? This pondering may be in tune with an ensnaring and unanswered question posed by Swimme and Berry (1992): what is it to be a solar personality? The solar ethics now might suggest an answer: the solar personality could be a person who is sensitive and attentive of one’s own situation and position in the solar system. On this ground, we propose a solar ethics as an ethical frame of mind, which may indicate an extension of environmental ethics and also a basis for the study of environmental education. 
It’s GAME OVER if they lose that you should reject human-centered ethics—You must  deside what has value BEFORE you can weigh impacts—But utilitarianism CANNOT articulate a reason why the mass extinction  of life is bad without fall-ing back to anthropocentric standards of value—There is no weighable impact  to case when future generativity depends on the destruction of existing things.

J. Baird Callicott, Professor of Philosophy at UNT,1984[American Philosophical Quarterly Volume 21, Number 4, October 1984] 
The most conservative and,  probably because it  is the most  conservative, by far the most fully  developed and discussed attempt to provide a non  anthropocentric axiology for environmental ethics  is  popularly known as "animal liberation."10 It is  the most conservative because it  requires the least  change in the reigning anthropocentric, utilitarian  normal ethical  paradigm. In fact, itinsists less on a  change in the axiology of utilitarian moral theory  than its rigorous and consistent implementation.  The  axiology of classical utilitarianism is  hedonic. Good and evil are defined in terms of  pleasure and pain, respectively. And since  utilitarianism is an ethical  hedonism, moral agents,  when  morally evaluating courses of action, are  required to be strictly impartial between the expe?  riential loci of  pleasure and pain. Conventionally  such  impartial or equal consideration has been  limited to the  pleasure and pain of human beings.  But such a limitation is,  theoretically speaking, ad  hoc; it is not derivable from the first principles of  the  theory itself, as Bentham, its architect, clearly  recognized.11 Hence, classical utilitarianism, con?  sistently implemented, is non-anthropocentric.  Since it  provides for the direct moral standing  of at least some non-human natural entities classical  hedonic utilitarianism  strictly interpreted, with no  ad hoc limitations,  might prima facie, serve as the  axiological basis for a non-anthropocentric environ?  mental ethic. If so, it should be  preferred to all  theoretical alternatives since it least  departs from  normal ethics.  Ethical hedonism, however, is, upon a  moment's  reflection, an obviously inadequate axiological  basis for a  comprehensive environmental ethic  since it limits moral  considerability to only those  beings capable of experiencing pleasure and pain,  "sentient"  beings, in the jargon of animal liberation.  While it  may include most complex animal  organisms within its purview, it clearly excludes  all  plants. Thus, other things being equal, it would  permit the destruction of a Sequoia grove to provide  pasture for a liberated and exponentially increasing  population of feral cattle. And it has other, less  obvious, drawbacks. For example, it  makes no dis?  tinction between wild and domestic  organisms. A  Pekinese  lap dog and a "bobby calf have the same  moral status as a wild timber wolf and a wild otter. Further, it fails to articulate our considered moral  intuitions  respecting collective or holistic entities?  species, biocoenoses, biomes, and the biosphere  itself?since none of these collective entities is  any  more sentient than a  plant.12  A more inclusive  non-anthropocentric axiology,  structurally similar in basic logical form to ethical  hedonism, has no generally recognized rubric, but  may be descriptively named "ethical conativism."  It is the  axiological foundation of the popular  Schweitzerian reverence-for-life ethic and its more  analytic, academic equivalent, the Feinberg-Good  paster life-principle ethic. Conativismdefines  interests in terms of conations  (hypostatized as the  will-to-live in Schweitzer) and intrinsic value in  terms of interests.13  Something is intrinsically val?  uable and owed moral consideration if  interests,  construed in the broadest  possible sense, may be  intelligibly assigned it. Plants have interests, so  construed, though they may not be conscious of  them. Hence, conativism  opens the community of  morally considerable beings to plants as well as  animals; it provides, thus, moral status for all living  things.  Ethical conativism is not a normal moral  theory  because it is  non-anthropocentric. Indeed, it is  biocentric in the literal sense of the term?life-cen?  tered.14 Nevertheless, it is  clearly an extension, a  stretching, of normal moral theory so as to embrace  with the least theoretical  restructuring living, non  human natural entities. Like both the utilitarian and  deontological variations of normal ethics, it assigns  intrinsic value to discrete  individuals, indeed, first  and foremost to oneself. It then moves from  egoism  to biocentric  egalitarianism by a process of  generalization, elegantly described by Goodpaster,  typical of prevailing ethical theory.15  Hence, as a theoretical basis for a non  anthropocentric environmental ethic, ethical conativism shares  many of the inadequacies of ethical  hedonism . Indeed, the  only practical difference  is that  plants, as well as animals, are members of  the moral club and thus must be extended moral  consideration or moral  standing. Like ethical  hedonism,no theoretical justification is provided  for differential treatment of wild and domestic  organisms, nor for the moral considerability of  superorganismic entities.Further, even its propo?  nents  frankly admit that it is, if taken seriously,  impossible to live by as it would imply a quietism  so absolute as to be suicidal.16  This last observation hints at the  deeper cognitive  dissonance between normal ethical  theory and the  theoretical  requirements of non-anthropocentric  environmental ethics.  Stretching normal ethical  theory to its limits, first to provide moral standing  for sentient, then conative entities  ironically results  in a  life-denying, rather than life-affirming, moral  philosophy. Not only would conativism's rigorous  adherents be  required to starve themselves to death,  nature itself mocks and defies the intractable moral  atomism which hedonism and conativism uncritically appropriate from the normal ethical  paradigms. Nature notoriously appears indifferent  to individual life and/orindividual  suffering.  Struggle and death lie at the very heart of natural  biotic  processes, both ecological and evolutionary.  An  adequate biocentric axiology for environmental  ethics could  hardly morally condemn the very pro?  cesses which it is intended to foster and  protect. 17  More  particularly?and for the same reason, its  atomistic  presuppositions? neither can ethical con?  ativism, any better than ethical hedonism,  adequately address what is emerging as the most  pressing of all contemporary environmental prob?  lems, "the silent crisis of our time," threatened  massive  species extinction and the consequent  biotic  impoverishment of the Earth.18  However, a new, revolutionary moral paradigm  is no more created ex nihilo than a new, revolutio?  nary scientific paradigm. Without some historical  continuity, a new theory, natural or moral, could  not be  recognized as such. Copernicus, for exam?  ple, having pressed the Ptolemaic model to its  limits, did not abandon altogether mathematical  astronomy as hopeless and take up, say, a mystical  approach. Rather, he turned to the history of his  science and searched  among his predecessors for  helpful ideas, cast aside or neglected along the  way. And what he found in the astronomy of the  Pythagoreans and Aristarchus was a bold insight  which he  successfully developed and applied to the  experiential problems at hand.19  Neither should we turn  away from moral phil osophy as such and retreat to some sort of moral  mysticism. In the historical backwaters of moral  philosophy, similarly, there may repose some  helpful insights  which may be developed and tried  against contemporary experiental environmental  problems which elude solution by normal ethical  theory even when stretched to its logical limits. In  contemporary conservation literature one  sometimes finds  biological systemic diversity and/  or  complexity apparently posited as a goodin  itself.28 This  usually undefended intuition seems  best  theoretically articulated by the axiological  strand of  thought about value notably represented  by Plato and Leibniz. The most well-known and  oft-quoted adaptation to ecological conservation of  the  general theory that the formal properties of  natural  systems?order, parsimony, harmony,  complexity, and variety?are objective, intrinsic  values is the summary maxim of Aldo  Leopold's  "land ethic": "A  thing [i.e., an action] is right when  it tends to preserve the  integrity, stability, and  beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when  it tends otherwise."29  Though Leopold's land ethic is (with all its charm  and  simplicity) conceptually and logically more  well-grounded than it  may at first appear, Leopold  makes no deliberate effort  specifically to explain  or defend the  necessity of this, his cardinal moral  precept. A more recent, philosophically self-con?  scious, development of Leopold's conception of  the intrinsic value of diverse,  complex, and integ?  rated  ecosystems has been attempted by Peter Mil?  ler.30 Miller  posits "richness" as an irreducible,  objective, intrinsic value. While Miller very fully  characterizes or describes "richness" ("the richness  of natural  systems [consists of] their inner and outer  profusion, unity," etc.)he does not adequately  explain why richness should be valued for the sake  of itself, or, more concretely,why a rich (viz.,  diverse, complex, and stable) biota is intrinsically  better than a  simple, impoverished, or catastrophic  one. The value of  "richness," so described, is cer?  tainly explicable instrumentally: a biologically rich  world is  aesthetically and epistemically more satisfying and it is materially more secure than an  impoverished or "poor" world, but these are clearly  anthropocentric concerns.  From the classical rationalistic  axiological per?  spective, the system itself, classically the cosmos  and its various microcosmic  sub-systems, often  including human society, was considered valuable  per se or at least to exemplify or instantiate "the  Good." In its  present adaptation to non  anthropocentric environmental ethics, rational  holism would consider the  biosphere as a whole  and its several  sub-systems?biomes, biocoenoses,  and  micro-ecosystems, species, and their popula?  tions?to be valuable. It thus  clearly avoids the  fundamental theoretical  inadequacy for a non  anthropocentric environmental ethic of the hedonic  and conative extensions of normal ethics,  namely,  an intractable atomistic or individualistic bias.  Indeed, it has the opposite drawback, a detached  indifference to individual welfare.  The  axiological orientation of classical  rationalism has, in fact, been, in  theory at least,  so  detached, general, and abstract that its conscrip?  tion in service of  non-anthropocentric environ?  mental ethics could  easily boomerang in another  way. One may morally decry the very real and  imminent  prospect of an abrupt, massive reduction  of biotic  diversity to be succeeded by a "mono-cul?  ture"  consisting of tens of billions of human beings,  their habitations, their economic cultivars (and the  pests thereof), human transportation, distribution,  and communication networks, and little else. How? ever, if one forthrightly and articulately defends  one's considered intuition that this  process of  anthropogenic biological impoverishment is objec?  tively morally wrong by positing organic "richness"  (biotic diversity, complexity, and harmony) as  objectively and impersonally good, one might well  be accused of  temporal parochialism.  Considering  our time as but aninfinitesimal moment in the three  and one-half billion year tenure of life on  planet  Earth, the present tendency of man to extirpate and  eventually extinguish other species and take over  their habitats for himself and his domesticated sym  bionts might be viewed quite disinterestedly asbut  a brief transitional  stage in the Earth's evolutionary  Odyssey. 
Impact Calc v. Envt. Impacts

The environment doesn’t die, it simply changes—their impacts are anthropocentric projection

Eugene Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy at UNT, 2002
[Environmental Ethics p. 513-514]

There are a number of problems with Com​moner's exposition. First, there are the analogies themselves. Since the rationalist world view of na​ture as a machine is often cited as one of the most fundamental causes of the environmental crisis in this century, it is odd that Commoner immediately turns to a mechanistic example to defend his eco​logical principle. Even his shift from a machine to an organism falls short, since ecosystems are usually treated as communities of organisms, not as super​organisms. These analogies, moreover, work only if the organization of an ecosystem really is as rigidly structured as that of a watch or an organism, and it is very doubtful that this is the ease. Random changes in the watch and the organism are usually damaging because these entities are able to function well only within very limited mechanical or biological param​eters. The organization of an ecosystem, by contrast, is obviously more loosely structured than a watch or an organism and does not have comparable functions and purposes built into it. Losing a species to ex​tinction in an ecosystem, for example, is usually not anything like losing the mainspring in a watch or a vital organ in an animal. The ecosystem does not break down or die; it simply changes, taking on dif​ferent "functions" and "purposes." Described in this way, it is hard to assess whether particular changes constitute damage. Usually, depending on various contexts and perspectives, such changes are damag​ing to some parts of the system but not to the whole. In short, Commoner's examples fail to take into account the resilience of the ecological system, which, unlike a watch or an organism, can avoid destruction by changing its structure. In this re​spect, an ecosystemis more analogous to an eco​nomic system, for example, a market system, than to a machine. Virtually any change in such a sys​tem has innumerable good and bad consequences.A drop in the price of oil, for example, may dev​astate some parts of the system, such as oil‑pro​ducing companies that have trouble continuing to provide oil at the reduced price, while dramatically improving other parts of the system, such as oil‑us​ing companies that do a booming business selling cheaper products. Even the near or complete de​struction of a commercial or industrial activity does not necessarily have any long‑term impact on the market system, since other related activities may produce a new surge of growth, in some cases bol​stering the same activities that they very nearly de​stroyed. The appearance of new products such as television and videocassette players that initially hurt the motion picture industry has over the long term provided it with new commercial opportuni​ties. Similarly, the loss of particular species in an ecosystem may have negligible impact if other species are waiting in the wings‑as, for example, when coyotes replace wolves‑and may even ben​efit some species that might otherwise have been lost‑for example, from wolf predation, but not from coyote predation. In this context, the claim that any change is likely to be detrimental is, on the one hand, a trivial truth, since in principle all change is likely to produce damage of some kind, and, on the other hand, a serious falsehood, if it fails to note that the same change is also just as likely to produce benefits.

Their impact assumes you can ‘destroy’ nature, but nature is not a substance. You are not an isolated ego fiating “privation” and “plenty.” We are wavering fields of quantum energy---Oxygen interacting with blood cells interacting with plants interacting with bacteria. Orient yourself to openess, process, and interconnection.

Bryan Bannon, Visiting Assistant Professor Philosophy at University Miami, 2009
[Ethics & the Environment 14.2]

In contrast, Descartes findstwo distinct kinds  of substance—one rational and free and the other non-rational and deter-  ministic. From here the familiar story unfolds concerning how that dual-  ism leads to the subordination of the natural, mechanistic sphere to the  rational, spiritual sphere associated with humynity.What is of note in this  discussion is that Descartes’ separation of substances destroys the possibil-  ity of continuity between humanity and non-conscious beings (i.e. animals  and inorganic nature), a loss that in turn sanctions the rational control  of mindless nature. Plumwood’s chief complaint against Descartes is this  excoriation of the intentional purposiveness attributed to natural beings  (ϕυσειοντα) within earlier teleological conceptions of nature. Depriving  nature of intentionality leaves it “a meaningless assemblage of parts be-  cause their organizing principles are lost” (1993, 115). Lacking an organ-  izing, teleological principle of its own, nature can only receive its purpose  from free humanity, which maintains its purposiveness and intentionality  in its thinking substance. In the Cartesian scenario Plumwood describes,  once nature is deprived of the mind-like properties it was once thought to  possess, it is thereby also deprived of the agency proper to it. When Plumwood speaks of mind-like properties, she proposes neither  to attribute a dualistic nature to all corporeal substance, nor to identify the  mind-like properties of living beings with certain physical causes. If mind-  body dualism is the primary supposition that allows for the human domi-  nation of nature, we must approach phenomena anew such that we no  longer think within the dualism of substance. In place of the reductionist  strategy, Plumwood suggests that, “a deeper resolution of these dualisms  would involve extending concepts of autonomy, agency, and creativity to  those who have been denied them under the Cartesian division of the  world, thus extending the challenge to dualism to include subject/object  dualism” (1993, 124). On this view, then, the attribution of mind-like  properties to nature allows for the rediscovery of teleological purposive-  ness within nature, which consequently enables us to conceive of nature  as a subject that has agency and is deserving of respect (Plumwood 2002,  50). Once accepted as a subject, nature ought not to be conceived as a re-  source alone, as a material object for human use, without inappropriately  disregarding its autonomy and agency.  Up to this point we have taken “nature” to be a transparent term  when it is a highly problematic one. In “Toward a Progressive Natural-  ism” (2005), Plumwood recognizes that the concept of nature itself is in  need of reformulation if a different type of relation to it is to be possible  (30, 44–45). However, she views the attribution of mind-like properties to  nature as sufficient to avoid oppositional definition. I would like to sug-  gest that further rethinking is necessary—wemustcease to think of nature  as a being or a sphere at all, which, of course, also requires that we not  attribute properties to it. In order to see why such reconsideration is necessary, let us briefly  ask whether the reconceptualization of nature as a teleological system  is desirable. In resisting “constructivist” rejections of nature, Plumwood  emphasizes that the motivation for maintaining the signifier “nature” is  that the only way to eliminate the oppressions that are justified by the  “guiding narratives” rooted in the soil of the idea of nature is to reformu-  late rather than reject the concept (2005, 45). One issue with returning to  teleological models for a new narrative of nature is the oppressive ends  that have historically been justified by teleological views. For example,  throughout the period of German Romanticism, teleological models of  nature were used to justify racist and sexist social organizations.2 Clearly  the teleological views Plumwood espouses do not lead to such conclusions  directly, nor would she desire such hierarchical models of nature, but the  point is that there is nothing about a return to a teleologically organized  nature that will necessitate the return to more liberatory conditions. Addi-  tionally, and more convincingly concerning the case at hand, teleological  views require that those who wish to derive norms of behavior from the  inherent organization and striving of the system have some knowledge of  the end or purpose toward which the system is striving. If the purpose of  a system is unknown or simply does not exist, such notions cannot help  to provide norms.  Returning to the earlier point concerning the problems ofascribing  purpose to a mountain or river, we can now expand the point to say that  such ascriptions can only be made from a specific position. In other words,  we can ask what the function of a river is with respect to hydrological cyclesor the purpose of a mountain with respect to avian migration, but one  cannot determine any set purpose independent of a system, set of beings  (e.g. a species), or individual being. If this point holds, then we require fur-  ther justification for why any one system is more valuable than another,  why one species’ needs ought to be privileged over another, etc. Employ-  ing teleological description requires a representation of nature to guide it,  and only then can we have an open and honest discussion concerning the  validity of the values one might seek to preserve or revaluate. In this sense,  we must “devise counterstories,” understood here as alternative represen-  tations of nature and the human-nature relationship, that are inclusive  and can embed culture within nature (Plumwood 2005, 45–46).  One such counterstory can be found in the work of Neil Evernden,  who agrees with Plumwood that nature is historically defined and a site  of political contest (1992). Though he does not believe the retention of  nature as a concept is desirable, either as a substantial domain, an indi-  vidual self, or as a complexly organized system, his reasons for rejecting  the signifier can prove instructive for us in determining how to reformu- late the concept of nature, if not teleologically. Evernden believes that any  conceivable means of representing nature assumes an underlying order  to support and make possible nature’s phenomenal manifestations. This  ordering originates in political ideology, but is enacted through the natu-  ralization of that ideology. Naturalizing the ideology serves to place the  political agenda outside of one’s ability to rationally contest it in the same  way that one cannot politically contest other natural phenomena such as  gravity. Plumwood provides a similar diagnosis of the problem of natu-  ralization (2005, 38–39), and so up to this point the two still have no  disagreement. However, rather than return to the teleological systematiz-  ing and speak of nature as an ordered domain, however, Evernden recom-  mends that we reinvent our relations to individual beings so as to let them  be (Evernden 1992, 130).  Following Heidegger, from whom this locution is borrowed, letting a  being be requires that we abandon representations of beings in order to  free the being from the limitations imposed by the representation. In other  words, because all beings are what they are through their relation to other  beings, as opposed to being defined by their possession of a set of intrin-  sic properties, bodies are always already engaging with other beings and  altering their relations, both internal and external. Thus, letting a being  be means both allowing the being to present and alter its own sense and  being open to another being’s influence on oneself. In other words, letting  a being be is a specific mode of engagement with a being, a way of relat-  ing to a being. This attitude seems very close, in fact, to Plumwood’s own  recommended “stance of openness” toward the earth and other living be-  ings. However, Plumwood’s proposal of attributing mind-like properties  to nature appears to offer implicitly or require explicitly another repre-  sentation of nature rather than liberating it. Is the attribution of purpose  to nature itself not a form of what Evernden calls “making nature ours”  by representing the various forms of life within it as possessing a certain  set of properties? As argued above, function is perceived only relative to  a specific perspective, position, or need—so how are we to discover goal-  directedness in nature if not from the standpoint of an overarching repre-  sentation of nature’s being? Any representation of nature that attempts to  describe all of the myriad beings that exist in terms of a monistic domain  of substance, no matter how egalitarian the representation, is going to  limit beings to a substantial essence. By representing nature as having a  teleological organization, Plumwood can be seen as personifying nature  as an agent with projects rather than confronting it in distinctively non-  human terms.3 In continuing Plumwood’s project, our task is to deper-  sonify nature while maintaining liberatory goals.  Rather than emphasizing the definition of nature as the sphere of the  nonhuman, we might alternatively pursue an alternative strand within  Plumwood’s thinking and ask what it might mean to see nature as a “community of positive presences” (Plumwood 2005, 47). This path may prove  more promising as it does not require the teleological representations of  nature discussed above. Evernden also intimates that such a goal is desir-  able when he describes the world around him as evolving through “pat-  terning,” a gradual formation of wholes out of the interactions between  individual bodies (1992, 119). What their two views have in common is  that neither posits nature as a substantial being, but rather takes nature  to be a collective or a common production of many different relations be-  tween bodies of which the various kinds of humans are but one sort. We  are a presence within the pattern of nature, and human actions participate  in the evolution of that pattern along with the other “earth others” with  whom we form a community. These ideas, however, are still unrefined and  require further elucidation. In what follows, I will show how we might  develop these statements into a viable ontological view by looking to the  phenomenology of Maurice Merleau-Ponty who, in adapting process ontology,thinks of nature as an ensemble of relations and not as a sub-  stantial domain (for example, 2000, 113–22). Let us outline, then, what  alternatives there may be within a wholly relational ontology to each of  the aspects of Plumwood’s theory already discussed: the attribution of  mind-like properties to nature, the constitution of nature as a purposive  agent, and the attentiveness to place.  Concerning the first aspect of Plumwood’s philosophy discussed  above, there will have to be a distinct basis for continuity that is not that  of substance and the mind-like properties it was said to bear. From the  perspective of a relational ontology in which properties are the result of  a relationship (e.g. color is a relation between a body, light, and a visual  organ), one must view continuity as deriving from the relations between  beings rather than in some inherent property that each possesses. In other  words, because substantial, property-based conceptions of difference explicitly define difference in terms of privation and plenitude, the logic of  oppositional definition can only be displaced once difference ceases to be  conceived in terms of properties. Plumwood identifies this problem when  discussing the problem of “incorporation” (2002, 109; 1993, 52)—domi-  nating behaviors toward animals and the earth are sanctioned by their  perceived lack of properties that humans have historically deemed valu-  able. The solution, however, is not to fill the lack by finding ways to ac-  complish the attribution of denied properties, but rather to displace the  conception of difference that is defined in terms of privation. Merleau-Ponty’s conception of l’écart, divergence, is one way of  thinking about difference that can replace the substantial conception of  difference as lack and presence. In his book The Visible and the Invis-  ible, for example, Merleau-Ponty explains divergence in terms of a body’s  openness to its environs: insofar as a body is open to its world, that body  is distinct from the other bodies that affect it—it diverges from other bodies in being affected by them (1968, 103). Divergence is a product of rela-  tions within a sensual field;it is foundin the absences, concealments, and  deviations that appear in the field because of the relations therein. If we  take a body to be defined in terms of the relations it enters into, a project  consonant with Plumwood’s relational self, then difference will no longer  be a consequence of the presence of or absence of properties, even when  they are taken as products of relations, but rather will be defined by how  that body interacts with and is situated with respect to other bodies. Since  all corporeal bodies—not only living ones—interact with other corporeal  bodies to some degree, we maintain minimal conditions for continuity  without resorting either to reductionism or weak pansychism Plumwood  suggests that earthly bodies are all individuated divergences from a single  common world of relations of which they are a part and in the creation of  which they participate. But also, and perhaps more importantly in keep-  ing with the spirit of Plumwood’s work, continuity is established without  effacing differences between bodies, nor is difference conceived in a hy-  perseparated fashion. We can then call the common world of relations  “nature,” which can serve as a meaningful and politically charged referent  without positing a substantial existence or ordering function.  Secondly, we discussed Plumwood’s conception of nature as an au-  tonomous agent, which was intended to provide the basis for an attitude  of respect. But if nature is not a substantial being, can we say that it has  agency? And if nature ought not to be thought of as an agent, how might  we think of nature such that it still gains the recognition Plumwood sought  to found upon its agency? Plumwood is right to reject dualistic Cartesian  thinking due to its role in our modern ecological crisis. As Descartes es-  poused a view of nature as a realm of absolute space and time, with space  structured geometrically and time linearly, we can begin to formulate a  relational ontology by showing how space and time are not in fact abso-  lute. Here is where Merleau-Ponty turns to Whitehead: space and time are  affective relations between bodies. In this way, there is no nature in the  sense of a substantial being, but there is nature in the sense of there being  bodies in relation having spatial and temporal relations independent of  human beings. Here we find the meaning of the view that nature is a pat-  tern:nature is still real, just not a being; nature is a way of thinking about  the totality of relations between beings in their unbalanced flux and flow.  Nature is a “passage” comprised by “events.” Whitehead defines an event  as “the specific character of a place through a period of time” that can al-  ways be resituated as related to other events within a structure or complex  of events (1920, 52). Note the introduction of the term “place”—beings  all participate in the creation of a place to the extent that they contribute  to it through their openness to affection and their affection of other bod-  ies. Nature is the Event, meaning the collective totality of events, but since  we cannot adopt a perspective outside of nature to observe it as a whole,  we only have access to passing events, some of which we call places. 

Nature will still have value even if we’re all dead because it has its own trajectory of existence.  

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 226-228]

We should not delude ourselves that the humanization of nature will stop at biotic nature or indeed be confined only to planet Earth. Other planets in our solar system, too, may eventually be humanized; given the technological possibility of doing so, the temptation to do so appears difficult to resist on the part of those always on the lookout for new challenges and new excitement. To resist the ontological elimination of nature as 'the Other,' environmental philosophy must not merely be earthbound but, also, astronomically bounded (at least to the extent of our own solar system). We should bear in mind that while there may be little pristine nature left on Earth, this does not mean that nature is not pristine elsewhere in other planets. We should also be mindful that while other planets may not have life on them, this does not necessarily renderthem only of instrumental value to us. Above all, we should, therefore, bear in mind that nature, whether pristine or less than fully pristine, biotic or abiotic,is ontologically independent and autonomous of humankind--natural forms and natural processes are capable ofundertaking their own .trajectories of existence. We should also remind ourselves that we are the controllers of our science and our technology, and not allow the products of our intellectual labor to dictate to us what we do to nature itself without pause or reflection. However, it is not the plea of this book that humankind should never transform the natural to become the artefactual, or to deny that artefacticity is not a matter of differing degrees or levels, as such claims would be silly and indefensible. Rather its remit is to argue that in systematically transforming the natural to become the artefactual through our science and our technology, we are at the same time systematically engaged in ontological simplification. Ontological impoverishment in this context is wrong primarily because we have so far failed to recognize that nature embodies its own funda​mental ontological value. In other words, it is not true, as modernity alleges, that nature is devoid of all value and that values are simply humanly conferred or are the projections of human emotions or attitudes upon nature. Admittedly, it takes our unique type of human consciousness to recognize that nature possesses ontological value; however, from this it would be fallacious to conclude that human consciousness is at once the source of allvalues, or even the sole locus of axiologically-grounded intrinsic values. But most important of all, human con​sciousness does not generate the primary ontological value of independence in nature; nature's forms and processes embodying this value exist whether human​kind is around or not.

Impossible to predict ecological damage 

Eugene Hargrove, Professor of Philosophy at UNT, 2002
[Environmental Ethics p. 513-514]

There are a number of problems with Com​moner's exposition. First, there are the analogies themselves. Since the rationalist world view of na​ture as a machine is often cited as one of the most fundamental causes of the environmental crisis in this century, it is odd that Commoner immediately turns to a mechanistic example to defend his eco​logical principle. Even his shift from a machine to an organism falls short, since ecosystems are usually treated as communities of organisms, not as super​organisms. These analogies, moreover, work only if the organization of an ecosystem really is as rigidly structured as that of a watch or an organism, and it is very doubtful that this is the ease. Random changes in the watch and the organism are usually damaging because these entities are able to function well only within very limited mechanical or biological param​eters. The organization of an ecosystem, by contrast, is obviously more loosely structured than a watch or an organism and does not have comparable functions and purposes built into it. Losing a species to ex​tinction in an ecosystem, for example, is usually not anything like losing the mainspring in a watch or a vital organ in an animal.The ecosystem does not break down or die; it simply changes, taking on dif​ferent "functions" and "purposes." Described in this way, it is hard to assess whether particular changes constitute damage. Usually, depending on various contexts and perspectives, such changes are damag​ing to some parts of the system but not to the whole. In short, Commoner's examples fail to take into account the resilience of the ecological system, which, unlike a watch or an organism, can avoid destruction by changing its structure. In this re​spect, an ecosystem is more analogous to an eco​nomic system, for example, a market system, than to a machine. Virtually any change in such a sys​tem has innumerable good and bad consequences. A drop in the price of oil, for example, may dev​astate some parts of the system, such as oil‑pro​ducing companies that have trouble continuing to provide oil at the reduced price, while dramatically improving other parts of the system, such as oil‑us​ing companies that do a booming business selling cheaper products.Even the near or complete de​struction of a commercial or industrial activity does not necessarily have any long‑term impact on the market system, since other related activities may produce a new surge of growth, in some cases bol​stering the same activities that they very nearly de​stroyed. The appearance of new products such as television and videocassette players that initially hurt the motion picture industry has over the long term provided it with new commercial opportuni​ties. Similarly, the loss of particular species in an ecosystem may have negligible impact if other species are waiting in the wings‑as, for example, when coyotes replace wolves‑and may even ben​efit some species that might otherwise have been lost‑for example, from wolf predation, but not from coyote predation. In this context, the claim that any change is likely to be detrimental is, on the one hand, a trivial truth, since in principle all change is likely to produce damage of some kind, and, on the other hand, a serious falsehood, if it fails to note that the same change is also just as likely to produce benefits.

