Document1


DDW 2011
1


***Links
Consumption
The aff participates in a logic of consumption which just postpones difficult choices – sustainability is key
Thomas Princen, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Global Environmental Politics 3:1, February 2003 © 2003 by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “Principles for Sustainability”, JPW
Global timber harvesters are squeezing more and more fiber out of a hectare of forest and yet deforestation proceeds unabated. The automobile and petrochemical industries are creating more wealth for a unit of pollution, yet emissions continue to grow. And the world’s water managers seem to agree on most things, including the need for treaties and more water, yet freshwater availability is diminishing. Contrary to conventional wisdom, there is actually quite a lot of cooperation and efficiency in today’s political and ecological economy. Where there are problems—e.g., deforestation, greenhouse gas build-up, water scarcity— practitioners and scholars alike call for more cooperation and more efficiency. It might just be that the principles themselves—cooperation and efficiency—are part of the problem, a problem well suited, it would seem, for scholarly analysis. Yet for all the scholarly attention to norms and principles in environmental and economic institutions, there is precious little normative work. There is little that scrutinizes prevailing principles let alone proposes new ones, especially principles aimed at reversing the trends in environmental decline and at promoting sustainable practice. To be sure, there is much that analyzes diplomatic and organizational successes and failures. Cooperation is a prevalent focus: negotiating, reaching agreement, implementing, monitoring, resolving disputes, building confidence. But environmental outcomes are taken as given, that is, given by the actors by what is politically possible, or expedient, at the time. More often than not, the outcomes, the goals of the institutions, are to “improve” the environment, to use the resource more efficiently, to alleviate impacts, to “green up” consumption, not necessarily to live within regenerative capacities. In this article, I assume that the seriousness of many environmental threats are of a wholly different order from that presumed in many environ- mental and economic institutions. Critical environmental threats entail irreversibilities and non-substitutabilities; they threaten vital life-support systems. Overconsumption—resource use beyond regenerative capacities that threatens entire species, including humans—is a real possibility.1 Saving a species or reducing CO2 emissions (or even simply slowing the rate of growth in CO2 emissions) only postpones tough choices. To make such choices, to construct institutions from the local to the global, from the tiny inshore fishery to the global atmospheric commons, requires principles attuned to such threats. If analysts take seriously the trends and accept social responsibility for contributing to the reversal of such trends, then they must go beyond marginal improvement, beyond, I will argue, cooperation and efficiency, and beyond the descriptive and predictive to the prescriptive. Analysts committed to social change must engage the normative.2 So the following is one such normative exercise. Its premise is that prevailing principles of social organization—cooperation, efficiency, equity, sovereignty— are not up to the task. They may have worked in times of resource abundance, in an ecologically “empty world,” a world where human impact is minor, where there is always another frontier, but they do not work now. They do not guide decision makers—not elite global managers, not farmers and fishers, not corporate leaders, not consumers—in reversing the biophysical trends and getting on a sustainable path. I begin by contrasting two policy goals—environmental improvement and sustainability. I then use examples from global water management to argue that prevailing principles contribute at best to marginal improvement. After critiquing modern society’s two dominant classes of institutional principles for resource use—cooperation and, at more length, efficiency—I devote the remainder of the article to proposing and sketching out a different class of principles, what I lump under the term sufficiency. Restraint, precautionary, polluter pays, zero, and reverse onus are emerging, even novel, principles that lend themselves to the sustainability goal by dealing directly with issues of criticality, risk export, and responsibility evasion. 
Consumption
The aff’s focus on producing more ignores the ideology of consumption that makes resource crises inevitable
Thomas Princen, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Global Environmental Politics 3:1, February 2003 © 2003 by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “Principles for Sustainability”, JPW

Analytic and policy approaches to environmental problems can be roughly grouped into two categories. Adherents to environmental improvement take current resource use practices as given and look for marginal improvements. The time frame is immediate or short term and the scale of activity follows political boundaries. “The environment” is seen as being “out there,” as separate from humans; it is benign and resilient, indeed bountiful, something to be managed for optimal human use. Environmental improvement is the goal, doing better than present conditions, even if “better” is only slowing the rate of degradation. Because crises are rare and localized, incremental social change is needed, if at all. By contrast, there are those who presume current practices are unsustainable, even catastrophic if pursued to their logical conclusions. The starting point for these advocates of sustainability is not the status quo environment but ecological integrity. Their orientation is long term, even very long term, that is, over many generations of key species, including humans. The scale is determined in the first instance by biophysical processes. From this view, human and natural systems may be separate, but the focus is on the intersection of the two systems. Perceived crises demand alternative forms of social organization, ones that make transformational, not marginal, change. Research within the economic strands of social science disciplines such as political science, sociology, and anthropology has been preponderantly in the “environmental improvement” category. Pollution control, environmental movements, and environmental organizations are common topics. At the same time that social science has focused on environmental improvement, those who chart biophysical trends say incremental change is not enough. Every time a “state of the environment” report comes out, authors call for a fundamental shift in how humans relate to nature. Some call for global citizenship, others for spiritual awakening. But nearly all call for a drastic overhaul of the current economic system, a system that is inherently and uncontrollably expansionist, that depends on ever-increasing throughput of material and energy, that risks lifesupport systems for humans and other species. They call, in short, for transformational change, what I have put in the category of sustainability. And, then, the best prescriptions these analysts, who largely are not students of human behavior, come up with are better information, greater efficiencies, more public participation and, for specific measures, new taxes and subsidies—all classic marginal tinkering. If the social sciences are going to make a contribution that is commensurate with the severity of biophysical trends, it must do better than analyze environmental improvement measures. Social scientists must develop analytic tools for the analyst (biophysical and social alike) and an effective vocabulary for the policy maker and activist that allow, indeed encourage, an escape from wellworn prescriptions that result in marginal change at best. Among those tools are norms and principles consonant with critical environmental threats. To promote alternative normative goals—e.g., human security through an economy that respects natural limits, an economy that is sensitive to overconsumption—the focus must change from producing goods (goods are good so more goods must be better) to consumption, not just purchasing, socalled “demand,” but to consuming, using up, diminishing regenerative capacity, engendering irreversibilities and non-substitutabilities.3 Global water management illustrates the need for such a focus. 

