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1NC Unsustainability

Growth unsustainable – economic collapse is needed to prevent short-term extinction 
Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

The world is in a pre-apocalyptic situation where advocacy and policy is not keeping up with the science and ecosystem collapse. The Earth System is failing as the result of too many people consuming too much. The reality is that the twin financial and climate crises mean things will never be the same. It is hard to envision how we get from here to there without apocalyptic collapse. We need to try though -- using all necessary means to destroy the global growth machine, even as we put in place the seeds for ecological and social renewal post-collapse.The reality has been that the American economy, and excessively consumptive way of life now embraced by the world, has long been a house of cards waiting to fall  because of greed, speculation and unsustainability. The unique circumstances we find ourselves in result from the growth economy hitting both the ecological limits of the planet and social limits of exploitation and greed. The problem with the response so far is it clings futilely to the past of high growth and consumption. The growth paradigm at the center of industrial, speculative capitalism is not, nor ever will be, sustainable.  The global economic system has reached a point where the government is using tax money to pay consumers to consume. Is all this money best spent on bailing out immoral and imprudent bankers? What could be done on poverty, water, climate, health, housing and education with even a fraction of these resources? Perhaps something had to be done to stop a global bank collapse, however deserved through decades of conspicuous consumption at the expense of the biosphere. But rescuing troubled bankers when the Earth and her life are dying is both disingenuous and tragically flawed. Yet the speed and extent of the financial sector's massive bailout shows what is possible when society perceives a calamitous problem and rises swiftly to the challenge. If fat cat, immoral bankers and mortgage brokers are deserving of massive bailouts, certainly the biosphere and global ecological systems upon which all existence depends are worthy as well. What could be done in terms of water and air, health care and education, and over-population and inequitable consumption with the over 10 trillion dollars the US has thrown down the rabbit hole? Now this -- the destruction of our very being -- is a crisis worthy of some serious emergency funding. 
XT Unsustainable – Tech 
Humanity’s obsession with growth guarantees collapse

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

Obama's tepid climate policies including a cap and trade proposal, and renewable energy investments (while inexplicably continuing coal and tar sands), are being portrayed as allowing us to solve critical ecological issues while continuing to boost economic growth. We can have our cake and eat it too! Obama is doing nothing to change American history of unbridled, aggressive and speculative economic growth at the expense of natural ecosystems, which is precisely what brought us to this world of over-population, inequitable consumption, economic failure and ecosystem collapse in the first place. And he is definitely not acting with a sense of urgency to pursue sufficient policies such as a carbon tax. Again, please note the patently obvious observation that nothing grows forever, and trying always destroys the growing system and its surroundings. I cannot say it enough: the shared root of humanity's current ecological and economic crises is our addiction to growth -- namely economic, population and consumption on the basis of liquidation of natural capital. There is no indication that calls for a "Green New Deal" are concerned with fundamental, sufficient transformation required to bring human society into a steady state economy required to achieve and maintain global ecological sustainability. Paltry expenditures of less than 1% of GDP upon relatively ecologically sustainable economic activities, while allowing the other 99% of industrial activity to continue unreformed, will keep the emphasis for economic well-being on growth. It will not even make a piddling contribution to stopping the habitat loss, ocean impoverishment, fouling of water, and collapsing atmosphere upon which all life depends. Indeed, by allowing the technocrats to steal our green rhetoric, the truly ecologically sufficient policies necessary -- returning to the land to protect and restore ecosystems ,to save being while making an honest living from our hands and minds and surplus natural capital -- are put off until after it is almost certainly too late. Doing not enough, diverting from what must be done, is worse than doing nothing.

Decline of Western economic systems inevitable 

McPherson 10 [Guy McPherson is professor emeritus of natural resources and the environment at the University of Arizona, where he taught and conducted research for 20 years. His scholarly efforts have produced nine books and well over 100 articles, and have focused for many years on conservation of biological diversity, 8-16-10, “A review before the exam,” http://guymcpherson.com/2010/08/a-review-before-the-exam/]

Western civilization has been in decline at least since 1979, when world per-capita oil supply peaked coincident with the Carter Doctrine regarding oil in the Middle East. In my mind, and perhaps only there, these two events marked the apex of American Empire, which began about the time Thomas Jefferson — arguably the most enlightened of the Founding Fathers — said, with respect to native Americans: “In war, they will kill some of us; we shall destroy all of them.” It wasn’t long after 1979 that the U.S. manufacturing base was shipped overseas and we began serious engagement with Wall Street-based casino culture as the basis for our industrial economy. By most economic measures, we’ve experienced a lost decade, so it’s too late for a fast crash of the industrial economy. We’re in the midst of the same slow train wreck we’ve been experiencing for more than a decade, but the train is teetering on the edge of a cliff. Meanwhile, all we want to discuss, at every level in this country, is the quality of service in the dining car. When the price of crude oil exhibits a price spike, an economic recession soon follows. Every recession since 1972 has been preceded by a spike in the price of oil, and direr spikes translate to deeper recessions. Economic dominoes began to fall at a rapid and accelerating rate when the price of crude spiked to $147.27/bbl in July 2008. They haven’t stopped falling, notwithstanding economic cheerleaders from government and corporations (as if the two are different at this point in American fascism). The reliance of our economy on derivatives trading cannot last much longer, considering the value of the derivatives — like the U.S. debt — greatly exceeds the value of all the currency in the world combined with all the gold mined in the history of the world. Although it’s all coming down, as it has been for quite a while, it’s relatively clear imperial decline is accelerating. We’re obviously headed for full-scale collapse of the industrial economy, as indicated by these 40 statistics. Even Fortune and CNN agree economic collapse will be complete soon, though they don’t express any understanding of how we arrived at this point or the hopelessness of extracting ourselves from the morass.

All civilizations collapse due to unsustainable growth and economic complexity

Mackenzie 2008 – BBC correspondent quoting a ton of people including archaeologist at University of Utah, Salt Lake City and author of The Collapse of Complex Societies, also quoting the head of the New England Complex Systems Institute in Cambridge (4/5, Deborah, “Are we doomed?”, EBSCO)

History is not on our side. Think of Sumeria, of ancient Egypt and of the Maya. In his 2005 best-seller, Jared Diamond of the University of California, Los Angeles, blamed environmental mismanagement for the fall of the Mayan civilisation and others, and warned that we might be heading the same way unless we choose to stop destroying our environmental support systems. Lester Brown of the Earth Policy Institute in Washington DC agrees. He has that governments must pay more attention to vital environmental resources. "It's not about saving the planet. It's about saving civilisation," he says. Others think our problems run deeper. From the moment our ancestors started to settle down and build cities, we have had to find solutions to the problems that success brings. "For the past 10,000 years, problem solving has produced increasing complexity in human societies," says Joseph Tainter, an archaeologist at the University of Utah, Salt Lake City, and author of the 1988 book The Collapse of Complex Societies. If crops fail because rain is patchy, build irrigation canals. When they silt up, organise dredging crews. When the bigger crop yields lead to a bigger population, build more canals. When there are too many for ad hoc repairs, install a management bureaucracy, and tax people to pay for it. When they complain, invent tax inspectors and a system to record the sums paid. That much the Sumerians knew. Diminishing returns There is, however, a price to be paid. Every extra layer of organisation imposes a cost in terms of energy, the common currency of all human efforts, from building canals to educating scribes. And increasing complexity, Tainter realised, produces diminishing returns. The extra food produced by each extra hour of labour - or joule of energy invested per farmed hectare - diminishes as that investment mounts. We see the same thing today in a declining number of patents per dollar invested in research as that research investment mounts. This law of diminishing returns appears everywhere, Tainter says. To keep growing, societies must keep solving problems as they arise. Yet each problem solved means more complexity. Success generates a larger population, more kinds of specialists, more resources to manage, more information to juggle - and, ultimately, less bang for your buck.
Eventually, says Tainter, the point is reached when all the energy and resources available to a society are required just to maintain its existing level of complexity. Then when the climate changes or barbarians invade, overstretched institutions break down and civil order collapses. What emerges is a less complex society, which is organised on a smaller scale or has been taken over by another group.

Tainter sees diminishing returns as the underlying reason for the collapse of all ancient civilisations, from the early Chinese dynasties to the Greek city state of Mycenae. These civilisations relied on the solar energy that could be harvested from food, fodder and wood, and from wind. When this had been stretched to its limit, things fell apart.

Economic theories of substitution and efficiency are not perpetual; there are limits to growth

Heinberg 10 — journalist, teaches at the Core Faculty of New College of California, on the Board of Advisors of the Solar Living Institute and the Post Carbon Institute (Richard Life After Growth, 04 March 2010, http://www.countercurrents.org/heinberg040310.htm)

But economists generally don't see things this way. That's probably because most current economic theories were formulated during an anomalous historical period of sustained growth. Economists are merely generalizing from their experience: they can point to decades of steady growth in the recent past, and so they simply project that experience into the future. Moreover, they have ways to explain why modern market economies are immune to the kinds of limits that constrain natural systems; the two main ones concern substitution and efficiency. If a useful resource becomes scarce, its price will rise, and this creates an incentive for users of the resource to find a substitute. For example, if oil gets expensive enough, energy companies might start making liquid fuels from coal. Or they might develop other energy sources undreamed of today. Economists theorize that this process of substitution can go on forever. It's part of the magic of the free market. Increasing efficiency means doing more with less. In the U.S., the number of inflation-adjusted dollars generated in the economy for every unit of energy consumed has increased steadily over recent decades (the amount of energy, in British Thermal Units, required to produce a dollar of GDP has been dropping steadily, from close to 20,000 BTU per dollar in 1949 to 8,500 BTU in 2008). That's one kind of economic efficiency. Another has to do with locating the cheapest sources of materials, and the places where workers will be most productive and work for the lowest wages. As we increase efficiency, we use less—of either resources or money—to do more. That enables more growth. Finding substitutes for depleting resources and upping efficiency are undeniably effective adaptive strategies of market economies. Nevertheless, the question remains open as to how long these strategies can continue to work in the real world—which is governed less by economic theories than by the laws of physics. In the real world, some things don't have substitutes, or the substitutes are too expensive, or don't work as well, or can't be produced fast enough. And efficiency follows a law of diminishing returns: the first gains in efficiency are usually cheap, but every further incremental gain tends to cost more, until further gains become prohibitively expensive. Unlike economists, most physical scientists recognize that growth within any functioning, bounded system has to stop sometime. But this discussion has very real implications, because the economy is not just an abstract concept; it is what determines whether we live in luxury or poverty; whether we eat or starve. If economic growth ends, everyone will be impacted, and it will take society years to adapt to this new condition. Therefore it is important to be able to forecast whether that moment is close or distant in time.

XT Unsustainable – Nation-States
Under the current nation-state, capitalist system, ecological collapse is guaranteed

Li 2010 – PhD, Assistant Professor Department of Economics, University of Utah (Minqui, paper prepared for the David Gordon Memorial Lecture at URPE Summer Conference 2010, “The 21st Century Crisis: Climate Catastrophe or Socialism”)

But suppose a set of right prices for fossil fuels can be found, how can they be implemented?  If the problem has to do with an environmental externality within the boundary of a national capitalist economy, then it is conceivable that it may be effectively regulated by the national government to the extent the political situation allows the national government to effectively represent the long-term interest of the national capitalist class (a condition that is not always guaranteed). But climate change is a global environmental crisis and the capitalist world system does not have a world government.  Instead, it is a system made up with competing nation states.  From the point of view of a nation state, to reduce fossil fuels consumption would mean either to reduce the overall energy consumption or to replace fossil fuels with renewable energies that are more expensive and suffer from certain technical limitations.  Thus, one way or the other, reducing fossil fuels consumption means lower economic growth rate.  Given these considerations, few states would unilaterally act to reduce fossil fuels consumption. Historically, from time to time, successive hegemonic powers (the Netherlands in the 17th century, the United Kingdom in the 19th century, and the US in the 20th century) had acted as proxies for the world government in the capitalist world system, promoting the long-term interest of the system.  Could the current hegemonic power effectively represent the systemic interest and lead the global cooperation required to tackle the climate change crisis? The US hegemonic power has by now entered into irreversible decline.  This is reflected by the fact that it can no longer effectively promote the systemic interest and its current act is often not in the system’s long-term interest.  On the other hand, none of the other major powers is now in a position to replace the US to become the next hegemonic power and lead the system to overcome the current structural crisis. The inability of the existing system to overcome the global climate crisis was demonstrated by the Copenhagen fiasco.  At the Copenhagen conference, the advanced capitalist countries (the US, Western Europe, and Japan) had agreed to undertake only limited emission reductions and refused to provide adequate financial assistance to the “developing countries” to help their emission reductions.
Growth is unsustainable and unattainable; environment, hegemony, and capitalism prove

Li 2010 – PhD, Assistant Professor Department of Economics, University of Utah (Minqui, paper prepared for the David Gordon Memorial Lecture at URPE Summer Conference 2010, “The 21st Century Crisis: Climate Catastrophe or Socialism”)

First, in previous periods of crisis, the world’s natural resources remained relatively abundant and the global environment remained largely intact.  Today, the global ecological system is literally on the verge of complete collapse.  The impending climate catastrophe is only one among many aspects of global environmental crisis.  Global capitalism has already exhausted the environmental space for further capital accumulation. Secondly, the successful operations of the capitalist world system require it be regulated by an effective hegemonic power at the systemic level.  However, with the decline of the US hegemony, no other big power was in a position to replace the US to become the new hegemonic power.  Without an effective hegemonic power, the system would be unable to pursue its own long-term interest and solve system-wide problems. Thirdly, in the past the capitalist system had managed to survive crisis through social reforms.  In essence, social reform is for the system to buy off certain opposition groups by making limited concessions.  The concessions have to be limited so that they do not undermine the essential interest of the ruling class.  Today, the system has run out of its historical space for social compromise. In virtually all the advanced capitalist countries, now a restoration of favorable conditions for capitalist accumulation would require nothing short of large and sustained declines of working class living standards.  Will the western working classes simply surrender and give up their entire historical gains since the 19th century?  If not, Western Europe and North America will again become major battlegrounds of class struggle in the coming decades.
XT Unsustainable – Complexity

We are at the brink of sustainable complexity, any increase will trigger the impact

Mackenzie 2008 – BBC correspondent quoting a ton of people including archaeologist at University of Utah, Salt Lake City and author of The Collapse of Complex Societies, also quoting the head of the New England Complex Systems Institute in Cambridge (4/5, Deborah, “Are we doomed?”, EBSCO)

Western industrial civilisation has become bigger and more complex than any before it by exploiting new sources of energy, notably coal and oil, but these are limited. There are increasing signs of diminishing returns: the energy required to get is mounting and although global is still increasing, constant innovation is needed to cope with environmental degradation and evolving - the yield boosts per unit of investment in innovation are shrinking. "Since problems are inevitable," Tainter warns, "this process is in part ineluctable."