Impact Calc v. Non-extinction

Utilitarianism CANNOT articulate a reason why the their impact is bad without fall-ing back to anthropocentric standards of value—There is no weighable impact  to case because their impact cannot be calculated in our ethical framework.

Agar 2001

Nicholas Agar, Senior Lecturer in Philosophy at Victoria University, 2001

[Life’s Intrinsic Value p. 155-157]

According to consequentialists, the consequences of an action alone deter​mine its value; morality is concerned exclusively with outcomes. The best​ known variant of the theory, utilitarianism, ranks outcomes in terms of their relative compositions of happiness and suffering. Suppose I have twenty‑five dollars in my pocket. This sum of money presents me with a number of what Flanagan calls action opportunities.' I can buy a book that may help improve my bridge play; I can buy some flowers for a friend; I can deposit the money in a bank account; I can leave it in my pocket; or I can donate it to charity. The outcomes of these and countless other possible courses of action must be collectively scrutinized to see which maximizes happiness. Of the options described, giving to charity seems, at least initially, to be the one likely to bring about the biggest positive moral change. So, how does the cognitive version of the demandingness objection represent a threat to utilitarianism? We can break utilitarian decision‑mak​ing down into two stages. First, the utilitarian needs to determine what possible courses of action are open. Next, the utilitarian needs to evaluate each possible action opportunity, acting on the one that receives the morally best valuation. Opponents of utilitarianism have alleged that both stages are cognitively beyond human beings. Here is Flanagan on the first stage of the utilitarian decision‑process: 'What is an action opportunity? Action opportunities cannot simply be opportunities one notices or takes, for there are surely many opportunities one fails to recognize or take advantage of. From a consequentialist point of view it will be best if one notices and takes all available good‑producing action opportunities. How many such opportunities are there? There is no determinate answer to this question, but the indeterminacy occurs in some astronomically high range. Think of all the actions you might perform in the next five minutes, or even in the next thirty seconds . . . .3 According to Flanagan, this inability to account for options means we must abandon utilitarianism as a moral decision procedure. Even were we up to this, we would be incapable of giving each individ​ual option the right treatment. Here is Dennett: It is unlikely in the extreme that there could be a feasible algorithmfor the sort of globalcost‑benefit analysis that utilitarianism (or any other consequentialist" theory) requires. Why? Because of what we might call the Three Mile Island Effect. Was the meltdown at the nuclear plant at Three Mile Island a good thing to have happened or a bad thing? If, in planning some course of action, you encountered as a sequel or probabil​ity p. what should you assign to it as a weight? Is it a negative outcome that you should strive to avoid, or a positive outcome to be carefully fos​tered? We can't yet say, and it is not clear that any particular long run would give us the answer.4 Considered in terms of its immediate effects, the meltdown is surely a bad thing. Theutilitarian must look beyond these effects, however. Supposethe meltdown resulted in improved safety protocols at nuclear power plants around the world‑and that these protocols prevented a nastier meltdown. Now Three Mile Island judged in terms of consequences is a good thing. More distant effects can easily reverse this verdict. The later meltdown might have allowed the formation of even better protocols that would have prevented an even more severe accident. And so on.It follows that we cannot say whether the meltdown was a good, bad, or morally indifferent thing.So, if the critics are to be believed, utilitarians can neither do adequate jobs of working out the range of alternative courses of action nor of appro​priately evaluating any of them. Biocentrism seems to have analogous weaknesses. 'Where utilitarians are alleged to face no end of options or of forecasting, biocentrists must take into consideration seemingly no end of variably valuable beings. Bil​lions upon billions of living individuals, each weighted in accordance with its proximity to perfect deservers of value‑endowing folk psychological concepts, need to be fed into our moral decision‑making machinery. To take the most mundane of examples: eating a hamburger improves prospects for some stomach bacteria while making much worse off many microbial meat‑patty inhabitants. Were lust‑food toxins to lower our resis​tance to infection, we might find a range of viral and bacterial beneficiaries. Another burger sold may, in some small way, further encourage the farming of cattle, allowing the identification of still more affected organisms. Once tracked down, every affected organism must be ranked in terms of its plau​sible folk psychologicalness. Further difficulties arise at this point. If we take a nonaggregative, nonmaximizing approach to biocentric value, we may content ourselves with having paid some heed to each of these trillions of separately biocentrically valuable things. On the other hand, an aggregative maximizing approach to biocentric value will require a truly fearsome series of value‑additions and ‑subtractions to arrive at a decision about whether eating the burger is a biocentrically good thing. The correct consideration of all the life‑relevant implications of alter​native coursesof action would overwhelm a supercomputer, and it is surely beyond our abilities. Decision‑making paralysis looms
Impact Calc- That’s a Link

The attempt to weigh impacts is inherently anthropocentric—They reduce  everything to quantifiable measures of human preference

Des Jardins 2001

[Joseph Des Jardins, Professor of Philosophy at St John’s University, Environmental Ethics p. 56-57]

This only hints at the difficulty in trying to establish the costs for those benefits that are not traded on economic markets. But it also hints at another danger. Because markets do not exist for many environmental goods like clean air and water or an endangered species, use of cost‑benefit analysis seems to require that we rely on economists and other social scientists to tell us what the cost would be if there were markets for such goods. But in determining forest policy, for example, this means that we still rely on the decisions of "experts" rather than markets. However, this time the experts are economists (usually working in universities and industry) rather than foresters trained in science and ecology. Thus, one alleged benefit of economic analysis‑that it takes decisions out of the hands of "experts" and government bureaucrats and gives them back to individual citizens—is soon violated when economists are required to determine the price for nomarket goods. Finally, besides questioning whether we can establish the cost of many enviornemtnal benefits, there is a serious question about whether we should be doing this at all. As the example of the child’s health suggest, we should resist the move to reduce certain values to their economic costs. Imagine conducting a cost-benefit analysis of democracy, or of friendship, or the Grand Canyon. Further, cost-benefit analysis is usually totally anthropocentric. You will seldom hear economist speak of either the costs of benefits to animals or other natural objects. Perhaps we should not. But to adopt cost-benefit analysis without addressing these questions is to ignore import value-laden questions. To the degree that contemporary economic analyses of environmental problems reflect a utilitarian ethics, philosophers have much to offer in the evaluation of this ethical theory34 Several standard criticisms, mentioned briefly in Chapter 2, are a useful starting point for this evaluation. Utilitarians face several problems when they attempt to quantify and measure consequences. These problems arise again in the use of cost-benefit analysis. One aspect involves the attempt to quantify qualitative goods. We have seen, for example, the challenge posed by trying to determine clean or safe water and air quality standards.These qualitative goods find no place in the economic approach because they cannot be easily quantified. Asecond problem is the resulting tendency to translate qualitative goods into cate​gories that can be measured. Thus, we find Baxter translating discussions of clean and safe into a discussion of risks, the probabilities of which can be quantified and calculated. We find O'Toole, consistent with typical applica​tions of the cost‑benefit method, translating qualitative goods into economic terms. The value of wilderness or recreation areas is understood as measur​able by the willingness of users to pay for them. A final measurement prob​lem involves the tendency to artificially restrict the range of relevant subjects. As presented in the chapters that follow, some critics claim that thistendency systematically ignores the well‑being of animals, future genera​tions, trees, the biosphere, and the like. We examine the charge that the eco​nomic approach is overly anthropocentric or human centered in greater detail elsewhere. The general point of these measurement problems is to raise the possibility that economic analysis seriously distorts or ignores important environmental issues. In a series of articles culminating in the book The Economy of the Earth, Mark Sagoff develops an insightful and convincing case against the use of economic analysis as the dominant tool of environmental policymakers.35 In the remain​der of this chapter, we will use Sagoff's evaluation as an example of the best that applied ethics has offered. Although his book offers a variety of subtle and powerful arguments, we concentrate on three major challenges to the use of economic analysis. Sagoff argues that much economic analysis rests on a serious confusion between wants or preferences, on one hand, and beliefs and values on the other. Economics deals only with wants and preferences because these are what get expressed in an economic market. The market can measure the intensity of our wants by our willingness to pay (by price), measure and compare individual wants (through cost‑benefit analysis), and determine efficient means for opti​mally fulfilling wants. But markets cannot measure or quantify our beliefs or values. Because many environmental issues involve our beliefs and our values, economic analysis is beside the point. When economics is involved in environ​mental policy, it treats our beliefs as if they were mere wants and, thereby, seri​ously distorts the issue. In an early article, Sagoff claims, Economic methods cannot supply the information necessary to justify public po1icy. Economics can measure the intensity with which we hold our beliefs; it can​not evaluate those beliefs on their merits. Yet such evaluation is essential to political decision making. This is my greatest single criticism of cost‑benefit analysis.36 What exactly is the distinction between wants and beliefs, and why is it important? When individuals express a want or personal preference, they are stating something that is purely personal and subjective. Another person has no grounds to challenge, rebut, or support my wants. Wants are neither true nor false. If I express my preference for chocolate ice cream, someone cannot chal​lenge that and claim, "No, you don't." I have a certain privileged status with regard to my wants. In the public sphere, they are taken as a given. Thus do economists treat human interests. Willingness to pay measures the intensity with which I hold my wants (I will not pay more than a few dollars for a dish of chocolate ice cream), but willingness to pay says nothing about the legiti​macy or validity of that want. Beliefs, on the other hand, are subject to rational evaluation. They are objective in the sense that reasons are summoned to support them. Beliefs can be true or false. It would be a serious mistake (a "category mistake" in Sagoff's terms) to judge the validity of a belief by a person's willing​ness to pay for it. Putting a price on beliefs misunderstands seriously the nature of belief. Sagoff reminds us that when environmentalists argue that we ought to pre​serve a national forest for its aesthetic or symbolic meaning, they are not merely expressing a personal want. They are stating a conviction about a pub​lic good that should be accepted or rejected by others on the basis of reasons, not on the basis of who is most willing to pay for it. Because economics has no way to factor them into its analysis, beliefs and convictions are either ignored or treated as if they were mere wants. Essentially, O'Toole's marketization solution to environmental problems does exactly this. Remember that O'Toole's goal is to provide all the wilder​ness and the like that the American people "want." But he equates this goal with what the American people, in their roles as timber users, hikers, hunters, and so forth, are willing to pay. If recreational users are unwilling to pay a user fee that is economically competitive with the fees paid by the timber industry, by definition they must not want recreation as much as timber users want the lumber. Returning to the discussions at the beginning of this chap​ter, if preservationists in the Sierra Club were not willing to pay as much for Mineral King Valley as Walt Disney Enterprises, they must not want the wilderness area as much as skiers want a new ski resort. Likewise, if a com​munity is unwilling to spend any more tax money to reduce air and water pollution, its residents must not want cleaner air and water as much as they want lower taxes or other public projects. This tendency to reduce all beliefs and values to wants and preferences also seriously distorts the nature of the human being. That distortion treats people at all times as consumers. People, at least insofar as the economist or policy​maker is concerned, are simply the locations of a given collection of wants. People care only about satisfying their personal wants, and the role of the economist is to determine how to maximally attain this end. 
Our Ethic First

Ethics comes before knowledge—Their advantages are sandcastles built upon a foundation of anthropocentric valuation—Accurate knowledge STARTS with willigness to risk responding to mysterious ecologies demanding your ethical concern.

Anthony Weston, Professor of Philosophy at Elon University, 2009
[The Incompleat Eco-Philosopher p. 9-11]

If theworld is a collection of more or less ﬁxed facts to which we  must respond, then the task of ethics is to systematize and unify our  responses. This is the expected view, once again so taken for granted  as to scarcely even appear as a “view” at all. Epistemology is prior to  ethics. Responding to the world follows upon knowing it—and what  could be more sensible or responsible than that? If the world is not  “given,” though—if the world is what it seems to be in part because  we have made it that way, as I have been suggesting, and if therefore  the process of inviting its further possibilities into the light is funda-  mental to ethics itself—then our very knowledge of the world, of the  possibilities of other animals and the land and even ourselves in relation  to them, follows upon “invitation,” and ethics must come ﬁ rst. Ethics  is prior to epistemology—or, as Cheney and I do not say in the paper  but probably should have said, what really emerges is another kind of  epistemology—“etiquette,” in our speciﬁ c sense, as epistemology.  But then of course we are also speaking of something sharply  different from “ethics” as usually understood. We are asked not for a  set of well-defended general moral commitments in advance, but rather  for something more visceral and instinctual, a mode of comportment more than a mode of commitment, more ﬂeshy and more vulnerable.  Etiquette so understood requires us to take risks, to offer trust before  we know whether or how the offer will be received, and to move with  awareness, civility, and grace in a world we understand to be capable  of response. Thus Cheney and I conclude that ethical action itself must be “ﬁ rst and foremost an attempt to open up possibilities, to enrich  the world” rather than primarily an attempt to respond to the world  as already known.  Cheney, true to his nature, also takes the argument on a more  strenuous path, exploring indigenous views of ceremony and ritual.  Once again the question of epistemology turns out to be central.  Euro-Americans, Cheney says, want to know what beliefs are encoded  in the utterances of indigenous peoples. We treat their utterances as  propositional representations of Indigenous worlds. But what if these  utterances function, instead, primarily to produce these worlds? Cheney  cites the indigenous scholar Sam Gill on the fundamentally performa-  tive function of language. When Gill asks Navajo elders what prayers  mean, he reports, they tell him “not what messages prayers carry, but  what prayers do.” More generally, Gill asserts that “the importance of  religion as it is practiced by the great body of religious persons for  whom religion is a way of life [is] a way of creating, discovering, and  communicating worlds of meaning largely through ordinary and com-  mon actions and behavior.”11  What then, Cheney and I ask, if this performative dimension of language is fundamental not just in indigenous or obviously religious   settings, but generally? How we speak, how we move, how we carry  on, all the time, also literally brings all sorts of worlds into being—and  thus, again, the ethical challenge put mindful speech, care, and respect  ﬁ rst. Indeed we would now go even further. Here it is not so much  that epistemology comes ﬁ rst but that, in truth, it simply fades away.  The argument is not the usual suggestion that the West has misunder-  stood the world, got it wrong, and that we now need to “go back” to  the Indians to get it right. Cheney is arguing that understanding the  world is not really the point in the ﬁ rst place. We are not playing a  truth game at all. What matters is how we relate to things, not what  things are in themselves. Front, center, and always, the world responds.  The great task is not knowledge but relationship.

Framework

Debate key

The 1ac failure to attend to our relationship as debaters, judges and coaches beyond the human sphere makes them a part of an educational practice that sustains anthropocentric ordering of world despite the “empowerment” offered by the affirmative

Bell and Russell 2K (Anne C. by graduate students in the Faculty of Environmental Studies, York University and Constance L. a graduate student at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of Toronto, Beyond Human, Beyond Words: Anthropocentrism, Critical Pedagogy, and the Poststructuralist Turn, http://www.csse-scee.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE25-3/CJE25-3-bell.pdf)//RSW

So far, however, such queries in critical pedagogy have been limited by their neglect of the ecological contexts of which students are a part and of relationships extending beyond the human sphere. The gravity of this oversight is brought sharply into focus by writers interested in environ-mental thought, particularly in the cultural and historical dimensions of the environmental crisis. For example, Nelson (1993) contends that our inability to acknowledge our human embeddedness in nature results in our failure to understand what sustains us. We become inattentive to our very real dependence on others and to the ways our actions affect them. Educators, therefore, would do well to draw on the literature of environ-mental thought in order to come to grips with the misguided sense of independence, premised on freedom from nature, that informs such no-tions as “empowerment.” Further, calls for educational practices situated in the life-worlds of students go hand in hand with critiques of disembodied approaches to education. In both cases, critical pedagogy challenges the liberal notion of education whose sole aim is the development of the individual, rational mind (Giroux, 1991, p. 24; McKenna, 1991, p. 121; Shapiro, 1994). Theorists draw attention to the importance of nonverbal discourse (e.g., Lewis & Simon, 1986, p. 465) and to the somatic character of learning (e.g., Shapiro, 1994, p. 67), both overshadowed by the intellectual authority long granted to rationality and science (Giroux, 1995; Peters, 1995; S. Taylor, 1991). Describing an “emerging discourse of the body” that looks at how bodies are represented and inserted into the social order, S. Taylor (1991) cites as examples the work of Peter McLaren, Michelle Fine, and Philip Corrigan. A complementary vein of enquiry is being pursued by environmental researchers and educators critical of the privileging of science and abstract thinking in education. They understand learning to be mediated not only through our minds but also through our bodies. Seeking to acknowledge and create space for sensual, emotional, tacit, and communal knowledge, they advocate approaches to education grounded in, for example, nature experience and environmental practice (Bell, 1997; Brody, 1997; Weston, 1996). Thus, whereas both critical pedagogy and environmental education offer a critique of disembodied thought, one draws attention to the ways in which the body is situated in culture (Shapiro, 1994) and to “the social construction of bodies as they are constituted within discourses of race, class, gender, age and other forms of oppression” (S. Taylor, 1991, p. 61). The other emphasizes and celebrates our embodied relatedness to the more-than-human world and to the myriad life forms of which it is comprised (Payne, 1997; Russell & Bell, 1996). Given their different foci, each stream of enquiry stands to be enriched by a sharing of insights. Finally, with regard to the poststructuralist turn in educational theory, ongoing investigations stand to greatly enhance a revisioning of environ-mental education. A growing number of environmental educators question the empirical-analytical tradition and its focus on technical and behavioural aspects of curriculum (A. Gough, 1997; Robottom, 1991). Advocating more interpretive, critical approaches, these educators contest the discursive frameworks (e.g., positivism, empiricism, rationalism) that mask the values, beliefs, and assumptions underlying information, and thus the cultural and political dimensions of the problems being considered (A. Gough, 1997; Huckle, 1999; Lousley, 1999). Teaching about ecological processes and environmental hazards in a supposedly objective and rational manner is understood to belie the fact that knowledge is socially constructed and therefore partial (A. Gough, 1997; Robertson, 1994; Robottom, 1991; Stevenson, 1993). N. Gough (1999) explicitly goes beyond critical approaches to advocate poststructuralist positions in environmental education. He asks science and environmental educators to adopt skepticism towards metanarratives, an attitude that characterizes poststructuralist discourses. Working from the assumption that science and environmental education are story-telling practices, he suggests that the adequacy of narrative strategies be examined in terms of how they represent and render problematic “human trans-actions with the phenomenal world” (N. Gough, 1993, p. 607). Narrative strategies, he asserts, should not create an illusion of neutrality, objectivity, and anonymity, but rather draw attention to our kinship with nature and to “the personal participation of the knower in all acts of understanding” (N. Gough, 1993, p. 621). We contend, of course, that Gough’s proposal should extend beyond the work of science and environmental educators. The societal narratives that legitimize the domination of nature, like those that underlie racism, sexism, classism, heterosexism, and so on, merit everyone’s concern. And since the ecological crisis threatens especially those most marginalized and vulnerable (Running-Grass, 1996; D. Taylor, 1996), proponents of critical pedagogy in particular need to come to terms with the humancentred frameworks that structure their endeavours. No doubt poststructuralist theory will be indispensable in this regard. Nevertheless, anthropocentric assumptions about language, meaning, and agency will need to be revisited. In the meantime, perhaps we can ponder the spontaneous creativity of spiders and the life-worlds of woodticks. Such wondrous possibilities should cause even the most committed of humanists to pause for a moment at least.

Impact turn

The 1AC offers a disposition, a frame of mind, a way of feeling. If fiat is education, we call recess!! Make a sharp left turn from the familiar language game of policy debate. 

 Andrew Stables, Reader in Education at University of Bath, 2002
[Trumpeter 18.1]

Wordsworth is here describing a mood, but one to treasure, and from which he derives (as he makes clear in many other poems) significant personal and ethical guidance. When moods become habitual, as seems certainly to have been the case with Wordsworth, they also tend to become dispositions. I would argue, then, that education for sustainability should, in part, be concerned with enabling the kinds of experience that promote the kind of mood Wordsworth describes. This is, of course, by no means easy; after all, Wordsworth ascribed his own love of nature to an often solitary rural childhood coupled with a naturally sensitive disposition. I shall return to the challenges for educators in providing appropriate experiences below. If a frame of mind is more than just a mood, then the term must referto some more enduring organizational structure for thinking and feeling. Framing, thus understood, has many, vaguely related connotations in various literatures, but all of them seem to relate to categorizations and definitions determined, to some degree, by human agency. Thus, when I think of Frames, I am reminded of the Kantian definition of the Category, of Wittgensteinian “language games,” of Erving Goffman’s “Frame Analysis,” and, more broadly, of genres, disciplines, ways of thinking, even communities of practice; also, of course, of art, photography, and film. Dispositions relate to tendencies torespond in certain ways within these frames, or to utilise certain frames rather than others, depending on the definition used. Regarding educational processes, I am reminded of Bernstein’s distinction between Weak and Strong Framing and Classification, and the need for teachers to frame things more strongly for children from certain backgrounds than for others. Of course, “determined by human agency” does not imply conscious control. Paul Guyer1 defines Kant’s Categories broadly as “those general concepts by means of which our intuitions are converted into representations of objects or judgments.” Although our intuitions, thus conceived, relate to an absolute reality, bound by time and space, the Categories function prior to our conscious judgments despite being essentially human constructs (and common to all humanity, according to Kant—though not to all sentient life). What Kant does not give much consideration to is the degree of possible variation in how judgments can be made. Put simply, how much might the same frame of mind allow for different arguments and approaches? A belief in cause and effect, for instance, can be enacted very differently in positivist and post-positivist research paradigms in the social sciences. Some of this is also true in a sense of the Wittgensteinian language game:2 truths are constructed from within language games, even though there is no good reason to suppose that the games/frames exist anywhere other than in the human psyche. Millennial global politics, as recent events have all too starkly reminded us, bear witness to the huge differences between perspectives and dispositions at the cultural and religious levels. We may all operate within the same Kantian Categories—even the same Wittgensteinian language games—but the worldviews we construct can still be radically different. Even within the Christian community (to take a currently relatively uncontroversial example) there are stark differences between liberals who interpret the Bibleaccording to cultural context, evangelicals, who interpret the contemporary context according to the Bible, and fundamentalists, who use the Bible to keep their distance from the modern world as entirely as possible. Looked at this way, language games can certainly be played very differently, and we do not necessarily need a new frame of mind. Goffman’s social-psychological account construes frames as indeed dependent on social and cultural change.3 He sees frames as something like spectacles, or the selective focusing of a camera lens. To see life through rose-coloured spectacles implies the adoption of particular—in this case, overoptimistic—assumptions about spatial and temporal context. Goffman’s frames enable us to read events as appropriate or otherwise within their contexts (and to Goffman, context is all important), thus allowing us, for example, to be unsurprised when a naked person enters the room and sits before us in a life-drawing class, though less composed in the unlikely event that this should happen under other everyday circumstances. (My example, not Goffman’s.) Goffman’s frames are thus heavily culturally determined. Goffman also differs from Kant, and perhaps from Wittgenstein, in his view of the relative teachability of frames. In his discussion of “breaking frames” through bursting into laughter, Goffman refers to the sense of absurdity that recalcitrant youths often feel when their elders and betters ask them to undertake role plays designed to teach them life skills. A simple example arises from the experience of many of us who have been involved in the upbringing of children: it seems ridiculous to say “please” and “thank you” if you have not been taught to do so habitually. Goffman’s frames, therefore, seem less fundamental than Kant’s Categories, or Wittgenstein’s language games; nevertheless, this does not imply that new frames are created at will. However, Goffman’s analysis does seem to leave the educator with some room for manoeuvre, at least with respect to prioritization. Basil Bernstein4 has perhaps done most to highlight the pedagogical importance of framing, pointing out that schooling at the end of the twentieth century, at least in Britain and countries like it, tended to reproduce the cultural norms and practices of the socially privileged, with well-meaning liberal teachers misguidedly tending to use weak framing and classification in classrooms, whether or not their studentsshared their preconceptions about how to “play the game” of schooling. Bernstein’s account, taken all in all, is essentially sociological and structural, and more deterministic than Goffman’s, with cultural practices divided along social class lines in relation to Codes that embody both work and domestic practices and are expressed via language and schooling. Thus, for a variety of reasons, working-class children tend to grow up in homes where questions are not invited and feelings are little articulated, where lines of authority are rigid and hierarchical, and where rules are hard and fast, and are made explicit (i.e. strongly framed), whereas the children of the professional classes, particularly in the Post-Fordist West, are invited to enter debate and open exploration of feelings, rules, and opinions, so are more at ease in weakly framed situations (such as when a teacher simply tells pupils to “find out about” something). Bernstein’s key insight in the context of the present debate is that children experience educational events differently according to their backgrounds and prior experiences—and teachers should take this into account. To misquote Tony Blair on schools in England and Wales, in word if not in spirit: “One sizeshould not fit all.” This serves as a reminder to environmental educators, for example, that the same experience will not always be interpreted in the same way or produce the same result; the teacher’s frames will not always match those of the taught. Taken together, what do these formulations imply about frames of mind? Perhaps: (i) they organize, and/or determine and constrain thinking. We see the world from within them, not outside them; (ii) yet we do have some metacognitive, aesthetic, or deconstructive capacity to recognize frames, if not from the outside, at least from other frames. Also, our frames can be at least shaken by experience (cf. Kant’s views on the Sublime in the Critique of Judgment). Also, either frames change, or our uses of them or operations within them change; (iii)what we cannot do is ever fully articulate the relationship of our frames to the material conditions prior to their development. My ways of seeing the world, which cannot be entirely separate from yours (as Wittgenstein argued at some length in the section ofPhilosophical Investigations devoted to the impossibility of a private language), nevertheless retain an essentially arbitrary relationship to biophysical reality, in the sense that we cannot understand the degree to which our cultural options are constrained by material reality any more than we can understand why a dog is called a dog or a hund or achien. This is true even of Kant’s use of the Category. (An interesting corollary of this is that if intelligent life has developed on other planets, there seems little reason to believe that we should be able to communicate with it, as there is no compelling argument that the same material conditions would produce identical frames of mind, let alone identical strategic and tactical judgments within them. Even if material reality can be explained mathematically, there is no reason to suppose that mathematical languages would be replicated. Contexts for action never completely replicate.) I would argue that we tend to see sustainability in terms of the basic Category of cause and effect: modern industrial practices have been the cause; environmental and social degradation are the result; sustainability is the answer. To put it differently, sustainability as a regulative ideal is a product of the dialogue that produced the current sense of environmental and ecological crisis. Given a broad acceptance of this, however, sustainability dialogue is riddled with assumptions that do not really add up. Harré, Brockmeier, and Muhlhausler5 have shown clearly in Greenspeak, for example, how environmentalist rhetoric has cleverly combined palaeontological, cultural, and personal timeframesto create a sense of imminent disaster. Given these paradoxes, and conflicting views about both frames of mind and sustainability, where might we look to develop new orientations to action, whether or not these amount to frames of mind according to the various definitions above? These possibilities occur: (i) in the postmodern science advocated by Aran Gare and others,6 influenced by Jean-Francois Lyotard’s rejection of scientific progress as anything more, or less, than a narrative, and not one that can override all others,7 or (ii) in some kind of spiritual, deep ecological movement, involving perhaps a revival of Hegelian idealism, thoroughgoing Romanticism, or religious, mystical and quasi-mystical discourses and practices of transcendence and renunciation. Certain features could be said to be common to each of these, differentiating each from the mainstream of Western modernist thought: a sense of interrelationship; a love of the intangible Other; a delight in the unknown and the unknowable (yet perceivable, under the right circumstances); a belief that the whole is greater than the part will ever apprehend (including the human reason part), so an acceptance of both our power to be at one with nature and the healthy limitation of our powers; and a belief that there may be no ultimate technological answer, including no ultimate recipe for sustainability. I have argued elsewhere that scientific and critical realist readings of the environmental crisis tend to lack one or more of these crucial ingredients.8 The modernist obsession with control over both nature and society, though it has brought us many benefits, has, for example, tended to blind us to the fact that many of our most fulfilling experiences are encounters with the non-human, often when we are alone. A few weeks ago, I sat on a stile in a Wiltshire field and watched a fox as it approached me, stopped and looked at me while I looked at it, and we mutually failed to understand each other. A little later, I spent even longer observing gorillas in a zoo. (The very existence of zoos raises questions about environmental learning, of course.) We remember such things, I would suggest, because they disrupt, or make us question, or make us somehow aware of, our frames and remind us that there is always life beyond the narrow limits of our reason: life to which we are related in some way, though we cannot understand it. We are reminded, as Shakespeare wrote, that there is more in heaven and earth than are dreamt of in our philosophies. Some experiences can rattle our frames. So a sustainable world may be one that continues to contain more than we can understand. To bring about sustainability, thus defined, we have to leave open the possibilities for surprise and wonder by reminding ourselves that the real riches of living lie inthe world beyond that which we control. Life can be perfect (cf. Kant’s idea of the Beautiful) and awe-inspiring (the Sublime). Whether we can actually guarantee keeping a balance in what we cannot understand or control is a moot question, though we can certainly try to keep a balance within ourselves. How can we pursue knowledge in pursuit of the unknowable? Only, I would suggest (and this makes no pretence at an original answer), by acknowledging some force, a mind, greater than our own, individually, collectively, or historically. While scientific modernity, encouraged perhaps by Kant, may tend to see people as moral agents within a mechanical universe, perhaps a healthy reversal is due. We might rather conceive of much of ourselves, much of the time, as mechanical agents within a mysteriously purposeful universe: little technicians who have often lost sight of our significant insignificance in the greater scheme of things that will always, in its entirety, remain closed to us. Thus understood, we are trapped within frames of mind, or patterns of judgment, dictated by a rather reductionist rationalism and impoverished empiricism, but by opening ourselves up to new experience we can reawaken our sense of wonder and of place, if not ever fully know what we’re here for, or guarantee our sustainability. The path through the maize field to the stile where I saw the fox is there for all to follow; like all footpaths, it was once the obvious way from A to B. Now there is no point in following it unless you have a dog to walk, or you want to experience that sense of something more or different that comes from following the way less travelled. Both were true in my case. Although it was only a field, and therefore, a pretty strongly humanly controlled environment, it was redolent of the mystery of growth and decay that, presumably, we all wish to sustain; I went there to be reminded of more than I had in my mind, and was not disappointed. And what of the pedagogical implications? On the one hand, our students need to understand our ways of doing things as modernist technophiles as much as ever. To function in the modern world requires an education in its ways, and formal education, via schooling, is inevitably largely a conservative process of induction into a culture and its frames. Although frames, as cultural constructs, might change over time, we cannot fully control this process: we cannot simply replace our ways of knowing or our ways of getting to know, either with some new sustainable model, or some pick-and-mix from the more attractive offerings of premodern cultures. The challenge, therefore, becomes to encourage more than what we have been doing, not to pretend to do without it. And where can this added value (for this is real added value) come from? While religious experience has been cited, it is important not to suppose that religious education generally provides this. Often, religious education is received by students as yet another package of facts, and not a very useful one at that. In such cases our teaching is not misguided but is insufficient, not amounting to enough, in many cases, to enrich personal existence through exposing students to their limits and to the mysteries of the world beyond them, even where that may be its espoused intention. However, we are far from incapable of such experience, even in the urban context. Fiction and poetrycan do this, as can music and the other arts; contact with animals can do it (particularly, but not solely, in their natural habitats); as can some experiences at the edge of safety and security, including the kind of outdoor pursuit that has become increasingly rare in British schools in an increasingly regulated and litigious climate; sometimes, even science and languages and history in the classroom can do it, perhaps most often for those students rendered susceptible to their mysteries through influences beyond the school. Certain kinds of sense-making are both exploratory and enriching, and resist easy closure. In conclusion, therefore, education for sustainability as a frame of mind, or towards sustainability as a condition of the planet, might take the view that it remains important to learn languages and sciences and history—but that these should be learnt as much as possible as adventures towards encounters with the unknown, and that students might have some other adventures, too, whether in or out of school, so that, even in education, the experience can exceed the expectations, whether or not the frames are changed (because the latter depends on how we conceive of frames of mind). Let the educational quest always be for the unknowable. How else can coming generations learn to live in awe of life? The twentieth century has been characterised as the century of the attempted extermination of the Other by the exploitation of frighteningly powerful technologies, and we continue to suffer the aftershocks. Alain Finkielkraut,8 for example, cites both Stalinism and Nazism as the excessesof a coldly instrumental rationality that demonized difference in the pursuit (quite sincere, in their own terms) of Utopia. It would, I fear, be quite possible to demonize difference in pursuit of a sustainable society, based on principles of scientific ecology. Perhaps almost as uncomfortably, Finkielkraut sees the Millennial postmodern condition as also retreating from encounters with the Other, but this time through a failure to respect any ties, ideologies, traditions, or arguments, so that all human living on Earth is conducted from the superficial perspective of the tourist. Recent events have reminded us just how paper-thin the veneer of mutual tolerance can be. Finkielkraut concludes In The Name of Humanity by quoting Hannah Arendt, who considered resentment the natural, and understandable, condition of post-Holocaust humanity, and gratitude as its only feasible alternative. What price an education that makes us grateful for life on Earth? 
Ballot Framing