Consumption
The aff’s supply-side consumption logic is inadequate when attempting to solve complex environmental issues and hurts trends towards sustainability
Thomas Princen, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Global Environmental Politics 3:1, February 2003 © 2003 by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “Principles for Sustainability”, JPW
As the preceding suggests, two classes of organizing principles prevail in institutions of political economy, natural resources and the environment. One is cooperation which includes principles such as equal representation, public participation, full disclosure, information sharing, and consensus. The other is efficiency which includes division of labor, economies of scale, specialization, streamlining (e.g., making government more businesslike), intensification (e.g., extracting more pulp for a hectare of forest; getting more GDP for a liter of water) and conservation (e.g., using fewer kilowatts of energy to emit a given amount of light). As intuitive and popular as cooperation and efficiency are, both suffer from “normative neutrality.” One can cooperate to protect a forest just as well as one can cooperate to clear cut it. One can find efficiencies in harvesting so as to save trees just as well as one can find efficiencies to get every last bit of fiber off an acre of forest land. When incentives line up on the side of return on investment and growth, cooperation and efficiency lean toward clearcutting and fiber extraction, toward ever more economic activity, toward spurring material and energy throughput in the economy.16 Cooperation and efficiency are thus no more suited to reversing the trends and promoting sustainable practice than they are at stimulating those trends and thwarting sustainable practice. Cooperation and efficiency do not distinguish between environmental improvement and sustainability. They do not address two defining characteristics of contemporary environmental trends: 1. the increasing “criticality” of environmental threats, problems characterized by irreversibility and non-substitutability, threshold and synergistic effects (“surprise”), long time lags between cause and effect and, consequently, limited predictability and manageability. Climate change, biodiversity loss, topsoil erosion, persistent toxics, and declining freshwater availability are examples of such threats. 2. the increasing ease of exporting the risks of critical threats and escaping responsibility for their creation. Globalization, privatization, and diminishing state capacity conspire with technological innovation and market manipulation to skew the benefits and costs of economic activity, to create the illusions of environmental progress (e.g., local pockets of pristine and healthy environments, especially among those who can buy their way out of degraded environments) while vast areas around the world are degraded and huge waste sinks such as the oceans and atmosphere are filled. To move beyond cooperation and efficiency, beyond conventional, normneutral principles, normative critique is a useful first step. Elsewhere I have dealt with the inadequacies of cooperation.17 Here I address efficiency arguing that efficiency is not only inadequate as an institutional principle under ecological constraint, but that, as suggested, it actually impedes attempts to reverse biophysical trends in degradation and attempts to get on a sustainable path. I conclude by going beyond the critique to normative development, to proposing a different class of principles—sufficiency principles—which, I claim, address the defining characteristics of current trends, namely criticality, risk export, and evasion of responsibility. 
“Efficiency”
The aff’s obsession with “efficiency” is used to justify bad policy and makes sustainability impossible
Thomas Princen, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Global Environmental Politics 3:1, February 2003 © 2003 by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “Principles for Sustainability”, JPW
The idea of getting more benefit for a given effort or of investing less to get the same outcome is age-old. It has arguably informed a good deal of biological and cultural evolution. Individuals who can acquire resources with the least expenditure are more likely to survive and to reproduce, passing along their genes and cultural traits. A selection bias for a propensity to seek efficiencies is thus reasonable to infer. This natural propensity towards efficiency-seeking made a huge cultural leap with industrialization. The rewards for an efficiency gain were no longer a boost in immediate satisfaction—more meat from a hunting expedition, say— or even a boost in annual yield—more corn from a hectare of land. Rather, the rewards were substantial surpluses, enough to ensure sustenance, even economic prosperity and, most significantly, enough surplus to allow further investment leading to yet more surplus. For the cleverest at capturing such efficiencies, it was as if a perpetual motion machine had been discovered. Prior to industrialization, there were always brakes on continuous expansion: population pressures; technical limits on extracting resources and transporting them; physical barriers like oceans, deserts, and mountains. What is more, ecological constraint was ever present; declining yields signaled overharvesting and the need to forego surplus and shift investments. Now, with advanced metals, steam power and fossil fuels, all those constraints could be set aside—or so it has seemed for the past few centuries. Efficiencies are everywhere for the taking, like clumps of ripe fruit dangling from heretofore unnoticed branches. The classic site of such gains was the factory. Ever more finely tuned machines followed by ever more specialized labor made for ever more efficiencies, that is, ever more output for that factory, that labor, or that capital investment. Each wave of technological and managerial innovation has been an extension of the same theme: from Adam Smith’s pin factory and Armor Swift’s meat disassembly plants to Henry Ford’s automobile assembly line; from the company town to transnational production platforms; from a division of labor within the factory to a division of labor across the globe; from Fredrick Winslow Taylor’s scientific management to flexible specialization; from vertical integration to outsourcing; from real goods to virtual goods. All as if there were no end in sight, no equivalent to insurmountable mountains and uncrossable deserts. But the process never stopped with technical efficiency gains on the factory floor. Giddy with the cornucopia opened by manufacturing, modern societies now push the efficiency principle to other realms, including to some of the most unlikely institutions. Governments must be “streamlined,” waste cut and budgets tightened to perform in a business-like manner, all as if technical changes will “produce” wiser legislation, better administration, and more justice. The news media must find “synergies” with other knowledge-based industries, including entertainment, as if journalistic ideals in a free society will never be compromised by marketeering and centralized ownership. Schools and universities must find “economies of scale” by getting larger, consolidating neighborhood schools into school districts, expanding colleges into major research universities; all as if the fundamentals of a good education, not to mention the search for truth, can be so managed. Communities must relieve traffic congestion so drivers can make better use of their time. Planners expand roadways, erect flow management devices, and move more vehicles through intersections at greater speeds; all done as if enhanced automobile travel has insignificant effects on other modes of transportation (such as walking), on personal safety, and on residential quality of life. Families need time management at home, master schedules to account for every minute of the day, every day of the week. What is more, family members must minimize the daily drudgery of cleaning, cooking, and maintaining so as to maximize work, education, and recreation. All this scheduling and convenience-seeking occurs as if free time is “wasted time” and self-provisioning is the lowly activity of the poor and backwards. What was once a useful guide to factory organization has now become a pervasive principle of social organization. Efficiency claims abound, often unquestioned and unexamined. Perhaps most pernicious is the power of the efficiency principle to justify public policies, especially those that skew benefits toward the powerful and away from the weak, and those that displace true costs, especially ecological costs, in time and place. If, for example, a legislator wants to promote factory hog farming, the most “productive” way of getting pounds of pork from an acre of land, he need only argue that this advanced method is more efficient than free-range hog rearing. Public funds are then justified via tax abatements and zoning variances. The actual efficiencies are rarely spelled out, let alone questioned. If they were, they would have to include threats to ground water, spread of livestock disease, public health effects of antibiotics, displacement of family farms, and dissolution of communities. Net gains would be highly questionable. Similarly, if a university administrator wants to spur energy research, she need only show that the expected “return” in grants and patents will exceed the outlay of public and private funds. Such an efficient use of funds would likely ignore the attendant increases in student tuition, decreases in teaching commitments for selected faculty, and elimination of inefficient (read financially uncompetitive) programs. In the contemporary era, then, efficiency criteria have insinuated themselves into nearly every facet of everyday and professional life. As a principle, efficiency has become hegemonic in the sense that it is so universal, so internalized by nearly everyone in nearly all realms of life, that one hardly thinks about it, let alone questions it. Having moved from its most obvious and possibly most useful application, the factory, to nearly all aspects of human activity, even child rearing and leisure, it has overspilled its boundaries. It is used to skew market benefits, appropriate public funds, and mine resources, including such a vital substance as water, all in the name of “growth” or “development” or “progress.” Efficiency has become nearly synonymous with “good” and “better.” It has a scientific and technological ring to it and is thus invoked to promote and legitimize nearly any agenda, immune from questioning. It is, moreover, a principle that impinges on other principles, including those critical to sustainable resource use such as restraint, what I lump under the term, sufficiency.

“Efficiency”

Efficiency is used as a code word to justify any policy and ignore questions of fairness, equity, usefulness and excess
Thomas Princen, Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, The Logic of Sufficiency, 2005, pg. 84-86, JPW

The rise of efficiency in little more than a century, its ascendance from an intuitive idea and common practice to a technical metric and now to a broad social organizing principle, is arguably a product of modernization, maybe a definition of modernization. It is an outgrowth of the confluence of scientific understanding, rapid technological change, human population growth, fossil-fuel use, and advances in communications and transportation. “Those who favor efficiency as the goal of social policy tend to think of it as a grand value that takes up, incorporates, and balances all other values,” says philosopher Mark Sagoff. That it now extends from managerial mantra to social policy to personal choice, from education and health care to shopping and childrearing and a host of other “nonmarket” activities, suggests its power in modern life. That few people stop to take notice suggests its hegemony, its pervasive and unquestioned value, its universal application. “So interwoven into the fabric of society is this notion of efficiency that it seems ‘only common sense,’” writes Mary E. Clark. “The fact that this belief in the supreme rightness of efficiency is just that, a belief based on certain arbitrary assumptions, escapes us.” On its own terms efficiency is an unassailable good. It cannot be challenged because it equates with all that is good or better. It escapes scrutiny because its most common uses, possibly its most pernicious ones, are broadly social and political, not technical, not managerial. As a rhetorical device it is a sure route to claiming value, to asserting authority, to “moving forward,” while leaving behind all those mired in tradition and the ways of the past. When I wish to promote a project or a policy, especially one that requires others to pony up, I find a way to frame it as an efficiency gain: the house renovation will allow my family and our guests to make better use of the space; a new faculty member will bring in more research overhead dollars for my university. If my opponents can’t counter with an efficiency claim of their own, I win. Questions of fairness or equity or usefulness or excess fall by the wayside. Efficiency trumps all. Efficiency becomes the all-purpose means to all progressive ends. So in its evolution from shop-floor managerial technique to social imperative, efficiency has achieved the status of a self-evidence truth, the gospel truth: as individuals become ever more efficient, they, and the society they comprise, are better off. And they are better off unambiguously. Efficiency’s offerings are self-evident, a given, a background condition. We hardly notice its role in decision making. And we rarely notice when it’s abused, when it’s appropriated and contorted to meet the needs of boosters of whatever stripe – commercial, political, educational, religious, environmental. The mental revolution Taylor imagined is complete. And there efficiency sits, atop its pedestal, dressed in the trappings of science and progress, commanding all to lose no time, to be always useful, to convert minutes to dollars, to push workers and to push product. It is time to take efficiency down a notch or two. Under conditions of global ecological constraint, other principles need propping up – like precaution and polluter pays and zero discharge and reverse onus and restraint and respite. To further unpack efficiency after this curious history, is, curiously enough, now left to the technical. Efficiency’s scientific clothes, its primary source of legitimacy, must be removed. Exposure of the technical side, the very ratios efficiency is supposed to represent, reveals efficiency’s core limitations, its deliberate ambiguity, its susceptibility to manipulation, and, most significantly for the purposes of this book, its inherent contradiction of the ecological and social conditions necessary for long-term, sustainable resource use.
“Sustainable Development”

