The new age of Capitalocene predicates resource scarcity as an insular symptom of the market environment. The 1AC engages in a form of policy limitation to manage the environment that inevitably locks in global ramifications of overconsumption. 
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The first hypothesis to be questioned is that when the economy as a whole does not grow, credit will dry out and the economy will collapse. It assumes that if there is no chance for aggregate surplus, potential lenders (financial institutions and share buyers) would not see an opportunity for profitable investments and loans. As a consequence, they would keep their money, and the financial markets would dry out. However, this is only plausible as long as we analyse the economy as consisting of representative agents, one banker, one producer, one consumer. But if we take but one step closer to reality, the Fata Morgana disappears. Just imagine two banks A and B, and two corporations: a winner Wi and a loser Lo. Both apply for credit, and the banks must make a choice. Of course, they will check the risk even more carefully than today (and again will be wrong time and again), but in the end they will make a choice, hoping to make a fortune by picking the right from to lend to. Assuming bank A was right and bank B was wrong, what would be the result? Company Wi would make a profit, company Lo might go bust, bank A would make a profit and bank B would suffer from a loss. Both would continue lending as long as possible, A to continue success, B to make up for the losses. As soon we give up on conceptual oversimplifications, the risk of a financial system standstill turns out to be an artefact of economic theory, not a threat from economic reality. The same line of argumentation applies to shareholders and buyers, to the management (trying to make a profit would still be their objective and desire), to entrepreneurs and so forth: as long as some will grow, the situation is not structurally different from today, only the share of losers is higher and thus the competition fiercer. More companies would go bust, some more start-ups would falter while others could thrive – all not too new, at least in principle. The innovation dynamic and with it competition would increase. It would be a Schumpeterian economy of creative destruction, and incumbents would be forced to refocus their innovative capacities to enhance their resource productivity, the ¥€$ per ton and hectare of resources used. To risk-taking managers not only keen to grow but to enhance their market share, more frequent bankruptcy of competitors might even be appealing. Therefore, monopoly and cartel control would become more important than ever; no company should be permitted to become “too big to fail”. For corporate staff, this would imply a higher probability of losing their jobs due to employers’ bankruptcy more often in their lives, which in turn would require adjustments in the respective benefit and transfer systems, mirroring the transition from lifelong employment to patchwork labour biographies. Labour productivity increases could only be compensated by reducing working hours at constant gross salaries. From a management point of view (and partly also for the staff), this would be a pretty stressing situation: creative destruction at its best. However, the down side lies in the end of aggregate income growth (which brings distributional issues to the forefront), and the current crisis of care: both remunerated and unpaid care work are increasingly short in supply, and in an ageing society more unpaid care will probably be required (Spitzner and Spangenberg 2022; Spangenberg and Lorek 2022). The series of permanent bankruptcies is a form of rather steady capital destruction, unlike the simultaneous bust of many companies characterizing recessions and depressions of a growth bound economy. It is shedding of early what a capitalist market economy tends to produce above the level of activity set as a physical maximum (the size of the economy, Daly would call it). While standard economics considers this a major flaw of any external limitation to growth, it is necessary to inhibit the macroeconomic effect of corporate growth. At the same time, capital destruction of corporations and banks limits the growth impulse from the credit and interest mechanism. This way a resource cap addresses two of the key drivers of economic growth and keeps them in check. For citizens, small savers and many employees this is not necessarily bad news. It would be a different mode of regulation as compared to the more recent path: from of a series of booms, bubbles and bursts, of capital accumulation and large scale destruction, the economy would shift to a steadier process. Given the distribution effects associated with the bubble-burst based mode of regulation, the shift would provide more stability; the risk would be more distributed and thus more manageable. The result would be the end of capitalism as we know it – but not of capitalism as such (Altvater 2005). As this scenario narrative has shown, setting legally binding and enforced physical caps to the resource consumption of societies and economies will profoundly alter the inner working of a capitalist economy; they can be used as effective steering instruments in the Capitalocene. Another reason for the increased emphasis on non-market instruments is that the unfolding Anthropocene is a resource constrained era, regarding sources and sinks. Hence policies which are based on the possibility of unlimited increases of supply if only the prices provide the right incentives to provide them, are outdated and increasingly risky for environment, society and the economy itself. The pandemic with its repeated supply chain disruptions, and the Ukraine war with the blockade of some Ukrainian and the ban on most Russian exports provide first experiences with supply side crises and their economic impacts. If resources are not only scarce but limited – be it by natural conditions, by policy decisions anticipating them to give both society and the economy time to adapt, or by natural or political disasters – market mechanisms fail. The question to be answered is who should go without, and how the essential functions of society can be maintained irrespective of the purchasing power on the demand side – which is exactly what the German government prepares for in expectance of an end to Russian gas supply. An ordinance regulating the potential rationalising of gas in situations of scarcity (the GasNZV, Verordnung über den Zugang zu Gasversorgungsnetzen) has been adopted, stating that primary recipients of scarce gas resources will be households, health care institutions and emergency services from police to the fire brigade. A public agency will decide which industry sectors and individual producers will be closed down in the case of a termination of Russian gas supply – with preference given to those where production facilities, once shut down, cannot be restarted. However, remembering that essential sectors identifed in the pandemic included road transport, the retail sector, and waste management, it is obvious that cement production, chemical industry, automobile production and other sectors will suffer from resource limitations, despite their high purchasing power. As these are also sectors with a significant world market share, the crisis-borne new allocation system will have global repercussions if activated. While all restrictions are planned to be only temporarily, they provide the first hints at the allocation mechanisms required in a resource constrained economy, although neither politicians nor managers appear to understand this lesson yet.
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