We control uniqueness— Humans will inevitably go extinct, and  the only way to give your ballot meaning is through a moment of ETHICAL CLARITY—Respond with joy to the creativity and cruelty of a world that will continue long after the human ape has gone extinct.

Gilkinson 1998

Andrew Glikson, Earth and paleo-climate scientist, Australian National University, 1998[10/19/08 http://thomaspainescorner.wordpress.com/2008/10/19/planet-eaters-chain-reactions-black-holes-climate-change-and-existentialist-philosophy/#more-1105]

Possessed by a conscious fear of death, craving God-like immortality and omniscience, Homo developed the absurd faculty to simultaneously create and destroy, culminating with the demise of the atmospheric conditions that allowed its flourishing in the first place. The biological root factors which underlie the transformation of tribal warriors into button-pushing automatons capable of triggering global warming or a nuclear winter remain inexplicable. Inherent in the enigma are little-understood top-to-base mechanisms, explored among others by George Ellis, who states: “although the laws of physics explain much of the world around us, we still do not have a realistic description of causality in truly complex hierarchical structures.” (“Physics, complexity and causality”, Nature, 435: 743, June 2005): Sixty-five million years ago, huge asteroids hit the Earth, extinguishing the dinosaurs and vacating habitats for the flourishing of mammals. Fifty-five million years ago, in the wake of a rise of atmospheric CO2 to levels near-1000 parts per million, the monkeys made appearance. Thirty-four million years ago, weathering of the rising Himalayan and Alpine ranges sequestered CO2, Earth began to cool, ice sheets formed and conditions on land became suitable for large, warm blooded mammals. Three million years ago, in the mid-Pliocene, when temperatures rose by 2- 3o C and sea levels by 25+/-12 metres, accentuation of climate oscillations were followed by the appearance of Homo erectus. The mastering of fire and, later, stabilization of the climate between about 10,000 and 8,000 years ago, saw the Neolithic and urban civilization take hold. Processes during this period, termed the Anthropocoene (cf. Steffen, Crutzen and McNeill, Ambio, 36, 614-621, 2007), led to deforestation and the demise of an estimated twenty thousand to two million species during the 20th century, ever increasing carbon pollution, acidification of the hydrosphere and radioactive contamination. Acting as the lungs of the biosphere, the Earth’s atmosphere developed an oxygen-rich carbon-constrained composition over hundreds of millions of years, allowing emergence of breathing animals. Planetcide results from the anthropogenic release into the atmosphere to date of more than 300 Gigatons of carbon (GtC), the product of ancient biospheres stored by plants and animals, threatening to return Earth to conditions which preceded the emergence of large mammals on land. Planetcide emerged from around pre-historic camp fires, from deep recesses of the mind, the imagination of individuals trying to survive adversity. Atavistic fear of death leads to a yearning for god-like immortality. Once the Holocene climate stabilized and excess food was produced, fear and its counterpart, aggression, grew out of control, generating pyramids dedicated to the idea of infinite immorality and sweeping murderous orgies, called “war”,designed to conquer death and appease the Gods.  War is a synonym for ritual sacrifice of the young. From infanticide by rival warlord baboons to the butchering of young children on  Aztec altars to the generational sacrifice of WWI, youths follow leaders blindly to the death, women condemn defeated gladiators, fundamental priests promote ignorance, misery and crusades, breeding grounds for believers. Hijacking the image of Christ, a messenger of justice and peace, they promote a self-fulfilling Armageddon: “Hallelujah the rupture is coming,” while other see their future on space ships and barren planets. With estimated profitable carbon reserves in excess of 5000 GtC, further emissions could take the atmosphere out of the ice ages back to Mesozoic-like greenhouse conditions, a state during which large parts of the continents were inundated by the sea. Most likely to survive would be the grasses, insects and birds, descendants of the fated dinosaurs. A new evolutionary cycle would commence. Homo sapiens will survive. Their endurance through the extreme climate upheavals of the glacial-interglacial periods has equipped humans to withstand the most challenging conditions. The Sixth mass extinction does not rise exclusively from global warming, and can be brought about, separately or in combination, by design or accident, through the probability of a global nuclear cataclysm. As time goes on, a possibility becomes a probability becomes a certainty, an increasingly likely prospect on a warming planet burdened by resource wars. Following trials on the inhabitants of two Japanese cities, with time, the Damocles sword of MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) strategy can only fall. The hapless inhabitants of planet Earth are given no choicebetween progressive global warming and the coup-de-grace of a nuclear winter. Further experiments with the fate of Earth are underway. Once the Hadron Collider has been deemed “safe,” pending further science fiction-like experiments yet to be dreamt by ethics-free scientists, Earth may not become a black hole. Unfortunately little doubt exists regarding the consequences of the continuing use of the atmosphere, the lungs of the biosphere, as open sewer for carbon gases. As stated by the renown oceanographer Wallace Broecker in 1986, “The inhabitants of planet Earth are quietly conducting a gigantic experiment. We play Russian roulette with climate and no one knows what lies in the active chamber of the gun.” If the Nazi’s constructed gas chambers for millions of victims, ongoing climate change threatens to turn the entire Planet into an open oven on the strength of a Faustian Bargain. From the Romans to the third Reich, the barbarism of empires surpasses that of small marauding tribes. In the name of “freedom,” they never cease to bomb peasant populations in their small fields. Only among the wretched of the Earth is true charity common, where empathy is learnt through their own suffering. Planetcide challenges every faith, ideal and social system humans ever held. Individuals are crushed, as in H. G. Wells War of the Worlds, when cells rebelling against the insanity of a murderous global Martian society are destroyed by the parent organism. Planetcide is a child of Orwellian “Newspeak”, where modern societies, underpinned by subterranean drug rings, weapon smuggling networks and intelligence agencies, poison their young’s minds with commercial and political lies, a propaganda machine Joseph Goebbles would envy. Nature is full of examples of parasites, viruses destroying their host, sea anemones seducing their prey, but Homo sapiens has perfected untruths to a form of fine art. Defying the scientific method and the peer review system, so-called “sceptics”, lured by ego and money, serve as mouthpieces of air-poisoning lobbies, which have already delayed humanity’s desperate attempt at mitigating the fast deteriorating state of the atmosphere by more than twenty years.  Having lost the sense of reverence possessed toward the Earth by prehistoric humans, there is no evidence that civilization is about to adopt Carl Sagan’s sentiment: “For we are the local embodiment of a Cosmos grown to self-awareness. We have begun to contemplate our origins: star stuff pondering the stars: organized assemblages of ten billion billion billion atoms considering the evolution of atoms; tracing the long journey by which, here at least, consciousness arose. Our loyalties are to the species and the planet. We speak for the Earth. Our obligation to survive is owed not just to ourselves but also to that Cosmos, ancient and vast, from which we spring.” (Carl Sagan, Cosmos, 1980) Humans live in a realm of perceptions, dreams, myths and legends, in denial of critical facts (Janus: A summing up, Arthur Koestler, 1978). They wake up for a brief moment from an infinite universal slumber to witness a world as cruel as it is beautiful, a biosphere dominated by the food chain. An inverse relation may exist between the level of consciousness achieved by a species and its longevity, once it creates machines and processes that it can not control. If looking into the sun may result in blindness, so, according to as yet little-understood laws of entropy, the deep insights into nature that humans have achieved may bear a terrible price. Existentialist philosophy allows a perspective into, and a way of coping with, all that defies rational contemplation. Ethical and cultural assumptions of free will rarely govern the behavior of societies or nations, let alone an entire species. And although the planet may not shed a tear for the demise of technological civilization, hope, on the individual scale, is still possible in the sense of existentialist philosophy. Going through their black night of the soul, members of the species may be rewarded by the emergence of a conscious dignity devoid of illusions, grateful for the glimpse at the universe for which humans are privileged by the fleeting moment: “Having pushed a boulder up the mountain all day, turning toward the setting sun, we must consider Sisyphus happy.” (Albert Camus, The Myth of Sisyphus, 1942) 
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Alt=Prereq

Alt is a prerequisite to the aff- all forms of exclusion are patterned off the human/non-human divide- de-normalizing the anthropocentric order is critical to challenging the endless war on difference

Kochi, 2K9 (Tarik, Sussex law school, Species war: Law, Violence and Animals, Law Culture and Humanities Oct 5.3)//RSW

This reflection need not be seen as carried out by every individual on a daily basis but rather as that which is drawn upon from time to time within public life as humans inter-subjectively coordinate their actions in accordance with particular enunciated ends and plan for the future. 21 In this respect, the violence and killing of species war is not simply a question of survival or bare life, instead, it is bound up with a consideration of the good. For most modern humans in the West the “good life” involves the daily killing of animals for dietary need and for pleasure. At the heart of the question of species war, and all war for that matter, resides a question about the legitimacy of violence linked to a philosophy of value. 22 The question of war-law sits within a wider history of decision making about the relative values of different forms of life. “Legitimate” violence is under-laid by cultural, religious, moral, political and philosophical conceptions about the relative values of forms of life. Playing out through history are distinctions and hierarchies of life-value that are extensions of the original human-animal distinction. Distinctions that can be thought to follow from the human-animal distinction are those, for example, drawn between: Hellenes and barbarians; Europeans and Orientals; whites and blacks; the “civilized” and the “uncivilized”; Nazis and Jews; Israeli’s and Arabs; colonizers and the colonized. Historically these practices and regimes of violence have been culturally, politically and legally normal-ized in a manner that replicates the normalization of the violence carried out against non-human animals. Unpacking, criticizing and challenging the forms of violence, which in different historical moments appear as “normal,” is one of the ongoing tasks of any critic who is concerned with the question of what war does to law and of what law does to war? The critic of war is thus a critic of war’s norm-alization.

Answers

A2: Perm

Fiating the plan means adopting a frame of mind. Rejection of anthropocentrism is a distinction WITH A DIFFERENCE. We impact turn objectivity, sustainability, and balance.  Attune your ballot to the world’s wonder, even the strange ecologies threatening life as you know it. 

Bonnett 02 (Michael, lecturer at University of Cambridge, [The Trumpeter 18.1])//RSW

So, why recommend the move from policy to frame of mind? There are two main reasons. The first has been well rehearsed elsewhere,2 and refers to arguments that demonstrate that despite its broad appeal (indeed, in many ways because of it) the notion of sustainable development as a policy is highly problematic, being heavily contested and subject to internal contradictions and severe epistemological difficulties. The second reason is more positive. At the heart of any notion of education for sustainable development must lie a certain frame of mind involving some idea of a right relationship with nature, since without this a severely impoverished notion of human utility would become the criterion of sustainability. Focusing on this “nature-orientated” frame of mind offers the possibility of both contributing to the clarification of sustainable development as an idea, and of identifying something which is of great educational importance in its own right, for in many ways our underlying relationship with nature defines both ourselves and our relationship with the world as a whole.3 What, then, are the key features of sustainability as a frame of mind? The following seem central. It involves a genuine (poetic) receptive-responsive openness to, and concern for, nature conceived in its most general sense as the non-human, self-originary aspects of the world. Of course, nature can be conceived in numerous ways—such as “the great order of things” (whether it be conceived in biophysical or spiritual terms), as wilderness, as that which is innate, as that which is wholesome (natural), and so forth—but it seems to me that informing our paradigmatic senses of nature is the notion of that which is other in the sense of being experienced as somehow self-arising. In this sense nature is construed less as an objective realm than as a dimension of human awareness—understood as independent of the human will, but not necessarily unaffected by it.4 For example, in the case of our own bodies—which clearly can be affected by our choices and actions—we maintain our health by working with powers of which we are not the author and that are beyond our ability to transform. There is a nature, an integrity, recognized as external to our will with which we have to find a harmony. It is neither purely anthropocentric nor bio-centric in essence. Recognizing that the non-human (as well as the human) only shows up in the context of human concerns and practices, nature is thus human-related but neither human-authored nor at human disposal. This places humankind authentically as neither the lord of beings nor as something simply to be subsumed to some greater ecological whole, but as the occasioner of things and thus bearing certain responsibilities towards them which also constitute an element of our own good. Though it cannot matter in the slightest to biophysical nature whether humankind survives—some equilibrium will always be established, with or without us—nature only has significance in that space which is human consciousness, or its equivalent. Thus, there is an important sense in which sustainability as a frame of mind is not a bolt-on option but an integral element of authentic human awareness. Though now fairly systematically overridden, it is internal to the very event of being conscious at the human level. For example, it is rooted in the notion of truth and its centrality to human being. Truth—as our awareness of things disclosing themselves and our sense of the fittingness of the language which both facilitates and expresses this (le mot juste)—lies at the heart of human consciousness. In constituting a celebration of what is, relatively unsubverted by external instrumental motives, the pure sustaining nature of consciousness in this mode is also the essence of sustainability as a concern to let things be (as they are in themselves, including their cultural dimensions)—truly to safeguard, to preserve, to conserve. Clearly, this is quite a different sense of sustainability to that which seeks to sustain in order to have ready to hand a resource that may be required for some further development (such as economic growth). Its development will require, above all, a radical re-evaluation and re-positioning of the calculative motives and understandings that dominate modern Western consciousness and society. That is to say that it will require the development of (and partly a retrieval of) a different metaphysics. Otherwise we risk the likelihood of preoccupying pupils with symptoms masquerading as causes. (For example, measuring pollutant levels and devising scientific remedies rather than addressing the underlying motives and conceptions embedded in social practices which give rise to pollution.) Only a thorough—if gradual—disruption of currently prevalent motives can clear a space for a more poetic re-appropriation of nature and of ourselves. Now if such an account is to serve as a basis for thinking about how to develop sustainability as a frame of mind, certain elements in it require further elaboration and refinement. First, poetic should not be equated with passive. We appropriate nature and ourselves not only through abstract reflection and aesthetic contemplation, but in our making and in the intimate details of our sundry daily transactions with our environment. Some aspects of this point will be developed below in a discussion of the notion of attentiveness, but it also means that while the impact of particular—in a sense, elevated—experiences may be seminal, poetic response is also constituted by day-to-day practices and action strategies which implicitly reflect the desire to disclose, conserve, and safeguard things, to respect the intuitions provided by sensuous contact, and to properly acknowledge natural rhythms and processes. Second, this account takes issue with the notion of seeking a frame of mind that will bring about sustainability, on the grounds that such an approach makes the frame of mind subservient to some highly contentious further goal. Rather, it invites us to consider that sustainability can itself be conceived as a frame of mind—and one which is of the essence of human being and, therefore, of human well-being. Obviously, this opens it to the criticism that we do not know whether the frame of mind advocated would, in fact, bring about ecological sustainability. But the central point here is that if sustainability as a frame of mind is essential to human flourishing, its desirability is not ultimately dependent on whether it will lead to ecological sustainability. (Though given its fundamental motive to reveal and safeguard things in their own nature, it is difficult to think that it would not at least contribute to this.) Rather, its achievement, in some degree, is what gives point to the achievement of ecological sustainability and, as such, should define its character. Without it, sustained human life would be so impoverished as to be of little worth—either to itself or in its revealing of nature. Third, it seems to me that one of the issues that this account raises is the notion of an environmental ethic—its character, its justification, and its transmission in an educational context. For example, should we be seeking to articulate an ethic towards nature as a whole, which in some way either parallels or is an extension of, say, the ethic of respect for persons? On the view expressed in this paper, the character of any such environmental ethic would differ from traditional ethics because it would have a different metaphysical basis: it would deal with open, many-faceted, mysterious things rather than pre-defined, tightly categorized, thoroughly knowable objects; that is, it would work in, create, and sustain a world revealed in this way. In a number of ways, Freya Mathews expresses something of this in her emphasis on a self-realizing “ecocosm” as the ground of human existence,5 and so too, does Richard Smith (if I understand him rightly) with his focus on the idea of “attentiveness” in human perception.6 But, in my view, while both approaches are valuable for what they criticize, they suffer a certain weakness in what they assert: they make unsubstantiated assumptions about certain key values; that is, their accounts involve a tacit environmental ethic. Taking each in turn, and very briefly, Matthews’ notion of the “ecological self” which identifies with the rest of the cosmos as a system of nested, self-realizing entities, of which it is a product and by which it is sustained, advocates a strong, indeed, submersing, sense of interconnectedness with nature and feeling of eros towards it. This is claimed to be a logical extension of our natural self-love once we recognize “the involvement of wider wholes in our identity,”7 and thus we are held to flourish when we live in a way that affirms the eco-system in which we are nested and all others flourish. On my reading of Smith, he understandably wishes to avoid the mysticism involved in views such as this while retaining something of the essence of their attitude towards nature. He speaks of “attentiveness” as a mode of relating to things in which the demands of “the insistent, selfish ego” are put aside and in which we exercise patience and are determined to see things justly—qualities exhibited by the craftsman who has developed a feel for his material. In such attentiveness, according to Smith, the small contingent details of ordinary life and the natural world are properly respected—in a certain sense, loved. Such attunement with the world requires no mystical merging of mind with nature but involves acting in accordance with the internal goods of an activity, that which constitutes the genuine mutual flourishing of self and nature. Now it seems to me that there are valuable insights in both of these accounts, but that ultimately they succeed only if we subscribe to the unsubstantiated values that are implicit in them. In my view, in the first case we should not so subscribe, and in the second we should—when their origins are revealed. The problem with Matthews’ view is that despite the semblance of strong eco-centrism, ironically, it is only plausible on an anthropocentric base. The reason for this is simple: There is no state of the ecosystem that favours all its constituents. The flourishing of some involves the decline of others, and her argument can constrain us only to identify with those parts of the greater whole which we perceive to support us and not, for example, the malaria bacillus or the HIV virus. Smith’s more phenomenological view has the problem of showing why “attentiveness” should respond to some simpatico with nature rather than other “internal goods” of an activity, such as the sense of elegance of battery farming as a solution to the problem of efficient food production. What is needed here is, I believe, the kind of metaphysical underpinning that the view which started this paper attempts to provide, namely, a poetic apprehension in which that which is currently withdrawn is allowed to show itself, where the inchoate and the strange (as central elements of nature as the self-originary) are acknowledged and allowed to stand, and we participate in things in their many-sidedness and intrinsic mystery. This contrasts starkly with that attitude of mind in which everything is subjected to the quest for total (and therefore sightless) transparency through complete objective classification, such that things in their sheer presencing are constantly turned into mere instances of more general categories. Something of this might be put to us by, say, Van Gogh’s painting of the rush seat chair. Here we are invited to experience the chair not merely as an instance of something you sit on, or a chair of a certain sort as in a catalogue, but as this chair in its own immediacy, its unique and vibrant standing there, into which we may be drawn and in which we may participate. Parallel (and further) points could be made about his sunflowers, the cornfield, the trees outside Saint Remy Asylum, and others. The environmental ethic we seek must be one in which perception and action become apt to things themselves. An ethic not of rules but of receptive response, where discernment is given priority over definition. So how might sustainability as a frame of mind best be developed? Looking at the school curriculum as a whole, Stables and Scott have suggested that it would be a mistake to attempt to erect sustainability as an additional cross-discipline entity based on some implausible holistic conception of an appropriate frame of mind and its developmental needs.8 They prefer a more piecemeal, post-modern approach which eschews any such grand narrative in favour of developing sustainability within the perspectives that existing school disciplines have to offer. Given that we are not in a position to regenerate the education system (including teachers’ expertise and attitudes) from scratch, this would also seem to be far more realizable in practice. However, in the light of the points made above, the following two reservations arise. First, is not this within-discipline approach susceptible to an unhelpful conservatism? Does it take proper account of the danger of motives inherent in a discipline (including its own critical procedur es) which (remembering that many disciplines were rooted in a cultural milieu whose dominant aspiration was to conquer and exploit the natural world), may be covertly hostile to nature and therefore set up eco-problems in a way that conceals its own contribution to them. This will hardly be exposed by reflexive techniques within that discipline. The “primary agenda of the discipline” sometimes may need to be altered. Second, does not the within-discipline account trade on an ambiguity? Its plausibility as a realistic approach rests in playing to the established loyalties and strengths of practitioners within the disciplines, but “ examining the various ways in which each discipline construes, and has construed, the human-nature relationship”9 sounds to have more the character of a meta-disciplinary examination. This is likely to be just as unfamiliar and uncomfortable for subject-loyal teachers as an external education for sustainability framework. It is, of course, an interesting point as to how far a particular discipline may incorporate its own meta enquiry, but it is rarely a feature of disciplines as taught at school. To criticize a within-disciplinary approach in this way, however, is not to be committed to some holistic (in the sense of globalizing) alternative, as is perhaps sometimes assumed, with varying degrees of plausibility, by the idea of cross-curricular themes. (It also carries with it the danger of a certain eco-fascism.) It is true that many eco-related (including our understandings of nature) issues occur and must be dealt with in a piecemeal way, there being no obvious overarching objective logic to link them. From the perspective that I am developing, this is an entirely healthy state of affairs—genuine openness to situations is not enhanced by seeking to impose all-embracing systematic conceptualizations. Precisely the opposite. Nonetheless, a certain underlying posture, a certain frame of mind, which can lend such piecemeal understandings and actions a certain consistency, is required. There is a certain ethical holism in the sense that they can be sensed as somehow fitting and compatible—as, say, might be involved in feeling anger at both the assault of a young child and the vandalism of an insignificant tree. It may be argued that there is a converse ethical holism involved in anthropocentrism—exemplified in extreme form by the Nazi goal of dominating both humans and nature.10 Parallel reservations about conditioning by inherent values can be voiced in relation to the democratic approach to teaching environmental issues advocated by the Environment and School Initiatives program (ENSI).11 This long-running European project is opposed to teachers promoting environmentalist attitudes (environmentalism), advocating instead that pupils exercise their own rationality through practically addressing local environmental issues in collaboration with their local community, thus developing what can be called action competence. The problem with this is the faith put in rationality, and it arises at two levels. First, can education afford to be procedurally neutral when so many other powerful influences in modern western society are not? In a social-economic-political climate that privileges consumerism and the free market how pure is the rationality of pupils and other agents in local decision-making likely to be? Indeed, (and this is the second point) are there not motives and values embedded in rationality itself that prejudice the perception and evaluation of environmental issues and which may actually be a (now invisible) contributor to the environmental problem? In the light of the critiques of Heidegger and others, many have come to appreciate that modern rationality is itself not neutral: it expresses certain aspirations towards the world, notably to classify, explain, predict, assess, control, possess, and exploit it. Arguably, it is precisely the ascendancy of such rationality that has led to our current environmental predicament. (A rationality, by the way, that can be perceived to be instantiated in the new global medium for thinking and the broadcast of understanding—networked hypermedia. But that is a further argument!) The upshot of such points is to cast a shadow over ENSI’s highly democratic strategy. They also invite the further question of the adequacy of even pure rationality to address environmental issues, which frequently involve 
The perm will not “overcome” the link. The 1AC treats nature as a knowble good we can maximize. You cannot go north and south at the same time.  