A focus on “sustainable development” sets aside the root cause – consumption
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 1-2, JPW
Consumption and consumerism have long been consigned to the edges of polite talk among North Americans concerned about environmental degradation and the prospects for sustainability. How much, and what, do we consume? Why? Are we made happier in the process? How much is enough? How much is too much for the social fabric or health of the planet? Small wonder that these questions are addressed only obliquely, if at all. They are hard to answer, and when answers emerge they can be problematic, for they have an awkward tendency to challenge deeply held assumptions about progress and the “good life”; they call into question the very idea of consumer sovereignty, a cornerstone of mainstream economic thinking. They also challenge prevailing distributions of power and influence and smack of hypocrisy, coming as they so often do from those who consume the most. To confront such questions is to bite off, in one chunk, a large and vexing body of social, political, and cultural thought and controversy. It is no exercise – intellectual or practical – for the timid. Perhaps it is no surprise, then, that comforting terms like sustainable development have come to frame the dominant environmental discourse in North America, where the contributors to this volume live and work. Those who developed the term – a concept that suffused the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro and, to this day, reverberates powerfully through the environmental debate – defined sustainable practice as actions that meet the needs of current populations without endangering the prospects and livelihoods of future generations. Just what constitutes the needs of today’s people remains blurred, out of focus, even usefully ambiguous: everyone has become adept at talking about sustainability without having to wade into the treacherous waters of consumption. Consequently, much that it said today in the name of sustainability continues to stress the familiar environmental themes of population (too large), technology (not green enough), and economic growth (not enough of it in the right place). Consumption occasionally enters the discussion, but only in nonthreatening ways, and most often in the form of calls for “green consumption” or in support of some moral imperative to consume recycled or recyclable products. Much of this sustainable development talk steers clear of escalating consumption levels and, especially, the roots of such escalation. In the United States, for example, conventional wisdom casts recycling as a primary mechanism for mass publics to “save the planet” without confronting the hard truth that recyclings can be a reward for ever-increasing consumption. Questions about driving forces and the impact of consumption continue to hang there, unaddressed. They are like the proverbial 800-pound gorilla in the living room that almost everyone chooses to ignore.
Masking

The aff’s focus on surface-level change masks deeper institutional roots of environmental problems and makes citizen action impossible
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 56-57, JPW

Like the militant recyclers and dead-serious green consumers of today, appropriate technologists of the 1970s were the standard-bearers for the individualization of responsibility. The difference between then and now is that appropriate technology lurked at the fringes of a 1970s American environmental politics more worried about corporate accountability than consumer choice. Today, green consumption, recycling, and Cuisinart-social change occupy the heart of U.S. ecopolitics. Both then and now, such individualization is alarming, for as Winter notes: The inadequacies of such ideas are obvious. Appropriate technologists were unwilling to face squarely the facts of organized social and political power. Fascinated by dreams of a spontaneous, grass-roots revolution, they avoided any deep-seeking analysis of the institutions that control the direction of technological and economic development. In this happy self-confidence they did not bother to devise strategies that might have helped them overcome obvious sources of resistance. The same judgment that Marx and Engels passed on the utopians of the nineteenth century apply just as well to the appropriate technologists of the 1970s: they were lovely visionaries, naïve about the forces that confronted them. Though the inadequacies of these ideas is clear to Winner, they remain obscure to the millions of American environmentalists who would plant a tree, ride a bike, or recycle a jar in the hope of saving the world. The newfound public awareness of global environmental problems may be largely to blame. Shocking images of a “hole” in the ozone layer in the late 1980s, ubiquitous videos on rainforest destruction, media coverage of global climate change and the warming of the poles: all this and more have brought the public to a new state of awareness and concern about the “health of the planet.” What, though, is the public to do with this concern? Academic discussion and debate about global environmental threats focuses on distant international negotiations, complicated science fraught with uncertainty that seems to bedevil even the scientists, and nasty global politics. This is no place for the “normal” citizen. Environmental groups often encourage people to act, but recommended action on global environmental ills is limited to making a donation, writing a letter, or – yes – buying an environmentally friendly product. The message on all fronts seems to be “Act…but don’t get in the way.” Confronted by a set of global problems that clearly matter and seeing no clear way to attack them, it is easy to imagine the lay public gravitating to individualistic, consumer-oriented measures. And it is easy to understand how environmental groups would promote such measures; these measures do, after all, meet the public’s need for some way to feel as if it is making a difference, and they sell. Ironically, those laboring to highlight global environmental ills, in the hope that an aroused public would organize and embark on collective, political action, aided and abetted this process of individualization. They paved the way for the likes of Rainforest Crunch ice cream (“buy it and a portion of the proceeds will go to save the rainforests”) because they were insufficiently attentive to a fundamental social arithmetic: heightened concern about any social ill, erupting at a time of erosion of public confidence in political institutions and citizen capacities to effect change, will prompt masses of people to act, but in that one arena of their lives where they command the most power and feel the most competent – the sphere of consumption.
“Final Frontier”

The aff’s creation of a “frontier economy” perpetuates harmful consumption habits and legitimates the worst forms of economic abuse
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 104-105, JPW

For a business firm, the ideal economy is a frontier economy. Politically, a frontier economy lacks jurisdictional authority. Resource users are those who claim rights but do not need to accept responsibility for the resource. Resistance by downstream recipients of externalized costs is insignificant. Economically, a frontier economy provides free resources and waste sinks. Equivalently, there is always another frontier to move to when the resource is exhausted. Ecologically, resources and sinks in a frontier economy either have infinite regenerative capacity or they can always be replaced or substituted via mobility and technology. Negative feedback only takes the form of financial returns on investment, never full ecological costs returning to the firm. Business strategy with respect to resource use can be viewed as a search for approximations of this ideal. Being strategically competitive means entering early to extract the resource and exiting promptly when political resistance mounts or costs return. Although there are few, if any, true frontier economies today, three factors lead policy makers and business people to continually try to construct them. Whether or not the resulting simulations are truly frontiers in an ecologically meaningful sense, they do foster the same kind of short-term, cut-and-run, mine-and-depart behavior. Put differently, because firms always have an incentive to reduce costs, they continually face a binary choice between efficiency seeking and cost externalizing. In a frontier economy, they tip toward cost externalizing. The first factor is governmental promotion of industry where “internal subsidies” are created for firms, external costs are passed to some or all of the government’s own citizens, and boom-and-bust economies are the norm. Often these are manufacturing or “brown” industries that are lured to enhance the tax base or provide jobs. The second factor is the so-called technology- or information-based economies which have the appearance of creating unlimited growth via infinitely expandable, “clean” pools of data and knowledge. Evidence typically given to support this view is that natural resource production only accounts for some 5% of advanced economies. There is, however, no evidence that such economies actually limit, let alone, reduce the throughput of materials and energy, nor that such economies could survive without a net inflow of resources from abroad. “Advanced” production may actually entail considerable cost externalization, what some have termed ecological “shadow” or “footprint.” Such production may simply extend the cost return time by obscuring the true consequences of such production and by separating economic actors’ decisions so as to render those consequences unintelligible, what I describe below as shading and distancing. The third factor is jurisdictional discontinuity. From the firm’s perspective, the more its transactions cross jurisdictional boundaries, the more it is operating, de facto and often de jure, in a frontier economy. The effect can be seen by comparing local and international economies. Local economies, especially natural resource-based economies, are embedded in a mosaic of institutional arrangements, some governmental and legally enforceable, some cultural and enforced by societal norms. If a recipient of externalized costs cannot negotiate satisfactorily with or find redress from a produced, that party can generally appeal to a higher authority. Such appeals stop abruptly at a border, however, especially an international border. Thus, in the classic case of externality, downstream recipients of a factory’s wastes need merely travel upstream to register a complaint or negotiate compensation. By contrast, Mexican recipients of North American waste (or of surface water depletion) will encounter myriad legal, cultural, and political obstacles crossing the border to seek redress – and vice versa.
“Management”

The aff’s approach to the resource problem necessarily oversimplifies complex systems and hides long-term costs
Thomas Princen, Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, The Logic of Sufficiency, 2005, pg. 40, JPW

