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L.R. Brown, in Worldwatch's seminal publication The State of the World, notes that "[i]f we fail to convert our self-destructing economy into one that is environmentally sustainable, future generations will be overwhelmed by environmental degradation and social disintegration."
It is because I agree with Mr. Brown that I today stand in affirmation of the resolution that:

“A government’s obligation to protect the environment ought to take precedence over it’s obligation to promote economic development”
According to the Environment Protection Agency’s Website:

Protecting the Environment is:  Ensuring the survival of the environment by limiting, forbidding, or penalizing environmental damage. 
My Value Premise for this debate will be that of Global Welfare

My Value Criterion, the ultimate means of achieving Global Welfare is Basic Human Need, the things that are required for survival.

My First Contention is that without the check that prioritizing the environment over economic development provides Multi-National Corporations can take advantage of third world nations.  Multi-National Corporations are created because they are companies that need to increase profits and cannot do so in the United States.  These companies come into third world nations not only because of lax labor laws, but also because of lax environmental laws.  No matter what the company produces they need factories to make their product and these factories cause pollution.  It is this pollution that causes countries like Taiwan to have rapidly increasing rates of people developing diseases like asthma and cancer.  In fact Taiwan saw an increase of about 400% in people developing asthma since 1950 when they first started to industrialize whereas the rest of the world saw an increase of only 23% according to an article written in 1997 by Edward Goldsmith in “the Ecologist” magazine.

Teddy Roosevelt was very famous for creating many different environmental programs and setting up national parks.  At the same time the economy did not decrease even though there were strict environmental laws.  Environmental laws prevent Multi-national corporations from being able to set up factories that pollute the environment, and without this check we would revert back to a system of “la ze fair” economics in which companies are allowed to run rampant while the government looks the other way.  This hurts the people, it hurts the government, and it hurts the environment and there are no real benefits of allowing these companies to do this that wouldn’t still exist by simply forcing them to clean up a bit.

My Second contention is that the worst case scenarios for protecting the environment are far better than the worst case scenarios for promoting the economy.


To examine which, the environment or the economy, should take precedence we must look at the worst case scenarios for each because it is these scenarios that help us judge which would be best in the long run.  The worst case scenario for protecting the environment is according to studies done by the EPA are that the economy would be thrown into a downfall and we would be forced to fall back on an agricultural economy so as to build ourselves back up.  The worst case scenario for promoting the economy is that all our natural resources become depleted which in turn prevents many products and jobs from being renewed which throws the economy into turmoil and we would be left with nothing.  Therefore isn’t it better for the people that we promote the environment because we could do an incredible good and even if we fail than we still have a world to live in.


My Third Contention is that the only neg benefits are non-unique to the negative case.  Promoting the economy over the environment has a few benefits to it.  One is short-termed increased economy.  This is a good thing, in the SHORT TERM, but through environmental protection you can also achieve economic development through conservation.  Protecting San Francisco’s inner-harbor from rampant boat traffic in 1992 allowed marine life to thrive right along the piers, in fact a big tourist attraction now is on pier 18 in which thousands of sea lions sit to sunbathe and locals, and tourists passing by come and watch and so far local businesses around pier 18 have seen on average a 83% increase in revenue since 1992 according to a 2001 study by the University of San Francisco likewise in the rest of the country inflation was only about 26.3% in that same time period.  Another benefit of promoting economic development is an increase of jobs, as shown in the great depression an immediate increase in jobs can be achieved through environmentality.  Franklin Roosevelt set up many programs such as the National Park Service and the Tennessee Valley Authority, both set up to protect the environment while providing thousands of unemployed with jobs.  So as you can see the benefits of prioritizing economic development over the protection of the environment are not unique toward prioritizing the economy and can be achieved equally if not better through protecting the environment.

My Value Criterion is upheld through my case because protecting the environment allows a high quality of life, whereas the negative does not provide for a high quality of life because it destroys all the resources that one needs for a high quality, resources such as oil and metal may change, but air, food, and water do not. 

And this in turn upholds my value premise of Global Welfare, because it provides everyone with an environment to live in which is the most important part of welfare.
For all these reasons I urge you to affirm this resolution and I am now ready for cross-examination.