Taylor 98 (Prue, Senior Lecturer of law and a founding member of the New Zealand Centre for Environmental Law at the University of Auckland, [An Ecological Approach to International Law: Responding to the Challenges of Climate Change (Hardcover) p. 39-42, 45-48])//RSW

The question 'are ecocentric ethics really necessary?' is frequently asked. Could we not, for example, achieve our environmental goals by more rigorous environmental legislation? Obviously much could be improved as a consequence of tighter controls, but two important limitations would remain. First, the question of 'how clean is clean' would continue to be answered solely by reference to human needs and standards. Thus water quality would he determined by interests such as human welfare, recreation needs and aesthetic values. The interests of nature and the needs of fully functioning ecosystems, which full below a human‑centred threshold, would be left unprtxected. By taking into account a much larger and more complex set of ecocentrically determined interests, tougher environmental standards would he achieved.217 Second, as Bosselmann points out, decision‑makers would not be able to make the important paradigm jump to protecting nature for its own sake. Worse, in cases where decision‑makers felt morally committed to such a jump, they would be forced to find constrained logic to justify their decisions. The variety of ethical approaches to environmental decision‑making has raised the question of moral pluralism. Stone, for example, has suggested that situations can be resolved according to either anthropocentric or ecocentric views depending on the nature of the problem. Thus decision makers are able to switch from one value system to another. Such a process is rejected by commentators such as 3. Baird Callicott who believes that ecocentric ethics are 'not only a question of better rational arguments but the expres​sion of a fundamentally changed attitude to nature. Callicott reminds Stone that anthropocentric attitudes and ecocencric ethics represent quite different paradigms. That in reality people do not follow anthropocentric attitudes in the morning, only to switch to ecocentric ethics after lunch. In the context of New Zealand's primary environmental legislation, this debate is currently being worked through in practice. The Resource Management Act 1991 (1RMA') is guided by 'sustainable management', a concept which is defined in both anthropocentric and ecocentric terms, leaving room for tension between the supporters of alternative approaches." 221 To date the RMA has been largely dominated by anthropocenisic interests due to a failure by key authorities, such as the Environment Court and local govern‑ ment, to make the significant changes in attitude required by the Act's ecocentric principles. It has been suggested that this tension, evident in implementation of the RMA, can only be resolved by an interpretation of sustainable management' which is ecological. 
You can’t capture solvency for the alternative- your activation of agency is predicated on the same formation of the human-centered individual that is indistinct from the anthropocentric logic of the squo.  The alternative is not an embracement of agency but a loss of identity, that of “the human”, which is critical to transformation of our relations to the animals and nature

Hudson, 2k4 (Laura, Cultural Studies PhD UC-Davis, The Political Animal: Species-Being and Bare life, Mediations: Journal of Marxist Literary Group, http://www.mediationsjournal.org/articles/the-political-animal)//RSW
In his discussion of religion, Marx argues that the recognition of religion as the alienated self-consciousness of human beings allows humans to “know” themselves: “I therefore know my own self, the self-consciousness that belongs to its very nature, confirmed not in religion but rather in annihilated and superseded religion.”35 Marx argues that Hegel’s negation of the negation, which is to lead in a positive progression toward the Absolute, is actually the negation of pseudo-essence, not true essence: “A peculiar role, therefore, is played by the act of superseding in which denial and preservation — denial and affirmation — are bound together.”36 Religion is the misrecognized, abstract, and alienated form of human self-consciousness. In recognizing this, and in superseding it, a better understanding of human self-consciousness and potentiality is revealed. Rather than waiting for reward in the next life, we must change our lives in the material world. Religion is a human construct, not a force from outside. Humanism appears as the annulment of religion, but it, too, remains an abstraction until brought into relation with the natural world. Extrapolating from Marx here, we might say that the concept of “the human” occupies the same space in our conceptual framework as religion does: The supersession of the concept of the human as an essence based in a political identity, or even an anti-naturalism, requires that we recognize that the concept is the result of the alienation of human beings from their sensual, living selves: the concept of “the human” is not the thing-in-itself. Nature as presented in Hegel was only the alienated form of the Absolute and, as such, remained an abstraction of thought. Marx argues that we must come to recognize the sensual reality of nature and the supersession of the abstract thought-entity. As elements of nature ourselves, we must move beyond the abstract forms through which we recognize ourselves and come to terms with the fact that we are natural, sensual beings, animals who may be captivated, who may also be processed, objectified, reified things as well as transcendent beings. In bare life, perhaps, we find the first moment of this supersession: Under modern capitalist sovereignty, we are all equally abandoned by the law we have created to free us from nature. We are all equally reduced to mere specimens of human biology, mute and uncomprehending of the world in which we are thrown. Species-being, or “humanity as a species,” may require this recognition to move beyond the pseudo-essence of the religion of humanism. Recognizing that what we call “the human” is an abstraction that fails to fully describe what we are, we may come to find a new way of understanding humanity that recuperates the natural without domination. The bare life that results from expulsion from the law removes even the illusion of freedom. Regardless of one’s location in production, the threat of losing even the fiction of citizenship and freedom affects everyone. This may create new means of organizing resistance across the particular divisions of society. Furthermore, the concept of bare life allows us to gesture toward a more detailed, concrete idea of what species-being may look like. Agamben hints that in the recognition of this fact, that in our essence we are all animals, that we are all living dead, might reside the possibility of a kind of redemption. Rather than the mystical horizon of a future community, the passage to species-being may be experienced as a deprivation, a loss of identity. Species-being is not merely a positive result of the development of history; it is equally the absence of many of the features of “humanity” through which we have learned to make sense of our world. It is an absence of the kind of individuality and atomism that structure our world under capitalism and underlie liberal democracy, and which continue to inform the tenets of deep ecology. The development of species-being requires the collapse of the distinction between human and animal in order to change the shape of our relationships with the natural world. A true species-being depends on a sort of reconciliation between our “human” and “animal” selves, a breakdown of the distinction between the two both within ourselves and in nature in general. Bare life would then represent not only expulsion from the law but the possibility of its overcoming. Positioned in the zone of indistinction, no longer a subject of the law but still subjected to it through absence, what we equivocally call “the human” in general becomes virtually indistinguishable from the animal or nature. But through this expulsion and absence, we may see not only the law but the system of capitalism that shapes it from a position no longer blinded or captivated by its spell. The structure of the law is revealed as always suspect in the false division between natural and political life, which are never truly separable. Though clearly the situation is not yet as dire as Agamben’s invocation of the Holocaust suggests, we are all, as citizens, under the threat of the state of exception. With the decline of the nation as a form of social organization, the whittling away of civil liberties and, with them, the state’s promise of “the good life” (or “the good death”) even in the most developed nations, with the weakening of labor as the bearer of resistance to exploitation, how are we to envision the future of politics and society?

Evaluate the REASONS for their policy first—The the perm still links because it includes anthropocentric justifications that deny the intrinsic dignity of the nonhuman. 

J. Baird Callicott, Professor of Philosphy at UNT, 2002
 [Environmental Ethics p. 548-550]

Bryan Norton, another environmental an​tiphilosopher, thinks that theoretical environmental ethics is not only an irrelevant subterfuge, but that it is also downright pernicious. Environmental ethicists arguing with one another about whether nature has intrinsic as well as instrumental value and about whether intrinsic value is objective or subjective di​vide environmentalists into deep and shallow camps. While these two camps spend precious time and en​ergy criticizing one another, their common enemy, the hydra‑headed forces of environmental destruc​tion, remains unopposed by a united and resolute counterforce.But according to Norton a long and wide anthropocentrism "converges" on the same en​vironmental policies‑the preservation of biological diversity, for example‑ as nonanthropocentrism.Hence the intellectual differences between anthro​pocentrists and nonanthropocentrists, deep ecolo​gists and reform environmentalists are, practically speaking, otiose. Environmental philosophers, in Norton's view, should therefore cease spinning nonanthropocentric theories of the intrinsic value of natureand, as Norton himself does, concentrate in​stead on refining environmental policy. Norton opts for anthropocentrism because it is the more conser​vative alternative. Most people are anthropocentrists to begin with, and when the instrumental value of a whole and healthy environment to both present and future generations of humans is fully accounted, an​thropocentrism, he believes, is sufficient to support the environmental policy agenda. 3Norton's "convergence hypothesis," however, is dead wrong. If all environmental values are anthro​pocentric and instrumental, then they have to com​pete head‑to‑head with the economicvalues derived from converting rain forests to lumber and pulp, sa​vannahs to cattle pasture, and so on. Environmen​talists, in other words, must show that preserving bi​ological diversity is of greater instrumental value to present and future generations than lucrative timber extraction, agricultural conversion, hydroelectric empoundment, mining, and so on. For this simple reason, a persuasive philosophical case for the in​trinsic value of nonhuman natural entities and nature as a whole would make a huge practical difference. Warwick Fox explains why. Granting an entity in​trinsic value would not imply "that it cannot be in​terfered with under any circumstances."' Believing, as we do, that human beings are intrinsically valu​able does not imply that human beings ought never be uprooted, imprisoned, put at grave risk, or even deliberately killed. Intrinsically valuable human be​ings may‑ethically may‑be made to suffer these and other insults with sufficient justification. There​fore, Fox points out, the mere fact that moral agents must be able to jus​tify their actions in regard to their treatment of en​tities that are intrinsically valuable means thatrec​ognizing the intrinsic value of the nonhuman world has a dramatic effect upon the framework of environmental debate and decision‑making. If the non​human world is only considered to be instrumen​tally valuable then people are permitted to use and otherwise interfere with any aspect of it for what​ever reasons they wish (i.e., no justification is re​quired). If anyone objects to such interference then, within this framework of reference, the onus is clearly on the person who objects to justify why it is more useful to humans to leave that aspect of the nonhuman world alone. If, however, the nonhuman world is considered to be intrinsically valuable then the onus shifts to the person who wants to interfere with it to justify why they should be allowed to do so: anyone who wants to interfere with any entity that is intrinsically valuable is morally obliged to be able to offer a sufficient justification for their ac​tions. Thus recognizing the intrinsic value of the nonhuman world shifts the onus of justification from the person who wants to protect the nonhu​man world to the person who wants to interfere with it‑and that, in itself, represents a fundamental shift in the terms of environmental debate and decision​making.5Just as Sayre seems to think of moral norms as hanging alone in an intellectual void, so Norton seems to think of environmental policies in the same way. We environmentalists just happen to have a pol​icy agenda‑saving endangered species, preserving biodiversity in all its forms, lowering CO2 emissions, etc. To rationalize these policies‑to sell them to the electorate and their representatives‑is the intellec​tual task, if there is any. (Much of Norton's research for his book, Unity Among Environmentalists, con​sisted of interviewing the Washington based lobby​ists for "big ten" environmental groups.Such cyni​cism maybe characteristic of lobbyists who are hired to pitch a policy, butstarting with a policy and look​ing for persuasive reasons to support it is not how sincere environmentalists outside the Beltway actu​ally think.) People just don't adopt a policy like they decide which color is their favorite.They adopt it for what seems to them to be good reasons. Reasons come first, policies second, not the other way around. Most people, of course, do not turn to philoso​phers for something to believe‑as if they didn't at all know what to think and philosophers can and should tell them. Rather, philosophers such as Thoreau, Muir, Leopold, and Roiston give voice to the otherwise inchoate and articulate thoughts and feelings in our changing cultural Zeitgeist. A maxi​mally stretched anthropocentrism may, as Norton ar​gues, rationalize the environmental policy agenda, but anthropocentrism may no longer ring true.That is, the claim that all and only human beings have in​trinsic value may not be consistent with a more gen​eral evolutionary and ecological worldview. I should think that contemporary environmental philosopherswould want to give voice and form to the still small but growing movement that supports environmental policies for the right reasons‑which, as Fox points out, also happen to be the strongest reasons.Granted, we may not have the leisure to wait for a majority to come over to a new woridview and a new nonanthropocentric, holistic environmental ethic. We environmentalists have to reach people where they are, intellectually speaking, right now. So we might persuade Jews, Christians, and Mus​lims to support the environmental policy agenda by appeal to such concepts as God, creation, and stew​ardship; we might persuade humanists by appeal to collective enlightened human self‑interest; and so on. But that is no argument for insisting, as Norton seems to do, that environmental philosophers should stop exploring the real reasons why we  ought to value other forms of life, ecosystems, and the biosphere as a whole.The eventual institutionalizationof a new holis​tic, nonanthropocentric environmental ethic will make as much practical difference in the environ​mental arena as the institutionalization of the intrin​sic value of all human beings has made in the social arena. As recently as a century and a half ago, it was permissible to own human beings. With the eventual institutionalization of Enlightenment ethics‑per​suasively articulated by Hobhes, Locke, Bentham, and Kant, among others‑slavery was abolished in Western civilization. Of course, a case could have been made to slaveowners and an indifferent public that slavery was economically backward and more trouble than it was worth. But that would not have gotten at the powerful moral truth that for one human being to own another is wrong. With the even​tual institutionalizationof a holistic, nonanthro​pocentric environmental ethic‑today persuasively articulated by Aldo Leopold, Arne Naess, Holmes Roiston, and Val Plumwood, among others‑the wanton destruction of the nonhuman world will, hopefully, come to be regarded as equally uncon​scionable.

A2: Morals

Morals are not a set of static laws; rather they are dynamic constructs that evolve with our understanding of the universe.  Abandoning the dogmatic claim of “Moral Absolutes” is critical to improving status quo conceptualizations of morality

Henning 09 (Brian; Associate Professor of Philosophy at Gonzaga University; “Trusting in the 'Efficacy of Beauty: A Kalocentric Approach to Moral Philosophy”; Ethics & the Environment- Volume 14, Number 1)//RSW

What is the task of morality? What is its purpose and its aim? According to the dominant theories of morality, such as contract theory, utilitarianism, or deontology, the aim of morality is to construct abstract moral theories capable of determining what one ought to do in any moral conflict. In a sense, moral philosophy has become a sort of game in which an ethical theory is tested by posing to it various—often exaggerated—moral dilemmas involving burning buildings or the switching of tracks. If [End Page 103] an ethical theory is unable to neatly resolve a given dilemma, it is implied that it should be rejected whole cloth. The first difficulty with this view of morality is that it fails to appreciate fully the fallibility of human inquiry. Although testing the adequacy of proposed theories is itself a laudatory goal, from the fallibilist's view point, it is problematic that the motivation behind this procedure often rests on the presupposition that moral inquiry leads to—or is in principle capable of—absolute certainty. Pragmatist and process philosophers, however, rightly reject this notion of inquiry, acknowledging that, because absolute certainty is an unrealizable ideal, moral fallibility is inescapable. Thus, in rather sharp contrast to most modern ethical theories, I contend that we should no longer understand the task of moral philosophy to be the construction of absolute and unchanging moral laws. The limitations of moral philosophy imposed by the fallibility of human inquiry must finally be recognized—no longer should one expect moral theories to be capable of abstractly prescribing what ought or ought not to be done prior to a particular concrete situation. Unlike elementary mathematics, for example, every moral problem does not have a single indisputable answer existing prior to its solution that we need only divine and then codify in a moral law. Morality, like life, is inherently "messy." Yet without qualification, the rejection of absolute moral codes is likely to be misunderstood as implying a gross relativism wherein each culture or individual decides what is right for them. However, upon closer examination, we find that what is needed is not the wholesale rejection of moral laws, but a dramatic revision in how we conceive of their status. In a sense, we should conceive of moral laws as being analogous to physical laws. Initially, this comparison may seem to imply the opposite of my intention. Indeed, for many, science is often understood to epitomize the pursuit of absolutely certain truths. The problem with this interpretation is that it embodies an inaccurate understanding of the nature of scientific theories. Of course, there is little doubt that many scientific theories do possess a great many truths. What is being denied is not that one account may be truer – more explanatorily adequate – than another, but that any of these "truths" are of the sort that could be called "final." The comparison between the laws of morality and the laws of nature is meant to highlight the fact that moral inquiry is a form of inquiry in general and that all forms of inquiry are inherently fallible. Accordingly, the "laws" [End Page 104] of science are not infallible formulations immune to development or revision; they are exceedingly probable formulations of observed regularities. Thus, although scientists may still use the language of "laws," few continue to perceive them as absolute formulations as, for example, Newton did.5 If the last century's scientific discoveries have taught us anything, it should be that the "truths" of science are limited. Similarly, just as there is no final or absolute certainty in physics that would allow one to make perfect predictions about future physical events, there is no final truth in ethics that would allow one dogmatically to determine in advance the good in any particular situation. Like the scientist who must wait and revise her conclusions based on the discovery of new evidence, if we are to lead the moral life, we also must continually and resolutely revise our conclusions in light of the goods which we can presently see, and resist the temptation to codify these conclusions in absolute moral laws. Just as we have moved beyond the notion that nature's "laws" give us infallible access to natural processes, we must abandon dogmatic views of morality. And just as new experiments may force the revision and reinterpretation of physical laws, the emergence of new forms of social order will inevitably require the revision and refinement of our moral laws. Thus, as Whitehead once noted, the true foe of morality is not change, but "stagnation" (1933, 269). In our effort to avoid moral dogmatism, we must be equally wary of embracing the opposite extreme and reject all moral codes for some form of pure relativism or subjectivism. Although morality is always in the making, we must recognize that novel and intense experiences can only be achieved within a sufficiently stable environment. Law and order, for instance, are critical to the functioning of complex human communities. The problem, however, is that all too often the conservative becomes obstructionist, particularly in debates over morality. Whitehead has a unique way of putting this point: "it is true that the defense of morals is the battle-cry which best rallies stupidity against change. Perhaps countless ages ago respectable amoebæ refused to migrate from ocean to dry land—refusing in defence of morals" (1933, 268). In attempting to defend absolute, unchanging moral laws, he goes on to argue, the "pure conservative is fighting against the essence of the universe" (274). To be adequate, therefore, morality must at once be conservative and adventurous. Morality requires that we intrepidly revise our moral laws in light of new forms [End Page 105] of social order while simultaneously preventing relapse to "lower levels." Regrettably, examples of an obstructionist conservatism abound.
A2: Cede the Political

Ecological ethics does NOT cede the political—Arguing for nature’s intrinsic value is the prime mover pushing new environmental politics.

Calicott 2002

J. Baird Callicott, Professor of Philosophy at UNT, 2002

 [Environmental Ethics p. 554-555]

The agenda for a future environmental philoso​phy thus was set. First, we identify and criticize our inherited beliefs about the nature of nature, human nature, and the relationship between the two. White himself initiated this stage with a critique of those most evident biblical ideas of nature, "man," and the man‑nature relationship. Other environmental philosophers, I among them, went on to identify and criticize the more insidious intellectual legacy of Western natural and moral philosophy going back to the Greeks. Second, we try to articulate a new nat​ural philosophy and moral philosophy distilled from contemporary science. We try, in other words, to ar​ticulate an evolutionary‑ecological worldview and an associated environmental ethic. This two‑phase program of environmental phi​losophy has been gaining momentum for the past two decades. In that amount of time‑which is really not very much time to bring off a cultural revolution comparable to the shift from the medieval to the modern world‑how effective has environmental philosophy been? In so short a time, the rethinking of our old religion that White called for is virtually a fait accompli. The stewardship interpretation of the God‑"man"‑nature relationship set out in Genesis is now semiofficial religious doctrine among "people of the Book"‑Jews, Catholics, Protestants, even Muslims.23 Such an interpretation and its dissemi​nation would not have come about, or at least it would not have come about so soon, had White's despotic interpretation not provoked it. The currently institutionalized Judeo‑Christian‑Islamic steward​ship environmental ethic was a dialectical reaction to White's critique. It has now trickled down into the synagogues and churches, and may be on its way into the mosques. Children learning about God's cre​ation and our responsibility to care for it and pass it on intact to future generations may never hear White's name, or the names of John Black, James Barr, Robert Gordis, Jonathan Helfand, Francis Schaeffer, Albert Fritsch, Thomas Berry, Wendell Berry, Matthew Fox, Iqtidar Zaldi, and the other Jewish, Christian, and Islamic theologians whom White provoked, but what they are being taught​and as a result of that teaching how in the future they may try to be good stewards of God's creation​owes a lot to Lynn White and those whom he chal​lenged to reconceive Judeo‑Christian‑Islamic atti​tudes and values toward nature. But if you think I'm impossibly biased‑a philosopher affirming the power of ideas and de​fending the practical efficacy of philosophy‑then perhaps you can trust Dave Foreman, environmen​tal activist extraordinaire, to provide a candid as​sessment of the role that environmental philosophy has played in shaping the contemporary environ​mental movement. Remember that it was Foreman who wrote, "Let our actions set the finer points of our philosophy."24 And in a 1983 debate with Eu​gene C. Hargrove about the wisdom of monkey​wrenching, it was Foreman who dismissed environ​mental philosophers in the following terms: "Too often, philosophers are rendered impotent by their inability to act without analyzing everything to ab​surd detail. To act, to trust your instincts, to go with the flow of natural forces, is an underlying philoso​phy. Talk is cheap. Action is dear."25 Eight years later, Foreman changed his tune. In "The New Conservation Movement," Foreman iden​tified four forces that are shaping the conservation movement of the 1990s. They are, and I quote, first "academic philosophy," second, "conservation biol​ogy," third, "independent local groups," and fourth, "Earth First!" That's right, "academic philosophy" heads the list. This is some of what Foreman has to say about it: During the 1970s, philosophy professors in Europe, North America, and Australia started looking at en​vironmental ethics as a worthy focus for discussion and exploration .... By 1980, enough interest had coalesced for an academic journal called Environ​mental Ethics to appear .... An international net​work of specialists in environmental ethics devel​oped, leading to one of the more vigorous debates in modem philosophy. At first, little of this big blow in the ivory towers drew the notice of working con​servationists, but by the end of the 'SOs, few con​servation group staff members or volunteer activists were unaware of the Deep Ecology‑Shallow Envi​ ronmentalism distinction or of the general discus​sion about ethics and ecology. At the heart of the discussion was the question of whether other species possessed intrinsic value or had value solely be​cause of their use to humans. Ginger Rogers to this Fred Astaire was the question what, if any, ethical obligations humans had to nature or other species.26 And part of the way that Earth First!‑last but not least on Foreman's list‑helped to shape the new conservation movement was by bringing "the dis​cussion of biocentric philosophy‑Deep Ecology​out of dusty academic journals."27 Clearly Foreman understands the power of ideas. Of course, we philosophers do not simply create new environmental ideas and ideals ex nihilo. Rather, we try to articulate and refine those that the intellectual dialectic of the culture has ripened. To employ a So​cratic metaphor, we philosophers are the midwives assisting the birth of new cultural notions and asso​ciated norms. In so doing we help to change our cul​ture's worldview and ethos. Therefore, since all hu​man actions are carried out and find their meaning and significance in a cultural ambience of ideas, we speculative environmental philosophers are inescapably environmental activists. All environmentalists should be activists, but ac​tivism can take a variety of forms. The way that en​vironmental philosophers can be the most effective environmental activists is by doing environmental philosophy. Of course, not everyone can be or wants or needs to be an environmental philosopher. Those who are not can undertake direct environmental ac​tion in other ways. My point is that environmental philosophers should not feel compelled to stop thinking, talking, and writing about environmental ethics, and go do something about it instead‑be​cause talk is cheap and action is dear. In thinking, talking, and writing about environmental ethics, en​vironmental philosophers already have their shoul​ders to the wheel, helping to reconfigure the prevailing cultural worldview and thus helping to push general practice in the direction of environmental responsibility.

Nature awaits the revolution. Overcoming objectification of nature is impossible within the existing form of the state.

Nash 1989

Roderick Nash, Professor of History and Environmental Studies at UC-SB, 1989

[The Rights of Nature p. 164-166]

Karl Marx, of course, had studied this last form of hierarchy and proposed a revolutionary remedy. Bookchin began where Marx stopped. He recommendeddiscarding ecological as well as economic class distinctions along with the governments that sanctioned and sustained them.This meant revolution and, here again, Bookchin transcended Marx. The nineteenth-century revolutionary called for a government of and by the working class; Bookchin wanted no gov​ernment at all. His objective was not to seize power for one group or another but to dissolve‑ it entirely as an apparatus by which people related to each other and, as a species, to nature. As early as 1965 Bookchin linked anarchism and ecology. Both. perspectives, he be​lieved, stressed the equal value of every part of the community and the necessity of maximizing individual freedom so that every com​ponent could fulfill its potential. "I submit," Bookchin wrote in "Ecology and Revolutionary Thought" (1965), "that an anarchist community would approximate a [normal] ecosystem; it would be diversified, balanced and harmonious." 6 The means to this end, heexplained in his major work, The Ecology of Freedom (1982), was through an "ethics of complementarity" derived from an "ecological vision of nature." Bookchin's utopia was not only based on ecologi​cal models; it included the ecosystem. He sought a "new and lasting equilibrium with nature" just as he did with other humans. Bookchin was under no illusion about the fact that his ecoanarchism necessitated the wholesale replacement of his civilization's "in​stitutional and ethical framework.”He also knew that this was another word for revolution. "I would like to ask," he wrote in 1974, "if the environmental crisis does not have its roots in the very constitution of society as we know it today, if the changes that are needed.., do not require a fundamental, indeed revolutionary, reconstitution of society along ecological lines?" 9 It was from this per​spective that Bookchin, like the deep ecologists whom he antici​pated, criticized most manifestations of American conservation and even large parts of modern environmentalism. As one of the first of the radical environmentalists, andas an avowed revolutionary, Book-chin remained profoundly suspicious of those who would save the world by banning aerosol cans or staging Earth-Day cleanups. He regretted that by 1980 "ecology is now fashionable, indeed faddish--and with this sleazy popularity has emerged a new type of environ​mentalist hype." 10 It featured anti-pollution campaigns but did not challenge the mental pollution that Bookchin regarded as the root of the problem. Dismissing charges that environmentalist demands were too radical, he argued "they are not radical enough." Speci​fically, Bookchin continued, "'environmentalism' does not bring into question the underlying notion of the present society that man must dominate nature; it seeks to facilitate domination by developing techniques for diminishing the hazards caused by domination.” The only meaningful, long-term solution was to replace the modern world's "odious morality" with a holistic, environmental ethicthat had as itsbasis respect for all people and all nature. Armed with new definitions of right and wrong, ecoanarchists could tear down the old order and erect the new. Unless this happened soon, Bookchin warned, a poisoned, lifeless earth would be "a dead witness to [the] cosmic failure" of its most advanced life-form.”Murray Bookchin disappointed readers seeking practical programs for action, but his bitter indictment of contemporary ethics and his forthright call for revolutionary changes emboldened the liberators of nature. For more than a century after Karl Marx's manifesto of the 1840s, socialist advocates of universal human liberation said little about the oppression of nature. But in the second half of the twentieth century the rising tide of opposition to the exploitation of nature--and the perception, noted by Bookchin, that it was closely linked to human exploitation--opened many eyes to the possibility of a transcendent libertarianism. For instance, after thirty years of protesting the de​humanizing effects of capitalism, science, and technology, Herbert Marcuse added nature to the category of subjects deserving freedom. Indeed Marcuse was the first well-known American radical to see na​ture as humanity's slave and to use the phrase "the liberation of na​ture.''13 Capitalism, Marcuse continued, reduced both nature and people to raw materials with strictly utilitarian value. But capitalism was in its death throes and the "coming revolution" would bring "universal liberation" including "a new relation between man and nature."Its basis, Marcuse thought, was the recognition, later pub​licized by the deep ecologists, that everything existed first and fore​most "for its own sake."This led Marcuse to advocate a reduction of human impact on animals and plants, and he concluded his essay with a widely quoted phrase: "nature, too, awaits the revolution!"  As it turned out, some American environmental activists were also waiting to be revolutionariess.

A2: Warming

The affirmative’s claims of absolute truth towards warming and the environment replicate the anthropocentric value structure of the 1AC and give fuel to the skeptics.  

Henning 09 (Brian; Associate Professor of Philosophy at Gonzaga University; “Trusting in the 'Efficacy of Beauty: A Kalocentric Approach to Moral Philosophy”; Ethics & the Environment- Volume 14, Number 1)//RSW

Jamieson's claims regarding certainty and action point to a more fundamental point. The public debate over climate change, like that over evolution, reveals a fundamentally flawed understanding of the nature of scientific investigation and the "facts" that it pursues. The Cartesian spirit of modernity is alive and well in the rhetoric of scientists and policymakers who speak as though science were capable of obtaining absolutely certain truths in any arena.7 What is unfortunate about this is, in exaggerating the status of their findings, scientists unintentionally weaken their significance. In speaking as though their conclusions are infallible formulations and that "facts" are value-free verities, scientists often provide an opening to the very critics that they hope to silence. For if scientific theories are "facts" in this strong sense, then all critics need do is show that there is still some room for doubt, some ambiguity of data, and they can claim to have falsified a theory.8 The point, of course, is that science is no more capable of absolute truths than any other field of investigation, if by absolute truths we mean something that is final and indubitable. The fact of the matter is that, as Hume showed long ago, scientific "truths" are not absolutely certain; they are more or less probable outcomes based on empirical observation.9 Following Whitehead and his American pragmatist cousins, then, scientists [End Page 106] and policy makers need to recognize the inherently provisional and fallible nature of their conclusions. Once we abandon the notion that absolute certainty is possible, we can begin to recognize the vacuousness of the current debates over the scientific evidence regarding climate change. Once we recognize that there are no scientific "facts" in the sense of absolutely certain or final truths, we will recognize that we have no choice but to act on tentative formulations and provisional conclusions. We have no choice, and have never had any choice, but to act on the best state of our understanding, with all of the doubt, risk, and messiness that this involves. This is not to say that every truth is as established as every other, nor is it an acceptance of gross relativism. Rather, what I am suggesting is that a Whiteheadian approach to our social and ecological challenges will begin by abandoning this epistemological chimera called absolute certainty and embrace fully our unavoidable fallibility. More study will always be needed, but that does not justify the abdication of our responsibility to act today on the best state of our understanding. There is a second, more fundamental reason for adopting a thoroughgoing epistemological fallibilism—our unavoidable fallibility stems not only from the finitude and imperfection of human knowers, but also from the nature of the known.
A2: Util

Their utilitarian impact calculus is indistinguishable from self-destruction—Exploding crises speak to the incapacity of anthropocentrism to account for limitless violence against our common world 

Oliver 2010

[Kelly Oliver, prof phil at Vanderbilt U, “Animal Ethics: Towards an Ethics of Responsivenss” Research in Phenomenology 40: 267-280] Oliver 6

In this era of global warming, species extinction and shrinking biodiversity, endless war, military occupation and expanded torture, record wealth for the few and poverty for the rest, gated-communities and record incarceration, more than ever we need a sustainable ethics. A sustainable ethics is an ethics of limits, an ethics of conservation. Rather than assert our dominion over the earth and its creatures, this ethics obliges us to acknowledge our dependence upon them. It requires us to attend to our response-ability by virtue of that dependence. It is an ethics of the responsibility to enable responses from others, not as it has been defined as the exclusive property of man (man responds, animals react), but rather as it exists all around us. All living creatures are responsive. All of us belong to the earth, not in the sense of property, but rather as inhabitants of a shared planet. Echoing Kant, a sustainable ethics is an ethics circumscribed by the circumference of the globe, which, if we pull our heads out of the sand, compels us to admit to our own limitations and obligates us to relearn our primaryschool lesson: we need to share.20 Given the environmental urgency upon us, generosity is a virtue that we cannot afford to live without. Acknowledging the ways in which we are human by virtue of our relationships with animals suggests a fundamental indebtedness that takes us beyond the utilitarian calculations of the relative worth of this or that life (so common in philosophies of animal rights or welfare) or economic exchange values to questions of sharing the planet. This notion of sharing does not require having much in common besides living together on the same globe. But it does bring with it responsibility. The question, then, is not what characteristics or capacities animals share with us but, rather, how to share resources and life together on this collective planet.