When humility is brought to bear on critical resource issues, ecological rationality tends to follow. Seasonal harvests, fallow fields, technological limits, days of rest are concrete measures. Rational decision making is not so much managing the biophysical system, extracting all available fiber, using every drop of water, racking up record yields. It is accepting the limitations of complex systems and hence the potential of human interventions; it is husbandry, managing one’s interventions with an eye on the distant past and on the far future, all with respect for both the resilience and the vulnerability of those systems. It is, in a word, self-management. Kay and Schneider sum up the significance of complexity and ecosystem management: Systems theory suggests that ecosystems are inherently complex, that there may be no simple answers, and that our traditional managerial approaches, which presume a world of simple rules, are wrong-headed and likely to be dangerous. In order for the scientific [mechanistic, reductionist] method to work, an artificial situation of consistent reproducibility must be created. This requires simplification of the situation to the point where it is controllable and predictable. But the very nature of this act removes the complexity that leads to emergence of the new phenomena which makes complex systems interesting. If we are going to deal successfully with our biosphere, we are going to have to change how we do science and management. We will have to learn that we don’t manage ecosystems, we manage our interaction with them. Science from a complexity perspective and husbandry from an experiential perspective lead to attitudes of respect and humility. In an ecologically constrained world, the sustainability challenge is no longer to manipulate the nonhuman world for maximum human gain. Such gains tend to highlights the near-term benefits while shading the long-term costs. Select groups within present generations reap the bounties while others, present and future, bear the burdens. To practice self-management is to seek mechanisms of restraint. One such mechanism is problem absorption, another buffering.
Environmental Policy
Environmental policy creates scapegoats while ignoring underlying causes of pollution – thus legitimating the status quo while appearing to reform it
Bradley Bobertz, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory”, Texas Law Review Volume 73 Number 4 March 1995, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/tlr73&div=29&g_sent=1&collection=journals
To date, explanations for the intellectual bedlam of environmental law have included analyses of the byzantine organizational and jurisdictional structures of congressional subcommittees, models of public choice and game theory, lessons from evolutionary biology, and visions of impersonal institutionalized corruption. This Article offers an alternative theory for understanding both the convolutions and the failures of environmental law. Drawing on insights from the fields of anthropology, psychology, and media studies, I examine the phenomenon of societal scapegoating as a means for developing collective solutions to complex, poorly understand problems. My thesis is straightforward: Environmental lawmaking provides an important avenue for alleviating what we – individually and collectively – experience at some level as guilt or shame for the environmental degradation we witness through a world view shaped, in large measure, by the media. By offering this scapegoating or guilt-redemption theory, I do not attempt to provide a full explanation of environmental law and its genesis, and I certainly do not purport to diagnose the American psyche. However, I do attempt to explore some of the most basic, yet least understood, questions of the field: Why have we chosen to control pollution through the particular means we have, and why do we create legal responses to some environmental problems but not to others? The theory advanced in this Article relocates federal environmental law, a relative newcomer to the legal scene, to a more traditional place in the geography of social reform legislation. Rather than manifesting an unprecedented legal experiment, environmental law simply reflects a recent iteration of an old problem – the attempt to influence mass behavior through the instruments of the legal system. In environmental law, one witnesses the same issues that for decades have provided grist for reform-minded lawmakers: struggles to define desirable and undesirable behavior; debates over incentives, deterrence, and punishment; and questions about who makes the rules and when these rules might violate other aims and values of society. As with other areas of the law, these issues all emerge in the context of a complex, multitiered system of delegated collective power and individual liberty. In contrast to other areas of social reform, however, environmental law presents some unique problems. While the causes of crime, poverty, and other social problems can, without too much intellectual turmoil, be attributed to individual behavior, environmental degradation appears to implicate all of us. Pollution can strike observers as the integral by-product of the relatively comfortable lifestyle enjoyed by a majority of Americans in the late twentieth century. Yet, with images of smokestacks, dying lakes, and oil-drenched otters constantly intruding on the public consciousness, we are forced to live out Pogo’s dilemma: We have met the enemy, and he is us. Because the deep-seated causes of pollution tend to implicate us all, we feel the desire for psychological guilt release or redemption with special force. Thus, laws that externalize blame to outside forces allow us to preserve a way of life to which we have grown accustomed and one that we are reluctant to change – the very way of life that generates pollution in the first place. Environmental laws help us escape this psychological dilemma. They establish clear lines between the perpetrators and the victims, maintaining our position safely on the side of the innocent by treating pollution not as a natural, expected outcome of industrialization, but instead as an aberration from a norm of cleanliness. Environmental laws and the social patterns they reflect raise troubling questions. If we reduce the purpose of environmental law to merely stopping end-point pollution, we inevitably discourage scrutiny of our basic habits and ways of life. With pollution being “taken care of” by the government, only the most guilt-sensitive will take action to change their own behavior, and only the most fervently committed will press for deeper changes in our systems of production and waste disposal. Unfortunately, these ardent few occupy a marginalized position in mainstream America, and as the process of environmental lawmaking marches onward – identifying and punishing its scapegoats – the underlying causes of pollution are rarely mentioned, let alone acted upon. Thus, environmental legislation presents a striking example of how the law can legitimize an existing state of affairs while simultaneously creating the appearance of reforming it.
Environmental Policy

Environmental policy ignores root causes of pollution and creates flawed societal structures
Bradley Bobertz, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory”, Texas Law Review Volume 73 Number 4 March 1995, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/tlr73&div=29&g_sent=1&collection=journals
Ultimately, the legacy of environmental scapegoating may be the paradox of legitimizing polluting activities while simultaneously appearing to curtail them. The legitimizing effect of environmental lawmaking involves two factors that will be discussed in detail in separate sections below. The first section notes that environmental legislation does not merely punish the blameworthy; it exonerates the “innocent.” Upon the conviction of one suspect, the others are set free. Thus, the appearance of positive action in Washington (or the state capitol) creates the impression that a problem has been solved and repairs the perceived break in the social order that had given the law its initial momentum. The second section observes that enacting any social reform legislation, including environmental laws, creates new expectations and patterns of behavior that harden with time into societal structures that, however flawed, prove nearly impossible to alter. Today’s innovative solutions can become tomorrow’s institutionalized nightmares, a pattern from which environmental law enjoys no immunity.
Environmental Policy

Environmental policy scapegoats actors while enabling society to ignore consumption habits which perpetuate environmental problems
Bradley Bobertz, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory”, Texas Law Review Volume 73 Number 4 March 1995, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/tlr73&div=29&g_sent=1&collection=journals
The enactment of environmental laws also includes a less virtuous tendency to return with one hand what is taken away by the other. We wish to exorcise our demons but still retain the pleasures of their company. A law that strikes at the external manifestations of an environmental problem satisfies the common desire for identifying and banishing the guilty. On a personal level, however, no one wants her own habits exposed to the same harsh light. By acting with righteous vehemence against the visible end-products of pollution, we avoid asking harder questions about global resource allocation and the sustainability of existing industrial, agricultural, and personal patterns of behavior. Enactment of environmental laws not only releases us from guilt – or the state of being “part of the problem” – but also enables us to avoid scrutinizing deeper patterns that implicate our personal habits and appetites. Few would like to admit that these habits, and not simply the immediate targets of environmental law, create the very problems the law appears to address. In this matter, laws aimed at curtailing pollution can ultimately create barriers to lasting reform by legitimizing the more deeply rooted causes of pollution that the very process of lawmaking has exonerated from blame. Except for the environmental scapegoats – duly shamed and punished – the rest of society is liberated, free to pursue its old ways without fear of reprisal.

***Impacts

Extinction

Constant consumption must be stopped – continuation risks environmental collapse and extinction
Will Adams, writer for and creator of “One Planet One Life” blog for environmental sustainability, “Sustainability vs. Over-Consumption”, http://oneplanetonelife.com/main/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=41&Itemid=88, 3/21/2007, JPW
The new global economy, with exponential growth of human population and western consumerism, has caused our natural resources to become plundered to a point of crisis. The natural world is becoming depleted at a "rate unprecedented in human history". The Earth is unable to keep up with this pace; "Humanity's demands exceed the planet's capacity to sustain us". Living Planet Report.  For how long can this go on? "A moderate business-as-usual scenario, based on United Nations projections of slow, steady growth of economies and populations, suggests that by 2050, humanity's demand on nature will be twice the biosphere's productive capacity.  At this level of ecological deficit, exhaustion of ecological assets and large-scale ecosystem collapse become increasingly likely."  Living Planet Report - Humanity's Ecological Footprint. The damage from this consumption-based economy is tied with global population levels and the spread of western consumerism. With population levels that will soon reach 9 to 10 billion, the strain on Earth’s eco-systems will become so severely damaged and depleted, this consumption economy will finally fail with most of Earth’s resources at the point of collapse. Future Scenerio? Economically, we are fast approaching the point of no return. Irreversible depletion of resources is happening at a pace today that truly boggles the mind. Once final depletion of key resources occurs, the wealthier economies will attempt to create new technologies to keep feeding this consumption economy. However, poorer nations will not be able to afford to keep pace with the quickening changes. A global depression will begin causing final depletion of basic Earth resources, which will in turn cause famine and disease on a global (as opposed to regional) level. This global depression will have a trickle down effect upon the richer countries who will eventually begin to withdraw from the world economy in an attempt to “save themselves”. This will further depress the poorer nations, and global economies will begin an accelerating downward spiral. The richer nations, currently so dependent on foreign resources due to depletion of their own, will have nowhere to turn. Economic depression will slowly begin to strangulate the richer nations as they begin to self consume. The population in developed countries will now begin to plummet as the Earth System begins to balance the scales. The Hypocrisy of Unlimited Consumer Market Growth - You cannot have unlimited growth in a consumption based economy because this growth relies on consumption of natural resources to progress. Once natural resources become scarce, in order to compete, new technologies are created to extract these scarce resources at a faster pace which creates an increase in short term supply at the expense of long term sustainability. Once resources are consumed to the degree in which they become uneconomically feasible to consume / sell (or completely depleted all-together), that specific economy fails and the global economy begins to naturally seek other industry /consumption sectors to fill the void left and continue the process in another industry. The Line in the Sand - There is a limit to growth of consumption. A final line in the sand has been drawn. We are fast approaching this line and if we do not prepare today for the inevitable, our momentum will hurl us pass this line and over the precipice. Today’s scientists, diligently and tirelessly working in the field, have firmly drawn the line, and, with heartache, are urgently and passionately pleaing with leaders of the world to avert disaster. But they cannot do it alone. Global consumerism has become an awesome machine moving with increasing speed, payload, and momentum, quickening its acceleration towards this line. 
***Alts