Is Tainter right? An analysis of complex systems has led Yaneer Bar-Yam, head of the New England Complex Systems Institute in Cambridge, Massachusetts, to the same conclusion that Tainter reached from studying history. Social organisations become steadily more complex as they are required to deal both with environmental problems and with challenges from neighbouring societies that are also becoming more complex, Bar-Yam says. This eventually leads to a fundamental shift in the way the society is organised.

"To run a hierarchy, managers cannot be less complex than the system they are managing," Bar-Yam says. As complexity increases, societies add ever more layers of management but, ultimately in a hierarchy, one individual has to try and get their head around the whole thing, and this starts to become impossible. At that point, hierarchies give way to networks in which decision-making is distributed. We are at this point.

Yes Transition
Environmental collapse inevitable- now is key, any more economic growth pushes us over the brink and threatens survival 

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

A heavier human presence upon already overburdened global ecological systems will not solve economic or ecological problems for long. There is not enough natural capital for needs for growth and desired consumption by all the people that are currently here, much less all those that are expected. If the pattern is set that whenever there is an economic downturn, only modest and inadequate environmental policies are pursued, we can forget about achieving global ecological sustainability and our shared survival. We are so addicted, myself included, to comfort, ease and feeling good that we are unwilling to change until it threatens to kill us and is often too late. Well, now is that time, as economic growth at the expense of ecosystems threatens us all with a desolate, uninhabitable Earth. We must make it clear that tackling the recession in a green way is not about producing a game plan to get us back to ecologically depauperate growth, credit binges and wildly escalating house prices as quickly as possible. Better to let the economy collapse and begin the transition to relocalized, bioregion based autonomous eco-villages. The new green deal as currently formulated, and reformist token environmental initiatives in general, are really more of a manner of drawing out the inevitable. These token reforms will allow us to live excessively a bit longer, but not doing what we know is truly necessary, fast enough, to substantially change the course and inevitable outcome. How terrifying it is to be in an economy that is crashing and will never be the same, even as our ecological systems do likewise. How ridiculous to hear the many growth obsessed technocrats including former climate change nay-sayers now over-hyping â€œgreen jobsâ€ . How discomforting it is to see those that have stalled action for so long now being at the forefront of pushing ecological catastrophe as a business growth opportunity.
XT Transition Key

Capitalist growth unsustainable and collapse inevitable – collapse needs to happen soon rather than later
Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

Industrial capitalism is based not only upon institutionalizing massive economic inequities; it is also dependent upon the three lies of endless: 1) growth, 2) extraction of resources from, and pollution into, natural ecosystems, and 3) technological innovations. It is supposed that technological solutions exist for any human ecological or social problem, and that we will be able to engineer a biosphere and its attendant ecological services including seasonality, rainfall, pollination and many others. In order to maximize profits for the few, the simple exchange of goods in markets has instead become a massive Ponzi scheme based upon liquidating ecosystems, exploiting others, and development of ever more arcane financial instruments detached from actual sustainable production of social goods. The house of cards is coming tumbling down. Perhaps by spending trillions to subsidize consumers to spend ever more to buy crap on credit they do not need, and that comes from destroying the Earth, a few more years of growth can be coaxed from further diminishing an exhausted Earth. But now, or in the near future, this ecologically terrible economic system is going to collapse. I have said it before and I repeat, if humanity and the Earth are to survive, it would be much better if the current system collapses sooner than later. Continued industrial and speculative capitalism is assured death. For example, given continued failure to have prices reflect environmental externalities including assigning a price to carbon emissions, there is no reason to believe that capitalism's excesses can be reformed in time to maintain an operable biosphere.

A2 Tech Solves
A2 Fossil Fuels
Current use is unsustainable and collapse inevitable- the world cannot sustain its current use of oil, food, land, and critical resources.
Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)

Following are some of the most forceful limits-to-growth arguments. • Rich countries, with about one-fifth of the world’s people, are consuming about three-quarters of the world’s resource production. Our per capita consumption of assets like oil is about 15 to 20 times that of the poorest half of the world’s people. World population will probably stabilise around 9 billion, somewhere after 2060. If all those people were to have the present Australian per capita resource consumption, then annual world production of resources would have to be eight to ten times as great as it is now. If we tried to raise present world production to that level by 2060, we would by then have completely exhausted all probably recoverable resources of one third of the basic mineral items we use. All probably recoverable resources of coal, oil, gas, tar sand oil, shale oil, and uranium (via burner reactors) would have been exhausted by 2050 (Trainer, 1985, Chapters 4 and 5). • Petroleum appears to be especially limited. As was noted at the start of Chapter 1, a number of geologists have concluded that world oil supply will probably peak by 2010 and be down to half that level by 2025–30, with big price increases soon after the peak. None of the limits-to-growth themes is as potentially terminal in the short term for consumer society. • If all 9 billion people were to use timber at the rich-world per capita rate, we would need 3.5 times the world’s present forest area. If all 9 billion were to have a rich-world diet, which takes about 0.5 ha of land to produce, we would need 4.5 billion ha of food-producing land. But there is only 1.4 billion ha of cropland in use today, and this is not likely to increase. • Recent “Footprint” analysis (Wachernagel and Rees, 1996) estimates that it proba- bly takes 7􏰁 ha of productive land to provide water, energy settlement area and food for one person living in Australia. The US figure is close to 12 ha. So if 9 billion people were to live as we do in rich countries, we would need about 70 billion ha of productive land. But that is about 10 times all the available productive land on the planet. • As was explained in Chapter 1, the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that if the carbon dioxide content of the atmosphere is to be kept to sensible levels, and carbon use was shared equally among the world’s people, then rich-world per capita carbon release would probably have to be reduced to somewhere under 5% of the present amount. These are some of the main limits to growth arguments which lead to the conclusion that there is no possibility of all people rising to anywhere near the living standards we take for granted today in rich countries. We can only live the way we do because we are taking and rapidly using up most of the scarce resources, and preventing most of the world’s people from having anything like a fair share. Therefore we cannot morally endorse our affluent way of life. We must accept the need to move to far less resource-expensive ways. Few people seem to grasp the magnitude of the required reductions.

Current energy use is unsustainable- 90% reduction is needed

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
The reason why we have an environment problem is simply because there is far too much producing and consuming going on. (For a detailed argument see Trainer, 1998.) Our way of life involves the consumption of huge amounts of materials. More than 20 tonnes of new resources are used by each American every year. To produce one tonne of materials can involve processing 15 tonnes of water, earth or air. (For gold the multiple is 350,000 to 1.) All this must be taken from nature and most of it

is immediately dumped back as waste and pollution. One of the most serious environmental problems is the extinction of plant and animal species. This is due to the destruction of habitats. Remember our footprint; if all 9 billion people soon to live on earth were to have rich-world “living standards”, humans would have to use about ten times all the productive land on the planet. Clearly our resource-intensive lifestyles, which require so much land and so many resources, are the basic cause of the loss of habitats and the extinction of species. Most green and sustainability rhetoric totally fails to grasp the significance of this magnitude, proceeding as if it is possible to make manufacturing and lifestyles and the economy sustainable without any need to reduce the volume of production and consumption, “living standards”, or the GDP. It ignores the glaring fact that perhaps 90% cuts in resource use are required and these cannot possibly be made without phasing out most industrial activity, trade, travel and commerce . . . without, in other words, extreme and historically unprecedented social change.  
Growth unsustainable, we have overshot sustainable levels of energy use, production, consumption, resource use. 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
It is of the utmost importance to recognise that whether or not renewable energy can sustain consumer-capitalist society is not a matter of whether it can meet present energy demand. The essential question is whether it can enable constant increase in the volume of goods and services being consumed and the associated increase in energy demand.

Energy demand is rising significantly, although estimates of future demand vary. ABARE’s Energy Outlook 2000 shows that the average annual rate of growth in energy use in Australia over the decade of the 1990s was around 2.5% p. a. The Australian Yearbook shows that between 1982 and 1998 Australian energy use increased 50%, an arithmetical average growth rate of 3.13% p.a., and the rate has been faster in more recent years. (Graph 5.12.) However ABARE estimates that Australian energy demand will slow, reaching about 1.9% p.a. by 2040, meaning more than a doubling in annual use by then. In July 2003 Australian electricity authorities warned that blackouts are likely in coming years due to the rapid rate of increase in demand, estimated at almost 3% pa for the next five years. (ABC News, 31 July.) Robbins (2003) reports NEMMCO predicting electricity growth over the next 10 years in NSW, Queensland and Victoria as 3.1%, 3.5% and 2.6% p.a. respectively. Poldy (2005) shows that over the past 100 years Australian energy consumption has followed GDP growth closely, and he estimates that in recent years it has approximated a growth rate of 3.6% p.a. In 2004 world energy use jumped, growing at 4.3% p.a. (Catan, 2005.) Thus the commitment to growth greatly exacerbates the problem, and in turn all of the other resource supply problems, because all involve an energy component. For instance if the cost of fuel increases significantly, then so will the cost of food and minerals, and even university courses, because fuel is needed to produce them. It has been argued above that renewables are not likely to be capable of meeting present electricity and liquid fuel demand, but given the inertia built into growth trends, the demand to be met will probably be three or four times as big as it is now by mid century . . . and doubling every approximately 35 years thereafter. To summarise regarding Fault 1, consumer-capitalist society is obviously grossly unsustainable. We have far overshot levels of production, consumption, resource use and affluence that are sustainable for ourselves over a long period of time, let alone extended to all the world’s people. Yet our top priority is to increase them continuously, without limit. This is the basic cause of the many alarming sustainability problems now threatening our survival. 
Growth unsustainable -- environmental collapse imminent 

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

Global ecological sustainability is imminently threatened by a massive ecological bubble. Global terrestrial, atmospheric, aquatic and marine ecosystems are no longer adequately intact to maintain conditions for life. The mark of progress and an equitable, sustainable economy is not how fast the economy grows at the expense of destroying these ecosystems. It is whether the basic needs and more of all Gaia's people and creatures are being met, while maintaining forever the ecological sustainability of their shared ecosystem habitats. Many including US President Barrack Obama, UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown, UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and former US Vice-President Al Gore see it differently. They and many others are calling on the world to use coordinated economic stimulus, deemed necessary to bailout the existing growth obsessed economic system, to achieve "green growth" through development of new technologies that provide "green jobs". The web and hallways of power are abuzz with the promise of green technologies to fix the financial system, solve climate change, all while providing jobs. Who can be against green jobs? It has become as American as baseball and apple pie. Yet in this single-minded pursuit of the holy grail of green growth, we are putting all our money and efforts into reforming an economic system whose dysfunction -- equating growth based upon ecosystem destruction with progress -- is precisely why we find ourselves in twin crises of growing poverty for the formerly affluent, and collapsing global ecosystems. I am against green jobs, if the emphasis upon jobs includes more economic growth on the back of ecosystem harm. Nothing grows forever. And certainly not industrial and speculative capitalism which kills all it encounters through explosive growth. Economic stimulus is like feeding a cancer cell. There are few new wildernesses to liquidate in order to bump up GDP, and more growth is not the answer to anything but protecting the narrow interests of the ruling elite. Something was lost when capitalism went from providing local markets to exchange surplus, to becoming faceless global corporations pushing growth above all else, and finding all types of speculative tomfoolery to do so. While there are many activities to protect the environment that would produce jobs, there are probably just as many or more that would be lost with the end of environmentally damaging industries such as coal, the auto industry, ancient forest logging and industrial agriculture. 

A2 Renewables
Growth unsustainable under current methods- even if we found a viable source of renewable energy we wouldn’t be able to store it 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
Some of the most difficult problems with renewable energy are posed by the fact that they are intermittent, so very large quantities of energy have to be stored if these sources are to be major contributors. Electricity is difficult to store in large volume. In other words if solutions to the storage problem could be found, the prospects for renewable electricity would be considerably improved. For instance we would not have to worry much about the variability of the winds because we could store elec- tricity when they are blowing well and use it when they are down.

Following are brief comments on the main storage options being explored. Some of these are quite promising for various applications but it seems that none point to satisfactory solutions for the very large-scale tasks, such as storing 10,000 MWh from a solar power station each day to meet night time demand.

Growth unsustainable- new sources of energy create vast amounts of waste – which is concealed by agencies in the dominant neo-liberal mindset 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
There is no agreed solution to the waste problem. That there are potential storage sites where no geological activity has been observed for a long time does not mean we can be certain there will not be any activity there in coming millennia. Especially uncertain are the possible effects of the coming greenhouse problem of changing rainfall patterns and therefore on hydrology. Many areas that have been dry for a long time will experience, in coming millennia, new and unpredictable ground water flows. The Synroc process, fixing high level wastes in a kind of insoluble glass, requires waste reprocessing, which is problematic because it involves the risk of contamination, and terrorist diversion of quantities of highly radioactive material.

No one will want the world’s wastes buried near them. This means the best sites, which are probably in the desert regions of the US and Australia, are unlikely to be used. Desperately poor Third World countries will undertake to have them buried on their soil as a source of income. The rich countries generating the wastes will leave the monitoring and safety concern to impoverished Third World governments, who will skimp on design, safeguards, monitoring, etc. The rich countries will argue that these issues are the responsibility of the host governments, just as they say the poor conditions in the plantations that supply the supermarkets in rich countries are not their responsibility. As the best available sites are used up they will move to less suitable sites. In an era of deregulation, privatisation and reliance on market forces, there will be a strong tendency to minimise state monitoring and control, accountability and pub- lic disclosure, freedom of information etc. States are increasingly prepared to do what suits corporations. The agencies dealing with the wastes will be private corpo- rations whose interest will be to minimise costs, and therefore safeguards, and to conceal information and problems. Their sole interest will be profit maximisation, as distinct from the welfare of the public, the ecosystems of the planet, or future generations. The dominant neo-liberal ideology will ensure that governments will tend to allow the corporations to do what they want, insisting on the need to avoid interfering with market forces.
All the waste the nuclear industry has created over several decades is in tempo- rary storage and is yet to be dealt with permanently. This will take a lot of energy which will reduce the overall energy return of nuclear energy. So will the energy needed to decommission existing reactors.

Collapse inevitable- even the most feasible forms of alternative energy cannot sustain a consumer-capitalist society  

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”) 

There is no doubt that solar thermal systems can make a significant contribution, in summer in the hottest regions, although this will mostly involve very long transmis- sion lines, such as from the far southwest US, or to Europe from deep in the Sahara. They are also likely to be quite effective in summer located in mid-latitudes. The major advantage of solar thermal plant is that energy storage can be fairly easily pro- vided, at least for a day. However the near future capital cost of solar thermal elec- tricity plant per delivered kW even in good sites seems to be more than seven times that of coal-fired plant plus fuel, and the technology seems not to be very effective in winter even in the best latitudes. In the middle latitudes, e.g., as close as 34 degrees to the equator, solar thermal technologies seem quite capable of making a significant summer contribution, but not a significant winter contribution. From the somewhat limited information reviewed it is difficult to see how they could perform a major role in a wholly renewable energy world except in summer. A winter contri- bution in the regions where most people in developed countries live would seem to depend on the more expensive dishes, and therefore would involve a storage prob- lem and long transmission distances. (Most people live in tropical regions but clouds make solar technologies less than ideal there in late summer; Kaneff, 1992, p. 33.) Again it is important to note that these conclusions have not taken fully into account parasitic losses, emergy costs, transmission losses and the cost of backup systems. If correct these conclusions probably would not worry most solar thermal enthu- siasts because they see this technology as making a valuable partial contribution to future electricity supply, from favourable regions and mostly in summer. But our concern is whether they could be important contributors to a wholly renewable world electricity supply sustaining consumer-capitalist society, and this does not seem to be the case.