A2: Consq Inev

You cannot evaluate predictions until you decide what is valuable. Anthropocentrism determines both the meaning of your impacts and your ability to know the world. Ethics precedes knowledge. 

Weston 09 (Anthony, Professor of Philosophy at Elon University, [The Incompleat Eco-Philosopher p. 9-11])//RSW
If the world is a collection of more or less ﬁxed facts to which we  must respond, then the task of ethics is to systematize and unify our  responses. This is the expected view, once again so taken for granted  as to scarcely even appear as a “view” at all. Epistemology is prior to  ethics. Responding to the world follows upon knowing it—and what  could be more sensible or responsible than that? If the world is not  “given,” though—if the world is what it seems to be in part because  we have made it that way, as I have been suggesting, and if therefore  the process of inviting its further possibilities into the light is funda-  mental to ethics itself—then our very knowledge of the world, of the  possibilities of other animals and the land and even ourselves in relation  to them, follows upon “invitation,” and ethics must come ﬁ rst. Ethics  is prior to epistemology—or, as Cheney and I do not say in the paper  but probably should have said, what really emerges is another kind of  epistemology—“etiquette,” in our speciﬁ c sense, as epistemology.  But then of course we are also speaking of something sharply  different from “ethics” as usually understood. We are asked not for a  set of well-defended general moral commitments in advance, but rather  for something more visceral and instinctual, a mode of comportment  more than a mode of commitment, more ﬂeshy and more vulnerable.  Etiquette so understood requires us to take risks, to offer trust before  we know whether or how the offer will be received, and to move with  awareness, civility, and grace in a world we understand to be capable  of response. Thus Cheney and I conclude that ethical action itself must  be “ﬁ rst and foremost an attempt to open up possibilities, to enrich  the world” rather than primarily an attempt to respond to the world  as already known.  Cheney, true to his nature, also takes the argument on a more  strenuous path, exploring indigenous views of ceremony and ritual.  Once again the question of epistemology turns out to be central.  Euro-Americans, Cheney says, want to know what beliefs are encoded  in the utterances of indigenous peoples. We treat their utterances as  propositional representations of Indigenous worlds. But what if these  utterances function, instead, primarily to produce these worlds? Cheney  cites the indigenous scholar Sam Gill on the fundamentally performa-  tive function of language. When Gill asks Navajo elders what prayers  mean, he reports, they tell him “not what messages prayers carry, but  what prayers do.” More generally, Gill asserts that “the importance of  religion as it is practiced by the great body of religious persons for  whom religion is a way of life [is] a way of creating, discovering, and  communicating worlds of meaning largely through ordinary and com-  mon actions and behavior.”11  What then, Cheney and I ask, if this performative dimension of  language is fundamental not just in indigenous or obviously religious   settings, but generally? How we speak, how we move, how we carry  on, all the time, also literally brings all sorts of worlds into being—and  thus, again, the ethical challenge put mindful speech, care, and respect  ﬁ rst. Indeed we would now go even further. Here it is not so much  that epistemology comes ﬁ rst but that, in truth, it simply fades away.  The argument is not the usual suggestion that the West has misunder-  stood the world, got it wrong, and that we now need to “go back” to  the Indians to get it right. Cheney is arguing that understanding the  world is not really the point in the ﬁ rst place. We are not playing a  truth game at all. What matters is how we relate to things, not what  things are in themselves. Front, center, and always, the world responds.  The great task is not knowledge but relationship.  

A2: Life better

Priviliging life is biocentric chauvanism. They project the “dead matter” coming in the status quo as worthless against the organisms the plan could save. 

Rowe 96 (Stan, Professor Emeritus at the University of Saskatchewan, [Trumpeter 13.1])//RSW

Open most ecology textbooks and the “fields of study” judged legitimate are exposed. Usually first attention is paid to individual organisms (autecology), then to species and groups of similar individuals (population ecology), then all organisms found occupying the same milieu (community ecology) and finally at the end of the book the ecosystem as “community plus abiotic resources” or “community plus environment.” In parentheses, the textbooks of Eugene Odum are an exception. As early as 1953 he defined ecology as “the study of the structure and function of nature” and accorded first place to the discussion of ecosystems: “the largest functional units in ecology.” Despite his statement that “the entire biosphere may be one vast ecosystem,” few ecologists accepted the logic of “whole systems.” The fact of complexity in the subject matter, plus the academic necessity of focusing on simple problems that bring quick dividends to the individual in the form of papers judged publishable by peers, has ruled against it. Hence whole journals of ecological research are devoted to articles on communities and populations, the latter justified and enhanced by redefining “function” as Darwinian “adaptation.” The prevalent concept of ecosystem continues to be “community plus environment” with research focused on the utilitarian aspects of organisms, or the effects of organisms on such “resources” as soil and water: Do the bomb’s radio-nuclides end up in the food chain and in people? How much photosynthate (net primary production) can be harvested from land and water? What is the sediment load and water yield from forested versus non-forested watersheds and how can water yield be increased by manipulating vegetation? Both Hagen (1992) and Golley (1993) have traced the development since Darwin’s time of the idea of ecosystem as a unit of nature characterized by energy flow, nutrient cycling, successional stages and productivity, noting how the practical concerns of the military and various other branches of government spurred the funding of ecosystem research. That ecosystems might be more than serviceable “functional” entities consisting of organisms (important) plus an energy-providing and nutrient-providing environment (relatively unimportant) has never been seriously considered in ecological science. When arrived at by summation, the ecosystem concept can be anything, everything or, to some academics, nothing. The error is in the additive approach, building from individual to population to community and, finally, to ecosystem which emerges as last in order of importance, a so-called “convenient artifice” or “heuristic device” vaguely complementing and extending the biotic community compared to which it is less “real.” On a more sophisticated level, Lovelock (1988) and Margulis (1995) have attempted to build the “living world” out of bacteria, rather than bacteria out of a living world. Again the . priori biological, organism-centered bias is evident. The planet and its sectoral parts whose air, land and water comprise every creature’s evolutionary source and outer supportive matrix (matrix-mater-womb-mother) gets short shrift. Earth-Sector Ecosystems Suppose that the importance of Earth relative to organisms had been earlier recognized. Then four hundred years of science might have been devoted to understanding the grandest system with which humans are in direct contact: the planetary ecosphere. Examination from the physiological viewpoint, asking “How does it function; how does it work?” would have required a mental anatomizing of Earth in order to honor its magnificent complexity and to understand its structure-composition, because anatomy is the clue to function. As the word per-form-ance suggests, function is what form does over time; function is literally “read” from things happening. Scientists have today arrived at the global question of Earth’s performance, prodded by the Gaia hypothesis and such research programs as the International Geophysical-Biological Program. But the question remains: At the sub-global level, what “mental anatomizing,” what divisions of the ecosphere are relevant to such air-breathing, water-drinking, food-eating and land- dwelling creatures as we? The logical answer is sectors of the ecosphere at any chosen scale: air above land-water with organisms clustered where the gas, liquid and solid phases interface (Rowe 1992). This, in the words of Leopold (1949) with the addition of air-atmosphere that neither he nor the Bible’s genesis story recognizes—is the “land community” to which humans belong. The more inclusive term is “terrestrial ecosystem” and the key to its logical definition and mapping lies in Earth’s landforms and water forms (Bailey in press). By this route an explicit and tangible concept of ecosystem is derived by division of the ecosphere “from the top down,” as compared to the diffuse and variable concept obtained by addition “from the bottom up.” “Top down” division yields Earth-centered units of nature, surmounting the conventional organism-centered biocentricity of the “bottom up” approach. It engenders geoecosystems that are substantial as well as functional, rather than inexplicit bio-ecosystems (Rowe & Barnes 1994). It gives substance and real-world meaning to terms such as “ecodiversity” and “ecocentrism.” A second line of logic also leads to the idea of ecosystems as variable size-scaled sectors of the ecosphere. Suppose the reality of the world is conceived as systems within systems in a hierarchy of containment, like fitted Chinese boxes or Russian dolls within dolls. One starts at some low level, say a functional cell, observing that its inner structural parts are joined or articulated in such a way that it metabolizes and thus maintains itself (by autopoiesis, literally “self-making”). The cell’s enclosing functional system is the metabolizing tissue, in turn enclosed in the metabolizing organ and this in turn in the metabolizing organism. Note that each autopoietic level of integration is composed of lower levels and is itself a part of higher levels; each level has a physiology that refers to its constituent levels below and an ecology that relates it to the levels above. Now ask, what is the entity above the organism that analogously shows articulated structure, that functions metabolically and exhibits autopoiesis? Logic points to volumetric place-specific ecosystems. Why not community or population? Because neither is a fully functional (metabolic) entity; neither exhibits articulated structure nor autopoiesis. As aggregates, communities and populations can be counted, classified and to some extent studied as interbreeding individuals—which is their practical use—but they are more abstract than organisms and geographic ecosystems; they are taxonomic categories based, respectively, on juxtaposition in space and membership in a particular species or sub-species. The population of a particular species or sub-species trading genetic material can be a center of interest to evolutionary biologists but it can never be a center of understanding when bereft of its sustaining ecosystem. Therefore, the level of integration above organism is the Earth space that surrounds and includes it (singly or with its shared population and community members); i.e. the sector of the ecosphere that includes and supports organisms, the internally articulated air-soil-water-organism “geo- ecosystem” that miraculously generates and maintains life. To summarize thus far: the most “real” or least “abstract” fields-of-study that logic reveals, are the organism (within its surrounding ecosystem) and the ecosystem (within its larger surrounding ecosystem), each of the latter a complete piece of dynamic Earth at some geographic place. Ecosystems so conceived can be esteemed and studied from the seven scientific viewpoints previously listed. Not so for populations and communities. They lack the internal articulation and hence the structural-functional attributes of metabolizing autopoietic beings. Communities of creatures, including humans, are “brought to life” only by including with them the sustaining Earth-matrix of air, landform, soil and water; i.e. by conceiving them as organic parts of the holistic realities that are ecosystems. Implicit here is a devastating criticism of sociology and communitarian politics that will “improve” the human condition by sole attention to populations, societies and social ills. Alarmed by the fact that the barbarians are not hammering on the frontier walls but are already here governing us, Macintyre (1981) called for “new forms of community” to sustain the moral life and “survive the coming ages of barbarism and darkness.” Such fervent hopes seemed realizable before the Age of Ecology. But now we know that groups of like-minded people banded together—the traditional community—cannot make it alone. The community with survival value can never again be conceived as a people- only free-standing entity, able to weather the storms generated by humanistic arrogance. Only Earth ecosystems in which humans are cooperating, serving parts can achieve long- term health and sustainability. Where Does “Life” Reside? The hierarchical series organ-organism-ecosystem-ecosphere represents a scale of increasing complexity and creativity. The last member, the ecosphere, is the leading candidate for embodiment of the organizing principle called “life.” What gives life to the cell? The living organ that is its surrounding environment. What give life to the organ? The living organism within which it is embodied. What gives life to the organism? The surrounding living ecosystem and the global ecosphere. The October ’94 issue of Scientific American, titled “Life in the Universe,” presented a state-of-the-art account of how planet Earth and organic earthlings—creaturely relatives and ourselves—came to be. Throughout the text the words “organisms” and “life” were used as synonyms. Two contributors made a stab at clarifying what the second concept might or might not mean. Robert Kates suggested that “life is simply organic matter capable of reproducing itself,” or “the mix of living things that fill the places we are familiar with.” More circumspect, Carl Sagan was content to falsify current definitions, implying that a satisfactory meaning for “life” has yet to be found. Organisms can be “alive” one moment and “dead” the next with no quantitative difference. The recently deceased organism has lost none of its physical parts yet it lacks “life”—an unknown quality of organization (perhaps that mystery called “energy?”) but not the organization itself. A still stronger reason exists for not equating “life” and “organisms.” The latter only exhibit “aliveness” in the context of life-supporting systems, though curiously the vitality of the latter has mostly been denied. By analogy, it is as if all agreed that only a tree trunk’s cambial layer is “alive” while its support system—the tree’s bole and roots of bark and wood that envelops and supports the cambium—is “dead.” Instead we perceive the whole tree as “alive.” The separation of “living” organisms from their supportive but “dead” environments is a reductionist convention that ecology disproves. Both organic and inorganic are functional parts of enveloping ecosystems, of which the largest one accessible to direct experience is the global ecosphere. To attribute the organizing principle “life” to Earth—to the ecosphere and its sectoral aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems—makes more sense than attempting to locate it in organisms per se, divorced from their requisite milieus. The aquatic ecologist Lindeman (1942) who pioneered examination of lakes as energetic systems adopted the ecosystem concept because of the blurred distinction between “living” and “dead” in the components of the Minnesota lakes he studied. The Biological Fallacy, equating organisms with life, is the result of a faulty inside-the- system view (Rowe 1991). Pictures of the blue-and-white planet Earth taken from the outside are intuitively recognized as images of a living “cell.” Inside that “cell,” cheated by sight, people perceive a particulate world separable into important and unimportant parts: the “organic” and the “inorganic,” “biotic” and “abiotic,” “animate” and “inanimate,” “living” and “dead.” Religions, philosophies and sciences have been constructed around these ignorant taxonomies, perpetuating the departmentalization of a global ecosystem whose “aliveness” is as much expressed in its improbable atmosphere, crustal rocks, seas, soils and sediments as in organisms. When did life begin? When did any kind of creative organization begin? Perhaps when the ecosphere came into existence. Perhaps earlier at time zero and the Big Bang. Important human attitudes hinge on the idea of life and where it resides. If only organisms are imbued with life, then things like us are important and all else is relatively unimportant. The biocentric preoccupation with organisms subtly supports anthropocentrism, for are we not first in neural complexity among all organisms? Earth has traditionally been thought to consist of consequential entities—organisms, living beings—and their relatively inconsequential dead environments. What should be attended to, cared for, worried about? The usual answer today is “life” in its limited sense of “organisms,” of biodiversity. Meanwhile sea, land and air—classified as dead environment—can be freely exploited. In the reigning ideology as long as large organisms are safeguarded, anything goes. We demean Earth by equating “life” and “organisms,” then proving by text-book definition that Earth is dead because not-an-organism. In this way mental doors are barred against the idea of liveliness everywhere. Certainly Earth is not an organism, nor is it a super organism as Lovelock has proposed, any more than organisms are Earth or mini- Earth. The planetary ecosphere and its sectoral volumetric ecosystems are SUPRA- organismic, higher levels of integration than mere organisms. Essential to the ecocentric idea is assignment of highest value to the ecosphere and to the ecosystems that it comprises. Note the use of “ecosphere” rather than “biosphere,” the latter usually defined as a “life- filled” (read “organism-filled”) thin shell at Earth’s surface. The meaning of “ecosphere” goes deeper; it is Earth to the core, comprising the totality of gravity and electro- magnetic fields, the molten radioactive magma that shifts the crustal plates, vulcanism and earthquakes and mountain building that renew nutrients at the surface, the whole dynamic evolving “stage” where organisms play out their many roles under the guidance of the larger whole, shaped at least in part by the “morphic fields” of the living Gaia (Sheldrake 1991:162). In different times and places the source of life has been attributed to the air, to soil, to water, to fire, as well as to organisms. As with the blind men touching the elephant, each separate part has been the imagined essential component of the whole Earth. Now that the planet has been conceptualized as one integrated entity, can we not logically attribute the creative synthesizing quintessence called “life” to it, rather than to any one class of its various parts? When life is conceived as a function of the ecosphere and its sectoral ecosystem the subject matter of Biology is cast in a bright new light. The pejorative concept of “environment” vanishes. The focus of vital interest broadens to encompass the world. Anthropocentrism and biocentrism receive the jolting shock they deserve. The answer as to where our preservation emphasis should center is answered: Earth spaces (and all that is in them) first, Earth species second. This priority guarantees no loss of vital parts. The implications of locating animation where it belongs, of denying the naive “Life = Organisms” equation, are many. Perhaps most important is a broadening of the Schweizerian “reverence for life” to embrace the whole Earth. Reverence for life means reverence for ecosystems
Don’t buy their false dichotomy of organic and inorganic existence. The abiotic has its own trajectory of existence and value that must be affirmed 

Lee 05 (Keekok, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy, Lancaster University, [Recognizing the Autonomy of Nature ed. Heyd p 61-63])//RSW

 Every naturally occurring entity or process has its own trajectory. The term  “trajectory” is introduced to do the precise job of referring to the history as  well as the character of each autonomous existence, whatever the entity or  process may be. For example, a lake has its own trajectory. As a geological  form, it is considered to be one of the most transient: it may dry out in a  relatively short span of time, by becoming ﬁrst a swamp and then, probably,  a meadow. In the case of naturally occurring processes, these may be biotic,  abiotic, or an interaction involving both. It is also the case that a species (for  instance, canis lupus), as much as an individual member of the species (the  particular wolf roaming at a particular time in a particular forest), may be said  to have its own respective trajectories.  One should immediately point out that the trajectory of the species is not  necessarily identical to that of any of its individual members.18The use of the  term to cover both the biotic and abiotic domains does not entail, however,  that their trajectories are identical, that what is true of the one is also true of  the other. I have already noted that, as far as present evidence goes, the his-  tory of Earth shows that the abiotic long preceded the biotic on the planet.  Present evidence also shows that without the continuing existence of a cer-  tain combination of abiotic conditions the biotic would not, and could not,  continue to exist.  Two further points need to be emphasized. One concerns the crucial dif-  ferences between the biotic and the abiotic; the other is to argue that, in spite  of these diﬀerences, it is appropriate to use the notion of trajectory to talk  about the entities and the processes in both domains.  First, the crucial diﬀerences. In general, individual organisms go through  certain recognizable stages from their beginning to their end: infancy, growth,  maturity, senescence, and, ﬁnally, death. They also possess certain charac-  teristics, depending on the particular stage of their existence or, indeed, of  their sex. For instance, in the trajectory of a frog, it starts oﬀ life as an em-  bryo, which soon develops into a tadpole and then an adult frog. The tadpole  clearly looks very diﬀerent from the adult frog, yet the former is but a stage  in the growth of the latter. Similarly, the peahen looks very diﬀerent from the  peacock, yet both are members of the same species.  By contrast, the mountain of granite remains a mountain of granite. Of  course, even granite wears away over a large expanse of geological time. But  granite does not mature to become something else: it might weather away to  become soil, but it does not grow or develop to become soil in the same way  that the tadpole becomes the adult frog. Granite may end up as soil, but soil  is not granite: they are two very diﬀerent things. In the case of the frog, how-ever, the tadpole and the adult frog belong to the same species and are simply  diﬀerent stages in the trajectory of individuals belonging to it.  Another obviously important diﬀerence between the biotic and the abiotic  is that the former appears to be an exception to the laws of thermodynamics,  whereas the latter is not. But, of course, the appearance is only misleading.  What misleads one is that life manifests certain processes at work that are  absent in the case of the abiotic. Individual organisms are autopoietic; they  maintain their own functioning integrity because they engage in metabolical  and physiological activities. They therefore appear to produce order out of  chaos, so to speak.19 Again, by contrast, abiotic entities are not autopoietic or  capable of reproduction, as they do not possess any mechanisms analogous  to those found in organisms.20  In spite of the admitted diﬀerences, however, one may argue that the term  “trajectory” may meaningfully be applied to both. Only the biotic may be said  to be autopoietic, yet both biotic and abiotic nature may be said to be self-sus-  taining and self-generating in the larger senses of these terms.21 I shall con-  centrate ﬁrst on defending the assertion with regard to abiotic nature. Here,  one must be a bit nuanced and distinguish among diﬀerent sorts of abiotic  nature and abiotic processes at work. For instance, mountains are self-gener-  ating (geologists call nature’s “making” of mountains “orogeny”) in the sense  that certain geological processes, such as particular movements of tectonic  plates, throw up mountains, like the Himalayan mountain range. But it is true  that mountains are not self-sustaining; they wear down over the millennia  through purely physical/chemical processes, which, however, are themselves  self-generating and self-sustaining. On the other hand, other abiotic phenom-  ena are both self-sustaining and self-generating. For instance, if the Gaia hy-  pothesis is correct (and increasingly philosophers and scientists are taking it  seriously), the maintenance of Earth’s atmosphere is both self-generating and  self-sustaining. And in other cases, the interactive processes between biotic  and abiotic nature are both self-generating and self-sustaining.  

Valuing organic over inorganic existence is biocentric chauvanism.

Gray 03 (Murray, Professor Geology at the University of London, [Geodiversity: Valuing and Conserving Abiotic Nature p. 67-68])//RSW

It is not difficult to perceive that a central tenet of ecocentrism is the intrinsic or existence value of nature in its own fight or for its own sake. As Attfield (1999, p. 27) puts it "it is difficult to credit that nothing but our own species matters" or that "absolutely everything exists for the sake of humanity, and it alone". This is a well-understood Principle in relation to wildlife, in which there is a strong belief in many societies of animal rights. Alternative strains of thought include "sentientism", which accords moral recognition to all creatures with feelings and only to such creatures, and "biocentrism", which recognizes the moral standing of all living things (Attfield, 1999). It is less clear that society holds the same view of geodiversity or would acknowledge a "geocentrist" ethic. As the author has stated (Gray 1998a, p. 273), "'Save the Dolphin' is always likely to have greater appeal to the public than 'Save the Drumlin" '. Indeed, since sentientists do not even extend recognition to all creatures, they are hardly likely to attach much value to abiotic nature. But there is no reason, in principle, for separating animate and inanimate nature in this respect and it would certainly be contrary to the Gala philosophy to do so. Sharples (1993, p. 7) believes that "'it is simply 'biocentric chauvinism' to hold that only living things have intrinsic value whilst non-living things do not". Another line of argument for intrinsic or existence value relates to natural and human timescales. Bronowski (1973, p. 91), with usual eloquence, described how "The hidden forces within the earth have buckled the strata, and lifted and shifted the land masses. And on the surface, the erosion of snow and rain and storm, of stream and ocean, of sun and wind, have carved out a natural architecture". This architecture has taken thousands of millions of years to evolve, yet can be destroyed or altered within days.. Given the potential of this asymmetric cycle of creation and destruction, it is arguable that if we understand the lengths of time and complexity of the processes involved, we may conclude that the end result has some intrinsic value. A further approach is promoted by Goodwin (1992) who suggests that value of natural processes and landscapes comes about precisely because they are not the work of human hands. According to Goodwin, a "natural" landscape is more valuable than a "humanised" landscape, in the same way as a "fake" or reproduction is never as valuable as the original. In response to Gray's (1998a, p. 313) assertion that unlike the natural vegetation of Britain, "the natural landforms remain generally intact .... substantially unaltered since the major changes of the Pleistocene and modification of the Holocene', Adams (1998, p. 168) argues that "a 'natural' landform is valuable because it is unchanged, or minimally changed by human action". Leopold (1949) was one of the first to argue the case for wilderness, natural landscapes and natural sedimentary systems to be protected in their own right, and this argument plays an important role in the justification for conservation of Norwegian rivers (Daly et al., 1994). On the other hand, a technocentric position might be that "artificial" is superior to "natural" (Bah'y, 1999). This was certainly true of the landscape gardening move​ment but is still alive. Reed (1998, pp. 12-13), for example, argues that inert waste "is being put to good use making flat, uninteresting golf courses more environmentally attractive" !

A2: (Realism/Biology/etc) Inevitable

Our ethic is driven by powerful biological imperatives for emapthy across the species line. Evolutionary forces challenge the inevitability of elite control.  

Gary Olson, Chair, Department of Political Science, Moravian College, 2007
[http://www.zmag.org/znet/viewArticle/15381]

The nonprofit Edge Foundation recently asked some of the world's most eminent scientists, "What Are You Optimistic About?  Why?"  In response, the prominent neuroscientist Marco Iacoboni, cites the proliferating experimental work into the neural mechanisms that reveal how humans are "wired for empathy."     Iacoboni's optimism is grounded in his belief that as these recent findings in experimental cognitive science seep into public awareness, ". . . this explicit level of understanding our empathic nature will at some point dissolve the massive belief systems that dominate our societies and that threaten to destroy us."  (Iacoboni, 2007)     Only five years earlier, Preston and de Waal predicted that science is on the verge of "an ultimate level description that addresses the evolution and function of empathy."  (Preston, 2002)     While there are reasons to remain circumspect (see below) about the progressive political implications flowing from this work, a body of impressive empirical evidence reveals that the roots of prosocial behavior, including moral sentiments like empathy, precede the evolution of culture.  This work sustains Noam Chomsky's visionary assertion that while the principles of our moral nature have been poorly understood, "we can hardly doubt their existence or their central role in our intellectual and moral lives."  (Chomsky, 1971, 1988; 2005)     The emerging field of the neuroscience of empathy parallels investigations being undertaken in cognate fields.  Some forty years ago the celebrated primatologist, Jane Goodall, observed and wrote about chimpanzee emotions, social relationships, and "chimp culture" but experts remained highly skeptical.  Even a decade ago, scientific consensus on this matter was elusive,  but all that's changed.  According to famed primate scientist Frans B.M. de Waal "You don't hear any debate now."  In his more recent work, de Waal plausibly argues that human morality—including our capacity to empathize—is a natural outgrowth or inheritance of behavior from our closest evolutionary relatives.  It's now indisputable that we share moral faculties with other species.  (de Waal, 2006; Kropotkin, 1902; Trivers, 1971; Katz, 2000; Gintis, 2005; Hauser, 2006)     Following Darwin, highly sophisticated studies by biologists Robert Boyd and Peter Richerson posit that large-scale cooperation within the human species—including with genetically unrelated individuals within a group—was favored by selection.  (Hauser, 2006, p. 416)  There were evolutionary (survival) benefits in coming to grips with others.     If morality is rooted in biology, in the raw material or building blocks for the evolution of its expression, we now have a pending fortuitous marriage of hard science and secular morality in the most profound sense.  The details of the social neuroscientific analysis supporting these assertions lie outside this paper but suffice it to note that it's persuasive, proliferating, and exciting.  (Jackson, 2004 and 2006; Lamm, 2007)     That said, one of the most vexing problems that remains to be explained is why so little progress has been made in extending this orientation to those outside certain in-group moral circles.  That is, given a world rife with overt and structural violence, one is forced to explain why our moral intuition doesn't produce a more ameliorating effect, a more peaceful world.  Iacoboni suggests this disjuncture is explained by massive belief systems, including political and religious ones, operating on the reflective and deliberate level.  These tend to override the automatic, pre-reflective, neurobiological traits that should bring people together.     Thus a few cautionary notes are warranted here.  The first, then, is that social context and triggering conditions are everything because where there is conscious and massive elite manipulation, it becomes exceedingly difficult to get in touch with our moral faculties.  As Albert cautions, circumstances may preclude and overwhelm our perceptions, rendering us incapable of recognizing and giving expression to moral sentiments (Albert, n.d.; and also, Pinker, 2002).  For example, the fear-mongering of artificially created scarcity may attenuate the empathic response.     The second is Hauser's (2006) observation that proximity was undoubtedly a factor in the expression of empathy.  In our evolutionary past "there were no opportunities for altruism at a distance" and therefore the emotional intensity was/is lacking.  This can't be discounted but,  given some of the positive dimensions of globalization, the potential for identifying with the "stranger" has never been more robust.  For examples of help extended to strangers that wasn't available in our evolutionary past, including blood donations, Holocaust rescuers, adoption, and filing honest tax returns, see Barber (2004).     Finally, as Preston (2006-2007; and also, in press) suggests, risk and stress tend to suppress empathy whereas familiarity and similarity encourage the experience of natural, reflexive empathy.  This formidable but not insurmountable challenge warrants further research into how this "out-group" identity is created, reinforced, and its influence diluted.     The concept of empathy was first discussed by the German psychologist Theodore Lipps in the 1880s.  He introduced the term "einfuhlung" (in-feeling) as a way of describing one person's affective response to another person's experience.     Empathy is not synonymous with compassion, shared suffering or sympathy with another's pain.  Limited to the former, one would be paralyzed by "over-identification" and the inability to distinguish oneself from the other's distress.  At a minimum, it requires being able to grasp another's feeling state, to put oneself in the place of another.  This necessitates making a distinction between self and others by employing the cognitive capacity for detachment in order to act on that perception.  (Hardee, 2003)     We know from neuroscientific empathy experiments that the same affective brain circuits are automatically mobilized upon feeling one's own pain and the pain of others.  Through brain imaging, we also know that separate neural processing regions then free up the capacity to take action.  As Decety notes, empathy then allows us to "forge connections with people whose lives seem utterly alien from us."  (Decety, 2007)  Where comparable experience is lacking, this "cognitive empathy" builds on the neural basis and allows one to "actively projects oneself into the shoes of another person," by trying to imagine the other person's situation.  (Preston, in press)  Empathy is "other directed" and recognizes the other's humanity.  But, again, why the disjuncture?  What can we expect from this potentially transforming synthesis?     Hauser, as I read his exposition of a "universal moral grammar," posits a more neutral or benign process at work.  Given a moral grammar hard wired into our neural circuit via evolution, this neural machinery precedes conscious decisions in life-and-death situations.  However, we observe "nurture entering the picture to set the parameters and guide us toward the acquisition of particular moral systems."  At other points he suggests that environmental factors can push individuals toward defective moral reasoning, and the various outcomes for a given local culture are virtually limitless.  (Hauser, 2006)  For me, this discussion of cultural variation fails to give sufficient attention to the socioeconomic variables responsible for shaping the culture.     Cohen and Rogers, in parsing Chomsky's critique of elites, note that "Once an unjust order exists, those benefiting from it have both an interest in maintaining it and, by virtue of their social advantages, the power to do so."  (For a concise but not uncritical treatment of Chomsky's social and ethical views, see Cohen, 1991.)     Clearly, the vaunted human capacity for verbal communication cuts both ways.  In the wrong hands, this capacity is often abused by consciously quelling the empathic response.  When de Waal writes, "Animals are no moral philosophers," I'm left to wonder if he isn't favoring the former in this comparison.  (de Waal, 2000)     One of the methods employed within capitalist democracies is Chomsky and Herman's "manufacture of consent," a form of highly sophisticated thought control.  Potentially active citizens must be "distracted from their real interests and deliberately confused about the way the world works."  (Cohen, 1991; Chomsky, 1988)     For this essay and following Chomsky, I'm arguing that the human mind is the primary target of this perverse "nurture" or propaganda, in part because exposure to certain new truths about empathy—hard evidence about our innate moral nature—poses a direct threat to elite interests.  That is, given the apparent universality of this biological predisposition toward empathy, we have a potent scientific baseline upon which to launch further critiques of this manipulation.     First, the insidiously effective scapegoating of human nature that claims we are motivated by greedy, dog-eat-dog "individual self-interest is all" is undermined.  Stripped of yet another rationalization for empire, predatory behavior on behalf of the capitalist mode of production  becomes ever more transparent.     Second, for many people, the basic incompatibility between global capitalism and the lived expression of moral sentiments may become obvious for the first time.  (Olson, 2006, 2005)  For example, the failure to engage this moral sentiment has radical implications, not the least being consequences for the planet.  Researchers at McGill University (Mikkelson, 2007) have shown that economic inequality is linked to high rates of biodiversity loss.  The authors suggest that economic reforms may be the prerequisite to saving the richness of the ecosystem and urge that ". . . if we can learn to share the economic resources more fairly with fellow members of our own species, it may help to share ecological resources with our fellow species."  While one hesitates imputing too much transformative potential to this emotional capacity, there is nothing inconsistent about drawing more attention to inter-species empathy and eco-empathy.  The latter may be essential for the protection of biotic communities.     Third, learning about the conscious suppression of this essential core of our human nature begs additional troubling questions about the motives behind other elite-generated ideologies, from neo-liberalism and nationalism to xenophobia and the "war on terror."  Equally alarming for elites, awareness of this reality contains the potential to encourage "destabilizing" but humanity-affirming cosmopolitan attitudes toward the faceless "other," both here and abroad.  In de Waal's apt words, "Empathy can override every rule about how to treat others."     Finally, as de Waal admonishes, "If we could manage to see people on other continents as part of us, drawing them into our circle of reciprocity and empathy, we would be building upon rather than going against our nature."  (de Waal, 2005)  An ethos of empathy is an essential part of what it means to be human.  We've been systematically denied a deeper and more fulfilling engagement with this moral sentiment.  I would argue that, paradoxically, the relative absence of widespread empathic behavior is in fact a searing tribute to its potentially subversive power.  