Sufficiency

Efficiency fails in a fully industrialized world – only a shift to sufficiency principles can challenge the status quo and create sustainability
Thomas Princen, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Global Environmental Politics 3:1, February 2003 © 2003 by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “Principles for Sustainability”, JPW
Critiques of economic and environmental trends, like mine above, often end by insisting that economic expansion and growth-at-any-cost can not continue, that society must recognize its self-generated predicament and accept that enough is enough. Society must return to the old virtues, frugality and moderation, say, as if such notions are self-evident by themselves, let alone meaningful in the modern, industrial and post-industrial context. Ecological economist Herman Daly has probably done more than anyone to promote the idea of “enough” or optimal scale. Even so, he finds the concept of sufficiency, let alone its application in economic life, to be daunting. In Valuing the Earth, arguably the best collection of work on the social side of sustainability, he argues for a modified utilitarian principle: “sufficient per capita product for the greatest number over time.” In so doing, individuals and society have to face questions of purpose—“sufficiency for what? Needed for what?” But Daly also recognizes that asking such questions requires the development and application of an alien concept. “It will be very difficult to define sufficiency and build the concept [of sufficiency] into economic theory and practice. But I think it will prove far more difficult to continue to operate [as if] there is no such thing as enough.”18 Modern society has, of course, found it all too easy to act as if there is never enough and never too much. Consumerism, distancing, absentee ownership, open access and the myriad financial and legal ways of displacing costs in time and space contribute. The need for alternative principles may, in light of current trends, be obvious. Sufficiency principles have the primary virtue, I argue, of dealing directly with issues of environmental criticality, risk export, and responsibility evasion. Sufficiency begins as a simple idea and, under certain conditions, especially ecological constraint, can lead to major social organizing principles, ones that rival, indeed, compete with cooperation and efficiency. Sufficiency as an idea is straightforward, indeed simple and intuitive, arguably “rational.” It is the sense that, as one does more and more of an activity, there can be enough and there can be too much. I eat because I’m hungry but at some point I’m satiated. If I keep eating I become bloated. I go for a walk because it feels good, because I enjoy the movement, the fresh air, and the scenery, but if my physical exertion begins to override my pleasure, I’ve had enough. If I keep walking to the point where all my attention is on my aching feet and tired legs, I’ve had too much. I can sense the excess. Sufficiency is also a commonsensical idea at the collective level when risks are readily perceived and serious. A farmer knows that although everyone in the farm household desires increased yields, the risks associated with uncertain weather and markets means one can not push the land and the hired hands too hard. A lumber executive knows that a big cut this year will please shareholders and workers alike but, sensing that additional timberland won’t be available, the executive must hold back to ensure the cut the next year and the next decade, maybe even the next century. A college president knows the funds and the space for expansion can be raised but decides the college’s mission would be compromised with more bureaucratization and more encumbered funding sources. The idea of sufficiency begins to shift to the principle of sufficiency when structure is needed for enactment, when more than sensory perception of “enoughness” or “too muchness” is needed to recognize excess and to act. If I crave chocolate, I know I must stop eating it well before the craving ends if I am to avoid a severe headache. If I feel especially strong willed that day, I just stop myself after one chocolate bar and a couple of chocolate chip cookies. Otherwise, I have to arrange things in my house so only one chocolate bar and two cookies are available; to get more I’d have to make a trip to town, a considerable inconvenience. What is more, I’d have to so arrange my chocolate supply in advance of my craving. I’d have to plan ahead. All this arranging is management or, better, self-management. I anticipate my craving and I plan to indulge it because, in fact, I know chocolate not only tastes good but stimulates creative thinking. But I also know there are risks. I can have too much. A few chocolate bars too many and a debilitating headache puts me in bed for an entire day. In situations like this, I’m just being human; I want more of a good thing. I know I’d enjoy every additional chocolate bar. But with chocolate, as with so many good things, I can not rely on immediate perception and rational response. I cannot wait until I’m satiated to stop eating. Rather, the management of such desires requires guidelines, rules-of-thumb, criteria, norms, principles, especially in situations where individuals or collectivities confront risks to longterm well being. Sufficiency as an idea, as a personally and intuitively sensible goal, thus becomes a principle of management. A principle is socially useful because it routinely generates particular questions. And it does so not as experiments or occasional challenges to the status quo, but as a continual means of raising and espousing critical values. A management principle broadens to a social organizing principle when rules and procedures regularize collective behavior allowing such questions to arise normally and, hence, protecting and enhancing those critical values. In the process, other values are submerged. Sufficiency as a class of principles aimed at self-management engages overconsumption. It compels decisionmakers to ask when too much resource use or too little regeneration risks important values such as ecological integrity and social cohesion, when material gains now preclude material gains in the future, when consumer gratification or investor reward threatens economic security, when benefits internalized depend on costs externalized. Historically, societies have developed related notions—moderation, thrift, frugality, prudence, temperance, reverence—all to restrict the otherwise human tendency to want more of a good thing. The risks were to social cohesion, selfdefense, and survival. Among those directly dependent on the land or the seas, the farmers and fishers, for instance, the risks were to future harvests. But other principles of social organization have ascended and eventually dominated— power, caste, and divine right, for example. With industrialization, the ascendant and now dominant principle, I have argued, is efficiency. Eclipsing all others, societies the world over increasingly orient themselves to its precepts, including the values of mobility and specialization. Notions like frugality and prudence have been rendered subordinate, acceptable as a guide for individual behavior perhaps but irrelevant to the designs of society’s major institutions: the factory, the laboratory, the market. But these three institutions more than any are responsible for the ever-increasing thermodynamic throughput of modern society.19 They have been fabulously successful in generating material wealth, extracting raw materials from all corners of the globe, and creating products people will buy. They have made it appear that water is like other valuable liquids such as oil: with effort and new technologies, prospectors can always find more and, with market pricing, it can always be moved to its most productive use.20 In their heyday, the risks of such endeavors were only foregone opportunities, investments and discoveries that someone else would get to first. In an ecologically “empty world,” a world in which human impact is miniscule relative to the extent and regenerative capacity of resources and waste sinks, there were, after all, always more forests to cut, more swamps to drain, more grasslands to plow. For the entrepreneurs and pioneers, being resourceful meant getting the most from nature’s bounty, using resources efficiently to be sure, but for immediate gains, for the power or for the sheer pleasure of playing high-stakes games, but not for long-term sustenance. Mistakes might bring financial ruin but resources abounded elsewhere. One just had to pack up and move on. There was always another frontier. The risks are different now, profoundly serious from the individual to the societal to the global levels, from daily survival for some to successful reproduction for others. Not only are there few true frontiers left but the biophysical underpinnings of human life are in jeopardy. The litany of issues—global warming, extinctions, bioaccumulative toxics, water shortage—is long, well known, and well documented. More of the same, however cooperative, however fine tuned to be efficient, even “eco-efficient,” will not reverse the trends. In fact, in an ecologically “full world” every incremental increase jeopardizes life-support systems. Squeezing out yet another production efficiency, even in the spirit of cooperation, is of little benefit if throughput still increases.21 Different social organizing principles are desperately needed, ones that are inherently attentive to risks, especially those risks that are displaced in time and place. Sufficiency principles such as restraint, precautionary, polluter pays, zero, and reverse onus, have the virtue of partially resurrecting well-established notions like moderation and thrift, ideas that have never completely disappeared but have only become subordinate to efficiency. They also have the virtue of being highly congruent with global ecological constraint, a congruence not shared by efficiency, and its operational sub-principles, specialization and mobility. By asking how much is enough and how much is too much, one necessarily asks what are the risks, not just in the short term and for the immediate beneficiaries, but what are the risks to those unlikely to realize the benefits, both for the immediate and the long-term. 
Alt Solves

