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The tragedy of the commons: use it and lose it. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Since the industrial revolution and increased human activity, we have moved into a new era of the Anthropocene, meaning the era of humans (Stevenson, 2018, P2).  This has dramatically influenced our environment in a negative way, climate change and global warming have become top on the agenda of global problems, one that needs a global solution. Another area that has become a global concern is that of the global common. A common is a resource or entity that no one owns, it may ‘at once may be seen as belonging to everyone and nobody’ (Vogler, 2000, p.2). At a local level, this might be a field or a fishery that is used by the whole community and not owned by anyone. The global commons hold the same principle, but at a much larger level including resources such as the high seas and the atmosphere, these global commons don’t belong to anyone or any governing state. It also involves a lot more people, States, intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) and many more organisations and cooperation. Garrett Hardin gave a lecture on the tragedy of the commons in 1968, that would become a major focal point for many around the world to try and prevent the ‘tragedy of the commons' he suggests that people will use these free commons in a self-interested way to benefit themselves which would, in turn, destroy the commons (Stevenson, 2018, p.20). Hardin’s Tragedy of the commons will be a main focal point of this essay and will explore his idea of what is meant by ‘The Tragedy of the Commons'. To further understand the tragedy of the commons myself and three others created a game called ‘The Tragedy of the commons: Use it and Lose it!’ that will stimulate the tragedy of the commons this game will be analysed to see how it relates to the tragedy of the commons. 										Hardin is an ecologist who in 1968 gave a lecture on the tragedy of the commons that discussed ‘environmental degradation under conditions of human freedom’ (Stevenson, 2018, p19). Meaning that the common would become ruined through human freedom on the land because people would overuse the land for their own interests. To show this Hardin (1968) gives a short Parable of a common land field that is used by herdsmen, these herdsmen are seen to be rational beings who are seeking to maximise their gain by adding say one more animal to their herd as they would gain more profit and adding one more would not have a serious impact on the common land (Stevenson, 2018, p20). But as rational beings it makes sense to them to add more animals to their herd for a maximum gain this is a conclusion reached by all the herdsmen and eventually, the common land would reach its limit and the common would be ruined for all. This parable by Hardin (1968) shows how he reached the conclusion of how human freedom on common land would, in the long run, ruin the environment for all. Hardin's parable can also be applied to the global common and not just at a local level. The field in Hardin's parable can also be seen as the Ozone layer and the cattle being Chlorofluorocarbon (CFCs) and the herdsmen the people using the harmful CFCs the destroy the Ozone layer that surrounds the earth protecting it and people from harmful ultraviolet radiation (The Ozone Hole, n.d). if the use of CFCs continued it would have caused ruin for all.		For Hardin to avoid ruin for all there were only two solutions to ‘Bring natural resources under the control of either market forces (privatisation) or the state (socialisation).’ (Stevenson,2018, P21). The privatisation and the creation of property rights for resources would mean that people would have an incentive to look after and maintain what land they have as they would then only cause damage to themselves as it would only harm their capital gain. The privatisation of the land would take away from other people to use which can be seen as a negative as it harms other people’s chances. By bring the land under state control, the state would be able to set rules, regulations and laws on those lands to avoid tragedy. This has been implemented in fishing for example, with fishing quotas. These two solutions that Hardin has suggested could be seen as good way to maintain the common, but there are also other ways such as communal property that has been proven to be successful in maintaining common land, this has been a criticism of Hardin’s work on the tragedy of the commons.									There are criticisms to Hardin's beliefs surrounding the tragedy of the commons, that will look at through the writing of Stevenson (2018) as she gives good detail about the flaws in Hardin's Tragedy of the commons. Firstly, being as discussed earlier Hardin's ‘fundamental errors was that he implicitly assumed that communal property is the same as open access.’ (Stevenson, 2018, P27) whereas this is not the case, communal property is owned by a group of people and not everyone. Communal property can be successfully managed and maintained by a group of people sustainably and has been shown through anthropological work to be a realistic way for many to share and maintain the land. The second criticism of Hardin is that he has assumed that all human being are selfish in nature and are looking out only for their own interests in the commons. This assumption ‘is too simplistic’ (Stevenson,2018, P25) not all human beings are out for their own gain and there have been cases in the world of this proven to be wrong, where people cooperate with each other to benefit others. Another criticism of Hardin’s tragedy of the commons is the ‘historical inaccuracies’ where Stevenson (2018) uses Bucks argument against Hardin arguing ‘that the commons system declined not because it proved destructive but because land reforms were passed in the favour of the wealthy landowners.’ (Stevenson, 2018, P26). This shows that there were other reasons for the tragedy of the commons that was not to do with human nature. Land reforms and enclosure acts took away the common land used by communities and this land was often of poor quality, this led to inequalities between people who had private land and who had access to the common. The criticisms of Hardin’s work show that there are other reasons for the tragedy of the common and there could be other solutions to solve it other than privatisation and socialisation. 			To explain and show what the tragedy to the commons is, in a group we came up with a card game called ‘The Tragedy of the commons: Use it and Lose it!’, that could be played and represented the tragedy of the commons. The game can be played with four to five players and lasts for twenty minutes. The person who rolls the highest number on the dice gets to first. On the table there are six stacks of cards, each stack has a number from one to six on them and also, what resource they are, one being wood, two being cattle, three being fish, four being water and five being oil. Number six is a situation card that is turned over so that the players don’t know what is written on the card, the situation card will have a scenario that will either result in the gain or a loss of a resource for that player or for other players also. An example of a situation card being, ‘OVERGRAZING: your herd has destroyed new plant growth, lose 1 cattle and lose 1 wood card.'. The numbers on the cards also represent the value of that card at the end of the game and also coordinates with the number on the dice, an example being that if player one roles a four they would gain the resource of water on their turn.													