A2: No right/Schwartz

Turn: Their conception of choice as a matter of individuals conceives of the self as separate from the cosmos

Nash 89 (Roderick, Professor of History and Environmental Studies at UC-SB, [The Rights of Nature p. 151])//RSW
To this the deep ecologists had two responses. The first noted that since some life-forms and ecosystems were perceived to have (and perhaps actually had) no value for human survival, more than enlightened self-interest was necessary if they were to retain their rightful place in the ecosystem.83 The second response was more complex and depended on the new vision of reality advanced by both the ecological sciences and the "new" physics as interpreted by pro​cess philosopher Alfred North Whitehead and, more recently, Fritjof Capra in books such as The Tao of Physics (1975). The heart of the theory was the idea that identity of the individual was indistinguish​able from the identity of the whole, interrelated cosmos. Therefore selfishness, rightly understood, could embrace the interests and rights of all life and matter. "The deep ecology sense of self-realization," George Sessions and Bill Devall explained, "goes beyond the modern Western sense of 'self' as an isolated ego striving for hedonistic grati​fication .... Self, in this sense, is experienced as integrated with the whole of Nature." Human self-interest and the interest of the eco​system were one and the same. Illustrating the point, they mentioned Gandhi's belief that in extending aid to others "altruism was unneces​sary because his self embraced the whole village." 84 The ecophilosophers simply defined the new village as global, coterminous with the planet. They were fond of quoting Robinson Jeffers's 1938 advice to submerge the ego and love the organic wholeness of the universe and "not man apart from that.''8~ In the 1960 Alan Watts restated the idea as "the world is your body." ~ Of course this kind of organicism had long been a staple of Eastern faiths, and many new environmen​talists saw ecology as the Western equivalent. It expressed what War​wick Fox called "awareness of the fundamental interrelatedness of all things--or, more accurately, all events." 87 Coming full circle, it ap​peared that deep ecologists could accept self-interest as the basis for environmental policy so long as "self" was seen to be indistinguish​able from the greater, all-inclusive "Self." Yet since few humans at​tained this state of final enlightenment, environmental ethics were necessary as everyday restraints on ordinary selfishness.

A2: “Animals don’t care”

Their attempt to minimize pain and death reflects a speciesist anti-nature value system

J. Baird Callicott, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Wisconsin—Stevens Point, 1989 [In Defense of the Land Ethic p. 15-16]

The "shift of values" which results from our "reappraising things unnatural, tame, and confined in terms of things natural, wild, and free" is especially dramatic when we reflect upon the definitions of good and evil espoused by Bentham and Mill and uncritically accepted by their contemporary followers. Pain and pleasure seem to have nothing at all to do with good and evil if our appraisal is taken from the vantage point of ecological biology. Pain in particular is primarily information. In animals, it informs the central nervous system of stress, irritation, or trauma in outlying regions of the organism. A certain level of pain under optimal organic circumstances is indeed desirable as an indicator of exertion--of the degree of exertion needed to maintain fitness, to stay in shape, and of a level of exertion beyond which it would be dangerous to go. An arctic wolf in pursuit of a caribou may experience pain in her feet or chest because of the rigors of the chase. There is nothing bad or wrong in that. Or, consider a case of injury. Suppose that a person in the course of a wilderness excursion sprains an ankle. Pain informs him or her of the injury and by its intensity the amount-of further stress the ankle may endure in the course of getting to safety. Would it be better if pain were not experienced upon injury or, taking advantage of recent technology, anaesthetized? Pleasure appears to be, for the most part (unfortunately it is not always so) a reward accom​panying those activities which contribute to organic maintenance, such as the pleasures associated with eating, drinking, grooming, and so on, or those which contribute to social solidarity like the pleasures of dancing, conversation, teasing, and so forth, or those which contribute to the continuation of the species, such as the pleasures of sexual activity and of being parents. The doctrine that life is the happier the freer it is from pain and that the happiest life conceivable is one in which there is continuous pleasure uninterrupted by pain is biolog​ically preposterous. A living mammal which experienced no pain would be one which had a lethal dysfunction of the nervous system. The idea that pain is evil and ought to be minimized or eliminated is as primitive a notion as that of a tyrant who puts to death messengers bearing bad news on the supposition that thus his well-being and security is improved. More seriously still, the value commitments of the humane move​ment seem at bottom to betray a world-denying or rather a life-loathing philosophy. The natural world as actually constituted is one in which one being lives at the expense of others,as Each organism, in Darwin's metaphor, struggles to maintain it own organic integrity. The more complex animals seem to experience (judging from our own case, and reasoning from analogy) appropriate and adaptive psychological ac​companiments to organic existence. There is a palpable passion for self-preservation. There are desire, pleasure in the satisfaction of desires, acute agony attending injury, frustration, and chronic dread of death. But these experiences are the psychological substance of living. To live is to be anxious about life, to feel pain and pleasure in a fitting mixture, and sooner or later to die. That is the way the system works. If nature as a whole is good, then pain and death are also good. Environmental ethics in general require people to play fair in the natural system. The neo-Benthamites have in a sense taken the uncourageous approach. People have attempted to exempt themselves from the life/de~ath reci​procities of natural processes and from ecological limitations in the name of a prophylactic ethic of maximizing rewards (l~leasure) and minimizing unwelcome information (pain). To be fair, the humane moralists seem to suggest that we should attempt to project the same values into the nonhuman animal world and to widen the charmed circle--no matter that it would be biologically unrealistic to do so or biologically ruinous if, per impossible, such an environmental ethic were implemented.

A2: Singer

Utiil and policy-making is a lethal combination: it allows specieism to come through the back door 

Tom Regan, Professor emeritus of philosophy at North Carolina State University,, 2001
[Environmental Philosophy: From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology p. 46-48]

Singer's argument has a further deficiency, which involves the principle of utility. First, Singer does not show that the differential treatment of animals runs counter to the utilitarian objective of bringing about the greatest possi​ble balance of good over evil. To show this Singer would have to give an elabo​rate, detailed description, not only of how animals are treated, a part of the task which he does complete with great skill, but an analysis of what, all con​sidered, are the consequences for everyone involved. He would have to inquire how the world's economy depends on present levels of productivity in the ani​mal industry, how many people's lives are directly and indirectly involved with the maintenance or growth of this industry, etc. Even more, he would have to show in detail what would probably be the consequences of a collapse or slow​down of the animal industry's productivity. Secondly, Singer needs to make a compelling case for the view that not raising animals intensively or not using them routinely in research leads to better consequences, all considered, than those which now result from treating animals in these ways. Singer is required to show that better consequences would result, or at least that it is very probable that they would. Showing that it is possible or conceivable that they might is insufficient.  It comes as a disappointment, therefore, that we do not find anything approaching this kind of required empirical data. What we find, instead, a passages, where he bemoans (rightly, I believe) the fact that animals are fed protein-rich grains which could be fed to malnourished human beings. The point, however, is not whether these grains could be fed to the malnourished it is whether we have solid empirical grounds for believing that they would l made available to and eaten by these people, if they were not fed to anima and that the consequences resulting from this shift would be better, all things considered. I hope I am not unfair to Singer in observing that these calculations are missing, not only here, but, to my knowledge, throughout the bulk of his published writings. This, then, is the first thing to note regarding Singer and the principle utility: he fails to show, with reference to this principle, that it is wrong to treat animals as they are now being treated in modern farming and scientific research. The second thing to note is that, for all we know and so long as we rely on the principle of utility, the present treatment of animals might actually be justified. The grounds for thinking so are as follows. On the face of it, utilitarianism seems to be the fairest, least prejudiced view available. Everyone's interests count, and no one's counts for more or less than the equal interests of anyone else. The trouble is, as we have seen, that there is no necessary connection, no preestablished harmony between respect for the equality of interests principle and promoting the utilitarian objective of maximizing the balance of good over bad. On the contrary, the principle of utility might be used to justify the most radical kinds of differential treatment between individuals or groups of individuals, and thus it might justify forms of racism and sexism, for these prejudices can take different forms and find expression in different ways. One form consists in not even taking the interest of a given race or sex into account at all; another takes these interests into account but does not count them equally with those of the equal interests of the favored group. Another does take their interests into account equally, but adopts laws and policies, engages in practices and customs which give greater opportunities to the members of the favored group, because doing so promotes the greatest balance of good over evil, all considered. Thus, forms of racism or sexism, which seem to be eliminated by the utilitarian principle of equality of interests, could well be resurrected and justified by the principle of utility. If a utilitarian here replies that denying certain humans an equal opportunity to satisfy or promote their equal interests on racist or sexual grounds must violate the equality of interests principle and so, on his position, is wrong, we must remind him that differential treatment is not the same as, and does not entail, violating the equality of interests principle. It is quite possible, for example, to count the equal interests of blacks and whites the same (and thus to honor the equality principle) and still discriminate between races when it comes to what members of each race are permitted to do to pursue those interests, on the grounds that such discrimination promotes the utilitar​ian objective. So, utilitarianism, despite initial appearances, does not provide us with solid grounds on which to exclude all forms of racism or sexism.' 

CBA Bad

Cost-benefit analysis is NOT inevitable—we can make judgments without reducing nature to calculation  

Steven Kelman, Professor of Public Management at Harvard, 2002
[Environmental Ethics p. 455-458]

In situations involving things that are not ex​pressed in a common measure, advocates of cost​ benefit analysis argue that people making judgments "in effect" perform cost‑benefit calculations anyway. If government regulators promulgate a regulation that saves 100 lives at a cost of $1 billion, they are "in effect" valuing a life at (a minimum of) S10 mil​lion, whether or not they say that they are willing to place a dollar value on a human life. Since, in this view, cost‑benefit analysis "in effect" is inevitable, it might as well be made specific. This argument misconstrues the real difference in the reasoning processes involved. In cost‑benefit analysis, equivalencies are established in advance as one of the raw materials for the calculation. One de​termines costs and benefits, one determines equiva​lencies (to be able to put various costs and benefits into a common measure), and then one sets to toting things up‑waiting, as it were, with bated breath for the results of the calculation to come out. The out​come is determined by the arithmetic; if the outcome is a close call or if one is not good at long division, one does not know how it will turn out until the cal​culation is finished. In the kind of deliberative judg​ment that is performed without a common measure, no establishment of equivalencies occurs in advance. Equivalencies are not aids to the decision process. In fact, the decision maker might not even be aware of what the "in effect" equivalencies were, at least before they are revealed to him afterwards by some​one pointing out what he had "in effect" done. The decision maker would see himself as simply having made a deliberative judgment; the "in effect" equiv​alency number did not play a causal role in the de​cision but at most merely reflects it. Given this, the argument against making the process explicit is the one discussed earlier in the discussion of problems with putting specific quantified values on things that are not normally quantified‑that the very act of do​ing so may serve to reduce the value of those things.

Causality module

The links will prove why weighing consequences projects false certainty—You must take responsibility for your value commitments before evaluating 1AC claims to know the world.

Luigi Pellizzoni, associate professor of Sociology of the Environment at the University of Trieste, 2008 [et al Global Environmental Politics Volume 8, Number 3, August 2008]

More generally, in modern society, the problem of how to deal with uncertainty takes the shape of a dilemma between two types of ethical commitments, which Max Weber labels “ethics of principles” (Gesinnungsethik) and “ethics of responsibility” (Verantwortungsethik).81 The former is based on value-rationality; the latter on means-ends rationality. We follow an ethics of principles when we believe in the unconditional value of a behavior regardless of its undesirable consequences. We do not regard ourselves as responsible for them. Rather, Weber says, we consider responsible the world itself, or the stupidity of humans, or God, who made humans stupid. We follow an ethics of responsibility when we take our expectations about the world or other humans as conditions or means for achieving a goal,endeavoringto assess the foreseeable consequences of our actions and regarding ourselves as answerable for them. Policy legitimacy, therefore, can be grounded on either principled beliefs (agreement on values) or factual beliefs (agreement on facts). Weber sees the ethics of responsibility as the rule in a rationalized society, the appeal to principles working only in exceptional [End Page 66] circumstances, as a barrier to the drift towards pure political expediency (Machtpolitik). This has been, after Weber, the driving assumption about modern society. As a consequence precaution has usually been understood—Hans Jonas being the most famous example—as a further extension of the ethics of responsibility. But is this really the case? The social connection model implies, and the PP controversy suggests, the opposite. The point deserves further elaboration. Let’s have a closer look at the two ethical orientations. The ethics of principles seems devoid of any reference to means-ends relationships. To follow it, Weber says, means to act irrationally from the viewpoint of the possible results. The meaning of action then resides in its exemplary value. Its purpose, however, cannot be to induce imitation, for example by calling forth emotions—it would in such case be a matter of means-ends rationality—as to testify to the principle. Yet for Weber rationality is the ability to control the world by means of information-processing.82 Thus a principled action cannot entail disregard for any connection between goals and means: it would be in this case an irrational, not a value-rational, one. There must be reasons to believe in the value of action. That is, there must be a rational view of the connection between action and a desired state of the world—a reasoned belief that, despite possible undesired effects, the desired one (the “good”) will eventually come true. Not by chance are values usually defined as shared and stable beliefs about the desirability of behaviors and goals (that is states of the world).83The difference between the two ethics, therefore, concerns the control of the consequences of action. If the ethics of responsibility requires predictability of consequences, the ethics of principles seems the only option when consequences are deemed unpredictable.84 The two ethics, thus, entail contrasting assessments of uncertainty. If uncertainty is deemed controllable,then what is known is regarded as adequate for making reliable decisions (taking risks in a proper sense). Uncertainty does not affect expected results beyond a predictable and acceptable threshold. If uncertainty is deemed beyond control, then the unknown is considered to hamper reliable predictions. It may affect the outcomes of behavior in unexpected ways. A principle then offers a clue to the world order. To apply the principle means to behave according to such an order, thus contributing to reproducing or (re)establishing it. One may not know (enough of) the causal chain, yet if action is consistent with the world order, then the unknown will ultimately operate according to such an order. The ethics of responsibility entails that purposeful action is regarded as intermingling with the unknown in such a way that the latter [End Page 67] “bends” into the former, as part of a mechanism driven by the actor. The ethics of principles entails that action is regarded as intermingling with the unknown in such a way that the former “bends” into the latter, as part of a self-driven mechanism, a process led by exogenous forces. This is of major relevance in the environmental field. For many issues the problem is not how much evidence is available but how evidence is evaluated—what counts as evidence and what such evidence tells us—and by whom.Assessments of the controllability of uncertainty and of actors’ competence, trustworthiness and responsibility intertwine and fuel controversies. Are previous successful predictions enough to talk of proper control of a process? Are the observed deviations negligible, or are they a clue to the insignificance of success? Who is entitled to address and settle these issues?Who is responsible if something goes wrong? In any non-trivial case the answer is debatable and ultimatelyrelated to value commitments. Defenders of GMOs, for example, maintain that gene technologies are just a follow-up of traditional biotechnologies; they only work more precisely and purposefully, because now we know more than we used to know. From this viewpoint, geneticists and molecular biologists are the most qualified policy advisers. Critics, however, are afraid that the unknown will bring surprises in a novel way. Traditional biotechnologies hybridize whole species, allowing in this way the unknown work “by itself” to sanction the success or failure (sterility etc.) of experiments. New biotechnologies transfer single genetic traits under the assumption that identified usable features can be isolated from their original task environment. The unknowns about the latter are deemed irrelevant to the purpose. For critics this is an unwarranted, possibly dangerous assumption. Additional insight is needed about systems interactions. From this perspective, ecologists, population biologists, agronomists and farmers become important policy advisers. In such conditions one may still talk of facts. Yet what is to be regarded as relevant facts and reliable predictions is affected by increasingly salient, debatable value commitments about growth, innovation, manipulability of nature, systems resilience and so on. The technicality of environmental issues has for a long time entailed that the plea for facts in the policy arena corresponds to a plea for an open line of credit towards experts. However, the growing saliency of uncertaintymeans growing public awareness of the deep normative commitments entailed in diverging assessments of the state of affairs and precautionary action; awareness that the ethics of responsibility is, in many cases, nothing more than a disguised ethics of principles.

Even if their individual prediction is true, they ISOLATE each one as an independent actor in an internal link chain. Their instrumemtalization of causal forces parallels the plan’s reduction of earth to a natural resource. Bracketing the complex interactions of the whole makes the 1AC’s knowledge-product worthless. 

Kurki 2006

[Milja Kurki, IR Theory at U Aberystwyth, “Causes of a divided discipline: rethinking the concept of cause in International Relations theory” Review of International Studies 32, 189–216] Kurki 27

The unique contribution of the Aristotelian framework is that it allows us to accept that ‘constitutive’ claims are essentially inseparable from causal claims. This also means that the causal-constitutive theory divide in IR no longer stands as a fundamental divide as both sides of the divide can, in the light of this analysis, be interpreted as being engaged in causal analysis – even if causal analysis conceived of in a very different sense. The traditional causal theorists must be recognised to be engaged with in a particular, in some ways limited, form of empiricist causal analysis (focused on patterns of observables), whereas the constitutive theorists can be understood to be engaged in deeper and broader realist causal analysis (often focused on the analysis of discursive/ideational causes).  The Aristotelian account builds bridges in another sense too. It is important to note that ‘constitutive’ conditioning causes concern, not only ‘constitutive theorists’, but also those explicitly interested in the role of material conditions. In IR realist theorists have traditionally explained world politics through resort to material factors. However, often the wrong kind of causal logic has been applied to material forces, just as to ideational forces. Instead of framing material forces as akin to efficient ‘pushing and pulling’ causes, as has arguably been the case in many realist explanations,74 it is implied here that they should be seen as forms of conditioning causes in social life, whose role needs to be understood in relation to other types of causes in any given context. Of course material resources matter, for they condition much of international politics, but material resources must be recognised to be constituted through social processes involving social actors and socialising principles (formal causes) and, indeed, to lend their influence differently in different causal contexts. Many realists have been unwilling to examine the role of material resources as causally complex. As a result, they have failed to account for how the material causes are determining of outcomes (how they influence ideas, rules and norms). The Aristotelian framework that sees material resources as important and as causal, but as causally ‘conditioning’ (‘constitutive’) and as intertwined with other causal factors, can be used to overcome some of the reductionist materialist tendencies in IR theorising. Towards new kinds of causal explanations of world politics? The conceptualisation of causation advanced here radically opens up how we should think about causal analysis and the role of ‘constitutive’ factors in our analysis. This insight poses a deep challenge to the divisive causal vs. constitutive theory ‘self-image’ perpetuated by many empiricists, reflectivists and constructivist in IR, as well as the ontologically, epistemologically and methodologically reductionist tendencies within these theoretical approaches. The impact of the reconceptualisation of causation is not merely ‘metatheoretical’, however. This is because metatheoretical framings of explanatory frameworks have direct effects on the kinds of explanations we advance for concrete world political processes: indeed, theoretical and conceptual lenses ‘constrain and enable’ (causally direct) the kinds of explanations we can construct. The conceptual lenses advanced here are more open and holistic than many of those advanced by IR theoretical camps. It follows that the approach here directs IR theorisations towards new more open and holistic avenues. First, it directs empiricist researchers in IR away from mere statistical and observational analysis towards the construction of integrative and holistic explanatory systems.  Thus, it emerges that the study of democratic peace, for example, should not be conducted merely on the basis of traditional ‘taxonomical’ (procedural) understandings of democracies and through measuring the relevance of observed ‘variables’ (democracy, wealth, alliances, culture) against each other. Rather, the focus becomes the construction of holistic and integrative frameworks where many types of conditioning causes, from material constraints of capitalist social relations to the ideological congruence of Western cultures, can be brought together to provide explanations of social and historical dynamics. Because the questions asked are more holistic and the methods used more pluralist, we can, not only devise more holistic explanations, but also uncover new levels/areas of relevant ‘social realities’. For example, ‘proxy wars’ or patriarchal power relations within states cannot simply be defined away as ‘irrelevant variables’, but can be seen to provide an important part of a holistic structural understanding of democracies and their embeddedness in the wider world system.75 Also the IR theoretical camps’ ‘exclusionary’ approach to social explanations can be countered. Too often IR theorists have avoided engaging with each others’ theoretical frameworks in explaining concrete world political processes. Think of the explanations of the end of the Cold War, for example. This complex world political process has been explained in rather reductionist and theoretically ‘incommensurable’ terms by the realists and the constructivists, one emphasising material and structural determinants, the other ‘normative’ ones.76 The key to providing better explanations of the end of the Cold War, and to initiating more constructive debate between theoretical schools, lies with the abandonment of the beliefs that single ontological factors (ideas, material concerns, agents, structures) explain an event, and that causal factors are ‘independent’.77  The approach to causal analysis advanced here enables much more open and multi-causal questions to be asked, which in turn necessitates a turn away from theoretically reductionist explanations. Theorists and researchers are, instead, directed towards providing accounts where the complex interaction of norms and material constraints are analysed in a holistic and historically attuned manner. The model of causal analysis advocated here, by advancing causal pluralism and by rejecting the metatheoretical persuasiveness of the causal vs. constitutive theory divide, holds open the possibility for new kinds of integrative and holistic theoretical engagements with world political processes. Although the deeper and broader conceptualisation of causation does not in itself ‘solve’ any of the concrete causal puzzles in IR, it opens up new lines of inquiry and new ways of dealing with them. As well as justifying the use of a variety of methodological tools and accepting the epistemological reflectivity of scientific causal analysis, it also forces IR theorists to ask more pluralistic questions about different types of causal forces and about their interaction. Thus, philosophical rethinking of causation is not just a fanciful ‘meta-theoretical’ exercise but has the potential to redirect the concrete study of world political processes in significant ways.

Death of the Natural

1NC

We’re impact turning their extinction impact. Human extinction is good because it prevents inevitable human domination of the universe. 