Alt solves – real-world precedent
Thomas Princen, Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, The Logic of Sufficiency, 2005, pg. 355, JPW

So the reader must judge whether my attempt to go beyond the critique is a valid academic endeavor or just an ideological exercise. The reader must decide if my prescription for sufficiency is a logical outgrowth of the biophysical and social context in which humans find themselves in the early twenty-first century or is just another environmentalist’s plea for global stewardship. All I would offer as a preemptive defense should the reader see disguised ideology and environmentalism is three things. One, as discussed, the underlying behavioral assumptions are hardly heroic. The proverbial “man and woman on the street,” the average Joe or Maria, the modestly thoughtful twelve year old, I dare say, will find nothing unusual about restraint and respite, precaution and polluter pays, selectively permeable boundaries, and self-determined work. And they will find utterly bizarre the inner workings of the meat industry, the claims of the timber industry that monocultures save forests, the assumptions of transport planners that automobility is best for everyone, the assertions of the leaders of the leading greenhouse gas emitting country that more emissions are less emissions. Two, the biophysical conditions are real, not the figments of the imagination of tens of thousands of scientists and review panels, not the prognostications of modern Malthusians and doomsayers. Many of us may be buying our way out of the consequences – for a time. But not everybody can; in fact, the great majority cannot, and no one can indefinitely. No one escapes climate change or groundwater depletion or persistent toxics. Three, the actors I have described who have actually practiced sufficiency – the Pacific Lumber executives and workers and foresters, the Monhegan fishers and the Maine fish wardens and legislators, the working class residents of Ward’s Island, and others. These people are hardly environmental extremists, let alone pie-in-the-sky social engineers. Their normative innovations made perfectly good sense, given their goals and constraints. Nothing in the logic of sufficiency is endemic to the ivory tower, to activism, to fringe politics. It is not “just a theory.”
Alt Solves

Sufficiency will spill over – it is logical, it exists in the real world, and it is effective and modeling and solving current ecological crises
Thomas Princen, Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, The Logic of Sufficiency, 2005, pg. 357-359, JPW

The sufficiency principle, or something close to it, is likely to emerge in the coming decades because it meets three conditions. One, it exists. People rarely use the term itself, let alone restraint or respite. But as we saw in the Pacific Lumber Company and the Monhegan fishing community and the cities of Toronto, Amsterdam, and Bogota, people are very much enacting the sufficiency principle. At the personal level, such a notion is virtually self-evident, even if violated: get enough rest and exercise, eat not too little and not too much. And at the global level, serious students and policymakers or population and AIDS and freshwater scarcity and climate change know that the relevant activities are excessive. And, yet, at virtually every other level – organizational, provincial, national – students and policymakers act as if one can never have enough. A second condition that enables the adoption of sufficiency is that, in principle and in practice, it is terribly logical. Young children react to a story embodying restraint or respite and they say, of course. Experts steeped in sophisticated mathematical modeling who look for that elegant optimal solution or seek that neat efficiency ratio or cost-benefit balance, concede that biophysical and social systems cannot so be modeled, let alone manipulated to reach such solutions. Sufficiency is at least as sensible as the logics that prevail in contemporary policymaking, the economistic and engineering and legalistic. Unlike those logics, though, it is well attuned to the defining characteristics of global ecological crisis – threshold effects, ecological “flipping”, permanent elimination of a vital resource, emergent diseases. It encourages social analogs to the biophysical facts, facts obtained by scientific study or experience or tradition or intuition: harvest limits and pollution caps follow ecological limits; self-management, buffers and restraint follow limited predictability; respite follows regeneration. Sufficiency encourages a transition from unfettered experimentation and novel insults – processes that risk entire systems – to incremental testing and adaptation. It encourages a shift from unrestrained expansion and intensification to buffering and natural rhythms and downtime. The third condition underlying a predicted emergence, even ascendance, of the sufficiency principle is that sufficiency is commensurate with biophysical conditions and long-term security. Unlike the efficiency principle which, as practiced, fits frontier exploitation and expansion, sufficiency goes straight to the absence of frontiers and the impossibility of ever-increasing human throughput. It is A. S. Murphy, his family’s expansionist history deeply embedded in his consciousness, standing on a Pacific Coast mountaintop and saying enough. It is a Monhegan fisherwoman looking at the ocean just a couple miles outside her island waters, littered with buoys, and saying too much. It is residents of cities as diverse as Toronto, Amsterdam, and Bogota saying that well-constrained automobility is just enough. Sufficiency works because it makes questions of enoughness and too muchness routine. Risk to systems – biophysical and social – rather than to individuals and corporations with their experiments and their investment dollars – are paramount under sufficiency. Limited predictability and surprise are taken as axiomatic rather than human control and unending efficiency gains – “celerity,” wars on waste, specialization and mobility. Purpose in material use is integral, examined routinely rather than shunted aside as merely the “personal” or “religious” or “political” or “philosophical.” Long-term effects and concerns for human and ecological security stand in contrast to immediate gratification, to time discounting and to concerns for maximum return on investment and maximum consumer choice. In the past, related principles like frugality and thrift and prudence were significant organizing principles for much of the industrial and industrializing world. Apparently supplanted by efficiency and growth and progress, they actually never died out entirely. Like those little mammals that timidly scurried about amid the dinosaurs, they found protected niches – in the home, in the neighborhood, and in the occasional timber company and fishing operation. They stayed out of harm’s way as the juggernaut of industrial development fed by fossil fuels and rationalized by efficiency rolled forward. Those niches made plenty of good sense for their practitioners, this even when global ecological constraint was not bearing down on them. So, in places, sufficiency does exist, and it is logical, albeit still subordinate to other social organizing principles like efficiency. When conditions change, though, when the larger environment can no longer accommodate endless expansion and freewheeling experimentation, it will, like the mammals, take its place. It is not just possible, it is extremely likely. 
***A2s

A2 Perm

Perm fails – public policy assumes demand to be unknowable, shutting out challenges and marginalizing the alternative
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 4-5, JPW

How might ordinary people living in high-consumption societies begin to clarify and act on these unsettling intuitions? Where can they turn for insight, systematic analysis, support, intervention strategies, or hope of effective action? Certainly not to the policymaking arena. There one finds processes of thought and decision dominated, perhaps as never before, by two forces: a deeply seated economistic reasoning and a politics of growth that cuts across the political spectrum. According to prevailing economistic thought, consumption is nothing less than the purpose of the economy. Economic activity is separated into supply and demand, and demand – that is, consumer purchasing behavior – is relegated to the black box of consumer sovereignty. The demand function is an aggregation of individual preferences, each set of which is unknowable and can only be expressed in revealed form through market purchases. Thus analytic and policy attention is directed to production – that is, to the processes of supplying consumers with what they desire. Getting production right means getting markets to clear and the economy to grow. If a problem arises in this production-based, consumer-oriented economy, corrections are naturally aimed at production, not consumption. Running in tandem with this reasoning is a simple but compelling political fact: expanding the stock of available resources and spreading the wealth throughout the population carry a much lower political price tag than trying to redistribute resources from the haves to the have-nots. Economic growth, facilitated at every turn by public policy, becomes the lubricant for civic processes of democratic planning and compromise. The dominance of economistic reasoning and the pragmatism of growth politics conspire to insulate from policy scrutiny the individual black boxes in which consuming is understood to occur. As a result, an entire realm of questions cannot be asked. No one in public life dares – or needs – to ask why people consume, let alone to question whether people or societies are better off with their accustomed consumption patterns. People consume to meet needs; only individuals can know their needs and thus only the individual can judge how to participate in the economy. Consumption becomes sacrosanct. If water supplies are tight, one must produce more water, not consume less. If toxics accumulate, one must produce with fewer by-products – or, even better, produce a cleanup technology – rather than forgo the production itself. Goods are good and more goods are better. Wastes may be bad – but when they are, more productive efficiencies, including ecoefficiencies and recycling, are the answer. Production reigns supreme because consumption is beyond scrutiny.
A2 Overpopulation/Get off the Rock
Overpopulation can’t account for massive overuse of resources
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 6, JPW

Intuitively, people know that consumption contributes to environmental problems. We burn logs or write on paper and trees get cut. For those familiar with IPAT, the formula scientists Paul Erhlich and John Holdren developed to suggest that environmental impact (I) is a function of population (P), affluence (A), and technology (T), it is clear that consumption (affluence) is one of the big three drivers of environmental change. And yet discussion of consumption, whether in the academic, policy, or activist communities, tends to confound consumption with population growth (more people means more consumption) or to interpret overconsumption as a technology problem (more efficient use of resources means less use). A survey of major commodities reveals that increases in resources use can only be explained in part, often only in small part, by increases in population. Three such commodities – forest products, food, and water – are indicative. The percentage increases in nearly all categories of all three commodities significantly exceed the percentage increases in population. (GRAPHS ARE INCLUDED IN BOOK FOR THESE THREE RESOURCES)
A2 New Tech
Tech improvements only solve if all else is constant – however, technology improvements cause people to overconsume, hurting the environment even more
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 9, JPW

Examination of technology improvements, in this case increased fuel efficiencies for private automobiles, suggests that technology change may exacerbate resource use because it spurs ever more “consuming” behavior – for example, buying bigger vehicles or more vehicles or both (however more fuel efficient) and driving further and faster. Technology may help reduce environmental impact, but only if all else remains constant. It is precisely the “all else” – the consuming behavior – that must be distinguished and addressed if overall impact is to be reduced. (GRAPHS ARE INCLUDED IN THE BOOK TO SUPPORT THIS ANALYSIS)

A2 New Tech

This logic is naïve and flawed – tech can never keep up with increasing consumption
Herman Daly and Kenneth Townsend, Daly is an American ecological economist and professor at the School of Public Policy of University of Maryland, College Park in the United States.