Benefits of growth and alternative forms of energy are exaggerated 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
The costs of savings also have to be accounted. Often there is a significant net gain, as with insulating a house. However, although very light cars use less energy the materials they are made from are energy intensive to produce. In fact Mateja (2000) reports that mainly because of their sophisticated electrical systems, hybrid vehicles take 30% more energy than the average car to produce, and in some cases five times as much. The popular Prius takes 142% more energy than the average car. Newman (2006) says “ . . . over the lifetime of a vehicle . . . hybrids actually con- sume a lot more energy than even big SUVs.” He reports the Prius lifetime energy cost per mile at 1.4 times that of the US car fleet average. Also the full balance sheet needs to be filled out. For instance energy used in US corn production fell 15% between 1959 and 1970, but that was only energy used on the farm. When all inputs were taken into account energy use actually rose 3% (Heinberg, 2003, p. 162). Some seemingly notable energy reducing achievements of corporations have simply been due to either getting out of production of energy-intensive lines, or transferring these to sub-contractors in the Third World where energy use is boom- ing and there is less pressure to minimise energy or environmental costs.
If the magnitude of our overshoot were not so great, these often remarkable conser- vation and efficiency efforts might be capable of solving the problem, but we have to make perhaps 90% reductions. 
A2 Biomass
Growth unsustainable- renewable sources such as biomass are not capable of supplying enough energy to meet our growing needs  

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
The most clear-cut and severe limits to a renewable energy future have to do with the supply of liquid and gaseous fuels. Despite the uncertainties, the conclusion arrived at below is that, even if the most optimistic estimates and assumptions are taken, bio- mass is not capable of supplying more than a small fraction of the present global demand for liquid fuels, let alone the future demand that would be generated by growth in population, global equity and economic output. Chapter 6 explains why it is also not likely that hydrogen will solve this crucial liquid fuel problem. Assessing the potential and limits of biomass energy involves a consideration of the amount of biomass we might harvest and the amount of fuel we might derive from each tonne of biomass. Unfortunately both issues oblige us to wade through much uncertain and sometimes conflicting evidence. The limits to liquid fuel pro- duction have not primarily to do with the energy return ratio for producing fuels from biomass. They have to do with quantity, i.e., the areas of land available and the associated yields.

BIOMASS YIELDS AND QUANTITIES. Non-plantation sources such as crop and timber wastes are not likely to make a large contribution in relation to the vast quantities of biomass needed for renewables to replace fossil fuels.1 As will be emphasised below, the same is true of biomass from cropland, such as via corn or wheat inputs to ethanol production, because the areas required would be far too great. Thus the major source must be cellulosic (woody) material, mostly from trees, shrubs and grasses.
5.2.
PLANTATIONS: POSSIBLE AREAS AND YIELDS. The plantation question should be seen in terms of what areas are likely to achieve what yields per year, via procedures that are sustainable over very large areas in the long term. High yields from biomass plantations are often reported or predicted, but these typically refer to experimental or unusual sites using good land. Experimentalsites tend to involve the most favourable conditions, and very large-scale biomass plantations would have to use mostly land that is well below ideal. In fact proposals often envisage use of degraded land.
Some predicted yields seem to be quite unrealistic for very large areas. For exam- ple Lynd (1996), the European Environmental Agency (2006) and Foran and Mardon, (1999) assume dry weight yields can be 20–21 t/ha/y, and these can be maintained year after year. Discussions often make reference to instances where high yields have been achieved in specific locations or experimental conditions. Sugar cane yields can be over 80 t/ha/y, although most of this weight is water. Hall, et al., (1993) assume 15 t/ha/y can be averaged over 890 million ha of Third World land. They give little evidence for the claim, admitting it is optimistic, but it would seem to be far beyond the realm of possibility. Note 2 refers to other estimates.

Growth unsustainable- forms of renewable energy like biomass are impractical and harmful to the environment 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
Obviously the amount of this annual biomass growth available for energy production would be far below 210 EJ, firstly because much of it is already going into crop, pasture, timber and fuel use. Secondly it would not be economic to harvest for commercial biomass the low yield areas represented by the right-hand tail of the graph, which might cut off one third of the total area. Much of this harvest is by Third World people to whom it is “economic” to collect from areas producing at yields well below those that would meet the costs of industrialised biomass produc- tion systems. As population goes from 6􏰃 to 9􏰃 billion, demand for food producing land will significantly reduce the area available for biomass production. As Ravil- ious (2005) says, “ . . . the earth is rapidly running out of fertile land.” The 210 EJ figure is about the same as that arrived at if one assumes 3.5 billion ha of world forest growing at an average of 3 t/ha. Adding grassland growth might increase the total by 20%. Obviously conversion to liquid fuels, gas or electricity would greatly reduce delivered quantities of energy. It would seem therefore that if we simply take the total global biomass growth available for energy production we can see that it would not enable production of anywhere near present global liquid plus gas use (discussed further below). The proportion of this growth that could be harvested for energy production would be small, and from this the energy costs of fuel production would have to be deducted. In other words, from these general global figures it seems clear that there is no pos- sibility of world biomass production meeting more than a quite small proportion of present world liquid plus gas fuel demand. A major and quite unsettled question regarding large-scale biomass plantations concerns the sustainability of continual cropping. In timber production only a small proportion of the nutrients are removed, as most remain in bark, branches and leaves. However it is generally assumed that for energy production all above-ground material would be taken, posing problems of both erosion and soil nutrient depletion. Fertilizers might offset the problem significantly, although these cause other problems in the long run, and impose energy costs. Pimentel and Pimentel (1997, pp. 238, 241) stress the high erosion rates associated with significant removal of biomass.

A2 Hydrogen
Growth unsustainable- “hydrogen economy” not viable for mass energy use  

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
Even if there was no doubt that the required quantity of hydrogen could be produced, a hydrogen economy would probably be prohibited by the physical nature of hydro- gen. Because it is a very light and small atom, a large volume is needed to carry much energy, and it easily leaks through joints, valves and seals. Consequently converting energy to hydrogen, storing and transporting it involve formidable diffi- culties, energy losses, infrastructure requirements, and costs. These multiply the number of windmills etc. that a system would need to cover the losses. For example to convert wind-generated electricity to hydrogen, compress it for storage, pump it a long way, then convert it back to electricity would mean that about four times as many windmills would be needed to supply an amount of energy via storage com- pared with supplying it direct. Bossel (2003) points out that there are several easily overlooked steps in going from electricity via hydrogen to electricity again, or motor vehicle power, such as AC/DC inversion, and he argues that when all losses are included the electricity-to-wheels efficiency of hydrogen powered vehicles would be only 22%, and less via a liquid hydrogen path.

This factor 4 reduction seems to be the most common conclusion for the use of hydrogen for storage and transport of energy. Barber (2004) concurs with it but Wilson (2002) arrives at a 90% loss after taking into account further elements, such as DC to AC conversion and a 0.35 fuel cell efficiency claim.1 According to Bossel, Elliason and Taylor, to supply the petrol station with hydro- gen will require 15 times as many tankers as would be needed to deliver the same quantity of energy in the form of petrol. (In another source, Bossel, n.d., the multi- ple is given as 22.) They say that to replace today’s demand for petrol for motor transport with hydrogen would mean that one seventh of the trucks on the road would be carrying hydrogen, and thus perhaps one seventh of all truck accidents would involve large quantities of hydrogen under pressure. They estimate the energy loss in road delivery over 200 km as equal to 13% of the energy delivered, and over 500 km, 32%. North (2005), a gas tanker designer, arrives at similar if not worse conclusions. Use of hydrogen as a gas will usually involve compression for storage, given its low energy density. According to Bossel, Elliason and Taylor, compression to 20 MPa involves an 8% energy loss, and for compression to the 70 MPa appropriate for trans- port involves 20% energy loss. (Doty, 2004a says 15%.) Doty (2004b) says that even when compressed to 5,000 psi hydrogen has only 10% of the energy density of diesel. He points out that the mechanical energy in such a tank exploding would be equal to that of a 50 calibre artillery shell, not including the energy in the hydrogen. Impact safety for light weight tanks is not high; safer tanks would be heavy. Doty rates the danger as 100 times that for petrol fuelled cars. At 5c/kWh to compress hydrogen, the cost would be $3(US)/kg. Lovins (2003) points to the possibility of retrieving some of the energy needed for compression using valves that regenerate power as the gas is released into fuel cells. In a hydrogen economy this would seem to involve a sig- nificant cost for an enormous number of devices at the multitude of locations where hydrogen would be used. (See Note 2 for critical comment on Lovins’ claims. Bossel, Elliason and Taylor point to the difficulties and losses in transferring hydrogen from tankers to filling stations and then cars. Because the 40 tonne tanker delivers only 288 kg of hydrogen, it will weigh almost as much on its return trip, meaning it uses as much fuel then as on the outward delivery trip. A returning petrol tanker weighs only about one third its loaded weight. Secondly, gas will flow from the tanker to the filling station tanks until the pressures in each are equal (and that would take time, due to temperature and density effects) meaning that it will not fully empty and the tanker will return to base carrying some hydrogen; 20% according to these authors. The tanker would take two hours to empty and would return with up to 25% of the hydrogen brought to the site. The same problem occurs when cars fill up at the fuel station. This problem can be overcome by pumping, which adds to energy and infrastructure costs and the embodied energy costs of the machinery. Liquefying the hydrogen reduces the volume to be transported but at a much higher energy cost. Firstly to transform electricity into liquefied hydrogen requires energy equivalent to about half the energy in the electrical energy being stored. Liquid hydrogen is still not very energy-dense, requiring four times the volume for the same amount of energy as petroleum. Furthermore energy must be used to keep the hydrogen at 􏰔253 degrees C. The hydrogen tends to “boil off” at 0.3% per day, although this can be used, unless the device, e.g., car, is idle for long periods at a time. To store hydrogen for the six months from summer to winter would use up energy equivalent to more than half the stored energy. This seems to rule out storing energy from strong winds in winter for use in summer. Further losses would occur at filling points and through valves and joints.
Large-scale inter-continental transport of liquid hydrogen by sea tanker also seems to be highly problematic. Wootton (2003) points out that a modern LNG tanker delivers about 3 billion cf of gas. It would make about 12.6 trips p.a. from Nigeria to the US. US gas consumption is about 23 tcf/y, so one tanker working full time could deliver 0.17% of demand. The 38 bcf delivered p.a. is a gross figure; if the energy needed to produce, compress and transport the gas (and produce the tanker), and the losses, were taken into account, it would seem clear that only a very small proportion of a nation’s energy could be shipped long distance in the form of LNG. Because the energy density of hydrogen is much lower than that of LNG, the problems would be increased accordingly. So it is not likely that large volumes of hydrogen will be produced in some regions of the world where there is abundant wind or sunlight and shipped long distances as oil is.

Transporting hydrogen via pipelines poses additional problems. The “hydrogen economy” vision usually assumes solar plants in the Sahara pumping hydrogen through pipes to Europe. This is a very unlikely proposition given the energy required to pump hydrogen long distances, again due to its low energy density. Pumping takes 3.85 times the energy needed to pump the same amount of energy in natural gas. Bossel, Elliason and Taylor conclude that to pump hydrogen gas 3,000 or 5,000 km would take energy equivalent to 34% or 65% of the energy in the hydrogen pumped. (Bossel, n.d., gives higher estimates.) Ogden and Nitch (1993, p. 935) state a lower figure; 34% for 5,700 km. These are formidable losses, and would seem to prohibit inter-continental transportation of hydrogen. (Long distance transmission of electric- ity via HVDC lines 

In our current state the economy will continue to expand until it is impossible to meet our energy needs- economic collapse is the only way to solve 
Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
As will be stressed in Chapter 10, whether or not renewable energy can sustain con- sumer-capitalist society is not a matter of whether it can meet present demand. The crucial question is can it sustain the demand generated by growth of the economy? Can it provide for about four times as much output and consumption by 2050, and eight times as much by 2075? (See Chapter 10 on growth rates and predictions.) Can it provide the amount of energy 9 billion people would need if they were to have the “living standards” we in Australia will have by 2075 given the continuation of the present rate of economic growth? If so it would be providing around 30 times as much energy as the world uses now. Assume that technical advances cut the energy to GDP ratio to one quarter of the present figure and the multiple is 7􏰃 times.3
Along with the powerful but unexamined general assumption that renewable energy can save consumer-capitalist society, there is the equally taken-for-granted assumption that technical advances and greater conservation effort can greatly reduce the need for energy. These assumptions are core elements in the basic “technical fix” view which shores up the conviction that no change from consumer-capitalist society is needed. It is not difficult to show how seriously mistaken this general position is. The magni- tude of the problems, the overshoot, is far too great. There is no doubt that the potential for energy saving is large, both in terms of wasteful practices and the potential for developing much more energy-efficient devices.  

A2 Nuclear
Growth unsustainable- the risks of nuclear energy outweigh the benefits 

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
Finally, no reactor or system design, or fail-safe provisions, can protect against the fundamental flaw that cannot be removed from nuclear energy, i.e., the fact that humans operate the plants and are always capable of making mistakes, including overriding the fail-safe mechanisms or not following set procedure. This is what hap- pened at Chernobyl. Claims about the fail-safe nature of Fourth Generation reactors make no difference to this point. In a coal-fired plant, human errors might not matter that much, but with nuclear energy, one mistake could be globally catastrophic.

Growth unsustainable- accidents caused by nuclear energy are catastrophic  

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
A largely nuclear era would involve a huge number of reactors. To provide 9􏰀 billion people with present rich world energy consumption per capita would require 100,000 reactors each of 1000 MW (many more when conversion to liquid fuels is taken into account). Thus we would have about 500 times the present scale of accidents, waste, safety violations, etc. To provide 9􏰀 billion people with the energy we in rich coun- tries will be using in 2070 if the current rate of growth in energy demand continued would multiply these numbers by perhaps 5. If the 100,000 reactors were all breeders with 4 tonnes of Plutonium in the core of each, the amount in the French Superphenix breeder, about half to a million tonnes of it would be continually recycling through reactors and reprocessing plants. We would have to bury about 4,000 old reactors every year. 9.3. SAFETY: THE ACCIDENT RATE Especially significant is the fact that just one accident could have devastating global consequences for a very long time, i.e., seriously affecting billions of people over thousands of years until radioactivity had been taken out of natural circulation. The consequences of a radiation accident would continue to accumulate for a very long time. The half-life of Plutonium is 24,000 years. It is sometimes misleadingly said that coal-fired power causes more harm than nuclear energy. The undesirable effects of coal power will all have ceased within say 100 years of the last coal-fired generation, but the full effects of nuclear energy will not have accumulated until many thousands of years after the last reactor ceases to operate.

