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H2-Introduction

This year, there are a large number of kritiks that
generaly fit under the rubric of “environmental ethics’
or ecophilosophy — an inquiry into the ethical value of
the physical world and what values ought to drive envi-
ronmental protection. Theorists writing within the filed
of environmenta ethicsarguethat particular ethical frame-
works are superior to others. Contests over which ethi-
cal framework to endorse will drive your environmental
ethics kritik debates.

... Our relationship with nature
should be valued based on how our
interactions with nature aiiect hu-

man beings..."

H2-Cor ner stone Philosophies

There are anumber of foundational environmental
philosophies that drive most of the environmental ethics
kritiks. Each are briefly introduced in this section and
discussed in further detail in the sections that immedi-
aely follow.

Anthropocentrism. Anthropocentrism is the view
that our relationship with nature should be valued based
on how our interactionswith nature affect human beings.
Arguments that “we need to save the oceans to save
humankind” fit into this category.

Intergenerational Antropocentrism. Intergernational
anthropocentrists argue that human behavior should be
judged based on how likely aparticular practiceistothresten
future generations. Arguments such as "globa warming
will destroy life on each for future generations' fit into this
category.

Nonanthropocentrism. Nonanthropocentrists ar-
gue that our behavior toward nature should be evaluated
based on how it affects other living beings and ecosys-
tems. Arguments such as “globa warming will destroy
al non-human life on the earth” fit under thisrationale.

Nonanthropocentrists often advocate policies that
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protect species and the ecosystem at the expense of hu-
man populations. Rolston (1994) argues that “ conserv-
ing the Earth ismoreimportant than having more peopl€”
(p. 233). Naess (1989) argues that the “flourishing of
human life and culturesis compatible with a substantial
decrease of the human population. The flourishing of
nonhuman life requires such a decrease” (p. 29).

Biocentrism. Biocentrists argue that our behavior
toward the environment should only be evaluated on
how the affect living things. This includes human be-
ings. Oftenin debates, “Biocentrism” isassociated with
the argument that only non-human life
matters, but what Biocentrists really
argueisthat only living things matter.
Ecosystems, since they are not actu-
aly alive themselves, are not valued
inaBiocentric paradigm—way of view-
ing theworld.

Ecocentrism. Ecocentrists ar-
gue that our behavior toward nature
should beevaluated on how it impacts
the entire ecosystem and not just liv-
ing things. Rolston (1994a), an
Ecocentrist, writesthat “an important
ethical congtraint inenvironmental de-
cisions is concern for the integrity,
stability, and beauty of biotic commu-
nities’ (p. 82). Debaters often assume that Biocentrism
and Ecocentrism arethe same. But, thereisan important
distinction: Biocentrismisprimarily concerned with the
survival of non-human species whereas Ecocentrism is
concerned with the survival of the entire ecosystem, in-
cluding humans.

Ontological Criticisms. Ontological criticisms
question the fundamental relationship we assume with
nature. Vogel (2002), for example, arguesthat if we see
ourselves as separate from nature — as an outside force
that comes in and destroys it — we will never be ableto
solve the environmenta crisis.

Deconstruction. Deconstruction, a philosophical
concept advanced by Jacques Derrida that argues that
al experiences are contextual that there are no funda
mental ecological essences. Vogel (2002) explains that
“whenthe naturalist think persists.....whenwetalk about
nature we do so in categories we do so in categories
drenched in contingent history and sociality...we hear
(as so often in these discussions) what Derrida calls the
moment of deferral, as each failed attempt to get to the
ultimate foundation produces yet another claim that it's
just around the next bend. No experienceisimmediate;
all experience only becomes possible on the basis of
prior history, culture, thought —and on the basis, too, of
prior human transformations of those landscapeswe call



natural.” Vogel (Ibid) explainsthat this philosophy challenges most
traditional environmental philosophy because“environmental phi-
losophy is thus characterized by a deep naturalism that claimsto
find in pre-socia nature the basisfor ethical and political impera-
tives. But it isthe very idea of such anaturalistic basis that prac-
tices of deconstruction call into question, teaching us to look for
the unexpressed and unexamined assumptionsthat lie behind such
claims.” (p. 30) Soule (1995) and Rolston (1994) argue that
deconstructionist philosophy threatens the environment because
it assumes that the environment is not “real.”