He was Senior Economist in the Environment Department of the World Bank, where he helped to develop policy guidelines related to sustainable development. While there, he was engaged in environmental operations work in Latin America. He is closely associated with theories of a Steady state economy, Townsend is the Professor of Economics at Hampden-Sydney College, Valuing the Earth, 1993, pg. 91-92, JPW

The favorite thesis of standard and Marxist economists alike, however, is that the power of technology is without limits [3; 4; 10; 49; 51; 69; 74]. We will always be able not only to find a substitute for a resource which has become scarce, but also to increase the productivity of any kind of energy and material. Should we run out of some resources, we will always think up something, just as we have continuously done since the time of Pericles [4, pp. 332-334]. Nothing, therefore, could ever stand in the way of an increasingly happier existence of the human species. One can hardly think of a more blunt form of linear thinking. By the same logic, no healthy young human should ever become afflicted with rheumatism or any other old-age aliments; nor should he ever die. Dinosuars, just before they disappeared from this very same planet, had behind them not less than one hundred and fifty million years of truly prosperous existence. (And they did not pollute environment with industrial waste!) But the logic to be truly savored is Solo’s [73, p. 516]. If entropic degradation is to bring mankind to its knees sometime in the future, it should have done so sometime after A.D. 1000. The old truth of Seigneur de La Palice has never been turned around – and in such a delightful form. In support of the same thesis, there also are arguments directly pertaining to its substance. First, there is the assertion that only a few kinds of resources are “so resistant to technological advance as to be incapable of eventually yielding extractive products at constant or declining cost” [3, p.10]. More recently, some have come out with a specific law which, in a way, is the contrary of Malthus’s law concerning resources. The idea is that technology improves exponentially [4, p. 236; 51, p. 664; 74, p. 45]. The superficial justification is that one technological advance induces another. This is true, only it does not work cumulatively as in population growth. And it is terribly wrong to argue, as Maddox does [59, p. 21], that to insist on the existence of a limit to technology means to deny man’s power to influence progress. Even if technology continues to progress, it will not necessarily exceed any limit; an increasing sequence may have an upper limit. In the case of technology this limit is set by the theoretical coefficient of efficiency…If progress were indeed exponential, then the input I per unit of output would follow in time the law i = i0(1+r)^-t and would constantly approach zero. Production would ultimately become incorporeal and the earth a new Garden of Eden.
A2 Supply Increases
Increasing supply fails when there are exponentially increasing rates of demand – production-oriented solutions will never solve resource crises
Princen et. al., 2002, Thomas Princen is Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, Michael Maniates Professor of Environmental Science and Political Science Allegheny College, and Ken Conca, Professor at American University’s School of International Service and Ph.D. from Cal-Berkeley, previously professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, Confronting Consumerism, pg. 10, JPW

Running short of timer, oil, or electricity? In times of shortfall, society’s first response is usually to increase supply. Produce more and all is well. Mathematics professor Evar D. Nering of Arizona State University crunches the numbers, though, and shows it simply will not work. Even conservation and efficiency measures (as those two terms are commonly used) will not do it, not in the long run, and not with exponentially increasing rates of consumption, a premise of modern political economies. Imagine a 100-year supply of a fixed resource, a pool of oil for instance. At current rates of consumption, this pool will last 100 years. If, however, the rate of consumption grow by, say, 5 percent a year, the pool will last about 36 years. If the supply actually turns out to be much larger, say, 1,000 years’ worth at current rates of consumption, this larger pool will be drained in 79 years. And if this pool turns out to be the mother lode of all pools, one that would last 10,000 years at current rates of consumption, the supply will only last 125 years at a rate of consumption that grows at 5 percent per year. Estimates of known reserves vary a lot, “but the point of this analysis,” says Professor Nering, “is that it really doesn’t matter what the estimates are. There is no way that a supply-side attack on America’s energy problem can work.” This is a disturbing conclusion, especially for those who take ever-increasing consumption as given and believe modern societies can produce their way out of their resource problems. In fact, if decision makers had a choice of doubling the supply (the current favorite option, even among many environmentalists who count on alternative sources) or halving the growth rate, the choice is clear. Doubling the size of oil reserves adds at most 14 years if society uses it at the currently increasing rate. Halving the rate – that is, cutting in half the growth in consumption – will nearly double the life expectancy of the supply, no matter what that supply is. So this is where conservation and efficiency come in, right? Better fuel economies, for instance. Not so, says Professor Nering. “If we increase the gas mileage of our automobiles and then drive more miles, for example, that will not reduce the growth rate.” It is the consuming behavior, the “driving more miles” and all the incentives and structural factors that compel such behavior, that must change. In short, resource crises will not solve themselves, certainly not if increasing supply is the only legitimate response, as it certainly is in a production-oriented society such as the United States. These simple calculations, even without a notion of ecological or waste-sink capacity, show that consumption itself must be tamed – to the tune of a zero or even negative rate of growth.
A2 Alt Fails

The transition to sufficiency is no less likely than the transition away from slavery or apartheid – opposition to social change always assumes that the system must remain static
Thomas Princen, Associate Professor of Natural Resource and Environmental Policy at the School of Natural Resources and Environment at the University of Michigan. He is lead editor of Confronting Consumption (MIT Press, 2002), winner of the International Studies Association's Harold and Margaret Sprout award for best work in international environmental politics, 2003, The Logic of Sufficiency, 2005, pg. 364-365, JPW
Still, there are those who say impossible. Can’t be done. Americans will never get out of their cars. Fossil fuels are the lifeblood of industrial society. And what about the Chinese? And the Indians, huh? Billions of ‘em. Besides, people are inherently shortsighted and selfish. And, and,…and even if it were possible – in theory, of course, only in theory – who can imagine a transition short of absolute cataclysm? Can’t happen. Not till it all collapses. Impossible. Maybe. But I suspect the impossibility of making a transition from the current overconsuming society to a sustainable society, from an economy premised on efficiency gains and expansion to an economy premised on human and ecological security conditioned by a sense of enoughness and too muchness is no less possible than other monumental transitions: from privateering to freedom of the seas; from slave holding to abolition; from state-sponsored drug trafficking to state-sponsored “war on drugs”; from South African apartheid to free state; from the medicinal use of sugar to medicine’s condemnation of sugar; from smoking as “cool” to smoking as major public health threat. Each in its time seemed impossible, each the starry-eyed vision of a few social do-gooders, idealists who just didn’t understand how the world really worked. Now science is catching up with those who have understood for a long time how ecosystems work, and how humans can either work with or work against those systems. Now people are tired of being demeaned as mere consumers and employees. Now people crave real work, real meaning in their material and social lives. Now citizens are fed up with quick fixes and promises of unending plenty, just as a few get richer (but, arguably, no more secure) and many others get nowhere or get poorer (and – no argument here – a lot less secure). Now men and women and children, with and without specialized knowledge, are seeing that the old expansionist system, legitimated by claims of efficiency and consumer benefit, is broken. The livestock are sharing their diseases; the water tables are dropping; the climate is destabilizing. And they are seeing that things can change, in part with good science, in part with intuition, in part by asking the tough questions, and in part by applying a few good social organizing principles, doing what is logical under global ecological constraint.
***AFF

Space kt Enviro
Space exploration is crucial to solve multiple environmental threats which risk human extinction.

Joseph Pelton, 2010 (Dir., Emeritus, The Space & Advanced Communications Research Institute, George Washington U.), THE FARTHEST SHORE: A 21ST CENTURY GUIDE TO SPACE, 2010, 123. 