Kochi and Ordan 2008, (Tarik is a lecturer in the School of Law, Queen's University, Belfast, Northern Ireland. Noam is a linguist and translator, conducts research in Translation Studies at Bar Ilan University, Israel. 'An argument for the global suicide of humanity', Borderlands, December)

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_6981/is_3_7/ai_n31524968/?tag=content;col1
In 2006 on an Internet forum called Yahoo! Answers a question was posted which read: "In a world that is in chaos politically, socially and environmentally, how can the human race sustain another 100 years?" The question was asked by prominent physicist Stephen Hawking (Hawking, 2007a). While Hawking claimed not to know 'the solution' he did suggest something of an answer (Hawking, 2007b). For Hawking the only way for the human race to survive in the future is to develop the technologies that would allow humans to colonise other planets in space beyond our own solar system. While Hawking's claim walks a path often trodden by science fiction, his suggestion is not untypical of the way humans have historically responded to social, material and environmental pressures and crises. By coupling an imagination of a new world or a better place with the production and harnessing of new technologies, humans have for a long time left old habitats and have created a home in others. The history of our species, homo sapiens, is marked by population movement aided by technological innovation: when life becomes too precarious in one habitat, members of the species take a risk and move to a new one. Along with his call for us to go forward and colonise other planets, Hawking does list a number of the human actions which have made this seem necessary. [1] What is at issue, however, is his failure to reflect upon the relationship between environmental destruction, scientific faith in the powers of technology and the attitude of speciesism. That is, it must be asked whether population movement really is the answer. After all, Hawking's suggestion to colonise other planets does little to address the central problem of human action which has destroyed, and continues to destroy, our habitat on the earth. While the notion of cosmic colonisation places faith in the saviour of humanity by technology as a solution, it lacks a crucial moment of reflection upon the manner in which human action and human technology has been and continues to be profoundly destructive. Indeed, the colonisation of other planets would in no way solve the problem of environmental destruction; rather, it would merely introduce this problem into a new habitat. The destruction of one planetary habitat is enough--we should not naively endorse the future destruction of others. Hawking's approach to environmental catastrophe is an example of a certain modern faith in technological and social progress. One version of such an approach goes as follows: As our knowledge of the world and ourselves increases humans are able to create forms of technology and social organisation that act upon the world and change it for our benefit. However, just as there are many theories of 'progress' [2] there are also many modes of reflection upon the role of human action and its relationship to negative or destructive consequences. The version of progress enunciated in Hawking's story of cosmic colonisation presents a view whereby the solution to the negative consequences of technological action is to create new forms of technology, new forms of action. New action and innovation solve the dilemmas and consequences of previous action. Indeed, the very act of moving away, or rather evacuating, an ecologically devastated Earth is an example at hand. Such an approach involves a moment of reflection--previous errors and consequences are examined and taken into account and efforts are made to make things better. The idea of a better future informs reflection, technological innovation and action. However, is the form of reflection offered by Hawking broad or critical enough? Does his mode of reflection pay enough attention to the irredeemable moments of destruction, harm, pain and suffering inflicted historically by human action upon the non-human world? There are, after all, a variety of negative consequences of human action, moments of destruction, moments of suffering, which may not be redeemable or ever made better. Conversely there are a number of conceptions of the good in which humans do not take centre stage at the expense of others. What we try to do in this paper is to draw out some of the consequences of reflecting more broadly upon the negative costs of human activity in the context of environmental catastrophe. This involves re-thinking a general idea of progress through the historical and conceptual lenses of speciesism, colonialism, survival and complicity. Our proposed conclusion is that the only appropriate moral response to a history of human destructive action is to give up our claims to biological supremacy and to sacrifice our form of life so as to give an eternal gift to others. From the outset it is important to make clear that the argument for the global suicide of humanity is presented as a thought experiment. The purpose of such a proposal in response to Hawking is to help show how a certain conception of modernity, of which his approach is representative, is problematic. Taking seriously the idea of global suicide is one way of throwing into question an ideology or dominant discourse of modernist-humanist action. [3] By imagining an alternative to the existing state of affairs, absurd as it may seem to some readers by its nihilistic and radical 'solution', we wish to open up a ground for a critical discussion of modernity and its negative impacts on both human and non-human animals, as well as on the environment. [4] In this respect, by giving voice to the idea of a human-free world, we attempt to draw attention to some of the asymmetries of environmental reality and to give cause to question why attempts to build bridges from the human to the non-human have, so far, been unavailing.  Subjects of ethical discourse One dominant presumption that underlies many modern scientific and political attitudes towards technology and creative human action is that of 'speciesism', which can itself be called a 'human-centric' view or attitude. The term 'speciesism', coined by psychologist Richard D. Ryder and later elaborated into a comprehensive ethics by Peter Singer (1975), refers to the attitude by which humans value their species above both non-human animals and plant life. Quite typically humans conceive non-human animals and plant life as something which might simply be 

used for their benefit. Indeed, this conception can be traced back to, among others, Augustine (1998, p.33). While many modern, 'enlightened' humans generally abhor racism, believe in the equality of all humans, condemn slavery and find cannibalism and human sacrifice repugnant, many still think and act in ways that are profoundly 'speciesist'. Most individuals may not even be conscious that they hold such an attitude, or many would simply assume that their attitude falls within the 'natural order of things'. Such an attitude thus resides deeply within modern human ethical customs and rationales and plays a profound role in the way in which humans interact with their environment. The possibility of the destruction of our habitable environment on earth through global warming and Hawking's suggestion that we respond by colonising other planets forces us to ask a serious question about how we value human life in relation to our environment. The use of the term 'colonisation' is significant here as it draws to mind the recent history of the colonisation of much of the globe by white, European peoples. Such actions were often justified by valuing European civilisation higher than civilisations of non-white peoples, especially that of indigenous peoples. For scholars such as Edward Said (1978), however, the practice of colonialism is intimately bound up with racism. That is, colonisation is often justified, legitimated and driven by a view in which the right to possess territory and govern human life is grounded upon an assumption of racial superiority. If we were to colonise other planets, what form of 'racism' would underlie our actions? What higher value would we place upon human life, upon the human race, at the expense of other forms of life which would justify our taking over a new habitat and altering it to suit our prosperity and desired living conditions? Generally, the animal rights movement responds to the ongoing colonisation of animal habitats by humans by asking whether the modern Western subject should indeed be the central focus of its ethical discourse. In saying 'x harms y', animal rights philosophers wish to incorporate in 'y' non-human animals. That is, they enlarge the group of subjects to which ethical relations apply. In this sense such thinking does not greatly depart from any school of modern ethics, but simply extends ethical duties and obligations to non-human animals. In eco-ethics, on the other hand, the role of the subject and its relation to ethics is treated a little differently. The less radical environmentalists talk about future human generations so, according to this approach, 'y' includes a projection into the future to encompass the welfare of hitherto non-existent beings. Such an approach is prevalent in the Green Party in Germany, whose slogan is "Now. For tomorrow".  For others, such as the 'deep ecology' movement, the subject is expanded so that it may include the environment as a whole. In this instance, according to Naess, 'life' is not to be understood in "a biologically narrow sense". Rather he argues that the term 'life' should be used in a comprehensive non-technical way such that it refers also to things biologists may classify as non-living. This would include rivers, landscapes, cultures, and ecosystems, all understood as "the living earth" (Naess, 1989, p.29). From this perspective the statement 'x harms y' renders 'y' somewhat vague. What occurs is not so much a conflict over the degree of ethical commitment, between "shallow" and "deep ecology" or between "light" and "dark greens" per se, but rather a broader re-drawing of the content of the subject of Western philosophical discourse and its re-definition as 'life'. Such a position involves differing metaphysical commitments to the notions of being, intelligence and moral activity. This blurring and re-defining of the subject of moral discourse can be found in other ecocentric writings (e.g. Lovelock, 1979; Eckersley, 1992) and in other philosophical approaches. [5] In part our approach bears some similarity with these 'holistic' approaches in that we share dissatisfaction with the modern, Western view of the 'subject' as purely human-centric. Further, we share some of their criticism of bourgeois green lifestyles. However, our approach is to stay partly within the position of the modern, Western human-centric view of the subject and to question what happens to it in the field of moral action when environmental catastrophe demands the radical extension of ethical obligations to non-human beings. That is, if we stick with the modern humanist subject of moral action, and follow seriously the extension of ethical obligations to non-human beings, then we would suggest that what we find is that the utopian demand of modern humanism turns over into a utopian anti-humanism, with suicide as its outcome. One way of attempting to re-think the modern subject is thus to throw the issue of suicide right in at the beginning and acknowledge its position in modern ethical thought. This would be to recognise that the question of suicide resides at the center of moral thought, already. What survives when humans no longer exist?  There continues to be a debate over the extent to which humans have caused environmental problems such as global warming (as opposed to natural, cyclical theories of the earth's temperature change) and over whether phenomena such as global warming can be halted or reversed. Our position is that regardless of where one stands within these debates it is clear that humans have inflicted degrees of harm upon non-human animals and the natural environment. And from this point we suggest that it is the operation of speciesism as colonialism which must be addressed. One approach is of course to adopt the approach taken by Singer and many within the animal rights movement and remove our species, homo sapiens, from the centre of all moral discourse. Such an approach would thereby take into account not only human life, but also the lives of other species, to the extent that the living environment as a whole can come to be considered the proper subject of morality. We would suggest, however, that this philosophical approach can be taken a number of steps 

further. If the standpoint that we have a moral responsibility towards the environment in which all sentient creatures live is to be taken seriously, then we perhaps have reason to question whether there remains any strong ethical grounds to justify the further existence of humanity.  For example, if one considers the modern scientific practice of experimenting on animals, both the notions of progress and speciesism are implicitly drawn upon within the moral reasoning of scientists in their justification of committing violence against nonhuman animals. The typical line of thinking here is that because animals are valued less than humans they can be sacrificed for the purpose of expanding scientific knowledge focussed upon improving human life. Certainly some within the scientific community, such as physiologist Colin Blakemore, contest aspects of this claim and argue that experimentation on animals is beneficial to both human and nonhuman animals (e.g. Grasson, 2000, p.30). Such claims are 'disingenuous', however, in that they hide the relative distinctions of value that underlie a moral justification for sacrifice within the practice of experimentation (cf. LaFollette & Shanks, 1997, p.255). If there is a benefit to non-human animals this is only incidental, what remains central is a practice of sacrificing the lives of other species for the benefit of humans. Rather than reject this common reasoning of modern science we argue that it should be reconsidered upon the basis of species equality. That is, modern science needs to ask the question of: 'Who' is the best candidate for 'sacrifice' for the good of the environment and all species concerned? The moral response to the violence, suffering and damage humans have inflicted upon this earth and its inhabitants might then be to argue for the sacrifice of the human species. The moral act would be the global suicide of humanity. 

The capacity of nature to be different from us precedes all other sources of value.  If humans survive, we will re-engineer everything—atoms, cells, ourselves, and even other planets. All natural Otherness from the molecular to the extra-terrestrial will be systematically eliminated. This the biggest impact.

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999   [The Natural and the Artefactual p. 2-4]

To appreciate this dimension one needs to highlight the distinction between the artefactual and the natural. The former is the material embodiment of human intentionality--an analysis in terms of Aristotle's causes shows that all four causes, since late modernity, may be assigned to human agency.'- The latter, ex hypothesi, has nothing to do with human agency in any of its four causes. This shows that the artefactual and the natural belong to two very different ontological categories--one has come into existence and continues to exist only because of human purpose and design while the other has come into existence and continues to exist independently of human purpose and design. In the terminology of this book, the artefactual embodies extrinsic/imposed teleology while the natural (at least in the form of individual living organisms) embodies intrinsic/immanent teleology. However, the more radical and powerful technologies of the late twentieth and the twenty-first centuries are capable of producing artefacts with an ever increasing degree of artefacticity. The threat then posed by modem homo faber is the systematic elimination of the natural, both at the empirical and the ontological levels, thereby generating a narcissistic civilization. In this context, it is, therefore, appropriate to remind ourselves that beyond Earth, nature, out there, exists as yet unhumanized. But there is a strong collective urge, not merely to study and understand that nature, but also ultimately to exploit it, and furthermore, even to transform parts of it into ersatz Earth, eventually making it fit for human habitation. That nature, as far as we know, has (had) no life on it. These aspirations raise a crucial problem which environmental philosophy ought to address itself, namely, whether abiotic nature on its own could be said to be morally considerable and the grounds for its moral considerability If no grounds could be found, then nature beyond Earth is ripe for total human control and manipulation subject to no moral but only technological and/or economic constraints. The shift to ontology in grounding moral considerability will, it is argued, free environmental philosophy from being Earthbound in the millennium about to dawn. In slightly greater detail, the aims of this book may be summarized as follows 1. To show how modem science and its technology, in controlling and manipulating (both biotic and abiotic) nature, transform it to become the~  artefactual. It also establishes that there are degrees of 'artefacticity  depending on the degree of control and precision with which science and  technology manipulate nature. An extant technology such as biotechnology  already threatens to imperil the existence of biotic natural kinds. Furthermore  technologies of the rising future, such as molecular nanotechnology, i~  synergistic combination with biotechnology and microcomputer technology,.  could intensify this tendency to eliminate natural kinds, both biotic and abiotic~  as well as their natural processes of evolution or change. 2. To  consider the implications of the above for environmental philosophy, and in so doing, to point out the inadequacy of the extant accounts about intrinsic value in nature. By and large (with some honorable exceptions), these concentrate on arguing that the biotic has intrinsic value but assume that the~ undeniable contingent link between the abiotic and the biotic on Earth would~ take care of the abiotic itself. But the proposed terraformation of Mars (and even of Earth's moon only very recently) shows the urgent need to develop a much more comprehensive environmental philosophy which is not merely Earthbound but can include the abiotic in its own right. 3. The book also raises a central inadequacy of today's approaches in  environmental philosophy and movements. They concentrate predominantly  on the undesirable polluting aspects of extant technologies on human an~  nonhuman life, and advocate the introduction of more ecologically sensitive  technology (including this author's own earlier writing). If this were the most  important remit of environmental philosophy, then one would have to admit  that nature-replacing technologies (extant and in the rising future) could be  the ultimate 'green' technologies as their proponents are minded to maintain  in spite of their more guarded remarks about the environmental risks that ma'  be incurred in running such technologies.' Such technologies would also~  achieve what is seemingly impossible, as they promise to make possible ~  world of superabundance, not only for the few, but for all, without straining  and stressing the biosphere as a sink for industrial waste. But this book argue  that environmental philosophy should not merely concern itself with the  virtuous goal of avoiding pollution risks to life, be that human or nonhuman It should also be concerned with the threat that such radically powerful technologies could render nature, both biotic and abiotic, redundant. A totally artefactual world customized to human tastes could, in principle, be designed and manufactured. When one can create artefactual kinds (from what Aristotle calls 'first. matter,' or from today's analogue, what we call atoms and molecules of familiar elements like carbon, nitrogen, hydrogen, etc.) which in other relevant respects are indistinguishable from natural kinds (what Aristotle calls 'second matter'), natural kinds are in danger of being superseded. The ontological category of the artefactual would replace that of the natural. The upholding of the latter as a category worth preserving constitutes, for this book, the most fundamental task in environmental philosophy. Under this perspective, the worrying thing about modem technology in the long run may not be that it threatens life on Earth as we know it to be because of its polluting effects, but that it could ultimately humanize all of nature. Nature, as 'the Other,' would be eliminated. 4. In other words, the ontological category of the natural would have to be delineated and defended against that of the artefactual, and some account of 'intrinsic' value would have to be mounted which can encompass the former. The book argues for the need to maintain distinctions such as that between human/nonhuman, culture/nature, the artefactual/the natural. In other words, ontological dyadism is required, though not dualism, to combat the transformation of the natural to become the artefactual. The book also argues that the primary attribute of naturally-occurring entities is an ontological one, namely, that of independence as an ontological value. Such an attribute is to be distinguished from secondary attributes like intricacy, complexity, interests-bearing, sentience, rationality, etc., which are said to provide the grounds for assigning their bearers intrinsic value. In this sense, ontology precedes axiology. 

Destruction of non-living existence throughout the universe must be rejected. Extra-terrestrial nature will still have value even if we’re all dead because it has its own trajectory of existence.  

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 226-228]

We should not delude ourselves that the humanization of nature will stop at biotic nature or indeed be confined only to planet Earth. Other planets in our solar system, too, may eventually be humanized; given the technological possibility of doing so, the temptation to do so appears difficult to resist on the part of those always on the lookout for new challenges and new excitement. To resist the ontological elimination of nature as 'the Other,' environmental philosophy must not merely be earthbound but, also, astronomically bounded (at least to the extent of our own solar system). We should bear in mind that while there may be little pristine nature left on Earth, this does not mean that nature is not pristine elsewhere in other planets. We should also be mindful that while other planets may not have life on them, this does not necessarily render them only of instrumental value to us. Above all, we should, therefore, bear in mind that nature, whether pristine or less than fully pristine, biotic or abiotic, is ontologically independent and autonomous of humankind--natural forms and natural processes are capable of undertaking their own .trajectories of existence. We should also remind ourselves that we are the controllers of our science and our technology, and not allow the products of our intellectual labor to dictate to us what we do to nature itself without pause or reflection. However, it is not the plea of this book that humankind should never transform the natural to become the artefactual, or to deny that artefacticity is not a matter of differing degrees or levels, as such claims would be silly and indefensible. Rather its remit is to argue that in systematically transforming the natural to become the artefactual through our science and our technology, we are at the same time systematically engaged in ontological simplification. Ontological impoverishment in this context is wrong primarily because we have so far failed to recognize that nature embodies its own funda​mental ontological value. In other words, it is not true, as modernity alleges, that nature is devoid of all value and that values are simply humanly conferred or are the projections of human emotions or attitudes upon nature. Admittedly, it takes our unique type of human consciousness to recognize that nature possesses ontological value; however, from this it would be fallacious to conclude that human consciousness is at once the source of all values, or even the sole locus of axiologically-grounded intrinsic values. But most important of all, human con​sciousness does not generate the primary ontological value of independence in nature; nature's forms and processes embodying this value exist whether human​kind is around or not.

Destruction inevitable

Nature-replacing technologies will inevitably triumph, leading to the destruction of nature’s intrinsic value 

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 109-112]

[E]nvironment- or nature-saving technology counters damage to a natural environmental system by means of prevention at the source or by neutralization of potentially harmful spillovers. An environment-saving solution allows the natural system to mai.ntain, or return to, its original state or mode of interaction. Nature-replacing or substitution technology, on the other hand, supplements or replaces a damaged function of the natural system with a man-made system. Nature-replacement technology competes with nature-saving technology. Both forms of technology are prompted in response to environment-consuming pressures resulting from the growth momentum at the macro level. As an illustration of this tendency he cites the possibility of creating an artificial, engineered environment as a solution to the air pollution problem based on the principle of air conditioning. Air conditioning has originally been designed for climate control within a relatively small confined space. But with no further technological ingenuity, it can also be used for air purification. From an air-conditioned/-purified house, one steps into an air-conditioned/-purified car to work in an air-conditioned/-purified office. To overcome the residual limitations of decentralized air-conditioning units, one could take the next logical step of enclosing whole cities within a centralized system of air quality control. This would, no doubt, have the added advantage of not only being able to deal with local air pollution problems but also with global ones as well--the destruction of stratospheric ozone might no longer appear quite so alarming for us humans, as the excessive ultra-violet rays could be filtered out so that human health would not be undermined. And as for the possible harm to phytoplankton and plants, perhaps specially genetically engineered varieties to withstand the extra dosage of radiation could be devised as substitutes. Indeed, in the long run, even human beings could be genetically engineered to withstand a far higher dose of radiation, in particular, and various toxins, in genera. This has the advantage of incurring cheaper costs, while at the same time retaining a greater freedom of movement than the centralized air-conditioning/purification principle. As we have seen in the earlier chapters, humans, like other forms of living nature, are in danger of being turned into near total biotic artefacts in the presence of biotechnology as well as the potential combined presence of biotechnology, microcomputer technology and molecular nanotechnology? Doeleman believes that in terms of political and economic realities, the environment- or nature-saving technology could lose out to the environment- or nature-replacement technology for the following reasons (this account, however, is more a reconstruction than a direct summary of his position): Nature-saving technology would not really be effective unless there was a dramatic and universal shift away from consumerism and exponential economic growth. But the economies in the world today, both developed and developing, on the whole, show little or no signs of repudiating the ideology of material progress and affluence. Nature-saving, compared with nature-replacement technology, may be uneconomic in terms of implementation and/or opportunity costs. Take air pollution. Its sources are numerous--from the noxious substances pumped out by motor cars, to those emitted by other industrial processes of production, to a greenhouse gas, like methane, contributed by the seemingly innocuous and necessary activity of growing paddy rice particularly in the developing economies, as well as the rearing of cattle, a heavily subsidized activity in a developed economy like the European Union. To prevent air pollution demands a concerted effort on all such fronts, the costing of which becomes a well-nigh impossibility. By contrast, the costing of implementing the nature-replacement technology for any one location or region of the world would be much more manageable, and the actual cost would also, probably, be less. Moreover, it could even be argued that the quality of the artificially maintained air would be higher than that achieved by nature-saving techniques, as the marginal cost of eliminating any residual level of pollution could be very high indeed. Furthermore, as pollution occurs in the context of legitimate activities like mining businesses or pursuing leisure, measures to curb or restrain such activities would incur a high opportunity cost. And even more daunting from the political, economic and moral points of view, is the prospect of curbing such a basic subsistence activity as growing paddy rice in order to reduce, if not eliminate, the build-up of methane in the atmosphere. One could argue that the above favorable comparison of nature-replacing over nature-saving technology has missed out a dimension possessed by the latter which, if taken into account, could tilt the balance in its favor, against its rival. Is it not obvious that nature-saving technology not merely preserves the bounty of nature for us humans but also nature itself? If nature's value for itself can be made to enter the benefit/cost analysis, then nature-saving technology could score over nature-replacing technology. But even if a convincing philosophical foundation can be mounted for the notion of intrinsic value in nature, in the domain of economic calculations and its presuppositions, such a value is not readily accommodated. Shadow pricing is the nearest unsatisfactory device to recognizing-its validity. Economic thought has difficulty in attempting to cope with the value of nature even in anthropocentric terms, never mind with the value of nature understood non-anthropocentrically--for instance, it fails to do justice to the interests of future peoples through discounting time. Nature replacement may also be self-reinforcing. When the damage to the environment is relatively limited and its recovery perceived to be technically and economically viable, nature-saving measures may have the edge in the absence of its rival. But if resources were pumped into nature-replacement technology given its attractive potentials in the light of points 1 and 2 above, more damage to the environment would occur which might make recovery in turn more expensive even if feasible, and substitution more attractive in economic/political terms. In other words, the ultimate outcome of following this line of technological development would lead eventually to substituting the technosphere for the biosphere/nature. To the technological optimists and the technological pragmatists alike, there is nothing inherently alarming about this prospect in store for human civilization or for nature. The former, presumably, would positively welcome it in the spirit of technological triumphalism; the latter, faute de mieux, would buy it as the price one must pay for material progress. But the technological pessimists could only continue to criticize provided they articulate new grounds for their protest, going beyond the mere cry that technological fixes are in principle unsatisfactory. They would have to clarify for themselves what 'unsatisfactory' means. Is it to be understood in the sense of (a) being iatrogenic, that is, running the risk of causing further damage elsewhere, (b) causing further damage when that damage is assessed from the anthropocentric point of view, namely, as loss of resources and amenities to humans, or (c) causing damage when that damage is assessed from the nonanthropocentric point of view, as damage to nature itself?. Nature-replacement technology might not prove to be unsatisfactory in principle in the first two senses. Some technological fixes, it is true, are capable of producing iatrogenic damage, but surely not all. Each must be assessed on its own merit. Maybe some nature-replacement measures escape such a stricture. Maybe too, some of them could even be said to be more advantageous from the human point of view--the quality of air in an artificially controlled situation, we have seen, could turn out to be superior to that achieved by nature-saving techniques in the case of air pollution. However, it is true that no matter how well some nature-replacement devices could be said to pass the test of being satisfactory in senses a and b, they will have difficulty in passing the test in sense c. Ex hypothesi, nature-replacement technology ignores the intrinsic value of nature conceptually, and downgrades nature for its own sake in practice. In practice, at best it would lead to an unsatisfactory compromise of setting aside some areas to be designated as nature reserves while the rest would be made over to the technosphere. This, as Doeleman points out, is the "zoo principle," an acknowledgment by society that only residual bits of nature are worth salvaging and/or can be salvaged, to be artificially maintained and protected. If this undesirable scenario is to be avoided, then stronger efforts must be made, in the first instance, to articulate the philosophical grounds for opposing it--the fundamental task as conceived by this book.
Impact Extension

The death of nature caused by nature-replacing technologies is the biggest consequentialist impact. At least the Earth can come back from mass extinctions. 

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 88-90]

[J]ust as the clouds of carbon dioxide threaten to heat the atmosphere and perhaps starve us--we are figuring out a new method of dominating the earth, a method more thorough, and therefore more promising, than burning coal and oil and natural gas. It's not certain that genetic engineering and macromanagement of the world's resources will provide a new cornucopia, but it certainly seems probable. ... why, then, does it sound so awful? Because, of course, it represents the second end of nature. We have pretty much, by accident, altered the atmosphere so badly that nature as we know it is over. But this won't be by accident--this will be on purpose. I don't mean that we shall end nature if something goes wrong--if, say, a strain of bacteria programmed to eat cellulose gets loose and eats every tree and weed in sight .... It is the simple act of creating new forms of life that changes the world, that puts us forever in the deity business. We will never again be a created being; instead we will be creators.-" McKibben's lament about the first and second ends of nature obscures numerous points. While McKibben clearly recognizes that any action on the part of humans has impact upon nature~, he is not so clear about where the line should be drawn between those impacts which could be said to constitute the end of nature and those which constitute the end of nature. He characterizes the first end of nature, represented by global warming or stratospheric ozone depletion, in two conflicting ways. On p. 58----cited earlier--he says: "By changing the weather, we make every spot on earth man-made and artificial." But on p. 166, he writes: "We have pretty much, by accident, altered the atmosphere so badly that nature as we know it is over." His first characterization is definitely wrong. Precisely, because the alteration has not been designed, it would be incorrect to imply that it involves the demise of nature% when it involves the demise of natureo (as the impact is global and causally pervasive). Although he is more correct in his second characterization, all the same, he is not clear as to what could be meant by 'accidental.' And when that clarification has been made, it is not obvious that such a demise is really 'accidental.' Something, A, is said accidentally to have happened when the following condi​tions jointly obtain: (i) the agent did not deliberately intend A to happen and (ii) either A was caused by another event which was not initiated by the agent but by some other agent--the precious vase the agent was carrying was knocked out of her hands by a charging Alsatian, or A was caused by something which was entirely beyond the agent's control so that s/he could not be said to have acted, rather it was something which simply happened--all of a sudden, she suffered momentarily from a black-out or an epileptic fit, and as a result the vase fell from her grasp, shattering to pieces. But the first end of nature as identified by McKibben cannot be said to be accidental in the senses worked out above. It may be true that the agents involved do not deliberately intend to produce the greenhouse effect or the ozone hole. The effects satisfy condition (i) above but not (ii) in either form. They are anthropogenically, though not deliberately, produced. They are the accumulation of the unintended consequences of innumerable but separable individual acts of fossil burning, growing paddy rearing cattle, etc. No one, in designing or using a car or keeping cows, deliberately and directly intends to cause global warming. Nor is each act of consuming fossil fuel, using a car or growing a few hectares of paddy on its own, sufficient in causal terms to produce the end of nature. However, that end may be said to be obliquely or indirectly intended, but it would be misleading to say that the outcome is a purely accidental one, given the knowledge we now have about its provenance and its cause. This obliquely intended outcome is then no different from that posed by DDT pollution. There, too, no one deliberately intended to cause failure in the reproduction of certain birds, to poison the water table, etc. But these effects, nevertheless, also occurred cumulatively. Given knowledge of such outcomes today, humans may collectively be held responsible for them, even though it is true that the model of individual responsibility is not applicable in these contexts. If McKibben's first end of nature as nature~ cannot be identified in terms of what counts as accidental, could he, instead, rely on the criterion of pervasiveness as clarified earlier on? But pervasiveness may turn out to be only necessary, not necessary and sufficient, to cause the end of nature. He is correct in saying that anthropogenic changes to the weather and the atmosphere can bring in their wake profound disturbances to nature. But nature~, in its history, has endured many profound changes in its weather which has nothing to do with human agency: ice ages have come and gone, bringing with them severe changes to flora and fauna in geological history. This leads to the view that as far as organisms and their ecosystems are concerned, the severe changes they have to endure are no different in quality whether the disruption is anthropogenically caused or not--both forms may be sudden and abrupt like volcanic eruptions, asteroids crashing into Earth's surface, clear-cutting an ancient forest on the one hand, or gradual and cumulative, like evolutionary changes or the emergence of global warming today on the other. Eventually, after a period of time--sometimes quite short, but often long or very long--organisms, some old and others new, would establish new niches and new ecosystems. Anthropogenic disturbances then amount to the loss of pristine nature. The lament then is not so much about the end of nature tout court but the end of nature. This is a genuine lament but it is not quite what McKibben has portrayed. Nature, in the context of global warming or ozone depletion, though no longer absolutely pristine, survives and, moreover, survives independently of us humans as long as the processes of natural evolution remain intact in spite of the anthropogenically induced changes to the weather and the atmosphere. Nature, as we have seen, copes, no differently, when the changes to the weather and the atmosphere are not anthropogenically induced. The claim that nature can survive independently of us even in such a context may be supported by empirical evidence--for instance, the eruption of Mount Saint Helens in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, Oregon, in 1980, devastated the ecosystems which lay in its path but since then, slowly but surely, new ones have begun to establish themselves. Furthermore, life on Earth in its long history well before the appearance of Homo sapiens had suffered five major extinctions; each time nature,~ had recovered, although recovery times varied from 100 to 20 million years."-3 It can also be supported by the following thought experiment--imagine the removal of the human species immediately after it had induced the meteorological changes. It is likely that nature will continue to evolve in the absence of human. 
You must reject nanotechnology’s total destruction of all natural otherness 

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 117-120]

Nanotechnology cannot, and does not, dispense with elementary matter as atoms of the various elements which exist in nature, the analogue of what Aristotle called first or prime matter. Instead, its implied claim amounts to being able only to dispense with second matter, that is to say, natural kinds, be these biotic like species of plants and animals, or abiotic like diamond or granite. These are forms of low entropic structures which are scarce because humans may render extinct or use biotic kinds far faster than they can replace themselves. In the case of certain abiotic kinds, they are simply nonrenewable, at least in the time-span which could be relevant to the sustainability of our industrial civilization. But in a nano-technological world, such scarcity would not be wowing. Nanotechnology appears to be able to bypass most, if not all, abiotic natural kinds, by rendering them irrelevant to the process of production. In their place, it will be able to construct new forms of second matter, new synthetic kinds. By this maneuver, not only is the scarcity of natural kinds rendered irrelevant to the industrial processes of production but the artefactual kinds may be said to supersede them. Such supersession, in turn, as we shall see, would lead to both the ontological and the physical elimination of natural kinds. Natural kinds are entities which come into existence and continue to exist independent of human volition and agency; artefactual kinds, in contrast, are entities whose existence and maintenance are the intended outcome of human volition and agency. They come into, or go out of, existence entirely at human bidding. Technological products are artefacts, and artefacts are the material embodiment of human intentional structures. Nanotechnology, by allowing humans to assemble objects (or to disassemble them), atom by atom, with absolute precision, embodies the perfect technique for the manipulation of nature. Such manipulation amounts to near perfect, if not perfect, control and, therefore, near perfect or perfect mastery of nature. Whether such control and mastery are considered as domination is immaterial. If the notion of domination conjures up physical conquest, such as disemboweling the earth as in current mining, tearing out part of the earth as in quarrying, disfiguring the earth's landscape as in surface waste disposal, cutting down trees and destroying habitats and whole ecosystems as in massive deforestation, then such images of laying waste the land through the equivalent of scorch-earth policies are clearly irrelevant in the context of nanotechnology. But if domination is to be understood in terms of a relationship between two parties where one party (the dominator) totally and successfully imposes its will on the second party (the dominated), then the notion could be said to be appropriate. Humans in possession of nanotechnology are in a position systematically to replace natural abiotic by artefactual kinds if and when it suits their purposes to do so--humans are in total charge, the master of their own destinies, whereas natural kinds are, powerless, at their mercies. Such a situation justifies the political image of domination with which modem science has been associated. This image is reinforced by another matter, that of the ultimate humanization of nature. Under extant technologies, the process of humanization is, relatively speaking, not as profound as it could be when compared with nanotechnology. Up to now, natural kinds may have been transformed by extant technologies, to some extent, into artefacts but their degree of artefacticity is, relatively speaking, still not very deep, although biotechnology, in respect of biotic nature, is capable of increasing such depth by crossing the species boundaries. Nanotechnology claims to be able to construct de novo synthetic, abiotic kinds, from the design board, using the right arrangement of atoms. In conjunction with biotechnology, it could also redesign existing biotic kinds, turning them into near total artefacts. The serpent which haunts the new Garden of Eden is not so much the serpent of pollution. On the contrary, the more perfect the control and mastery over nature, the less likely is the technology to produce polluting effects. After all, pollution has been referred to as the "naturally mediated unintended and unforeseen consequences of specific practices. of activity upon nature.TM On this criterion of perfect mastery, the more perfect the technology, the less polluting it is--perfect precision and control mean that only whatever is intended comes to be and all that is unintended, as far as possible, is eliminated.-'~ If the most fundamental environmental value is not to undermine the functioning and integrity of the biosphere via polluting processes and pace of production, then nanotechnology must be considered to be environmentally benign and, therefore, the ultimate green technology. It is possible, as we have just seen, for such a technology in combination with another like biotechnology, to ensure that the biosphere carries out its public service functions, namely, to act as a sink to absorb waste, to continue the great carbon, nitrogen, hydrogen cycles. But if the most fundamental environmental value is not merely that, but the preservation of natural kinds together with the processes at work in nature which ensure that natural kinds continue to exist, to change and to evolve, to maintain themselves autonomously, then nanotechnology (in conjunction with biotechnology) seems to pose a severe threat to the preservation of the natural, as it possesses the potential to humanize the whole of nature. It is to be resisted then on grounds that the natural (meaning natural kinds and the processes which generate and sustain them) could be made redundant and replaced entirely by the artefactual (synthetic kinds, whether biotic or abiotic and the processes manufacturing them). As we have seen, the natural and the artefactual belong to two very different ontological categories. The natural constitutes 'the Otherness' for what is human. By rendering the natural redundant in principle, nanotechnology is in danger of destroying 'the Other.' To put it minimally, it is compatible with ontological impoverishment even if it does not entail either a permission or a duty to eliminate the natural, both empirically and as an ontological category. Ontological impoverishment is to be deplored not merely because in the end it amounts to human impoverishment. It is that of course, but more importantly, it is to be deplored as yet another expression of strong anthropocentrism and of a purely instrumental attitude to nature on the part of humans. It amounts to the denial, in yet another context, of the claim that nature can be a locus, if not also a source, of intrinsic value. It is morally wrong of us humans to eliminate nature (by rendering it redundant, making it over to our image to serve our purposes), not simply because it diminishes ourselves as moral beings, but because the diminishment lies precisely in our moral blindness to something other than ourselves which deserve moral consideration, or could be said to be the bearer of intrinsic value. In other words, although moral blindness is clearly a human failing, it is not merely to be deplored because it constitutes a human failing, but because ontological elimina​tion, loss or supersession is constitutive of that failing.