To start the game each player collects one of every card including one situation card that can be played at any point in the game on the players turn. It is recommended that the players keep their cards turned away from other players so that they cannot see what cards they are holding, as another player may use their individual situation card to cause another player to lose their resources. The person who rolls the highest number starts the game, whatever number they role coordinates with the resource that they gain, so player one roles a three and gains a fish, player two roles a one and gains a wood, player three roles a six and gains a situation card, the situation card says ‘OVERFISHING: the player to your right has not obeyed the fishing quota, take one of their fish.’. This situation which is rolled on a turn must be played on that turn by the player. When a situation card gets used it goes into a new stack that is reshuffled and put back once all the situation cards have been used. When a resource is depleted from the stack the game continues and if that number on the dice is rolled by a player, they don’t gain a resource as it has been depleted it then moves onto the next persons turn. When a stack has been depleted it can become active again if a player has a situation card and loses their resource back to the stack which represents the common resources and how over time they can be depleted and restored. The game continues for twenty minutes and at the end of the twenty minutes each player counts up their total, the number on the cards also represent the points value such as oil is worth five points and wood is worth one point. The player at the end of the game with the highest total of points wins the game. 			The game that we have created as a group represents the tragedy of the commons, especially through our situation cards. The game shows how people deplete resources over time and how they can eventually also be replenished through interventions. The players in the game represent the herdsmen as such from Hardin’s parable who are depleting the common resources. when each player picks up a resource card it represents a commons resource being taken away from the people, such as arable land in Hardin’s scenario. Eventually at a few points during the game, a resource is depleted which represents the ‘carrying capacity' being reached. Through playing the game a few times, we found that resource depletion became inevitable which correlates with Hardin’s belief that ‘so long as human freedom was respected, and land and natural resources were freely available for anyone to use, they would slowly but inevitably be destroyed’ (Hardin 1968 In: Stevenson, 2018, P20). The game represented this through resource depletion, even if the resource was temporarily restocked it would eventually be depleted again showing how inevitable resource depletion is on the common. The situation cards represented scenarios that could occur on different types of common land which we based some on real-life events that happened such as the ‘Greenpeace situation card’ if a player drew this card from the deck, they would lose all their oil cards back to the common pool. The Greenpeace card was based on Greenpeace’s successful campaign to stop oil company Shell from drilling in the Arctic (Thorogood, 2015). The Arctic is the common land in this scenario the effects of Shell drilling in the Arctic would have harmed the environment and taken away more resources for their own profit, this is also a good demonstration of how Non-government Organisations (NGOs) can help to maintain common land and their resources which is why the card was created for the game. 						The tragedy of the commons has affected the way that institutions such as states primarily, go about protecting and maintaining common resources. The tragedy of the commons is no longer an in-country problem it has become a global problem. The global tragedy of the commons has now brought states and other institutions together to talk about the effects that humans are having on the environment. States must come together to prevent the tragedy of the commons from happening, it is also harder for states to solve these environmental problems on their own as DeSombre (2002, p1) points out, ‘states cannot address many environmental problems successfully on their own impels international cooperation, and there are many situations in which all parties can benefit… from working together to prevent or solve an environmental problem.’. This shows how states coming together more will further benefit the global commons. Although this is seen as easier said than done as implementing some global policies on the global commons may benefit one state more than others, this could eventually lead to a veto of policies as not to benefit a competitor state. There has however now been many states cooperating to prevent the tragedy of the commons, such as the Atlantic and North Sea fishing quota which was successfully agreed with different states and IGOs (European Commission, 2018). This shows how common land and resources can be successfully negotiated between states that also benefits the commons and prevents its ruin. 										Although countries are now doing better to prevent the tragedy of the commons, climate change and global warming it can be called into question of how this will maintain sustainability as globally it maintains a capitalist system and within this capitalist system everyone is out to gain a profit. Which brings us back to Hardin’s parable of the herdsmen who each seek to maximise their gain. The ‘earth is a ‘closed system’ that cannot support infinite growth, but capitalism cannot survive without continual growth.’ (Stevenson, 2018, p.61). which makes us ask if it is possible to prevent the tragedy of the commons in a capitalist society that is focused on profit and consumerism. Marx identified that ‘Capitalism interrupted the natural dynamic process that connects humans with the earth' (Stevenson, 2018, p.64/65). Marx referred to this as a metabolic rift. Urbanisation has taken people away from nature and has resulted in people forgetting about where their products come from and where their waste goes which has fuelled the degradation of the commons, along with mass consumerism. It can be seen that this consumerism is fuelling the tragedy of the commons and that way to solve this is to look more at sustainable capitalism. 		To conclude, the tragedy of the commons is a process in which people are using common resources and land to their own benefit to maximise their gains on that land. Through creating and playing a game it helped to develop further understanding of the tragedy of the commons, as it recreated different scenarios in which tragedy could occur and how the tragedy could be avoided. The game for myself also highlighted that in a capitalist system it is more difficult to avoid tragedy as consumerism is taking all the natural resource, this too was highlighted in the game when resources were always depleted for some time due to this capitalist system. The influence of the tragedy of the commons on environmental politics has been effective as it has now brought different states and governing bodies together to discuss and implement plans to prevent the tragedy of the commons. Although now there are practices and plans in place to prevent the tragedy of the commons there is still a lot more to be done to prevent ruin for all. 
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