Over 12,000 television channels are provided worldwide by communications satellites, along with extensive Internet connections to much of the world. Our knowledge about the critical functions of the ozone layer and the Van Allen belts in protecting humans from extinction only comes from space programs. Knowledge about the climatic conditions on Venus and Mars may help to save us from the worst ravages of global warming or from the next ice age. Today space programs divide their investments between broad categories of space exploration, space transportation systems, space applications, new technology developments, new products and services, "spin-offs," educational development and research, and space sciences.

Perm Solves

The permutation is the best option—individual efforts at radical environmentalism will fail unless matched at the governmental level.

Cesar Cuauhtemoc Garcia Hernandez, 2007 (JD, Boston College Law School, Seattle Journal for Social Justice, Fall/Winter, 2007, Accessed via Academic Lexis/Nexis, May 23, 2011)

Unfortunately, localized efforts, though well intentioned, have not managed to curb climate change. In part, the efforts of individuals to alter their own practices or those of local communities have had limited effect because such efforts have not been met by similar action at the federal level. n24 Most notably, Congress has not ratified the Kyoto Treaty. n25 In addition, skeptics of global warming remain in highly influential governmental positions; significantly, one of these positions is the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. n26 Moreover, consumption of fossil fuels and emission of carbon into the atmosphere remain disproportionately high in the USA compared to the nation's percentage of the world's human population. n27

Perm Soves
Perm solves – the K alone is too radical to spillover to the public
Beth Mendenhall 2009 (Philosophy and Political Science at Kansas State University, Stance Volume 2 http://www.bsu.edu/libraries/virtualpress/stance/2009_spring/5Menderhall.pdf) JMA

With a working explanation of our weakly anthropocentric, non-individualistic, environmental ethic we can now outline how it speaks to issues in a way most environmentalists would appreciate. In other words, this ethic tells us to do things that environmentalists already think we should do- reduce, reuse, recycle, develop alternative energy, protect species, eliminate pollution, and reduce greenhouse emissions, etc. As such, it could satisfy many environmentalists as a way to justify their goals to themselves and a wider audience. Considered preferences of a weakly anthropocentric ethic can include all of these objectives, based on a rational worldview that values ecological diversity, harmony with nature, and human existence. The first two are easily justified, and the third is a firm conviction widely held, as discussed above. Ecological diversity is valuable to humans for myriad reasons, such as medicine, scenic views, education and tasty foods. Many believe that harmony with nature is important to our spiritual development, or the formation of human values. It is not difficult to imagine a rational worldview that respects these values, and many already exist and are followed today (e.g., Hinduism, Jainism). Even the major religions of the Judeo-Christian tradition can inform considered preferences such as these, which will be a major advantage to our view. The weakly anthropocentric view avoids the difficulties of justifying an environmental ethic from either end of the spectrum. On one hand, it avoids controversy over the existence of intrinsic value in non-human organisms, objects, and ecological systems. This is one important characteristic of a nonanthropocentric ethic like Deep Ecology– finding intrinsic value in all living things. 3 By intrinsic value, I mean value that exists independent of any observer to give it value. For example, a nonanthropocentric ethicist would see value in an animal that no human could ever benefit from or even know about, simply because of what it is. While possibly justifiable, an ethic that treats all living things and possibly even ecological systems as intrinsically valuable may seem very radical to a large portion of the public. It seems that even the philosophical community remains divided on the issue. On the other hand, our ethic avoids making felt human desire the loci of all value by showing how considered human values can explain the value in our environment. In other words, what humans value, either directly or indirectly, generates value in the environment. In this way, we avoid unchecked felt preferences that would not be able to explain why excessive human consumption is wrong. Avoiding these controversial stances will contribute substantially to the first advantage of a weakly anthropocentric environmental ethic: public appeal. The importance of public appeal to an environmental ethic cannot be overstated. We are running out of time to slow or reverse the effects of past environmental degradation, and we will need the support of society to combat them effectively. Hence, the most important advantage of a weakly anthropocentric ethic over a nonanthropocentric one is public appeal because many people feel that nonanthropocentrism is just too radical and contrary to common sense.

Tech Solves

Tech key to saving the environment – radical action fails

Frank B. Cross, 2002 (Professor of Business Law, University of Texas at Austin,  Case Western Reserve Law Review, Winter, 2002,  53 Case W. Res. 477; Lexis)

An equally critical question is: When we discover a serious environmental problem, what should we do about it? The essence of Lomborg's book is the claim that radical action is not required to deal with environmental problems, that the growth of the economy and technology will itself help to address the problems, with some supplementary government regulation. In the past, the doomsayers have called for a variety of radical responses, such as zero or negative population growth, a halt to economic development or even de-development, and the prohibition of various technological advances, such as genetic modification. While such proposals may have declined in number, they are still heard today. n93 This is the more severe flaw in the environmental movement. They have identified real problems in the past, even as they exaggerated them. Pollution was a serious problem in the twentieth century. But the radical solutions were unnecessary to solve the pollution problem; in fact, they probably would have exacerbated pollution. The world does face a number of serious environmental problems in the developing world. The more developed nations, affluent, with well-developed technology, have gone far toward curing their internal environmental problems. This observation would suggest that the answer to our greatest problems lies not in stopping [*492] growth or new technologies, but advancing them. A plenitude of evidence supports that suggestion.

Alt Fails
Alt fails – elite backlash, structural weaknesses and lack of context
Andy Meyer, environmentalist blogger, “Thomas Princen’s The Logic Of Sufficiency: A Sapling in a Landfill”, http://theotherjournal.com/2006/10/02/thomas-princen%E2%80%99s-the-logic-of-sufficiency-a-sapling-in-a-landfill/, 10/2/06, JPW

Princen is certainly up against overwhelming forces. Implementing a logic of sufficiency on a large scale in American economics is a scary thought, considering that the possible consequences include the leveling of the wealthy elite—or, to put it in weightier terms, the demolition of the American plutocracy. Private wealth has proven to be arguably the most powerful force history has known, not to mention, as Paul wrote to Timothy, the root of all kinds of evil. Such a high-pressure task as Princen has undertaken is bound to develop structural weaknesses, and sufficieny is not invulnerable. My major criticism of the book is that it conveniently leans a little heavy on Northern, predominantly white, middle- to upper-middle class situations for its material support—a logging company in Northern California, an secluded semi-urban neighborhood of Toronto, and a Maine lobstering island reminiscent of Nantucket—nothing even approaching the Mason-Dixon line. The relative hegemony of cultural forces at work in Princen’s studies appear somewhat lighter and subject to fewer variables than culturally, racially, and religiously more diverse regions. This emerges in the prose surrounding the book’s second part—Princen, despite arguing for “what is enough,” tends to repeat similar principles of sufficiency as they apply to similar situations almost ad nauseum towards the end of the book.
Alt Fails

Ideological projects fail and don’t spill over – only policy solves

Lewis 94 (Martin, lecturer in international history and interim director of the program in International Relations at Stanford University, Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism, Page 11-12) 

Many eco-radicals hope that a massive ideological campaign can transform popular perceptions, leading both to a fundamental change in lifestyles and to large-scale social reconstruction. Such a view is highly credulous. The notion that continued intellectual hectoring will eventually result in a mass conversion to environmental monasticism (Roszak 1979:2891-marked by vows of poverty and nonprocreation-is difficult to accept. While radical views have come to dominate many environmental circles, their effect on the populace at large has been minimal. Despite the greening of European politics that recently gave stalwarts considerable hope, the more recent green plunge suggests that even the European electorate lacks commitment to environmental radicalism. In the United States several decades of preaching the same ecoradical gospel have had little appreciable effect; the public remains, as before, wedded to consumer culture and creature comforts. The stubborn hope that nonetheless continues to inform green extremism stems from a pervasive philosophical error in radical environmentalism. As David Pepper (1989) shows, most eco-radical thought is mired in idealism: in this case the belief that the roots of the ecological crisis lie ultimately in ideas about nature and humanity. As Dobson (1990:37) puts it: "Central to the theoretical canon of Green politics is the belief that our social, political, and economic problems are substantially caused by our intellectual relationship with the world" (see also Milbrath 1989:338). If only such ideas would change, many aver, all would be well. Such a belief has inspired the writing of eloquent jeremiads; it is less conducive to designing concrete strategies for effective social and economic change. It is certainly not my belief that ideas are insignificant or that attempting to change others' opinions is a futile endeavor. If that were true I would hardly feel compelled to write a polemic work of this kind. But I am also convinced that changing ideas alone is insufficient. Widespread ideological conversion, even if it were to occur, would hardly be adequate for genuine social transformation. Specific policies must still be formulated, and specific political plans must be devised if those policies are ever to be realized.
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