A2: Extinction Outweighs

Extend Kochi and Ordan: Even if you personally find human extinction repulsive, forcing yourself to go through the thought-experiment of willing the suicide of the human race allows you to confront the limits of your speciest bias.  Overcoming your natural resistance to embracing your own destruction strikes at the heart of assumptions about the biological supremacy of human life.  

Kochi and Ordan 2008, (Tarik is a lecturer in the School of Law, Queen's University, Belfast, Northern Ireland. Noam is a linguist and translator, conducts research in Translation Studies at Bar Ilan University, Israel. 'An argument for the global suicide of humanity', Borderlands, December) 

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_6981/is_3_7/ai_n31524968/?tag=content;col1
In this case, the action of cosmic colonisation envisaged by Hawking would not be enough. It would merely perpetuate a cycle of destructive speciesist violence. Further, general humanist action, guided by some obligation of 'care' for the environment, would also not be enough as it could not overcome an individual's complicity in systematic and institutional speciesist violence. The question here is open. Could a modern discourse of reflection, responsibility and action be strong enough to fundamentally reorientate the relationship between humans and other species and the natural environment? If so, then maybe a truly revolutionary change in how humans, and specifically humans in the West, conceive of and interact with the natural world might be enough to counter environmental disaster and redeem humanity. Nonetheless, anything short of fundamental change--for instance, the transformation of modern, industrial society into something completely different--would merely perpetuate in a less exaggerated fashion the long process of human violence against the non-human world.   What helps to render a certain type of action problematic is each individual's 'complicity' in the practice of speciesist violence. That is, even if one is aware of the ways in which modern life destroys or adversely affects the environment and inflicts suffering upon nonhuman animals, one cannot completely subtract one's self from a certain responsibility for and complicity in this. Even if you are conscious of the problem you cannot but take part in doing 'evil' by the mere fact of participating within modern life. Take for example the problematic position of environmental activists who courageously sacrifice personal wealth and leisure time in their fight against environmental destruction. While activists assume a sense of historical responsibly for the violence of the human species and act so as to stop the continuation of this violence, these actors are still somewhat complicit in a modern system of violence due to fact that they live in modern, industrial societies. The activist consumes, acquires and spends capital, uses electricity, pays taxes, and accepts the legitimacy of particular governments within the state even if they campaign against government policies. The bottom line is that all of these actions contribute in some way to the perpetuation of a larger process that moves humanity in a particular direction even if the individual personally, or collectively with others, tries to act to counter this direction. Despite people's good intentions, damage is encapsulated in nearly every human action in industrial societies, whether we are aware of it or not. In one sense, the human individual's modern complicity in environmental violence represents something of a bizarre symmetry to Hannah Arendt's notion of the 'banality of evil' (Arendt, 1994). For Arendt, the Nazi regime was an emblem of modernity, being a collection of official institutions (scientific, educational, military etc.) in which citizens and soldiers alike served as clerks in a bureaucratic mechanism run by the state. These individuals committed evil, but they did so in a very banal manner: fitting into the state mechanism, following orders, filling in paperwork, working in factories, driving trucks and generally respecting the rule of law. In this way perhaps all individuals within the modern industrial world carry out a banal evil against the environment simply by going to work, sitting in their offices and living in homes attached to a power grid. Conversely, those individuals who are driven by a moral intention to not do evil and act so as to save the environment, are drawn back into a banality of the good. By their ability to effect change in only very small aspects of their daily life, or in political-social life more generally, modern individuals are forced to participate in the active destruction of the environment even if they are the voices of contrary intention. What is 'banal' in this sense is not the lack of a definite moral intention but, rather, the way in which the individual's or institution's participation in everyday modern life, and the unintentional contribution to environmental destruction therein, contradicts and counteracts the smaller acts of good intention. The banality of action hits against a central problem of social-political action within late modernity. In one sense, the ethical demand to respond to historical and present environmental destruction opens onto a difficulty within the relationship between moral intention and autonomy. While an individual might be autonomous in respect of moral conscience, their fundamental interconnection with and interdependence upon social, political and economic orders strips them of the power to make and act upon truly autonomous decisions. From this perspective it is not only the modern humanist figures such as Hawking who perpetuate present violence and present dreams of colonial speciesist violence in the future. It is also those who might reject this violence but whose lives and actions are caught up in a certain complicity for this violence. From a variety of political standpoints, it would seem that the issue of modern, autonomous action runs into difficulties of systematic and institutional complicity. Certainly both individuals and groups are expected to give up a degree of autonomy in a modern liberal-democratic context. In this instance, giving up autonomy (in the sense of autonomy as sovereignty) is typically done in exchange for the hope or promise of at some point having some degree of control or influence (i.e. via the electoral system) over government policy. The price of this hope or promise, however, is continued complicity in government-sanctioned social, political and economic actions that temporarily (or in the worst case, eternally) lie beyond the individual's choice and control. The answer to the questions of whether such complicity might ever be institutionally overcome, and the problems of human violence against non-human species and ongoing environmental destruction effectively dealt with, often depends upon whether one believes that the liberal hope or promise is, either valid and worthwhile, or false and a sham. [8]  In another sense the ethical demand to respond to historical and present environmental destruction runs onto and in many ways intensifies the question of radical or revolutionary change which confronted the socialist tradition within the 19th and 20th centuries. As environmental concerns have increasingly since the 1970s come into greater prominence, the pressing issue for many within the 21st century is that of social-environmental revolution. [9] Social-environmental revolution involves the creation of new social, political and economic forms of human and environmental organisation which can overcome the deficiencies and latent oppression of global capitalism and safeguard both human and non-human dignity. Putting aside the old, false assumptions of a teleological account of history, social-environmental revolution is dependent upon widespread political action which short-circuits and tears apart current legal, political and economic regimes. This action is itself dependent upon a widespread change in awareness, a revolutionary change in consciousness, across enough of the populace to spark radical social and political transformation. Thought of in this sense, however, such a response to environmental destruction is caught by many of the old problems which have troubled the tradition of revolutionary socialism. Namely, how might a significant number of human individuals come to obtain such a radically enlightened perspective or awareness of human social reality (i.e. a dialectical, utopian anti-humanist 'revolutionary consciousnesse') so that they might bring about with minimal violence the overthrow of the practices and institutions of late capitalism and colonial-speciesism? Further, how might an individual attain such a radical perspective when their life, behaviours and attitudes (or their subjectivity itself) are so moulded and shaped by the individual's immersion within and active self-realisation through, the networks, systems and habits constitutive of global capitalism? (Hardt & Negri, 2001). While the demand for social-environmental revolution grows stronger, both theoretical and practical answers to these pressing questions remain unanswered.  Both liberal and social revolutionary models thus seem to run into the same problems that surround the notion of progress; each play out a modern discourse of sacrifice in which some forms of life and modes of living are set aside in favour of the promise of a future good. Caught between social hopes and political myths, the challenge of 

responding to environmental destruction confronts, starkly, the core of a discourse of modernity characterised by reflection, responsibility and action. Given the increasing pressures upon the human habitat, this modern discourse will either deliver or it will fail. There is little room for an existence in between: either the Enlightenment fulfils its potentiality or it shows its hand as the bearer of impossibility. If the possibilities of the Enlightenment are to be fulfilled then this can only happen if the old idea of the progress of the human species, exemplified by Hawking's cosmic colonisation, is fundamentally rethought and replaced by a new form of self-comprehension. This self-comprehension would need to negate and limit the old modern humanism by a radical anti-humanism. The aim, however, would be to not just accept one side or the other, but to re-think the basis of moral action along the lines of a dialectical, utopian anti-humanism. Importantly, though, getting past inadequate conceptions of action, historical time and the futural promise of progress may be dependent upon radically re-comprehending the relationship between humanity and nature in such a way that the human is no longer viewed as the sole core of the subject, or the being of highest value. The human would thus need to no longer be thought of as a master that stands over the non-human. Rather, the human and the non-human need to be grasped together, with the former bearing dignity only so long as it understands itself as a part of the latter.  The global suicide of humanity How might such a standpoint of dialectical, utopian anti-humanism reconfigure a notion of action which does not simply repeat in another way the modern humanist infliction of violence, as exemplified by the plan of Hawking, or fall prey to institutional and systemic complicity in speciesist violence? While this question goes beyond what it is possible to outline in this paper, we contend that the thought experiment of global suicide helps to locate this question--the question of modern action itself--as residing at the heart of the modern environmental problem. In a sense perhaps the only way to understand what is at stake in ethical action which responds to the natural environment is to come to terms with the logical consequences of ethical action itself. The point operates then not as the end, but as the starting point of a standpoint which attempts to reconfigure our notions of action, life-value, and harm. For some, guided by the pressure of moral conscience or by a practice of harm minimisation, the appropriate response to historical and contemporary environmental destruction is that of action guided by abstention. For example, one way of reacting to mundane, everyday complicity is the attempt to abstain or opt-out of certain aspects of modern, industrial society: to not eat non-human animals, to invest ethically, to buy organic produce, to not use cars and buses, to live in an environmentally conscious commune. Ranging from small personal decisions to the establishment of parallel economies (think of organic and fair trade products as an attempt to set up a quasi-parallel economy), a typical modern form of action is that of a refusal to be complicit in human practices that are violent and destructive. Again, however, at a practical level, to what extent are such acts of nonparticipation rendered banal by their complicity in other actions? In a grand register of violence and harm the individual who abstains from eating non-human animals but still uses the bus or an airplane or electricity has only opted out of some harm causing practices and remains fully complicit with others. One response, however, which bypasses the problem of complicity and the banality of action is to take the non-participation solution to its most extreme level. In this instance, the only way to truly be non-complicit in the violence of the human heritage would be to opt-out altogether. Here, then, the modern discourse of reflection, responsibility and action runs to its logical conclusion--the global suicide of humanity--as a free-willed and 'final solution'. While we are not interested in the discussion of the 'method' of the global suicide of humanity per se, one method that would be the least violent is that of humans choosing to no longer reproduce. [10] The case at point here is that the global suicide of humanity would be a moral act; it would take humanity out of the equation of life on this earth and remake the calculation for the benefit of everything nonhuman. While suicide in certain forms of religious thinking is normally condemned as something which is selfish and inflicts harm upon loved ones, the global suicide of humanity would be the highest act of altruism. That is, global suicide would involve the taking of responsibility for the destructive actions of the human species. By eradicating ourselves we end the long process of inflicting harm upon other species and offer a human-free world. If there is a form of divine intelligence then surely the human act of global suicide will be seen for what it is: a profound moral gesture aimed at redeeming humanity. Such an act is an offer of sacrifice to pay for past wrongs that would usher in a new future. Through the death of our species we will give the gift of life to others.  It should be noted nonetheless that our proposal for the global suicide of humanity is based upon the notion that such a radical action needs to be voluntary and not forced. In this sense, and given the likelihood of such an action not being agreed upon, it operates as a thought experiment which may help humans to radically rethink what it means to participate in modern, moral life within the natural world. In other words, whether or not the act of global suicide takes place might well be irrelevant. What is more important is the form of critical reflection that an individual needs to go through before coming to the conclusion that the global suicide of humanity is an action that would be worthwhile. The point then of a thought experiment that considers the argument for the global suicide of humanity is the attempt to outline an anti-humanist, or non-human-centric ethics. Such an ethics attempts to take into account both sides of the human heritage: the capacity to carry out violence and inflict harm and the capacity to use moral reflection and creative social organisation to minimise violence and harm. Through the idea of global suicide such an ethics reintroduces a central question to the heart of moral reflection: To what extent is the value of the continuation of human life worth the total harm inflicted upon the life of all others? Regardless of whether an individual finds the idea of global suicide abhorrent or ridiculous, this question remains valid and relevant and will not go away, no matter how hard we try to forget, suppress or repress it. Finally, it is important to note that such a standpoint need not fall into a version of green or eco-fascism that considers other forms of life more important than the lives of humans. Such a position merely replicates in reverse the speciesism of modern humanist thought. Any choice between the eco-fascist and the humanist, colonial-speciesist is thus a forced choice and is, in reality, a non-choice that should be rejected. The point of proposing the idea of the global suicide of humanity is rather to help identify the way in which we differentially value different forms of life and guide our moral actions by rigidly adhered to standards of life-value. Hence the idea of global suicide, through its radicalism, challenges an ideological or culturally dominant idea of life-value. Further, through confronting humanist ethics with its own violence against the non-human, the idea of global suicide opens up a space for dialectical reflection in which the utopian ideals of both modern humanist and anti-humanist ethics may be comprehended in relation to each other. 

If removing the human species does more good than harm, it is anthropocentric bias to not kill us all off 

Peter Singer 2007

http://animalrightskorea.org/essays/peter-singer-ethics-and-animals.html
When it comes to the crunch, Williams last resort in defense of “the human prejudice” is surprisingly crude. He asks us to imagine that our planet has been colonized by benevolent, fair-minded and far-sighted aliens who, no doubt fair-mindedly and on the basis of full information, judge it necessary to “remove us” – that is, kill us. In this situation, Williams says, we should not discuss the rights and wrongs of the aliens’ policies. Even if they are acting fairly and for the greater good of all, the only question, Williams thinks, is: “Which side are you on?” It’s odd that Williams should first deny the analogy between racism and speciesism, and then resort to “which side are you on?” as the ultimate bulwark of his argument. For it is a question we have heard before. In times of war, or racial, ethnic, religious or ideological conflict, it is used to evoke group solidarity and suggest that any questioning of the struggle is treason. McCarthyists asked it of those who opposed their methods of fighting communism, and now the Bush administration has used it against its critics to imply that by criticizing the policies of the administration, they are giving support to terrorists. “Which side are you on?” divides the world into “us” and “them” and demands that the mere fact of this division transcend ethical issues about what is the right thing to do. In these circumstances, the right thing to do, and the courageous thing to do, is not to listen to the tribal instincts that prompt us to say “My tribe (country, race, ethnic group, religion, species, etc) right or wrong” but to say: “I’m on the side that does what is right.” Although it is fantastic to imagine that a fair-minded, well-informed, far-sighted judge could ever decide that there was no alternative to the “removal” of our species in order to avoid much greater injustice and misery, if this really were the case, we should reject the tribal – or species – instinct, and answer Williams’s question in the same way, by being on the side that does what is right.
The rights of nature as a whole must take priority over humans—our extinction would be a moral good 

Roderick Nash, Professor of History and Environmental Studies at UC-SB, 1989
[The Rights of Nature p. 154-155]

Although few pushed environmental ethics this far, support for Callicott's position appeared frequently in contemporary philosophy. Holmes Rolston, whose respect for wilderness led him to deep eco​logical viewpoints, was not only prepared to recognize "the intrinsic value of every ecobiotic component" but proposed that nature be looked upon as a "commonwealth" whose rights trumped those of its living components. This view led Rolston to formulate "duties to species" and "duties to ecosystems" with higher ethical priority than to individual organisms. Well aware of the opposition to this concept among his colleagues, Rolston granted that neither a species nor an ecosystem had a "self" or was a "subject of life" with definable "inter​ests." For some philosophers this meant such collections could have no legitimate place in individually conceived ethics. But Rolston be​lieved that a "biologically sounder ethic" would value the species and the ecosystem more than the individual. Survival was the key. Indi​viduals survived as species in ecosystems; for Rolston, "the appropri​ate survival unit is the appropriate level of moral concern." By the same standards, the life process--evolution--always took moral pre​cedence over "ephemeral and dispensable" individuals. The bottom line for Rolston was the continuation of the biotic community. "The systemic process," he explained, "is an overriding value, not because it is indifferent to individuals, but because the process is both prior t and productive of individuality." Consequently the ecosystem, or nature in general, is a legitimate holder of rights and an object of human duty. To take just one more example of biocentric environmental ethic from a growing volume of American, Australian, English, and Norwegian philosophical literature, Paul W. Taylor of Brooklyn College began to explore what he called "life-centered" or "biocentric" morality in 1981. His philosophy rested on the now familiar assumption of absolutely equal inherent value, and hence moral merit, of a forms of life, including humans. He eschewed ethical hierarchy. Indeed Taylor went so far as to say that, given the history of his own race's adverse impact on the environment, it seemed reasonable that the complete disappearance of the human race would not be a moral catastrophe at all but rather something that the rest of the "community of life," were it articulate, would applaud with "a hearty 'Good riddance!' " Returning two years later to a defense of his "egalitarian type of biocentrism," Taylor addressed the charge that in his system killing a human was no more a moral wrong than crushing an insect or uprooting a plant. Yes, Taylor commented, he really did stand behind this shocking idea, provided it be understood that there could be "adequate moral reason" for swatting a fly off food or picking plant to eat or killing a human attacker in self-defense. Without such extenuating circumstances, "the killing of a wildflower.., is just ~ much a wrong.., as the killing of a human." Moreover, "in some situations it is a greater wrong to kill a wildflower than it is, in any other situation, to kill a human." The situations Taylor had in mind were taking the flower's life "wantonly" versus killing a person in self-defense

Nature has value and must be preserved—even in the event of human extinction

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 175]

1. The genesis of the universe and of earth are independent of humans. The Big Bang, which started the universe, is said to have happened 15 billion (or eons) years ago. Earth itself is said to be 4.5 billion years old. The genesis of life on Earth is also independent of humans. It happened at least 3.6 cons ago during the Archean period (4.5 to 2.5 cons ago) when the chemistry of the atmosphere was first dominated by oxygen. But the history of natural organic evolution is a very long one indeed. The lineage of anthropoid apes which led eventually to Homo sapiens emerged less than one-third of a million years ago. 2. Earth and its biosphere would not be extinguished should humans themselves, for some reason, become extinct as a species. As far as the biosphere is concerned, the disappearance of the human species cannot be said to threaten it. Should human extinction happen, the niches formerly filled by humans will be taken over by other species. It would also, most probably, provide opportunities for new species to emerge. The continuing existence of Earth and its biosphere is clearly, in this fundamental sense, independent of humans. A simple thought experiment should establish this point. 3. Moreover, the ability of the biosphere to function integratively and well is also independent of humans. 4. In other words, Earth and its extremely complex biosphere are fully autonomous. 'Autonomy' is here used to mean no more and no less than its ability to exist, to function integratively and well without any reference to, assistance from, or reliance on humans?-" 5. From the perspective of biospheric integrity, humans are, therefore, dispensable and could even be redundant. 6. It follows from the above that if an entity exists 'by itself,' and if its genesis, its continuing existence and survival, are independent of humans, then these are compelling reasons for us, humans, to recognize that it has a value independent of us. In turn, we ought then to recognize that we have a duty (in virtue of our ethical capability) not to undermine or destroy such a thing of value. C. The Asymmetry Thesis 1. The above shows that there is a distinct asymmetry of causal dependence between humans and nature. While humans depend on nature, and cannot exist if it were absent, or if its functioning integrity were too drastically upset by humans, nature's own existence and functioning integrity is independent of human existence. 2. Our total dependence on nature, but nature's independence of us, reinforces the Autonomy Thesis and re-emphasizes the view that nature has value which is entirely independent of us. 
A2: Duty to Future Generations

We have no duty to future generations—extinction does not make everything meaningless 

Robin Attfield, Professor of Philosophy at Cardiff University, 1999
[The Ethics of the Global Environment p. 63]

The belief that avoidable extinction would be an evil might seem to be based on duties owed to future generations. Yet if those genera​tions never live, apparently they can never be harmed, and thus nothing can be owed to them. Besides, the belief that the extinction of humanity makes much current activity meaningless seems to be based either on such duties to future generations, which apparently could prove empty and thus impossible, or on duties to past gen​erations to ensure that their concerns and projects are continued into the future; but people who are dead apparently cannot be either harmed or benefited, and so these duties seem empty and impossible too. 

A2 Extinction Destroys All Value

Nature has value and must be preserved—even in the event of human extinction

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 175]

B. The Autonomy Thesis 1. The genesis of the universe and of earth are independent of humans. The Big Bang, which started the universe, is said to have happened 15 billion (or eons) years ago. Earth itself is said to be 4.5 billion years old. The genesis of life on Earth is also independent of humans. It happened at least 3.6 cons ago during the Archean period (4.5 to 2.5 cons ago) when the chemistry of the atmosphere was first dominated by oxygen. But the history of natural organic evolution is a very long one indeed. The lineage of anthropoid apes which led eventually to Homo sapiens emerged less than one-third of a million years ago. 2. Earth and its biosphere would not be extinguished should humans themselves, for some reason, become extinct as a species. As far as the biosphere is concerned, the disappearance of the human species cannot be said to threaten it. Should human extinction happen, the niches formerly filled by humans will be taken over by other species. It would also, most probably, provide opportunities for new species to emerge. The continuing existence of Earth and its biosphere is clearly, in this fundamental sense, independent of humans. A simple thought experiment should establish this point. 3. Moreover, the ability of the biosphere to function integratively and well is also independent of humans. 4. In other words, Earth and its extremely complex biosphere are fully autonomous. 'Autonomy' is here used to mean no more and no less than its ability to exist, to function integratively and well without any reference to, assistance from, or reliance on humans?-" 5. From the perspective of biospheric integrity, humans are, therefore, dispensable and could even be redundant. 6. It follows from the above that if an entity exists 'by itself,' and if its genesis, its continuing existence and survival, are independent of humans, then these are compelling reasons for us, humans, to recognize that it has a value independent of us. In turn, we ought then to recognize that we have a duty (in virtue of our ethical capability) not to undermine or destroy such a thing of value. C. The Asymmetry Thesis 1. The above shows that there is a distinct asymmetry of causal dependence between humans and nature. While humans depend on nature, and cannot exist if it were absent, or if its functioning integrity were too drastically upset by humans, nature's own existence and functioning integrity is independent of human existence. 2. Our total dependence on nature, but nature's independence of us, reinforces the Autonomy Thesis and re-emphasizes the view that nature has value which is entirely independent of us. 
Future extinction does not make present life meaningless

Robin Attfield, Professor of Philosophy at Cardiff University, 1999
[The Ethics of the Global Environment p. 65-67]

Yet while all this shows that certain current activities would lose one of their central sources of value if life on Earth were shortly going to be obliterated, it does not show that life here and now would lose its meaning altogether. Even if we grant that participa​tion in shared activities is a necessary condition of a fully mean​ingful life, the prospect of the curtailment of shared intergenerational activities would not spell the abandonment of shared activities in general. Would you, in these circumstances, give up (for example) conversation? Philosophy, science and the arts could, I suggest, also continue (in principle, right up to the last moment). So could sports like football; and it would be morally imperative that some shared activities should not be abandoned, such as the nursing of the dying. Given what was granted above about the value of shared activities, these shared activities could well continue to be sources of value, muted by gloomy anticipa​tions, and beset, no doubt, by the reservations of some participants about whether these activities were really worth pursuing in the circumstances.

The world would still have value without a consciousness to observe it. 

Holmes Rolston III, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Colorodo, 2001
[Environmental Philosophy: From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology p. 144]

But the valuing subject in an otherwise valueless world is an insufficient premise for the experienced conclusions of those who respect all life. Conver​sion to a biological view seems truer to world experience and more logically compelling. Here the order of knowing reverses--and also enhances--the order of being. This, too, is a perspective, but ecologically better informed. Science has been steadily showing how the consequents (life, mind) are built on their precedents (energy, matter), however much they overl.eap them. Life and mind appear where they did not before exist, and with this levels of value emerge that did not before exist. But that gives no reason to say that all value is an irreducible emergent at the human (or upper animal) level. Nature does, of course, offer possibilities for human valuation, but the vitality of the system is not something that goes on in the human mind, nor is its value. The possi​bility of valuation is carried to us by evolutionary and ecological natural his​tory, and such nature is already valuable before humans arrive to evaluate what is taking place. 
Non-human existence including the abiotic has independent and intrinsic value

Keekok Lee, Visiting Chair in Philosophy at Lancaster University, 1999
[The Natural and the Artefactual p. 173-174]

A. The 'No External Teleology' Thesis-" Earth did not come into existence and does not continue to exist to serve human purposes. In this sense, as we have seen, the thesis of external teleology is simply false, and should be distinguished from the thesis of intrinsic/immanent teleology which holds true in the case of organisms. An alternative language to make a roughly similar, though not identical, point may be used for instance, the biologist Mayr distinguishes between teleomatic processes at work (in abiotic nature) which simply follow physical laws, such as the law of gravity and the second law of thermodynamics, and teleonomic processes at work (in biotic nature), as a result of which, organisms display programmed behavior, the program being the product of natural selection. Neither teleonomic nor teleomatic processes and their products have come into existence or continue to exist to serve human purposes. 2. Humans, of course, find parts of nature useful as food, clothing, shelter, etc., just as nonhuman life forms find other parts of nature of use to them Plants (autotrophs) can make use of abiotic nature to sustain their own functioning integrity and in this sense, the carbon dioxide, minerals, water, heat and light from the sun, etc., have instrumental value for the plants. But it would be misleading to say that abiotic nature exists for the purpose or end of keeping plants alive. Similarly, the leaves of plants have instrumental value for insects but it would also not be correct to say that plants sustain their own functioning integrity in order to be of use to insects. As already argued earlier (see Resisting Humean Projeetivism), neither can it be said that plants and animals exist for the purpose of keeping humans alive and flourishing although they, clearly, have instrumental value for humans. 3. From 1 and 2 above, it follows that just as nature does not exist for us humans, we humans do not exist for nature either. By this is meant the following: for instance, lice and microorganisms, no doubt, find human hair and human guts of instrumental value to them. But from this, we do not infer that the primary justification for human existence and its sole purpose is to serve lice and microorganisms in this instrumental fashion. Similarly, humans may find certain plants and animals useful as food, and caves useful as shelter, but from this one does not infer that the primary justification for their existence and their sole raison d'etre is to serve us in this instrumental fashion. 4. The points above~ show that there is need to distinguish between two senses of 'for itself.' The standard sense is the one used so far and is fled up with individual organisms and the notion of their striving to maintain their own functioning integrity--see preceding sections. However, a different sense is used in this context here which is not involved with the notion of striving, and is much wider, as it includes abiotic entities to which it may be conceptually inappropriate to ascribe the notion of striving. This sense is to be marked by calling it 'by itself.' It is simply an entailment of the 'No External Teleology' thesis?" The more standard 'for itself' involves the thesis of intrinsic/immanent teleology. An organ​ism exists, then, both 'by itself' (that is, it has not come into existence, nor does it continue to exist in order to serve human ends or purposes) as well as 'for itself' (that is, it strives to maintain its own functioning integrity). On the other hand, an abiotic item exists only 'by itself.' 5. If we were to consider humans as a locus of value because we are entities who exist 'by ourselves' (in the sense just characterized), then consistency should lead us to conclude that nature as a whole and the various items in it, too, are loci of value, for they, too, exist 'by them- selves.' This, however, is not to deny what is obvious, that what has intrinsic value in this sense may have instrumental value, as a matter of fact, for another.