A powerful argument regarding safety is the fact that the US government’s Price - Anderson Act imposed an upper limit to insurance payouts that might result from a reactor accident. Without this provision there would probably be no reactors at all, because insurance companies would not insure them. If reactors were generally regarded as relatively safe, they would.

A2 Wind
Growth unsustainable- alternative forms of energy have no solvency. Wind energy is too variable.  

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”) 

. But the concern in this book is with whether renew- ables could meet the total energy demand. For wind, great difficulties are set here by its variability; sometimes there are gales and sometimes there is no wind at all. “There are times when the wind is calm everywhere.” (Hayden, 2004, p. 150). Thus the foregoing discussion of the sheer quantity of energy derivable over a period might tell us little about the actual contribution wind could make. The ques- tion is, given the variability, how much can be conveniently “integrated” into the power supply system and with what costs and consequences. One consequence is that the costly renewable components of the system will be largely or totally idle some of the time, and therefore that a number of separate systems each capable of meeting demand could be needed. Another is that it is difficult to increase or decrease output from other generating sources, as required to adjust their output to the fluctuations in the intermittent source. Except for the limited hydro sources, and to a lesser extent gas, these adjustments cannot be made quickly.
In the past it has been commonly assumed that in good wind regions wind might be able to supply 20% or more of electrical energy provided by the system before a penetration problem arises. A number of studies and reports conclude that this is likely to be too optimistic and that problems can arise under 10% wind penetration of the electricity supply system. Kelly and Weinberg (1993) say Europe is not a good location for intermittent energy sources and the limit would probably be 18% of power demand. Spanish authorities have recently stated 17% as the limit (Windpower Monthly, Dec., 2003, Feb. 2004, p., 36). Grubb and Meyer (1993, p. 205) say most studies before the early 1990s conclude that production can only reach 5–15% of demand before difficulties arise, and they note that in Denmark penalties become pro- hibitive at 10% penetration. The UKERC report (2006) says that there need be no problems with 20% penetration of the UK electricity supply system. (See critical comment below.) However most impressive are the recent reports on Germany and Denmark (below) which discuss the significant integration difficulties that have arisen in systems supplying only about 5% of national electricity demand. It might seem that Denmark had not run into these problems until its wind elec- trical output reached 18% of its consumption. This often quoted figure is misleading because most of the output is exported and the amount that can be taken into the Danish grid is closer to 4%. 

Growth is unsustainable; Green New Deals can only work in the alternative society

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

We must understand that no amount of green jobs will allow conspicuous consumption to continue. Unless people accept more modest aspirations, no amount of green new deal can make a difference. We need to return to the dream of hard work, saving and making a better life for our kids and grandchildren, and building loving communities of mutual support. The focus must be upon living simply but well, quality rather than quantity, experience and knowledge over consumption, and the welfare of future generations. No one will lead us from these crises. We have to lead ourselves, working together to take care of our family, communities and shared Earth. We must all be for green jobs and a new green deal, but only if their implementation is embedded within policies to strip capitalism of its speculative and industrial excesses. Governments have one last chance to reform capitalism into a steady state economy, or the current economic system will have to be destroyed to ensure continued human existence. Economic growth will end regardless, perhaps now, but certainly soon. We must remain primarily concerned with sufficient solutions that maintain an operable Earth System and provide equitably for human and other life's existence. And we may have to take up arms to fight to save Gaia and our family's very existence.
Impacts (NEG) 

Growth Bad – Environment 
XT – Growth Bad – Enviro 
Economic growth causes biosphere failure. The impact is extinction. 

Barry 8 — President and Founder of Ecological Internet. Ph.D. in "Land Resources" from the University of Wisconsin-Madison, a Masters of Science in "Conservation Biology and Sustainable Development" also from Madison, and a Bachelor of Arts in "Political Science" from Marquette University (Glen, Economic Collapse and Global Ecology, 14 January 2008, http://www.countercurrents.org/barry140108.htm)

Given widespread failure to pursue policies sufficient to reverse deterioration of the biosphere and avoid ecological collapse, the best we can hope for may be that the growth-based economic system crashes sooner rather than later. Humanity and the Earth are faced with an enormous conundrum -- sufficient climate policies enjoy political support only in times of rapid economic growth. Yet this growth is the primary factor driving greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental ills. The growth machine has pushed the planet well beyond its ecological carrying capacity, and unless constrained, can only lead to human extinction and an end to complex life. With every economic downturn, like the one now looming in the United States, it becomes more difficult and less likely that policy sufficient to ensure global ecological sustainability will be embraced. This essay explores the possibility that from a biocentric viewpoint of needs for long-term global ecological, economic and social sustainability; it would be better for the economic collapse to come now rather than later. Economic growth is a deadly disease upon the Earth, with capitalism as its most virulent strain. Throw-away consumption and explosive population growth are made possible by using up fossil fuels and destroying ecosystems. Holiday shopping numbers are covered by media in the same breath as Arctic ice melt, ignoring their deep connection. Exponential economic growth destroys ecosystems and pushes the biosphere closer to failure. Humanity has proven itself unwilling and unable to address climate change and other environmental threats with necessary haste and ambition. Action on coal, forests, population, renewable energy and emission reductions could be taken now at net benefit to the economy. Yet, the losers -- primarily fossil fuel industries and their bought oligarchy -- successfully resist futures not dependent upon their deadly products. Perpetual economic growth, and necessary climate and other ecological policies, are fundamentally incompatible. Global ecological sustainability depends critically upon establishing a steady state economy, whereby production is right-sized to not diminish natural capital. Whole industries like coal and natural forest logging will be eliminated even as new opportunities emerge in solar energy and environmental restoration. This critical transition to both economic and ecological sustainability is simply not happening on any scale. The challenge is how to carry out necessary environmental policies even as economic growth ends and consumption plunges. The natural response is going to be liquidation of even more life-giving ecosystems, and jettisoning of climate policies, to vainly try to maintain high growth and personal consumption. We know that humanity must reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% over coming decades. How will this and other necessary climate mitigation strategies be maintained during years of economic downturns, resource wars, reasonable demands for equitable consumption, and frankly, the weather being more pleasant in some places? If efforts to reduce emissions and move to a steady state economy fail; the collapse of ecological, economic and social systems is assured. Bright greens take the continued existence of a habitable Earth with viable, sustainable populations of all species including humans as the ultimate truth and the meaning of life. 
Growth condemns humanity and all species on earth to extinction – DeDev solves. 

Ikerd ’97 [John.  Prof of Ag Econ @ U of MO. “Toward an Economics of Sustainability.” www.missouri.edu.ikerdj/papers/today-f.htm 1997]
Actions of people in pursuit of self-interests are no longer ecologically benign -- if they ever were. The pressures of growing populations and rising per capita consumption are now depleting resources of the land far faster than they can be regenerated by nature. Wastes and contaminants from human activities are being generated at rates far in excess of the sink capacity of the natural environment to absorb and detoxify them. The thin layer of topsoil that supports production of food and fiber has been eroded away far faster than it has been, or ever could have been, regenerated by nature. Attempts are rarely made to recreate old forest ecosystems, but instead to maximize short run economic value of fiber production in places where old growth forests once stood. Fossil fuels, the engine of twentieth-century economic development, are being depleted at rates infinitely faster than they can ever be replenished. Environmental pollution, a direct consequence of "economic development", is degrading the long run productivity of land, water, and air resources. Human population pressures are destroying other biological species, upon which the survival of humanity may be ultimately dependent. The current rate of species extinction is unprecedented -- except possibly during geologic events now characterized as global disasters. The human species is now capable of destroying almost everything that makes up the biosphere we call Earth, including humanity itself. Cultural, moral, and social values now seem to present few constraints to decisions of self-interest. Free market societies appear to have become convinced the "invisible hand" is quite capable to turning the "greatest individual greed into the greatest societal good." Government intervention is expected to correct any market failures through laws and regulation. So any action that is legal and profitable is considered to be "good" for society. Cases of differences in opinion with respect to legality are settled in the courts. People appear to feel no moral responsibility to pursue the common good beyond obeying laws and responding to markets. Confidence in the "old" economics seems to be peaking, just as it is losing any relevance to reality. 

Economic growth ensures environmental catastrophe and extinction

Li 2010 – PhD, Assistant Professor Department of Economics, University of Utah (Minqui, paper prepared for the David Gordon Memorial Lecture at URPE Summer Conference 2010, “The 21st Century Crisis: Climate Catastrophe or Socialism”)

According to the mainstream argument, capitalist technological progress will result in rapid declines of emission intensity, which will more than offset the growth of the world economy, leading to absolute declines of carbon dioxide emissions.  If technological progress becomes sufficiently rapid, then the world economy could keep growing while the global carbon dioxide emissions fall rapidly to meet the climate stabilization objectives. Given the current state of climate change crisis, is this argument at all realistic?  To stabilize atmospheric concentration of CO2 at no more than 350 ppm, the cumulative fossil emissions over the rest of the century must not exceed 500 billion metric tons.  It follows that the global carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuels burning must fall at an annual rate of 5.5 percent through the rest of the century.  By 2050, the annual emissions need to fall by about 90 percent from the current level. If the goal is to stabilize atmospheric concentration of CO2 at no more than 450 ppm (this would lead to the catastrophic long-term warming of 3-6°C), the cumulative fossil emissions over the rest of the century must not exceed 1.5 trillion metric tons.  It follows that the global carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuels burning must fall at an annual rate of 1.5 percent through the rest of the century.  By 2050, the annual emissions need to fall by about 50 percent from the current level. In reality, over the decade 1999-2009, the world economy grew at an average annual rate of 3.5 percent, emission intensity fell at an average annual rate of 1.1 percent, and carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuels burning had increased at an average annual rate of 2.4 percent.  In 2009, the global economy suffered the deepest recession since the 1930s.  Some had hoped that “the Great Recession” would help to greatly reduce the level of emissions.   The emissions did fall, only by 1.3 percent (as the large reductions of emissions in the advanced capitalist countries were mostly offset by the rapid growth of coal consumption in China).  If the world were to repeat the exercise of “Great Recession” every year for the rest of the century, it would just fall short of meeting the 450 ppm objective and not even get close to the 350 ppm objective (see Figure 2 for the emission paths required to meet the 350 ppm objective and 450 ppm objective). If the world economy keeps growing at 3 percent a year (roughly the growth rate needed to keep the unemployment rate constant in the advanced capitalist countries), then to meet the 450 ppm objective, the emission intensity must decline at an annual rate of 4.5 percent (a quadrupling of the recent pace of emission intensity decline).  To meet the 350 ppm objective, the emission intensity must decline at an annual rate of 8.5 percent.  What miracle technology could deliver this? Leave aside many other technical and economic difficulties involved in emission reduction, given the fact that the world’s entire existing energy and industrial infrastructure is built around fossil fuels, sufficient emission reduction is simply impossible under the condition of infinite economic growth. 

XT - Extinction
Economic collapse solves environmental decline and extinction 

McPherson 10 [Guy McPherson is professor emeritus of natural resources and the environment at the University of Arizona, where he taught and conducted research for 20 years. His scholarly efforts have produced nine books and well over 100 articles, and have focused for many years on conservation of biological diversity, 8-16-10, “A review before the exam,” http://guymcpherson.com/2010/08/a-review-before-the-exam/]

Actually, this review is too late for the many people who have already endured economic collapse. As any of those folks can tell the rest of us, we do not want to receive the lesson after the exam.

I’ve written all this before, but I have not recently provided a concise summary. This essay provides a brief overview of the dire nature of our predicaments with respect to fossil fuels. The primary consequences of our fossil-fuel addiction stem from two primary phenomena: peak oil and global climate change. The former spells the end of western civilization, which might come in time to prevent the extinction of our species at the hand of the latter. Global climate change threatens our species with extinction by mid-century is we do not terminate the industrial economy soon. Increasingly dire forecasts from extremely conservative sources keep stacking up. Governments refuse to act because they know growth of the industrial economy depends (almost solely) on consumption of fossil fuels. Global climate change and energy decline are similar in this respect: neither is characterized by a politically viable solution. There simply is no comprehensive substitute for crude oil. It is the overwhelming fuel of choice for transportation, and there is no way out of the crude trap at this late juncture in the industrial era. We passed the world oil peak in 2005, which led to near-collapse of the world’s industrial economy several times between September 2008 and May 2010. And we’re certainly not out of the economic woods yet.

Economic collapse solves environmental decline and extinction 

McPherson 10 [Guy McPherson is professor emeritus of natural resources and the environment at the University of Arizona, where he taught and conducted research for 20 years. His scholarly efforts have produced nine books and well over 100 articles, and have focused for many years on conservation of biological diversity, 8-16-10, “A review before the exam,” http://guymcpherson.com/2010/08/a-review-before-the-exam/]

Actually, this review is too late for the many people who have already endured economic collapse. As any of those folks can tell the rest of us, we do not want to receive the lesson after the exam.

I’ve written all this before, but I have not recently provided a concise summary. This essay provides a brief overview of the dire nature of our predicaments with respect to fossil fuels. The primary consequences of our fossil-fuel addiction stem from two primary phenomena: peak oil and global climate change. The former spells the end of western civilization, which might come in time to prevent the extinction of our species at the hand of the latter. Global climate change threatens our species with extinction by mid-century is we do not terminate the industrial economy soon. Increasingly dire forecasts from extremely conservative sources keep stacking up. Governments refuse to act because they know growth of the industrial economy depends (almost solely) on consumption of fossil fuels. Global climate change and energy decline are similar in this respect: neither is characterized by a politically viable solution. There simply is no comprehensive substitute for crude oil. It is the overwhelming fuel of choice for transportation, and there is no way out of the crude trap at this late juncture in the industrial era. We passed the world oil peak in 2005, which led to near-collapse of the world’s industrial economy several times between September 2008 and May 2010. And we’re certainly not out of the economic woods yet.