H2-Thelmplications

The significance of the impact of disagreements related to
environmental ethics is itself a hotly contested issue within the
literature. Norton (1991) argues that the entire debate is not that
significant since all advocates favor environmental protection and
thus reach the same policy conclusions (p. 86).

Despite this criticism, a number of scholars argue that it is
important to critically examinethe ethicsthat drive how werelateto
nature. Taylor (1986) writesthat “It makesapractical differencein
the way we treat the natural environment whether we accept an
anthropocentric or a biocentric system of ethics’ (p. 136). Vogel
(2002) argues that unless we adopt an appropriate environmental
ethics, the core causes of environmental problems will never be
addressed:

This recognition in turn would include the realiza-
tion that nowadays it is mostly for worse and not for bet-
ter: the world of toxic waste dumps and ugly superhigh-
ways and dangerous global warming and ozone holes we
confront is precisely the world produced by our own ac-
tions when they are not tempered by any recognition of
responsibility, but rather occur in the context of a global
economic system organized not make it impossible to ac-
knowledge the social causes and consequences of our
acts. The question for environmental theory is“what does
naturerequire?’ but rather “what sort of environment ought
there to be?’ or more to the point “what practices ought
wetoengagein?’ Thecritical force of such atheory liesin
point out that today the question is never asked, and cer-
tainly it is never democratically answered, and that as a
result the environment we inhabit is the unplanned out-
come of awhole series of private decisions that are made
for private gain in away that leavesit structurally impos-
sible to take into account their public conseguences’ (pp.
36-7).

H2-Moving On To Specific Arguments

The sections that follow describe each of the main environ-
mental frameworksin moredetail and discussmore practically how
they each will function as debate arguments.

Each of the arguments can be contextualized in terms of the
“cornerstone” environmenta philosophies just discussed. Sociad
Ecology isan anthropocentric philosophy that argues that we must
addressfundamenta human inequality before environmental prob-
lems can be solved. Deep Ecology, a hon-anthropocentric phi-
losophy that findsitself in direct clash with Social Ecology, argues
that as long as we prioritize human concerns we will never solve
environmental problems. Ecofeminismisan anthropocentric envi-
ronmental philosophy that argues that we must address gender
inequality before solving environmental problems.

Ecophenomenology address our ontological relationship with the
environment. Ecopsychology isdifficult to classify, but also deals
with the fundamental relationship we have with the environment.

Understanding each of these philosophies and how they
function is important for all debaters because each criticize tradi-
tional approaches to environmental policy-making. Affirmatives
that are unable to defend their approach or criticize alternative
approaches are not likely to win many debates.

H2-Social Ecology

Sacial Ecology isan environmental philosophy that was be-
gun and devel oped by Murray Bookchin, now the Director Emeri-
tusof thelInstitutefor Social Ecology at the University of Vermont.
As the hibliography demonstrates, Bookchin is a prolific author
whose work is easily accessible. The cornerstone philosophy that
ismost directly associated with Social Ecology isanthropocentrism
sinceit is concerned with human inequality and how that inequal-
ity impacts the environment.

