Neg Case
Peter Glaser

Because I feel that Economic Development is more important, and the only way of having any Environmental protection I feel that we should negate this detrimental resolution.
My value premise for this debate will be Human Welfare

My value criterion, the means of achieving human welfare is governmental stability.

My first contention in support of my values is that Prioritizing economic development allows for a better quality of life.  My first subpoint is that Prioritizing economic development is the best way to provide the OPPURTUNITY of a high quality of life.  Some might say it is very materialistic but in this day and age, money does buy a better quality of life whether through a nicer house, or through nicer clothes etc.  By prioritizing economic development over the environment the government helps people to make money so they can afford things they need and want.  Which is a nicer more happy existence, being a subsistence farmer working from 5 in the morning to 9 at night, or being a rich stock broker working from 9 till 3?  This ties into my value criterion because by allowing and even encouraging people to make money a government is better serving its people.  My second subpoint is that a government must provide for its people and to do that it needs money.  For the government to help a homeless person say, it would need money to buy him a house, maybe buy him food, find him a job and many other services like that, planting a tree doesn’t help that homeless person, you could argue that the tree gives him an apple and the leaves provide shelter, but isn’t it obviously better to provide him with a house, or give a new job that the government would be promoting, as a means of giving him shelter, wouldn’t giving him money to buy food be better than to enslave him under the cycle of when the tree will produce apples.  It is plain to see that the government needs money for these programs, and money doesn’t grow on trees.  This is why promoting the economy is the best way to achieve governmental stability because for a government to pass laws, and be effective and stable is for it to have the money to pay for things.

My second contention is that the Benefits of economic development are clear and inherent; the benefits of protection the environment are not as easily found.  We don’t know what future resources will be valuable, is it worth making lives worth or even killing today for the sake of maybe a resource being valuable in the future?  Currently oil is one of the most valuable resources just like whale oil was 150 years ago, technology evolves and changes, and so to must our priorities, think what would have happened to people whose lives were based on hunting whales if we had completely banned it to save for the future, today we don’t need whale oil and have the ability to protect them because they no longer come in contact with our economic needs or think what would have happened to the telecommunications, and the power industries had we protected copper, for wires, fiber optics for telephones and alloys for wires.  We can protect the environment but only when we no longer need it.  With oil, we need oil today, why should we spend money protecting oil for tomorrow when by the time the protection starts helping us we might use Hydrogen fuel cells to power cars, and nuclear power for our homes.  The benefits of economic development are clear, money, technology, and a better livelihood, it is much more important to promote something that is definite than it is to promote something that may never help us in the future.  If the government lowers taxes to promote spending, I KNOW I will have more money, if the government passes a law saying that I can’t cut down the tree in my back yard because it contains an endangered species, not only does that not help me, especially if I won’t to get rid of the tree.  Any benefits it might have are unknown.  And for that matter protecting the environment is often done to protect animals, so our children can enjoy them:  I don’t enjoy the mosquito, my children probably won’t enjoy the mosquito.  I wish their were no mosquitos, but I’m sure the EPA would be all over me if I started poisoning all the mosquitos.  The Squirrels don’t help me, they sometimes are fun to watch, but a squirrel has never cleaned my room for me or bought me a present on my birthday.  Seems to me that they don’t worry too much about us why should we be worrying and protecting them.  It is arrogant to think we can control nature If we leave things alone nature can work itself out.

My Final Contention is that Sometimes stopping or regulating various factors that species have adapted to does more harm than good.  Too Quote a saying I once heard on a 20/20 special report about how human interference messed up the migration patterns of some endangered whales: “Nature can take care of itself, it can’t screw itself up anymore than we did trying to help it.”  For that matter:  In the late 1800’s as Britain was industrializing a lot of pollution went into the air from factories that had been set up,  all this smog meant that white moths were easy to see and catch on the black-gray background of the smog.  To get around this, moths that were black instead of white survived and reproduced, now all of this species of moth are black and not white, if we were to regulate the pollution that comes out of these factories the entire species might be wiped out from over-hunting, due to them being black on a now white background.  Another example is that many plants gain large amounts of nitrogen from the soil and air that helps in making new plant cells; this nitrogen often comes from factories whose waste products are high in nitrogen.  If laws were passed preventing this nitrogen from being emitted, countless numbers of plants might die from the lack of nutrients.  As you can see, protecting the environment is often very bad whereas the development that it is limiting was good.  This is just one more example of why Economic development ought not to be pushed aside for environmental protection


For all these reasons it is clear to see that we must promote economic development over protecting the environment.

Therefore I stand in strong negation of the resolution and I would now like to move on to my opponent’s case…