Economy growth and environmental decline are growing exponentially- now is key for an economic collapse to solve extinction 

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

Governments are scared as they realize they cannot keep the lights on. The world is about to descend into a scramble for survival. It could be different if we mustered the will to pursue cooperative solutions. But it is unlikely to happen. We are determining now with our environmental advocacy whether the world collapses into unruly anarchy, or just changes to a different, simpler way of living. Either way, change is coming. We have to make it as positive as possible. We are all for a green new deal. But let us be clear, sufficient and ambitious climate change policies need to be pursued whether or not they provide jobs. It is a matter of Earth remaining habitable.  By the way, the exponentially growing lily pads cover half the pond on day 29 of 30, a quarter on day 28, and just about 1% between day 23 and 24. Global ecological decline and economic growth are exponentially growing systems deep into positive feedback, and if we wait for definitive proof of their demise it will be way too late. There is barely any time to avert their implosion. Perhaps waging an insurgency to slay the growth machine is our and Gaia's last best chance?
Impact – Warming 
Environmental collapse solves warming – oil 

Cohen 10 (Dave, columnist for Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas, “Economic Growth And Climate Change — No Way Out?” February 2, http://peakwatch.typepad.com/peak_watch/2010/02/economy-and-climate-no-way-out.html
The main conclusions of this essay subvert standard views of how the future looks if humankind chooses to make a serious effort to mitigate anthropogenic climate change. Historical data suggest that only recessions decrease anthropogenic CO2 emissions. Otherwise, if the global economy is growing, so are emissions. The consensus view, which I have called The Radical Hypothesis, presumes that at some future inflection point, the global economy will continue to grow while emissions shrink. Since nothing in our experience suggests the Radical Hypothesis is correct, and in so far as knowledgeable people can agree that it will be very hard to achieve the technological breakthroughs required to stabilize CO2 in atmosphere at acceptable levels (e.g. 450 ppmv), the most plausible way to achieve such targets, all else being equal, is a planned, orderly contraction of the global economy. Mankind would endeavor to both decarbonize the energy inputs to the economy and decrease those inputs. This implies that the global economy, as modeled by Tim Garrett, would be shrinking. The mere assumption that technological progress will be sufficient to achieve the desired stabilization of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere does not guarantee success. This assumption, like the future economic growth that depends on it, is incontrovertible only because of the faith placed in it, i.e. it must be accepted without proof or verification. It is all well & good to say with great conviction that "failure is not an option" but in the real world, failure is definitely a possibility, so risks grow. Worse yet, unquestioning faith in the impossibility of failure retards efforts achieve the necessary (but still unrealized) technologies required to reduce emissions, for if technological progress—Pielke, et. al call this "spontaneous" innovation—is guaranteed (i.e. comes "for free"), we need not try very hard to make technological progress happen. What I have called The Assumption of Technological Progress should be tossed out in so far as it is no longer in humanity's best interests to maintain it. In a "peak oil" scenario, CO2 emissions from conventional oil  will remain flat or decrease sometime in the next decade and beyond. In so far as historical experience suggests that anthropogenic emission must be growing if the economy is, this implies a shrinking global economy. Specifically, the lack of a consistent (high & rising) oil price signal, combined with our inability to quickly & seamlessly switch to non-conventional liquids (from coal, the oil sands, etc.) to meet growing future demand, implies that economic growth will be negative or unstable in such a scenario. Thus, business-as-usual (BAU)—the standard growth story assumed by economists, climate researchers and others—will be disrupted for an extended period of time in a "peak oil" scenario. If the global economy will be in recession or prone to recession as conventional oil supplies decrease, emissions will very likely be further reduced during the transition to other liquid fuels sources. Ken Caldeira's counter-intuitive view that "peak oil" is not a climate savior, at least over the next few decades, does not survive close scrutiny. A new UK report from the The New Economics Foundation goes even further in the wrong direction, arguing that "peak oil" makes BAU scenarios worse. Just as Caldeira does, the NEF assumes, but does not closely examine, a painless transition to non-conventional liquids fuels from fossil sources.

DeDev is the only way to solve for warming 
Cohen 10 (Dave, columnist for Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas, “Economic Growth And Climate Change — No Way Out?” February 2, http://peakwatch.typepad.com/peak_watch/2010/02/economy-and-climate-no-way-out.html
The International Energy Agency's 2009 World Energy Outlook estimated that globally, CO2 emissions fell 3% in 2009 compared with the previous year. One might have thought that global warming activists would be jumping for joy, but the news brought no rejoicing. The reason for their reticence was not hard to find. From Reuters again—"Losing weight by starving is different than shedding pounds through exercise," said Kevin Book, an analyst at ClearView Energy Partners, LLC. He said as the economy recovers electricity demand should rise, pushing up emissions from that sector. That will require the world's second largest emitter of greenhouse gases after China to move faster to low-carbon sources like renewable energy if Obama's short-term goal is to be met, he said. While it is debatable how soon prosperity will return to the United States, the corrective to anthropogenic climate change seems abundantly clear: shrink the economy. This solution is both politically and socially unacceptable. It is even unthinkable. This passage from the Nature opinion piece Let the global technology race begin by Isabel Galiana and Christopher Green introduces some key concepts while also hinting at why the assumption of future global economic growth can not be questioned. To describe the required trade-offs of any climate policy, analysts use the Kaya identity C = P × (GDP/P) × (E/GDP) × (C/E) which relates carbon emissions, C, to its four driving factors: population (P); per capita gross domestic product (GDP/P); energy intensity of the economy (E/GDP); and emissions per unit of energy (C/E). Conventional climate policy considers only the emissions, C, and the political will needed to achieve reductions, but ignores the driving factors. Policy-makers are understandably reluctant to use population or economic growth to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions; hence policy should focus on the technological drivers. A useful way of looking at these is by combining E/GDP and C/E to yield the economy's carbon intensity (C/GDP). In recent decades, although global GDP has grown at about 3% per year and global carbon intensity has declined by about 1.4% per year, emissions have grown well in excess of 1% per year. In view of this, the proposal by the Group of 8 rich nations (G8) to cut global emissions in half by 2050, consistent with limiting global long-term temperature increase to 2 °C — and to do this without slowing economic development — would require a tripling of the average annual rate of decline in carbon intensity for the next 40 years. This accelerated decline in carbon intensity requires a revolution in energy technology that has not yet started.
DeDev solves warming – economic growth and energy efficiency create a vicious cycle which actually harms the environment – policy options don’t solve 

Siegel 9 (Lee, Is Global Warming Unstoppable? Theory Also Says Energy Conservation Doesn't Help, 22 November 2009,  http://www.unews.utah.edu/p/?r=112009-1)

Nov. 22, 2009 - In a provocative new study, a University of Utah scientist argues that rising carbon dioxide emissions - the major cause of global warming - cannot be stabilized unless the world's economy collapses or society builds the equivalent of one new nuclear power plant each day. "It looks unlikely that there will be any substantial near-term departure from recently observed acceleration in carbon dioxide emission rates," says the new paper by Tim Garrett, an associate professor of atmospheric sciences. Garrett's study was panned by some economists and rejected by several journals before acceptance by Climatic Change, a journal edited by renowned Stanford University climate scientist Stephen Schneider. The study will be published online this week. The study - which is based on the concept that physics can be used to characterize the evolution of civilization - indicates: Energy conservation or efficiency doesn't really save energy, but instead spurs economic growth and accelerated energy consumption. Throughout history, a simple physical "constant" - an unchanging mathematical value - links global energy use to the world's accumulated economic productivity, adjusted for inflation. So it isn't necessary to consider population growth and standard of living in predicting society's future energy consumption and resulting carbon dioxide emissions. "Stabilization of carbon dioxide emissions at current rates will require approximately 300 gigawatts of new non-carbon-dioxide-emitting power production capacity annually - approximately one new nuclear power plant (or equivalent) per day," Garrett says. "Physically, there are no other options without killing the economy." Getting Heat for Viewing Civilization as a "Heat Engine" Garrett says colleagues generally support his theory, while some economists are critical. One economist, who reviewed the study, wrote: "I am afraid the author will need to study harder before he can contribute." "I'm not an economist, and I am approaching the economy as a physics problem," Garrett says. "I end up with a global economic growth model different than they have." Garrett treats civilization like a "heat engine" that "consumes energy and does 'work' in the form of economic production, which then spurs it to consume more energy," he says. "If society consumed no energy, civilization would be worthless," he adds. "It is only by consuming energy that civilization is able to maintain the activities that give it economic value. This means that if we ever start to run out of energy, then the value of civilization is going to fall and even collapse absent discovery of new energy sources." Garrett says his study's key finding "is that accumulated economic production over the course of history has been tied to the rate of energy consumption at a global level through a constant factor." That "constant" is 9.7 (plus or minus 0.3) milliwatts per inflation-adjusted 1990 dollar. So if you look at economic and energy production at any specific time in history, "each inflation-adjusted 1990 dollar would be supported by 9.7 milliwatts of primary energy consumption," Garrett says. Garrett tested his theory and found this constant relationship between energy use and economic production at any given time by using United Nations statistics for global GDP (gross domestic product), U.S. Department of Energy data on global energy consumption during1970-2005, and previous studies that estimated global economic production as long as 2,000 years ago. Then he investigated the implications for carbon dioxide emissions. "Economists think you need population and standard of living to estimate productivity," he says. "In my model, all you need to know is how fast energy consumption is rising. The reason why is because there is this link between the economy and rates of energy consumption, and it's just a constant factor." Garrett adds: "By finding this constant factor, the problem of [forecasting] global economic growth is dramatically simpler. There is no need to consider population growth and changes in standard of living because they are marching to the tune of the availability of energy supplies." To Garrett, that means the acceleration of carbon dioxide emissions is unlikely to change soon because our energy use today is tied to society's past economic productivity. "Viewed from this perspective, civilization evolves in a spontaneous feedback loop maintained only by energy consumption and incorporation of environmental matter," Garrett says. It is like a child that "grows by consuming food, and when the child grows, it is able to consume more food, which enables it to grow more." Is Meaningful Energy Conservation Impossible? Perhaps the most provocative implication of Garrett's theory is that conserving energy doesn't reduce energy use, but spurs economic growth and more energy use. "Making civilization more energy efficient simply allows it to grow faster and consume more energy," says Garrett. He says the idea that resource conservation accelerates resource consumption - known as Jevons paradox - was proposed in the 1865 book "The Coal Question" by William Stanley Jevons, who noted that coal prices fell and coal consumption soared after improvements in steam engine efficiency. So is Garrett arguing that conserving energy doesn't matter? "I'm just saying it's not really possible to conserve energy in a meaningful way because the current rate of energy consumption is determined by the unchangeable past of economic production. If it feels good to conserve energy, that is fine, but there shouldn't be any pretense that it will make a difference." Yet, Garrett says his findings contradict his own previously held beliefs about conservation, and he continues to ride a bike or bus to work, line dry family clothing and use a push lawnmower. An Inevitable Future for Carbon Dioxide Emissions? Garrett says often-discussed strategies for slowing carbon dioxide emissions and global warming include mention increased energy efficiency, reduced population growth and a switch to power sources that don't emit carbon dioxide, including nuclear, wind and solar energy and underground storage of carbon dioxide from fossil fuel burning. Another strategy is rarely mentioned: a decreased standard of living, which would occur if energy supplies ran short and the economy collapsed, he adds. "Fundamentally, I believe the system is deterministic," says Garrett. "Changes in population and standard of living are only a function of the current energy efficiency. That leaves only switching to a non-carbon-dioxide-emitting power source as an available option." "The problem is that, in order to stabilize emissions, not even reduce them, we have to switch to non-carbonized energy sources at a rate about 2.1 percent per year. That comes out to almost one new nuclear power plant per day." "If society invests sufficient resources into alternative and new, non-carbon energy supplies, then perhaps it can continue growing without increasing global warming," Garrett says. Does Garrett fear global warming deniers will use his work to justify inaction? "No," he says. "Ultimately, it's not clear that policy decisions have the capacity to change the future course of civilization."

Current economic system makes growth unsustainable and ensures environmental decline and resource scarcity 

Ikerd ’97 [John.  Prof of Ag Econ @ U of MO. “Toward an Economics of Sustainability.” www.missouri.edu.ikerdj/papers/today-f.htm 1997]
The "old" economics is an extractive science. The discipline of economics addresses the allocation of scarce resources among competing ends. It deals with the transformation of basic resources into consumer goods and services. All the old economics is capable of doing, even under the ideal assumptions of perfect competition, is to ensure that resources are "used up" in ways (i.e. allocated to uses) that accurately reflect the tastes and preferences of individuals as consumers. There is nothing in economics that ensures the regeneration or sustainability of the stocks of resources, either natural or human, which are required to support production of consumer goods and services for current and future generations. The "old" economics is a unidimensional, consumptive science. There is nothing within economic theory that reflects human values in terms other than people as consumers or as producers of goods for consumption. Society, the environment, and even preferences for non-consumption goods are considered as external to the economic decision making process. Economic decisions concern the allocation of resources among consumptive uses. Consumer tastes and preferences, societal restrictions or regulations, and environmental constraints are all taken as given. Generation of human satisfaction through social interactions and through resource stewardship is beyond the scope of the "old" economics. The "old" economics is a science for managing scarcity. Resources have no "economic" value unless or until they become scarce. Economics provides no guidance in the use of vital resources, such as air and water, until they are degraded in quantity and quality to a point were they become scarce. For example, direct payments for water are mostly payments for the convenience of having water when and where we want it. Historically, economics allocated the use of convenience but not use of the water. Drinking water was free to be wasted -- it had no economic value -- until it was polluted and thus became scarce. The "old’ economics is a reductionist science. It assumes a world of separability. Economic theory does not exist in the absence of the term "ceteris paribus" -- other things held constant. The most fundamental "law" of economics, diminishing marginal returns, is meaningless without the assumption of "ceteris paribus." Economics is fundamentally incapable of addressing issues of interconnectedness in a "holistic" world. In a world made up of "wholes" rather than "pieces", we cannot do one thing without affecting something else. There is no "ceteris paribus". We must learn to manage the whole rather than tinker with its parts. Perhaps the most naive "ceteris paribus" assumption in the whole of economics is: that one may manage those things called "economic" without simultaneously and unavoidably impacting those things called "social" and "spiritual" as well. Finally, the "old" economics paradigm is based on times past, which are reflective neither of the present nor of the likely future. Adam Smith’s economic paradigm of the "invisible hand" probably was a fairly accurate representation of how the world worked 200 years ago, and perhaps was not too bad a model until a few decades ago (see Brewster). Most economic enterprises were small, family operations. Land, labor, capital, and management all resided in essentially the same entity. Few enterprises were large enough to have any impact on the marketplace as a whole. Price signals were clear because connections between producer and consumer were simple and often personal. Human populations were small enough and technologies were such that it seemed as if people could have little permanent impact on their natural environment. Strong cultural, moral, and social values dictated norms and standards of "acceptable" individual behavior. Under these conditions, the "invisible hand" may well have guided the pursuit of individual self-interest to the benefit of society, at least for the current generation.