The primary claim of Social Ecology is that environmental
problemsare“socia” in nature—that all of our ecological problems
arise from deep-seated socia problems. Bookchin claimsthat our
present ecological problems cannot be solved until socia prob-
lems in society, particularly forms of inequality, are solved.
Bookchinexplains:

Indeed, to separate ecological problems from social
problems—or even to play down or give token recogni-
tionto thiscrucial relationship— would be to grossly mis-
construe the sources of the growing environmental crisis.
The way human beings deal with each other as social be-
ingsis crucial to addressing the ecological crisis. Unless
we clearly recognizethis, wewill surely fail to seethat the
hierarchical mentality and class relationships that so thor-
oughly permeate society giveriseto thevery ideaof domi-
nating the natural world. Unlesswereslizethat the present
market society, structured around the brutally competitive
imperative of “grow or die,” is a thoroughly impersonal,
self-operating mechanism, we will falsely tend to blame
technology as such or population growth as such for en-
vironmental problems. We will ignore their root causes,
such astrade for profit, industrial expansion, and theiden-
tification of “progress’ with corporate self-interest. In short,
we will tend to focus on the symptoms of a grim socia
pathology rather than on the pathology itself, and our ef-
forts will be directed toward limited goals whose attain-
ment is more cosmetic than curative.

H3-WinningtheKritik

Winning the link. The link will be the least difficult part for
the negative to win. Most affirmatives will operate within the cur-
rent economic-socio-political paradigm (capitalism/liberal democ-
racy) that will continueto avoid confronting fundamental inequal-
ity.

Winning the impact. The negative will not have much diffi-
culty winning theimpact either. Thereisvery good evidencefrom
Bookchin that says unless we embrace a less hierarchical world
environmental problemswill continue.

Winning the competitiveness. If the affirmative hastheright
evidence, thiswill probably be the most difficult part of the argu-
ment for the negative to win. Although there is very good evi-



dence that traditional approaches undermine less hierarchical ap-
proaches that the negative should read, there is also very good
evidence from the negative's authors that says we should support
practical measuresintheinterim evenif those measures are anthro-
pocentric. The negative will need to do a very good job refuting
the permutation, spinning the plan as something very undesirable.

Respond to criticisms. There are many strong criticisms of
socia ecologists, particularly from Deep Ecologists. Deep Ecolo-
gistsarguethat it isnot social inequality that istheroot of environ-
mental problems, but rather our entire philosophical outlook. One
problem using the Deep Ecology criticism of Social Ecology to
respond on the affirmativeisthat most affirmativesarenot likely to
adopt a deep ecological perspective.

H3-Defeating theKritik

The best approach for affirmatives that do not adopt radical
environmental policiesisto argue for the environmental pragma-
tist position that was discussed in the introduction to this section.
Although it is possible from a theoretical perspective to criticize
Social Ecology from the perspective of Deep Ecologists, most
affirmativeswill not embrace an Deep Ecological framework, soit
would be quite unwiseto criticize Social Ecology from this point of
view.

H2-Deep Ecology Kritik

Deep Ecology is an environmental movement philosophy
that was started by Arnie Naess, aNorwegian philosopher, in 1972.
Naess argued that we needed a “deeper” understanding about
humanity’s relationship with nature. Instead of a more anthropo-
centric approach that assumes that humans are unique we need to
conceive of ourselves simply asone integral part of the biosphere.
To support this “deep ecology” Naes argued that people need a
self-realization where we learn to identify with plantsand animals
rather than our own families. Other scholarshave supported Naess
work by drawing on the work of Martin Heidegger.

The Deep Ecology kritik argues that rather endorsing the
affirmativeplan, whichislikely to simply carry-on with theexisting
anthropocentric approach, we need to embrace a redlization that
wearejust one part of the biosphere. Sincemost affirmatives, such
asthe Law of the Sea, assume that we as humans can manipulate
nature for our own ends and control it, they will fail to endorse the
realization that Naess callsfor and may actually undermineit.

H3-WinningtheKritik

Winning thelink. Thelink will be the least difficult part for
the negative to win. Most affirmatives will use modern scientific
methods to protect the environment and will claim that if it ispro-
tected that humans will be in a unique position to benefit from
those improvements. Thisis the heart of anthropocentrism.

