1NC card - Maintaining high energy use in the Global North and increasing aggregate production makes extinction inevitable, and necessitates unjust colonial extraction from the Global South on a massive scale.
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Finally, green growth scenarios maintain high levels of energy use in high-income countries by constraining energy use, and therefore devel- opment, in the Global South—in some cases to levels that are below what is required for even basic needs.6 This approach is obviously immoral and unjust (the term ecofascist comes to mind), and clearly unacceptable to Global South negotiators. It is worth noting here, furthermore, that achieving and maintaining a decarbonized economy for high-income countries with their existing levels of energy use (and automobile use) would require extraordinary levels of material extraction for all the ener- gy infrastructure and batteries, most of which will be obtained from the Global South through supply chains that are already in many cases social- ly and ecologically destructive. Yes, we need renewable energy transition. But needlessly high energy use in rich countries means this transition will be slower and the social and ecological costs will be higher. 
In sum, green growth scenarios play loose with science, assume in- credibly unjust arrangements, and gamble with the future of humani- ty—and all of life on Earth—simply to maintain ever-increasing levels of aggregate output in high-income countries, which, as we will see, is not even needed. 
Ecological economists point out that when we scale back our assump- tions about technological change to levels that are, to quote the physicist and ecological economist Julia Steinberger, “non-insane,” and when we reject the idea that growth in rich countries should be maintained at the expense of the Global South, it becomes clear that relying on technologi- cal change is not enough, in and of itself, to solve the ecological crisis. Yes, we need fast renewable energy deployment, efficiency improvements, and dissemination of advanced technology (induction stoves, efficient ap- pliances, heat pumps, electric trains, and so on). But we also need high-in- come countries dramatically to reduce aggregate energy and material use, at a speed faster than what efficiency improvements alone could possibly hope to deliver. To achieve this, high-income countries need to abandon growth as an objective and actively scale down less necessary forms of production, to reduce excess energy and material use directly.7 
This brings us to a critically important point. We must be clear about what growth actually is. It is not innovation, or social progress, or im- provements in well-being. It is very narrowly defined as an increase in aggregate production, as measured in market prices (GDP). GDP makes no distinction between $100 worth of tear gas and $100 worth of health care. This metric is not intended to measure what is important for people, but rather what is important for capitalism. Of course, what is important for capitalism is not to meet human needs, or achieve social progress, but rather to maximize and accumulate capital. If social progress and well-being are our goals, it is not the market value of aggregate production that matters but rather what we are producing (tear gas or health care?), and whether people have access to essential goods and services (is the health care privatized or universal?). This is basic to socialist thought. 
“tech innovation solves” is a new link – maybe tech is theoretically able to solve, but under the framework of greengrowth, we ensure it never will
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A Techno-Optimist World
If the techno-optimists were to have their way, what would the world look like, and what would the proposed climate change solutions be? 
Here, it is perhaps best to understand the policies advocated for by the aforementioned Breakthrough Institute, possibly the most well known environmental think tank that promotes technological solutions to environmental problems. The institute has in the past touted some controversial solutions to climate change, all of which are rooted in technology and the potential of innovation, including advanced nuclear, natural gas and geoengineering. 
None of the work that the BTI is doing is necessarily in bad faith, but promoting technological solutions to problems that require a concerted shift in how societies and economies are organised is a slippery slope. The appeal of innovation’s potential can make it easy for wealthy groups and financiers to put money into fringe and unproven technological ‘fixes’. 
Many tech-enthusiast billionaires are enamoured with carbon capture technologies, a stopgap measure at best. Just as many finance new and expensive nuclear energy projects. Jeff Bezos created an energy startup to hopefully demonstrate the commercial viability of semi-mythical nuclear fusion energy. Bill Gates has publicly backed unproven cloud seeding and solar geoengineering experiments. And with perhaps the most over-the-top technological fix of all, Elon Musk wants to place a permanent colony of 1 million people on Mars by 2050 so that humanity can survive future inescapable threats, such as climate change.
Most of these technological fixes are not necessarily undesirable. If we could crack the code of nuclear fusion, for instance, we would have the literal power of stars in our hands, and be able to generate enough clean energy to supply all of humanity’s needs and more for generations to come. Unfortunately, commercially viable fusion technology is still decades away at least, and that is if it’s even achievable in the first place. Other technologies such as carbon capture and geoengineering also deserve to be researched and understood, but they should not be implemented at scale while so much uncertainty remains over their potentially disastrous consequences. 
Even Elon Musk’s dreams of colonising the Red Planet should not be discarded. Overcoming the hurdles to becoming an interplanetary species would be a defining moment and achievement not only for science, but for humanity as a whole. But Musk’s desire to go to Mars does not come from a place of earnest curiosity for humanity to explore the solar system, or because the expedition could yield scientific discoveries that would hugely benefit our entire species. Musk wants to go to Mars simply because he believes he can, and because he believes that he has the right to do so. The fact that his reasoning is rooted in a belief that the Earth is inevitably doomed is quite telling.
Focusing on these fixes would be only marginally concerning, even harmless, if the individuals purveying them did not wield such influence in global affairs. They detract resources from both the public and private sector that could be directed towards implementing technologies that exist and have already been proven to work at scale, such as renewable energy and battery storage. And given that billionaire philanthropy is the main financing mechanism for the NGOs and startups that are actually getting the work done on the ground, those who rely on their funding are reluctant to criticise or push back against the billionaires’ techno-optimist worldview.
More importantly, the idolatry that has been granted to futurist thinkers like Gates and Musk means that they have substantial sway over public opinion. The techno-optimist views espoused by these individuals feed public support for technologies and solutions that, frankly, we don’t need and represent a waste of time and money. The res\ult is a stymying of the political willpower needed to enact the policies that would create real changes. Throwing money at hopeful innovations to maintain our current standards of living gets us nowhere; we need to adjust our economies to have them function more efficiently, and each human being needs to adopt more sustainable lifestyles.
An inescapable quirk of technological fixes is the implication that adopting them will allow us to retain our lifestyles without having to sacrifice unsustainable behaviours. This is a big reason as to why the billionaire class is overwhelmingly techno-optimist, as they are the ones who benefit the most from maintaining the status quo. But climate change will not be resolved by quick fixes. Billionaire philanthropy and a reliance on innovation comes at the expense of a democratic social transformation towards efficiency and sustainability that is needed to adequately address climate change and the ecological crisis.
True climate action will not be funded by billionaires and their technological fixes, because the world they live in that allows them to accrue such wealth is the very one that is playing a disproportionate role in causing the climate crisis. New technologies might be flashier and easier for the public to get excited about, but real change will only come when people collectively realise the urgency of the crisis, and decide to face it as a unified movement.
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