The present socioeconomic system causes crop and environmental degradation and contributes to global warming 

Altieri 2k – Miguel, Division of Insect Biology, University of California, Berkely (“Modern Agriculture: Ecological impacts and the possibilities for truly sustainable farming.” Agroecology in action. 07/30/00. http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/ ~agroeco3/modern_agriculture.html)
Fertilizer nutrients that enter surface waters (rivers, lakes, bays, etc.) can promote eutrophication, characterized initially by a population explosion of photosynthetic algae. Algal blooms turn the water bright green, prevent light from penetrating beneath surface layers, and therefore killing plants living on the bottom. Such dead vegetation serve as food for other aquatic microorganisms which soon deplete water of its oxygen, inhibiting the decomposition of organic residues, which accumulate on the bottom. Eventually, such nutrient enrichment of freshwater ecosystems leads to the destruction of all animal life in the water systems. In the US it is estimated that about 50-70% of all nutrients that reach surface waters is derived from fertilizers. Chemical fertilizers can also become air pollutants, and have recently been implicated in the destruction of the ozone layer and in global warming. Their excessive use has also been linked to the acidification/salinization of soils and to a higher incidence of insect pests and diseases through mediation of negative nutritional changes in crop plants (8). It is clear then that the first wave of environmental problems is deeply rooted in the prevalent socioeconomic system which promotes monocultures and the use of high input technologies and agricultural practices that lead to natural resource degradation. Such degradation is not only an ecological process, but also a social and political-economic process (9) . This is why the problem of agricultural production cannot be regarded only as a technological one, but while agreeing that productivity issues represent part of the problem, attention to social, cultural and economic issues that account for the crisis is crucial. This is particularly true today where the economic and political domination of the rural development agenda by agribusiness has thrived at the expense of the interests of consumers, farmworkers, small family farms, wildlife, the environment, and rural communities (10).

Economic growth causes global warming

Foley, staff writer for the AP, October 9 2007
(http://news.wired.com/dynamic/stories/C/CLIMATE_CHANGE?SITE=WIRE&SECTION=HOME&TEMPLATE=DEFAULT&CTIME=2007-10-09-10-11-24, accessed October 20 2007)

Worldwide economic growth has accelerated the level of greenhouse gas emissions to a dangerous threshold scientists had not expected for another decade, according to a leading Australian climate change expert.  Tim Flannery told Australian Broadcasting Corp. that an upcoming report by the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change will contain new data showing that the level of clmate-changing gases in the atmosphere has already reached critical levels.  Flannery is not a member of the IPCC, but said he based his comments on a thorough review of the technical data included in the panel's three working group reports published earlier this year. 

Impact - Agriculture
Growth destroys the environment and reduces crop yields by 30% due to pests Altieri 2k – Miguel, Division of Insect Biology, University of California, Berkely (“Modern Agriculture: Ecological impacts and the possibilities for truly sustainable farming.” Agroecology in action. 07/30/00. http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/ ~agroeco3/modern_agriculture.html)
The specialization of production units has led to the image that agriculture is a modern miracle of food production. Evidence indicates, however, that excessive reliance on monoculture farming and agroindustrial inputs, such as capital-intensive technology, pesticides, and chemical fertilizers, has negatively impacted the environment and rural society. Most agriculturalists had assumed that the agroecosystem/natural ecosystem dichotomy need not lead to undesirable consequences, yet, unfortunately, a number of "ecological diseases" have been associated with the intensification of food production. They may be grouped into two categories: diseases of the ecotope, which include erosion, loss of soil fertility, depletion of nutrient reserves, salinization and alkalinization, pollution of water systems, loss of fertile croplands to urban development, and diseases of the biocoenosis, which include loss of crop, wild plant, and animal genetic resources, elimination of natural enemies, pest resurgence and genetic resistance to pesticides, chemical contamination, and destruction of natural control mechanisms. Under conditions of intensive management, treatment of such "diseases" requires an increase in the external costs to the extent that, in some agricultural systems, the amount of energy invested to produce a desired yield surpasses the energy harvested (4).

The loss of yields due to pests in many crops (reaching about 20-30% in most crops), despite the substantial increase in the use of pesticides (about 500 million kg of active ingredient worldwide) is a symptom of the environmental crisis affecting agriculture. It is well known that cultivated plants grown in genetically homogenous monocultures do not possess the necessary ecological defense mechanisms to tolerate the impact of outbreaking pest populations. Modern agriculturists have selected crops for high yields and high palatability, making them more susceptible to pests by sacrificing natural resistance for productivity. On the other hand, modern agricultural practices negatively affect pest natural enemies, which in turn do not find the necessary environmental resources and opportunities in monocultures to effectively and biologically suppress pests. Due to this lack of natural controls, an investment of about 40 billion dollars in pesticide control is incurred yearly by US farmers, which is estimated to save approximately $16 billion in US crops. However, the indirect costs of pesticide use to the environment and public health have to be balanced against these benefits. Based on the available data, the environmental (impacts on wildlife, pollinators, natural enemies, fisheries, water and development of resistance) and social costs (human poisonings and illnesses) of pesticide use reach about $8 billion each year (5). What is worrisome is that pesticide use is on the rise. Data from California shows that from 1941 to 1995 pesticide use increased from 161 to 212 million pounds of active ingredient. These increases were not due to increases in planted acreage, as statewide crop acreage remained constant during this period. Crops such as strawberries and grapes account for much of this increased use, which includes toxic pesticides, many of which are linked to cancers (6) .

Empirically proven that technological and economic growth causes environmental and agricultural crises 

Altieri 2k – Miguel, Division of Insect Biology, University of California, Berkely (“Modern Agriculture: Ecological impacts and the possibilities for truly sustainable farming.” Agroecology in action. 07/30/00. http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/ ~agroeco3/modern_agriculture.html)
Until about four decades ago, crop yields in agricultural systems depended on internal resources, recycling of organic matter, built-in biological control mechanisms and rainfall patterns. Agricultural yields were modest, but stable. Production was safeguarded by growing more than one crop or variety in space and time in a field as insurance against pest outbreaks or severe weather. Inputs of nitrogen were gained by rotating major field crops with legumes. In turn rotations suppressed insects, weeds and diseases by effectively breaking the life cycles of these pests. A typical corn belt farmer grew corn rotated with several crops including soybeans, and small grain production was intrinsic to maintain livestock. Most of the labor was done by the family with occasional hired help and no specialized equipment or services were purchased from off-farm sources. In these type of farming systems the link between agriculture and ecology was quite strong and signs of environmental degradation were seldom evident (1) . But as agricultural modernization progressed, the ecology-farming linkage was often broken as ecological principles were ignored and/or overridden. In fact, several agricultural scientists have arrived at a general consensus that modern agriculture confronts an environmental crisis. A growing number of people have become concerned about the long-term sustainability of existing food production systems. Evidence has accumulated showing that whereas the present capital- and technology-intensive farming systems have been extremely productive and competitive, they also bring a variety of economic, environmental and social problems (2). Evidence also shows that the very nature of the agricultural structure and prevailing policies have led to this environmental crisis by favoring large farm size, specialized production, crop monocultures and mechanization. Today as more and more farmers are integrated into international economies, imperatives to diversity disappear and monocultures are rewarded by economies of scale. In turn, lack of rotations and diversification take away key self-regulating mechanisms, turning monocultures into highly vulnerable agroecosystems dependent on high chemical inputs.
Technological and economic growth destroys agriculture and crop production 

Altieri 2k – Miguel, Division of Insect Biology, University of California, Berkely (“Modern Agriculture: Ecological impacts and the possibilities for truly sustainable farming.” Agroecology in action. 07/30/00. http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/ ~agroeco3/modern_agriculture.html)
The technologies allowing the shift toward monoculture were mechanization, the improvement of crop varieties, and the development of agrochemicals to fertilize crops and control weeds and pests. Government commodity policies these past several decades encouraged the acceptance and utilization of these technologies. As a result, farms today are fewer, larger, more specialized and more capital intensive. At the regional level, increases in monoculture farming meant that the whole agricultural support infrastructure (i.e. research, extension, suppliers, storage, transport, markets, etc.) has become more specialized. From an ecological perspective, the regional consequences of monoculture specialization are many-fold: a. Most large-scale agricultural systems exhibit a poorly structured assemblage of farm components, with almost no linkages or complementary relationships between crop enterprises and among soils, crops and animals. B. Cycles of nutrients, energy, water and wastes have become more open, rather than closed as in a natural ecosystem. Despite the substantial amount of crop residues and manure produced in farms, it is becoming increasingly difficult to recycle nutrients, even within agricultural systems. Animal wastes cannot economically be returned to the land in a nutrient-recycling process because production systems are geographically remote from other systems which would complete the cycle. In many areas, agricultural waste has become a liability rather than a resource. Recycling of nutrients from urban centers back to the fields is similarly difficult. C.Part of the instability and susceptibility to pests of agroecosystems can be linked to the adoption of vast crop monocultures, which have concentrated resources for specialist crop herbivores and have increased the areas available for immigration of pests. This simplification has also reduced environmental opportunities for natural enemies. Consequently, pest outbreaks often occur when large numbers of immigrant pests, inhibited populations of beneficial insects, favorable weather and vulnerable crop stages happen simultaneously. A. As specific crops are expanded beyond their "natural" ranges or favorable regions to areas of high pest potential, or with limited water, or low-fertility soils, intensified chemical controls are required to overcome such limiting factors. The assumption is that the human intervention and level of energy inputs that allow these expansions can be sustained indefinitely. B.Commercial farmers witness a constant parade of new crop varieties as varietal replacement due to biotic stresses and market changes has accelerated to unprecedented levels. A cultivar with improved disease or insect resistance makes a debut, performs well for a few years (typically 5-9 years) and is then succeeded by another variety when yields begin to slip, productivity is threatened, or a more promising cultivar becomes available. A variety’s trajectory is characterized by a take-off phase when it is adopted by farmers, a middle stage when the planted area stabilizes and finally a retraction of its acreage. Thus, stability in modern agriculture hinges on a continuous supply of new cultivars rather than a patchwork quilt of many different varieties planted on the same farm. The need to subsidize monocultures requires increases in the use of pesticides and fertilizers, but the efficiency of use of applied inputs is decreasing and crop yields in most key crops are leveling off. In some places, yields are actually in decline. There are different opinions as to the underlying causes of this phenomenon. Some believe that yields are leveling off because the maximum yield potential of current varieties is being approached, and therefore genetic engineering must be applied to the task of redesigning crop. Agroecologists, on the other hand, believe that the leveling off is because of the steady erosion of the productive base of agriculture through unsustainable practices (3).

Growth ensures environmental decline and resource scarcity 

Ikerd ’97 [John.  Prof of Ag Econ @ U of MO. “Toward an Economics of Sustainability.” www.missouri.edu.ikerdj/papers/today-f.htm 1997]
The "old" economics is an extractive science. The discipline of economics addresses the allocation of scarce resources among competing ends. It deals with the transformation of basic resources into consumer goods and services. All the old economics is capable of doing, even under the ideal assumptions of perfect competition, is to ensure that resources are "used up" in ways (i.e. allocated to uses) that accurately reflect the tastes and preferences of individuals as consumers. There is nothing in economics that ensures the regeneration or sustainability of the stocks of resources, either natural or human, which are required to support production of consumer goods and services for current and future generations. The "old" economics is a unidimensional, consumptive science. There is nothing within economic theory that reflects human values in terms other than people as consumers or as producers of goods for consumption. Society, the environment, and even preferences for non-consumption goods are considered as external to the economic decision making process. Economic decisions concern the allocation of resources among consumptive uses. Consumer tastes and preferences, societal restrictions or regulations, and environmental constraints are all taken as given. Generation of human satisfaction through social interactions and through resource stewardship is beyond the scope of the "old" economics. The "old" economics is a science for managing scarcity. Resources have no "economic" value unless or until they become scarce. Economics provides no guidance in the use of vital resources, such as air and water, until they are degraded in quantity and quality to a point were they become scarce. For example, direct payments for water are mostly payments for the convenience of having water when and where we want it. Historically, economics allocated the use of convenience but not use of the water. Drinking water was free to be wasted -- it had no economic value -- until it was polluted and thus became scarce. The "old’ economics is a reductionist science. It assumes a world of separability. Economic theory does not exist in the absence of the term "ceteris paribus" -- other things held constant. The most fundamental "law" of economics, diminishing marginal returns, is meaningless without the assumption of "ceteris paribus." Economics is fundamentally incapable of addressing issues of interconnectedness in a "holistic" world. In a world made up of "wholes" rather than "pieces", we cannot do one thing without affecting something else. There is no "ceteris paribus". We must learn to manage the whole rather than tinker with its parts. Perhaps the most naive "ceteris paribus" assumption in the whole of economics is: that one may manage those things called "economic" without simultaneously and unavoidably impacting those things called "social" and "spiritual" as well. Finally, the "old" economics paradigm is based on times past, which are reflective neither of the present nor of the likely future. Adam Smith’s economic paradigm of the "invisible hand" probably was a fairly accurate representation of how the world worked 200 years ago, and perhaps was not too bad a model until a few decades ago (see Brewster). Most economic enterprises were small, family operations. Land, labor, capital, and management all resided in essentially the same entity. Few enterprises were large enough to have any impact on the marketplace as a whole. Price signals were clear because connections between producer and consumer were simple and often personal. Human populations were small enough and technologies were such that it seemed as if people could have little permanent impact on their natural environment. Strong cultural, moral, and social values dictated norms and standards of "acceptable" individual behavior. Under these conditions, the "invisible hand" may well have guided the pursuit of individual self-interest to the benefit of society, at least for the current generation.

Economic growth creates deep divisions in society that cause the death of millions through hunger. DeDev solves. 

Drago 6 (Tito, “Hunger Due to Injustice, Not Lack of Food,” Inter Press Service, October 16 2006, pg. http://www.organicconsumers.org/articles/article_3162.cfm]
MADRID, Oct 16 (IPS) - Millions of people die of hunger-related causes every year. However, that is not because of actual shortages of food, but is a result of social injustice and political, social and economic exclusion, argue non-governmental organisations that launched a campaign in Spain on World Food Day Monday.  Oct.16 was established as World Food Day in 1979 by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), commemorating the agency's Oct. 16, 1945 founding date. Monday also marked the first day of Anti-Poverty Week, which will include events in Spain and around the world to raise awareness of the issue. FAO's slogan for World Food Day this year is "Invest in Agriculture for Food Security". But NGOs argue that the problem is not a lack of food production, but of the injustice surrounding access to and use of foods. 