Winning theimpact. The negative will not have much diffi-
culty winning theimpact either. Thereisvery good evidence from
authors such as Zimmerman that says unless we embrace a deep
ecological, biocentric worldview that wewill not beableto survive
an ecologica apocalypse.

Winning the competitiveness. |If the affirmative hasthe right
evidence, thiswill probably be the most difficult part of the argu-
ment for the negative to win. Although there is very good evi-
dence that anthropocentric approaches undermine Biocentric ap-
proaches that the negative should read, there is also very good
evidence form the negative's authors that we should support prac-

tical measuresintheinterim even if the measures are anthropocen-
tric. The negative will need to do a very good job refuting the
permutation, spinning the plan as something very undesirable.

Respond to criticisms. There are many strong criticisms of
deep ecologists, particularly from Social Ecologists. These criti-
cismswere discussed in the previous section. Deep Ecologists do
respond to these criticisms and the negative should be prepared
with answers.

H3-Defeating theKritik

Attacking the competitiveness. Asjust discussed, the weak-
est point of thekritik isthe competitiveness. Theaffirmative should
read, and extend, the evidence that advocates combining both
approaches. You can find thisin the “negative” sources.

Argue Deep Ecology is bad. There are many criticisms of
Deep Ecology. First, many radical environmentalistssuch asEarth
First! have adopted the philosophy and argue that it means that
since humans play no specia role they must be eliminated when
necessary to save the environment. Some Earth Firsters have
even embraced things like AIDS as the solution to environmental
problems. Many argue that such logics are genocidal. Second,
many Social Ecologists argue that Deep Ecologists ignore and
mask the social roots of environmental destruction such as
authoritarianism, patriarchy, and racism.

H2-Ecofeminism

Ecofeminists argue that environmental problems cannot be
solved until the problem of patriarchy — the domination of men
over women — is addressed because that inequality/oppressionis
reflected in how we treat nature/the environment. Ecofeminism
wasoriginaly aFrench project. Simon de Beauvoir arguein 1952
that in the logic of patriarchy both women and nature appear as
other. In 1974, Francoise d' Eauboonne coined the term “I’ eco-
domination” and argued it was necessary for women to begin the
ecological revolution. Themovement beganintheU.S. inthe same
year when Sandra Marburg and Lisa Watson hosted a conference
at Berkeley entitled “Women and the Environment.”

Sincethen, Karen Warren hasled the chargefor an Eofeminist
approach toward environmental ethics, arguing that environmen-
tal problems cannot be solved until patriarchy is overcome and
also defending Ecofeminism against its critics. If you only have
timeto do limited reading on the argument, and you want to defend
the approach, you should read her 2000 book. Ecofeminismismost
closely associated with the anthropocentric and Socia Ecology
perspectives, asit argues that inequality must be addressed before
environmental problems can be effectively confronted.

H2-WinningtheKritik

Negatives who want to run the Ecofeminism kritik should
argue that since the affirmative not only fails to solve partriarchy,
but also may perpetuate it through traditional governmental ac-
tion, that they will be unable to solve the environmental crisis.
They should suggest an dternative along the lines of “rejecting
patriarchy” to solve.

H2-Defeating theKritik

Criticisms of Eco-feminism are similar to criticisms of most
“feminist” positions. The best criticismsinclude.

Essentialism. Essentialism is the notion that feminist cri-



tiques assume that all women are “essentially” the same and that
when you argue that all women are essentially the same that that
just increases gender oppression.

Classism and racism. Many scholars critique feminist phi-
losophy by arguing that its more esoteric claims are only relevant
to wealthy, usually white women.

Counter-kritiks. Affirmatives can argue that patriarchy is
not the root of oppression but rather that other things are the root
of oppression, such as classicism/capitalism or racism and that
they solve those kritiks.

