The alternative is a sequencing question. Complexity economics must emerge as the response to neoclassicism. This is the only way to understand the messy, complex, and ambiguous nature of climate policymaking. Vote neg to reject fiat’s apolitical, linear view of the policy process. 
Roo and Hoffart 20 – Dr. Michael Roos is a professor and researcher in the field of green technology and economics; Dr. Franziska Hoffart is an economic transition researcher interested in energy transition, hydrogen, climate crisis, and scenario analysis at DIW Berlin German Institute for Economic Research, [“What’s Problematic About Mainstream Climate Economics?” Chapter from “Climate Economics”, Palgrave Macmillan, https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-48423-1_4]RA
4.4.4 Understanding the Effects of Climate Change on the Economy
From a complexity perspective modelling the social world as if it would not change fundamentally in response to climate change is an important flaw of neoclassical climate economics. As Arthur (2015, p. 1) puts it: We also see the economy not as something given and existing but forming from a constantly developing set of technological innovations, institutions, and arrangements. Complexity economics thus sees the economy as in motion, perpetually `computing´ itself—perpetually constructing itself anew. Where equilibrium economics emphasizes order, determinacy, deduction, and stasis, complexity economics emphasizes contingency, indeterminacy, sense-making, and openness to change. Climate-induced change of society could lead to very different futures. Using the method of qualitative scenario development, Raskin et al. (2002) distinguish three different kinds of futures: (1) Conventional Worlds, (2) Barbarization, and (3) Great Transitions. Conventional worlds are futures that are similar to the present and marked by adjustments to climate change either induced by markets or by policy reforms. In contrast, great transitions involve major, actively pursued transformations of society and the economic system. The barbarisation scenarios suggest that there could also be a breakdown of societal order with conflict and institutional disintegration. The possibility of societal collapse is also discussed in political science (Brunk 2002a), geography (Diamond 2005), archaeology (Tainter 1988), physics (Livni 2019), sustainability science (Abel et al. 2006), and Marxian economics (Foster 2016). Historically, many civilisations such as the Roman Empire or the Mayan Civilisation collapsed due to a combination of external triggers and complex internal dynamics. The concept of self-organised criticality from complexity science postulates that systems that developed more and more complexity and have been stable for considerable time, very suddenly can become unstable due to sometimes trivial and small events (Brunk 2002b). Against this backdrop, some scholars discuss whether the concept of sustainability should be replaced by the concept of resilience in the field of socio-ecological analysis (Davidson 2010; Benson and Craig 2014). The flip side of resilience is vulnerability, that is, the inability of a system to withstand external shocks. The ideas of vulnerability and resilience of social systems imply that climate economics should pay more attention to two issues. First, a detailed investigation is needed of how climate change might alter the social environment in which economic activity takes place. For instance, climate change is likely to induce large-scale regional and international migration, which does not only affect labour markets, but also the social and political system. Political resistance against immigration might lead to a reversion of economic globalisation with structural implications for open economies and lower growth prospects. Second, climate economics should put less emphasis on forecasting the likely effects of climate change and more on foresight or anticipation of possible effects (Boyd et al. 2015; Roos 2016, 2018). The problem with forecasts is that they are almost always wrong, especially if the forecast horizon reaches far into the future. Policies to increase the resilience of a system, which are based on most likely forecasts, will only work well if the forecast is realised, but might perform poorly if the forecast was wrong. Anticipating possible futures instead of predicting the single most likely one allows policymakers to take precautionary actions for different scenarios. Being prepared for several states of the world instead of just one lowers the vulnerability against external events that might appear unlikely. 4.4.5 Political Economy and Climate Change The implementation of mitigation and adaptation policies does not only depend on conflict-resolving institutions, but also on the political process or the politics of climate change. Tanner and Allouche (2011, p. 2) define the political economy “as the processes by which ideas, power and resources are conceptualised, negotiated and implemented by different groups at different states”. While the issue of conflict and power relations overlaps with the interest of institutional economics, political economy puts an emphasis on the ideas and ideologies of the involved groups. They are important because they define whether there is a problem that should be tackled by society and the government and how this should be done. Levy and Spicer (2013, p. 660) speak of imaginaries that provide a shared sense of meaning, coherence and orientation around highly complex issues. Imaginaries are closely linked to the ways in which institutions and economic activity are organised and structured and to the ways people think they ought to be organised and structured. They analyse how NGOs, business and state agencies contested four climate imaginaries in the US since the 1990s: ‘fossil fuels forever’, ‘climate apocalypse’, ‘techno-market’ and ‘sustainable lifestyles’. In politics, the different groups and parties aim at making their own imaginary or worldview the dominant one in order to gain control over societal resources and the decisions how they should be used. The neoclassical view on climate policy is apolitical and has an apolitical understanding of the policy process. It assumes a linear policy process in which a problem is first identified by the government or science and then tackled in an orderly process governed by economic rationality. Real political processes, however, are messy and characterised by ambiguity. Political goals are often not clearly defined and neither are the problems. According to Tanner and Allouche (2011, p. 11): the growing importance of climate change in the development arena and the frequent assumption of linear policymaking and apolitical, techno-managerial solutions make the development of a new political economy emphasis vital to determining efficient, equitable and effective responses. … [W]e suggest that explicit attention is given to the way that ideas, power and resources are conceptualised, negotiated and implemented by different groups at different scales. 4.4.6 Rethinking of Capitalism and System Change A key issue in ecological economics is whether permanent economic growth and sustainability can be reconciled. Ecological economists distinguish absolute and relative decoupling. Relative decoupling means that the resource intensity per unit of produced output declines, which means that the total resource impact of production still can rise if the economy grows. Therefore, relative decoupling does not solve the problem of hitting the planetary boundaries at some point in time if there is ongoing growth. Some ecological economists hence conclude that either absolute decoupling is necessary, that is, an absolute decrease of resource impact, or the economy must stop growing. Since they doubt that absolute decoupling is possible, they favour the idea of the steady-state economy (see Daly 1977; Jackson 2009) which does not grow. The steady-state or post-growth literature raises two important questions. The first question is about the purpose of economic growth and economic activity in general. Skidelsky and Skidelsky (2012) argue that economic activity should be a means to the end of a good life, but not an end in itself. But this raises the question of what makes a good life and which role employment, consumption and material wealth play. These reflexions often imply a critique of consumerism and capitalism, that is, of the current economic system in Western countries, because this system sets the wrong priorities. The second question is whether capitalism can be reformed to become more sustainable or whether this is not possible. Marxian economists such as Foster et al. (2016) argue that capitalism should be overcome in an ecological revolution and replaced by a system that allows sustainable development. Others debate whether there is a growth imperative in capitalist market economies or not (Gordon and Rosenthal 2003; Binswanger 2016; Richters and Siemoneit 2017, 2019). If there was no growth imperative, it might be possible to reform capitalism in order to reach post-growth market economies. Neoclassical climate economics shuns these fundamental questions about the role of economic activity in society and the life of people and how it could and should be organised. Yet they are of prime importance, because if the current economic system is fundamentally unsustainable, tinkering with policy instruments such as a carbon tax without major transformations of the system might not avoid climate disasters.
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