Theo Oberhuber, head of the Spanish environmental NGO Ecologists in Action (EEA), told IPS that enough food is produced in the world to cover the needs of everyone, so that no one would have to go hungry. But, he added, there are two problems that stand in the way of this. The first is that a large part of all food, whether agricultural products or food obtained from oceans or rivers, goes towards feeding livestock "whose meat and by-products are consumed mainly in the countries of the industrialised North."  The second, he said, is social injustice. In many countries, the majority of the population cannot afford food, "not even food of lesser quality."  Olivier Longue, director general of Action Against Hunger in Spain, pointed out to IPS examples of lower-quality food: in Malawi and Guatemala, for instance, corn forms the basis of the subsistence diet, while in the Philippines the staples are corn, potatoes and plantains. Action Against Hunger reported that every four seconds someone in the world dies of hunger-related diseases and that nearly one billion people suffer from hunger around the world.  The global NGO also noted that six million children a year die of hunger, which is responsible for half of all deaths of children under five. In addition, many children who survive hunger and malnutrition suffer disabilities for the rest of their lives. The international NGOs Engineers Without Borders, Caritas and Veterinarians Without Borders, along with Prosalus, a Spanish organisation that promotes health care in Africa and Latin America, launched in Spain the campaign "Derecho a la Alimentacion: Urgente" (Right to Food: Urgent), and presented a DVD Monday in which they state that food security cannot be achieved without support for agricultural development.  They note that FAO statistics show that more than 70 percent of the people suffering from hunger around the world live in rural areas, where they should be able to feed themselves through agriculture. The campaign is demanding that governments recognise food security as a basic human right, and that they review their policies on the question and promote agricultural development in a framework of environmental sustainability. But the EEA questions FAO's call to "Invest in Agriculture for Food Security" because of the growing influence of agribusiness and concentration of land. The EEA stresses that "more than 70 percent of the global pesticide market is in the hands of six giant agrochemical corporations, of which only three will be left within a few years." The group adds that these companies control a large part of global seed sales in a lucrative captive market, by means of sales of genetically modified (GM) varieties that are resistant to the firms' own herbicides. In addition, the offspring of some GM plants are sterile, which means they cannot be stored to grow future crops. Poor farmers thus become dependent on transnational companies, and are forced to buy new seeds every year. The EEA also points out that the world's 10 biggest food companies account for one-quarter of all food produced worldwide, and 10 large chains account for one-quarter of all food sales. As an example of the consequences of that policy, "in Spain, farmers often receive only 25 percent of the end price," says the NGO. 
Collapse Solves

Collapse of the current system solves environmental decline

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)  

These conditions will restore the “earth-bonding” that has been lost in consumer- capitalist society. We will be much more aware of and appreciative of our land and the local ecosystems that will provide many things we need. We will feel that we belong to and depend on our “place”, and therefore we will be much more inclined to care for it. The difference between these values and those dominant today is so great that at first one might conclude there is no possibility of achieving a general shift to The Simpler Way. However it is again best seen not as a need to forego satisfac- tions in order to save the planet, but as the substitution of new and different sources of life satisfaction. The Simpler Way will constantly deliver many deeply rewarding experiences, such as a much more relaxed pace, having to spend rela- tively little time working for money, having varied and enjoyable and worthwhile work to do, experiencing a supportive community, giving and receiving, growing some of one’s own food, keeping old clothes and devices in use, running a resource-cheap and efficient household, living in a supportive and caring commu- nity, knowing you are secure from unemployment, violence and loneliness, prac- tising arts and crafts, participating in community activities, having a rich cultural experience involving local festivals, performances, arts and celebrations, being involved in governing one’s own community, living in a beautiful landscape, and especially knowing that you are no longer contributing to global problems through over-consumption. Only if these alternative values and satisfactions become the main factors motivat- ing people can The Simpler Way be achieved. Our main task is to help people to see how important these benefits are, and therefore to grasp that moving to The Simpler Way will greatly improve their quality of life. This understanding will be the most powerful force we can develop for bringing about the transition. If it is not developed, then the transition can not be made.

DeDev solves environmental decline 

StClair 2009 – writer at Helium and peer-reviewed journalist (Anne, “How corporate farming impacts the environment” http://www.helium.com/items /1318664-end-corporate-agriculture-and-agribuisiness) 
Corporate agriculture has numerous impacts on the environment, and while it is capable of producing food (of sorts) cheaply, it is literally costing the earth. Monocultures Almost all forms of corporate agriculture are monocultures that replace the thousands of species of a natural environment with just one or two species. A forest may be cut down to make room for a soy bean crop, for example, or by a field of grass nibbled at by a few cows. Diversity is lost, and with the loss of diversity comes susceptibility to diseases, pests, and weeds. A monoculture is easier for machines to harvest, but the cost to the environment, and to the people, is catastrophic. Rubbish Food Corporate agriculture produces food that is designed for lengthy storage, transportability, and maximum profits, but no one in the corporate agriculture world cares about taste or nutritional values. One example is the common supermarket tomato, a tasteless, tough-skinned tomato that stores indefinitely, travels well, but is not worth eating. Another example is the cauliflowers that flood our Australian markets each year. They look like cauliflowers, but they are tasteless, and since Chinese agriculture is poorly supervised, they could have a veritable concoction of chemicals, and highly questionable nutritional value. The Wasteland of Trade in Food In Australia we grow oranges that we sell in California, but we eat Californian oranges ourselves. Our cauliflowers, as noted above, come from China. Almost none of the food available in supermarkets is grown locally for that you must go to the local farmers' markets. The waste in fuel in transporting foodstuffs around the world is astronomical, and simply stupid. But in the endless search for maximum profits, this is what corporate agriculture seeks. Toxic Chemicals Corporate agriculture encourages monocultures, and monocultures are totally unnatural and unsustainable without outside inputs. Unnatural systems encourage pests, diseases and weeds, and also make catastrophic crop failures possible. The corporate solution is chemicals: herbicides, fungicides, insecticides, and so on. The list is endless. Toxic chemicals poison the soil and the water, and they also leave residues on the surfaces (and inside) of the foodstuffs, and poison the consumers as well. Not only that, but these unnatural monocultures also need the input of endless fertilizers, which actually strip the soil of nutrients, and which end up in the waterways where they cause algal blooms. Cruelty to Animals Corporate agriculture regards animals as units of production, and could not care less about their welfare. The fact that animals such as cows, sheep and chickens are sentient beings that experience pain and suffering much as we do does not register with corporate agriculture, which sees these creatures only in dollar terms. This is not only bad for the animals, but also for the environment. Keeping chickens or cows in confined spaces, for example, means their waste products are also confined and accumulated, and this has negative impacts on the environment. Keeping animals in unnaturally cramped spaces also means an increase in stress and disease for the animals. The corporate agriculture response? Drugs and hormones. The Alternatives There are many alternatives to corporate agriculture that do not cost the earth. Perhaps the best is permaculture, which advocates species diversity and growing food where the people are. Other alternatives are forest gardens and organic gardening. Any of these alternatives have a beneficial effect on the environment, and they enhance the world around them rather than destroying it.
Growth Bad – Value to Life
Growth Bad – V2L

Growth destroys value to life  

Ikerd ’97 [John.  Prof of Ag Econ @ U of MO. “Toward an Economics of Sustainability.” www.missouri.edu.ikerdj/papers/today-f.htm 1997]
Sustainability requires that the stocks of ecological and social capital be maintained. Thus, the total of direct and indirect extraction cannot be sustained at levels in excess of levels of regeneration. The balance of intentional extraction minus intentional regeneration - those flows within the "new" economic boundaries - cannot be sustained at levels that exceed the rate of natural regeneration. In the past, when people were geographically separated into more or less isolated societies and when total human impacts on the ecosystem were small, there was little cause to be concerned about global resource depletion. If one society fell into social depravity and destroyed its local resource base, it would decline and die out. Each society would be succeeded by another, which had built and maintained its ecological and social capital. Economics did not make people self-destructive, but it gave them added incentives and better means of pursuing this aspect of their basic nature. Consequently, today there is now growing evidence of global ecological and social capital stocks being depleted at rates far in excess of natural regeneration rates. A dynamic systems model that recognizes interconnectedness might be used to confirm that the current market dominated economy is locked in a self-generating cycle of accelerated destruction. The "old" economy neither recognizes nor rewards the ecological and social contributions to quality of life. Thus, there is no logical economic reason to intentionally maintain or rebuild stocks of social and ecological capital -- only to convert them to economic capital. Without reinvestment, the flow of direct benefits to people from society and the environment decline. Consequently, quality of life declines, even as economic returns increase. Increasing economic returns may further distort the SEE balance necessary for a desirable QOL. Declining QOL, in turn, may lead to increases in economic extraction from ecological and social capital stocks. People have been led to believe the solution to declining quality of life is greater short-run economic benefits. They don’t realize they need to restore the balance. Thus, most feel they cannot afford to make uncertain, long-term social and ecological investments. But, the more they extract from social and ecological stocks to generate current income, the faster will be the decline in QOL. Declining QOL, in this case, is a consequence of a self-generating deterioration of the SEE balance, rather than a deficit of economic returns. Even if one argues that the current balance of extraction and regeneration is sustainable, there is little doubt that humanity has the ultimate ability to place demands of the ecological and social capital stocks far beyond their natural regeneration capacity. Thus, it would seem obvious that decisions regarding the balance of intentional extraction and investment must become part of the managerial process if humanity is to be sustained over time.

Growth unsustainable and destroys value to life  

Ikerd ’97 [John.  Prof of Ag Econ @ U of MO. “Toward an Economics of Sustainability.” www.missouri.edu.ikerdj/papers/today-f.htm 1997]

Sustainability requires that the stocks of ecological and social capital be maintained. Thus, the total of direct and indirect extraction cannot be sustained at levels in excess of levels of regeneration. The balance of intentional extraction minus intentional regeneration - those flows within the "new" economic boundaries - cannot be sustained at levels that exceed the rate of natural regeneration. In the past, when people were geographically separated into more or less isolated societies and when total human impacts on the ecosystem were small, there was little cause to be concerned about global resource depletion. If one society fell into social depravity and destroyed its local resource base, it would decline and die out. Each society would be succeeded by another, which had built and maintained its ecological and social capital. Economics did not make people self-destructive, but it gave them added incentives and better means of pursuing this aspect of their basic nature. Consequently, today there is now growing evidence of global ecological and social capital stocks being depleted at rates far in excess of natural regeneration rates. A dynamic systems model that recognizes interconnectedness might be used to confirm that the current market dominated economy is locked in a self-generating cycle of accelerated destruction. The "old" economy neither recognizes nor rewards the ecological and social contributions to quality of life. Thus, there is no logical economic reason to intentionally maintain or rebuild stocks of social and ecological capital -- only to convert them to economic capital. Without reinvestment, the flow of direct benefits to people from society and the environment decline. Consequently, quality of life declines, even as economic returns increase. Increasing economic returns may further distort the SEE balance necessary for a desirable QOL. Declining QOL, in turn, may lead to increases in economic extraction from ecological and social capital stocks. People have been led to believe the solution to declining quality of life is greater short-run economic benefits. They don’t realize they need to restore the balance. Thus, most feel they cannot afford to make uncertain, long-term social and ecological investments. But, the more they extract from social and ecological stocks to generate current income, the faster will be the decline in QOL. Declining QOL, in this case, is a consequence of a self-generating deterioration of the SEE balance, rather than a deficit of economic returns. Even if one argues that the current balance of extraction and regeneration is sustainable, there is little doubt that humanity has the ultimate ability to place demands of the ecological and social capital stocks far beyond their natural regeneration capacity. Thus, it would seem obvious that decisions regarding the balance of intentional extraction and investment must become part of the managerial process if humanity is to be sustained over time.

The current economic system destroys value to life; collapse ensures it.

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)

Above all, these strategies will enable us to ensure that all have a livelihood. This is of central importance. The conventional economy sees no problem in allowing those who are most rich and powerful to take or destroy the business, markets and liveli- hoods of others, and thus accumulate to a few the wealth that was spread among many. The market system constantly worsens this problem. Globalisation is essentially about the elimination of the livelihoods of millions of people and the transfer of their business to a few giant corporations. A satisfactory society will not let this happen. One of its supreme priorities will be to ensure that all have the opportunity for worthwhile work and contribution, and clearly this is only possible if local communities have control of their own local economic development and can operate contrary to market forces.

A2 Growth K2 Innovation
Economic growth makes progress impossible- turns all their impacts 

Barry 2009 – PhD in land resources from University of Wisconsin, MA in conservation biology and sustainable development, BA in political science from Marquette, President and Founder of Ecological Internet (3/21, Glen, “New green deal or not: Industrial capitalism is assured death”, http://www.newearthrising.org/2009/03/continued-industrial-capitalism-is-assured-death.asp)

There will be no continued human social progress if we continue an economic system based upon growth from liquidating life giving ecosystems. The only true new green deal is getting people back to the land making something of value from protecting and restoring intact ecosystems. In striking the balance between green and jobs, we have to error on the side of green every time, or there will be NO jobs or anything else for that matter. I am 100% for a rigorous green new deal that also involves fundamental societal change. But it is my nature as an environmental policy critic to be skeptical of whether we can really pull this off. This is about more than jobs. It is about transforming production and living to ecological sustainability. That is where the green part comes in. The dirty sad truth is there may be a dichotomy between the environment and the economy. Particularly if the only type of economic system you entertain is one based upon impossible growth in everything including population, consumption, resource use, pollution and inequality.  The danger is in overselling the benefits of a green energy and technological innovation in general, at the risk that necessary efforts to maintain ecosystems are jettisoned when not as many jobs are generated as liked, economic growth stops (as it must) and consumption declines. Affluence based upon over-consumption of natural resources from liquidated ecosystems is not a birthright, it is a death wish. Reasonable expectations must be set if a green new deal and green jobs are to be a positive force for moving human society into global ecological sustainability. Renewable energy and technology in general are not going to save the world, though they are a critical component. It is essential to make the necessary ambitious policy prescriptions on energy, forests, climate and water to accompany the spending. If expectations are that "green jobs" will allow us to consume and procreate as we have been, then there is no benefit for environmental sustainability. The measure of a new green deal is not primarily the number of jobs created, it is whether global ecological collapse has been averted and the foundation for long-term global ecological sustainability achieved.