H2-Ecophenemonology

The Ecophenomenology kritik is based on the phil osophical
principle of phenomenology —that reality only consists of objects
and events as we perceive them and that they have no indepen-
dent meaning beyond that interaction. Phenomenology insists
that we should just let “things be themselves’ and not commit
them to theoretical constructs that make them static. Instead, we
should allow them to assume new identities/understandings/mean-
ings in the ever-changing context of human social relations. Phe-
nomenology was developed by Edmund Husserl in 1905.

Martin Heidegger, studying Husserl, argued that phenom-
enology was a method of ontological investigation, which ad-
dresses the nature of being. Some philosophers argue that until we
properly understand the nature of being we will never be able to
solve contemporary crises, such asenvironmental crises. Thiskritik
is associated with Deep Ecology and concerns our fundamental
ontological relationship with the environment.

H2-WinningtheKritik

To win the kritik, the negative needs to argue that the affir-
mative does not have the proper phenomenological approach to
the environment —to simply let thingsbe. Most affirmatives will
link to this argument as they will attempt to manipulate the envi-
ronment in particular waysin order to fulfill certain goals.

H3-AnsweringtheKritik

The most common criticism of the kritik is that radical ap-
proachesto environmental ethicsfail and that environmenta prag-
matismisneeded. Many of thecriticisms of Deep Ecology arealso
relevant.

Ecopsychology

Introduction

According to the International Community for
Ecopsychology (www.ecopsychology.org), Ecopsychology is
“situated at theintersection of anumber of fields of inquiry, includ-
ing environmental philosophy, psychology, and
ecolocology...ecopsychology suggests that there is a synergistic
relation between planetary and personal well being...” In other
words, in order to solve environmental problems, weneedto bein
harmony with nature, and to bein harmony with nature, we need to
be in harmony with ourselves, which requires being psychologi-
cally in tune with nature.

Ecopsychologists argue that in order to live properly we
need to recognize that there is more to our individual selves and
that we need to connect with what is universal, such as the envi-
ronment, and particularly, the oceans.

According to Ecopsychology Online, there are eight prin-
ciples of ecopsychology:

1. The core of the mindisthe ecological unconscious....Open
access to the ecological unconscious is the path to sanity.....

2. The contents of the ecological unconscious represent, in
somedegree, at somelevel of mentality, theliving record of cosmic
evolution, tracing back to distant initial conditionsinthe history of
time.

3. Just as it has been the goal of previous therapies to re-
cover the repressed contents of the unconscious, so the goal of
ecopsychology is to awaken the inherent sense of environmental
reciprocity that lies within the ecological unconscious. ....
4. For ecopsychology as for other therapies, the crucial stage of
development isthelife of the child.

5. The ecological ego matures toward a sense of ethical re-

sponsibility to the planet that is as vividly experienced as our
ethical responsibility to other people.
6. Among the therapeutic projects most important to ecopsychol ogy
isthere-evaluation of certain compulsively “masculing’ character
traits that permeate our structures of political power and which
drive us to dominate nature as if it were an alien and rightless
redm...

7. Whatever contributesto small scale social forms and per-
sonal empowerment nourishesthe ecological ego. Whatever strives
for large-scale domination and the suppression of personhood
undermines the ecological ego. Ecopsychology therefore deeply
guestions the essential sanity of our gargantuan urban-industrial
culture, whether capitalistic or collectivisticinitsorganization.....

8. Ecopsychology holds that there is a synergistic interplay
between planetary and personal well-being.

H3-WinningtheKritik

This kritik is won by arguing that the affirmative does not
address the cornerstone of the environmental crisis— our psycho-
logical relationship with the environment — and that continuing to
operate within the mainstream undermines that needed psycho-
logical relationship.

H3-AnsweringtheKritik

Likethe others, the best way to attack thiskritik isto defend
environmental pragmatism or argue that a “holistic” approach to
environmental philosophy isunlikely to succeed (Calicott, 1999).
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