Growth Bad – Disease 
XT Growth Bad - Disease
Globalized economy prevents pharmaceutical companies from curing HIV/AIDS

BGH 2006 – Board on Global Health is concerned with advancing the health of populations worldwide. This involves addressing developing country health issues, enhancing the United States role in global health, and addressing health issues that have implications for U.S. health policy (Workshop Summary, Forum on Microbial Threats, “The Impact of Globalization on Infectious Disease Emergence and Control: Exploring the Consequences and Opportunities”)

As the situation in Russia demonstrates, taking full advantage of new global opportunities does not necessarily come easily. Antiretroviral agents, for example, have more than proven their public health worth in the United States and other developed countries for the treatment of HIV and other infections. However, sub-Saharan Africa—the region of the world worst affected by HIV/AIDS—and other resource-constrained settings are in urgent need of a way to scale up the delivery of antiretroviral therapy. It would be neither prudent nor practical to apply the U.S. model of the introduction and dissemination of antiretroviral agents. HIV infections re- sistant to antiretroviral agents have already become a serious problem in the United States, in part because of premature introduction of the drugs; if resistance to these agents emerges in Africa, it is likely that no amount of money or political will be able to stem the resulting crisis. In addition, although vaccines have more than earned their reputation as one of the greatest public health tools in history, their utility in many developing countries is limited by weak or nonexistent public health infra- structures and a lack of resources. Despite the early successes of the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization—formed in 2000 in response to the growing gap in levels of vaccine usage between developed and developing countries—numerous impediments to accelerating the global deployment of the available vaccines remain. For example, the limitations imposed by local conditions must be accounted for if new public health measures are to be implemented and new technologies transferred. Also, in the rush to achieve desirable short-term outcomes, local programs tend to be scaled up rapidly. The sudden infusion of billions of dollars into these systems, however, raises the question of how quickly this money can be spent wisely. Too often, hasty decisions have detrimental long-term consequences, and the cure ends up being worse than the problem. Drug and vaccine delivery is only half of the problem. Equally urgent is the need to redress the imbalance between drug research and development efforts directed toward developed and developing nations. As one partici- pant noted, although pharmaceutical companies have produced more than 2,000 new compounds over the last decade, only six of these are for the treatment of tropical diseases. As the global economy becomes even more interconnected, this will likely become an extremely difficult challenge to overcome.
Globalized economy brings unintended effects that foster exposure to various diseases

BGH 2006 – Board on Global Health is concerned with advancing the health of populations worldwide. This involves addressing developing country health issues, enhancing the United States role in global health, and addressing health issues that have implications for U.S. health policy (Workshop Summary, Forum on Microbial Threats, “The Impact of Globalization on Infectious Disease Emergence and Control: Exploring the Consequences and Opportunities”)

In fact, many would argue that the movement of capital is a crucial component of the very definition of globalization. Although the term is commonly used to describe contemporary society, it is often ill defined and misunderstood (Buse and Walt, 2002). In the health sciences literature, it usually refers to the process of growing global interdependence, particularly as manifested by increasing international transportation; at least for social scientists, however, this interdependency is only part of the process of globalization. A workshop participant suggested that the health sciences field could benefit from an explicit understanding of the concept of globalization as developed in the literature in such fields as international relations, political economy, and political geography. As was noted in a recent article on the implications of the globalization of cholera for global gove nance, “This is a rich and highly relevant literature. It documents what structural changes are occurring toward a global political economy, how power relationships are embedded within this process of change, what varying impacts this may have on individuals and groups, and to what extent global governance could effectively mediate this process” (Lee and Dodson, 2000, p. 213). Globalization encompasses much more than an increase in international interdependency and connectivity; in particular, it also includes the movement of capital. The most direct consequence of the international movement of capital for emerging infectious diseases is the financing of environmental projects in a country with external funds. These projects, frequently planned by a coalition of local and international environmental planners, usually have either intended or unintended environmental effects and alter human– environment relations in ways that have significant implications for host– pathogen interactions and potential human exposure to vectorborne or waterborne diseases.

Investments in water transportation infrastructure result in the birth of diseases in susceptible areas

BGH 2006 – Board on Global Health is concerned with advancing the health of populations worldwide. This involves addressing developing country health issues, enhancing the United States role in global health, and addressing health issues that have implications for U.S. health policy (Workshop Summary, Forum on Microbial Threats, “The Impact of Globalization on Infectious Disease Emergence and Control: Exploring the Consequences and Opportunities”)

Water projects perhaps provide the best example of how the global movement of capital affects the emergence and transmission of infectious disease as a result of the alteration of local conditions. The explicit purpose of dams and other water projects is to fuel local and regional economies through the generation of hydroelectric power, to generate new capital, and to integrate countries into the global economy. The massive Three Gorges Dam project, for example, is designed explicitly to power Chinese industrial growth and further China’s position in the global economy. The costly construction of dams usually entails large investments of outside capital. Even when financing comes almost exclusively from domestic sources, as in the case of the Three Gorges Dam, at least some funding usually derives indirectly from business growth due to globalization. The construction of dams has many known deleterious public health consequences. For example, construction of the Aswan Dam in Egypt has been implicated in increased rates of schistosomiasis (Abdel-Wahab, 1982; El Alamy and Cline, 1997). Likewise, the development of dams in the Senegal River basin is among the major factors leading to a significantly increased prevalence of schistosomiasis over a period of only three years (Gryseels et al., 1994). As another example, the construction and anticipated completion of the Three Gorges Dam—presumably the largest dam in the world and, some would suggest, the largest public works project in the history of the world—will almost certainly lead to the introduction of schistosomiasis. This concerns many scientists because schistosomiasis will be introduced into an area upstream of the dam where the disease is not endemic, where ecological conditions will be highly conducive to its transmission, and where human exposure is expected to be substantial. Moreover, construction of the Three Gorges Dam is resulting in massive population displacement, forced migration, and very high population densities in certain regions, all of which further increase the likelihood of the emergence of infectious disease.

Commerce, travel, and growth spur international epidemics 

Hamburg 2008 – MD, FDA Commissioner (Margaret, "Germs go global", http://healthyamericans.org/assets/files/GermsGoGlobal.pdf)

Globalization, the worldwide movement toward economic, financial, trade, and communications integration, has impacted public health significantly. Technology and economic interdependence allow diseases to spread globally at rapid speeds. Experts believe that the increase in international travel and commerce, including the increasingly global nature of food handling, processing, and sales contribute to the spread of emerging infectious diseases.4 Increased global trade has also brought more and more people into contact with zoonosis -- diseases that originated in animals before jumping to humans. For example, in 2003, the monkeypox virus entered the U.S. through imported Gambian giant rats sold in the nation’s under-regulated exotic pet trade. The rats infected pet prairie dogs, which passed the virus along to humans.48 International smuggling of birds, brought into the U.S. without undergoing inspection and/or quarantine, is of particular concern to public health experts who worry that it may be a pathway for the H5N1 “bird flu” virus to enter the country. Lower cost and efficient means of international transportation allow people to travel to more remote places and potential expo- sure to more infectious diseases. And the close proximity of passengers on passenger planes, trains, and cruise ships over the course of many hours puts people at risk for higher levels of exposure. If a person con- tracts a disease abroad, their symptoms may not emerge until they return home, having exposed others to the infection during their travels. In addition, planes and ships can themselves become breeding grounds for infectious diseases. The 2002-2003 SARS outbreak spread quickly around the globe due to international travel. SARS is caused by a new strain of corona virus, the same family of viruses that frequently cause the common cold. This contagious and sometimes fatal
respiratory illness first appeared in China in November 2002. Within 6 weeks, SARS had spread worldwide, trans- mitted around the globe by unsuspecting travelers. According to CDC, 8,098 people were infected and 774 died of the disease.49 SARS represented the first severe, newly emergent infectious disease of the 21st century.50 It illustrated just how quickly infection can spread in a highly mobile and inter- connected world. SARS was contained and controlled because public health authorities in the communities most affected mounted a rapid and effective response. SARS also demonstrated the economic con- sequences of an emerging infectious disease in closely interdependent and highly mobile world. Apart from the direct costs of intensive medical care and disease control interventions, SARS caused widespread social disruption and economic losses. Schools, hospitals, and some borders were closed and thousands of people were placed in quarantine. 

Growth Bad – War 
XT Growth Bad – War 

Growth guarantees military conflict and war

Trainer 2007 (Ted, University of New South Wales, Kensington, NSW, Australia. Environmentalist/Author. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society.”)
If all nations go on trying to increase their wealth, production, consumption and “liv- ing standards” without limit in a world of limited resources, then we must expect increasing armed conflict. Rich-world affluent lifestyles require us to be heavily armed and aggressive, in order to guard the empire from which we draw more than our fair share of resources. Many people within the Peace Movement fail to grasp that there is no possibility of a peaceful world while a few are taking far more than their fair share and the rest aspire to live as the rich few do. If we want to remain affluent we should remain heavily armed, so we can prevent others from taking “our” oil fields etc. (For a detailed argument see Trainer, 2002.)

Economic growth spurs diversionary wars
Ferguson 06 (Niall, MA, D.Phil., is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University. He is a resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies. He is also a Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)
Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

Growth mindset results in disease, migration, communal conflict and terrorism.

BGH 2006 – Board on Global Health is concerned with advancing the health of populations worldwide. This involves addressing developing country health issues, enhancing the United States role in global health, and addressing health issues that have implications for U.S. health policy (Workshop Summary, Forum on Microbial Threats, “The Impact of Globalization on Infectious Disease Emergence and Control: Exploring the Consequences and Opportunities”)

Finally, although the use of the term “globalization” in the health sciences literature generally refers to growing global interdependency, particularly as manifested by increased international travel, the phenomenon of globalization encompasses much more. It also refers to the changing nature of the world’s global political economy, the development of a truly global marketplace, and the power relationships embedded within this new economy. In fact, given that the spread of capitalism and the free market is the main driving force behind globalization, the health sciences community might benefit from examining the ways in which this movement of capital affects emerging infectious diseases. An excellent demonstration of this point is the use of foreign capital to fund dam construction and other similar environmental modification projects, which almost always alter, either directly or indirectly, local vector ecologies and human–pathogen interactions. For example, not only is construction of the Three Gorges Dam on the Yangtze River in China altering the potential for the transmission of schistosomiasis and other diseases by disrupting local vector ecologies, but it is also increasing the risk of transmission even further by forcing people to leave their homes and live in highly concentrated areas. In light of the damaging effects of many projects on their local and regional environments and public health, workshop participants suggested that perhaps current economic models need to be reexamined, and that the potential (and costly) public health ramifications of investment decisions need some- how to be incorporated into those models. As the public health ramifications of dam construction and other environmental modification projects illustrate, the growing international market and the increased mobility of the global population have already and will continue to play a central role in shaping the global infectious disease landscape, both literally and figuratively. Other global developments discussed at the workshop have important public health implications as well, including globally fueled armed conflicts and the massive displacement of people, the inability to monitor and provide adequate health care to the continually growing numbers of mobile people displaced because of war or other reasons, the incapacity to monitor foodborne and trade-related infectious disease risks worldwide, and the growing actual and perceived threats of bioterrorism. These developments have at least one thing in common: if left unchecked, they could have profound and potentially devastating con- sequences for global public health. Some argue that as the global economy improves, the living conditions of poor populations will also improve. As one participant suggested, how- ever, this is not necessarily true. Poor countries of the world are still poor, violence is increasing, and the same diseases still exist. As information becomes easier to access in even the remotest corners of the world, everyone will know how everyone else is living and under what circumstances. Greater numbers of people will leave their homes in search of work and an improved quality of life, and greater numbers of people will be forcibly displaced. As the world population continues to grow, as urban areas in the developing world continue to expand and further strain their already resource-limited governments, and as the global marketplace continues to hone the already sharp demarcation in wealth—and health—that exists between rich and poor countries, the ensuing social unrest and loss of state control will likely fuel even more communal conflict, forced migration, and terrorism.

Dedev Solves – Reverse Causal
Economic collapse solves resource wars, nuclear wars, starvation, deforestation, value to life, warming.

Djordjevic 98 – Interdisciplinary Minor in Global Sustainability Senior Seminar University of California, Irvine, (Johnny, March, “Sustainability,” http://www.dbc.uci.edu/sustain/global/sensem/djordj98.html) 
Max Weber believed in the power of an idea. This political theorist discussed how Calvinism was one idea that perpetuated the rise of capitalism. Few people ever examine the power of an idea, but if one examines and contemplates this theory, a realization comes across: that ideas drive society. The key premise is that some values of our society must be altered in order to avert catastrophic consequences. The way of life in developed countries is "the origin of many of our most serious problems"(Trainer, 1985). Because developed countries have high material living standards and consume massive quantities of all resources, "hundreds of millions of people in desperate need must go without the materials and energy that could improve their conditions while these resources flow into developed countries, often to produce frivolous luxuries"(Trainer, 1985).

People's way of life seems to be a glaring example of values leading to high rates of personal consumption of resources and the waste of these same materials. In addition to overconsumption, the services used to supply our society with goods, (examples of these goods would be food, water, energy, and sewage services.) tends to be wasteful and expensive. Production is organized in such a way, (usually highly centralized) that travel becomes an enormous burden. Another consideration is that our population is expected to increase to rise to eleven billion within the next half century. Considering the mineral and energy resources needed in the future, these estimates must also include the consumption of a population almost doubled from its current status and these same figures must include an expected increase in the affluence of developed countries. "If we are willing to endorse an already affluent society in which there is continued growth on this scale,(american resource use increasing 2% each year), then we are assuming that after 2050 something like 40 times as many resources can be provided each year as were provided in the 1970's, and that it is in order for people in a few rich countries to live in this superaffluent way while the other 9.5 billion in the world do not"(Trainer, 1985). The environment is in danger from our pursuit of affluence. Serious worries come from predictions about the atmosphere. The burning of fossil fuels will raise temperatures and result in climatic effects. Rising temperatures could have horrific effects. First of all, food production could seriously be imperiled even by increases of only one degree celcius. If the temperature should increase by five degrees scientists predict the coastal island nations would be submerged and possibly trigger the next ice age. Another environmental concern deals with the soil. Our agricultural practices disregard the value of recycling food waste. Also, the use of pesticides and chemicals in agriculture lead to the poisoning of the soil and topsoil loss through erosion. Yields per acre for grain are falling and "we do not produce food in ways that can be continued for centuries"(Trainer, 1985). Even more disturbing is the deforestation of rainforests. This results in the extinction of many species, concentration of carbon dioxide, the loss of many potential medical breakthroughs, and possibly the disruption of rainfall. Opponents of the deforestation fail to realize that our expensive way of life and greedy economic system are the driving forces. "Nothing can be achieved by fighting to save this forest or that species if in the long term we do not change the economic system which demands ever-increasing production and consumption of non-necessities"(Trainer, 1985). There also lies a problem in the Third World. Developed countries high living standards and quest for an ever-increasing quality of life lead to Third World poverty and the deprivation of the Third World's access to its own resources. As Third World countries get deprived of materials, the developed world consumes and imports over half of their resources. A few developed countries seem to be consuming the globe's resources and this consumption rate is always increasing. "The rich must live more simply that the poor may simply live"(Trainer, 1985). The Third World is exploited in many ways. One way is that the best land in a developing country is used for crops exported to developed countries, while citizens of the Third World starve and suffer. Another way is the poor working conditions of the Third World. A third exploitation can be overlooked but no less disgusting; "The world's greatest health problem could be simply by providing water for the perhaps 2.000 million people who now have to drink form rivers and wells contained by human and animal wastes. Technically it is a simple matter to set up plants for producing iron and plastic pipes. But most of the world's iron and plastic goes into the production of luxurious cars, soft-drink containers, office blocks and similar things in rich countries"(Trainer, 1985). The threat of nuclear war and international conflict rises with countries of all kinds entranced with the logic and idea of materialism. Perhaps the most dangerous and likely chances for a nuclear conflict arise from the competition for dwindling resources by developed countries. Similar events can be seen all across the globe. Major superpowers get themselves involved in domestic matters not concerning them, providing arms and advice to try and obtain the inside track on possible resources. International tension will rise in the competition for resources and so will the "ever-increasing probability of nuclear war"(Trainer, 1985). As developed countries pursue affluence they fail to see the inherent contradiction in this idea; as growth is the quest, the quality of life will decrease. For a healthy community, there exists a list of non-material conditions which must be present, "a sense of purpose, fulfilling work and leisure, supportive social relations, peace of mind, security from theft and violence, and caring and co-operative neighborhoods"(Trainer, 1985). And as developed countries think their citizens are the happiest in the world, "In most affluent societies rates of divorce, drug-taking, crime, mental breakdown, child abuse, alcoholism, vandalism, suicide, stress, depression, and anxiety are increasing"(Trainer, 1985).

