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This written assignment will be based on a student-created, playable board game centred on the concept of “Tragedy of the Commons”.  
 The concept of the Tragedy of the Commons is termed in the environmental science as the shared wealth system that private independent individuals use for their own benefit when it directly counteracts the common good for all other individuals using that particular resource, by gradually depleting the resource in question (Lloyd],1980). This concept is termed as a tragedy because, for as long as human beings' liberties were to be upheld, and natural resources and land were readily available for any individual to use, they would be surely but slowly diminished. In the fleeting term, the positives of encouraging and gaining more cattle would handsomely reward the sole herdsman but over the longer term, the presence of an eroded common resource will be of no benefit to any individual. Recently, I along with 2 other peers of mine, we were tasked with creating a board game that could successfully mimic the workings of what Gerrert Hardin meant when he coined the phrase ''Tragedy of the Commons''(TOC). in this essay, I shall explain the rules of the game, explain how these rules relate to the idea of the Tragedy of the Commons, analyze my in-game experience and discuss the implications for global environmental politics.
To begin, before I delve into the relationship between my board game and the concept of TOC, I feel it expedient to give a brief analysis of what exact assumptions I'll use to qualify the rules of my game, to the concept. There are three assumptions that are largely used to justify how degradation of the environment has come about, through the eyes of the Tragedy.
One such assumption is that human beings are selfish and short-sighted. This is because in Hardin’s eyes, the consequences of the tragedy are unavoidable as herdsman men are individualist and seek to prolong or maximize their utility without taking into account the effects that would be left on the larger community or their livelihoods in the future. The success of the present gains would be enjoyed alone while future disadvantages are equally felt amongst members of society (Stevenson, 2018). This interpretation of how human nature illustrates itself has been argued ever since the works of Aristotle. This is evident as he argued, ‘’ what is of the most common resource available to large parts of society, has least amount of care proscribed to it. Every individual concern themselves with their own affairs and hardly the affairs of larger society’’. (Perseus.tufts.edu, 2019). Additionally, Austrian academic, Ludwig Von Mises, exclaimed that, ‘’individuals do not care for the effects of over- exploitation’’.(Fee.org, 2019). Therefore, this can be termed as one key assumption of the Tragedy.
Another core assumption of the concept is that ‘‘the commons’’ is freely accessible and unmanaged. The phrase, ‘’the common’’, is usually used to discuss resources that are not entirely owned. For example, resources such as land or a river, either fall into the category of being used for public consumption or collective ownership. Academics, as a result refer to this phenomenon as ‘common pool resources’ and point out two characteristics that these types of resources have in common. The first characteristic being, excludability. This meaning it is of huge cost to try and exclude individuals from consuming a resource or it is difficult to remove any individuals’ right to consume a resource at any given point in time. Examples could include, a country’s national military defense, air or even large areas of forest land. The other characteristic subtractability. This has that when any one individual consumes a product, the sheer quantity of the product reduces for other consumers. For example, when a corporation discharges product in the atmosphere, which could be deemed as air pollution, it decreases the quality of air for other consumers of the atmosphere and enlarges concentration of air pollution. (Stevenson, 2018). Therefore, this can be termed as one key assumption of the Tragedy.
Lastly, a core assumption of the Tragedy is that there are only two feasible solutions that could solve further degradation. This assumption is clear in its thinking that any form of non-interventionist attitude to solving the tragedy was going to a complete and utter failure as it coincided with human beings’ innate behaviors. The invisible hand, a famous saying and concept by the economist, Adam Smith, was an unsound idea to Hardin. However, one clear solution to the problem in Hardin’s judgement was the concept Privatization. This solution was distinct to the ‘invisible hand’, as Hardin believed that privatization would allow individuals to take common resources into private ownership, which in turn would create incentives for individuals to impose sustainability. This in classical liberals’ eyes is what happens when Lockean property liberties to more farmed based resources are vetoed by government intervention. This would entail that private individuals take financial responsibility by enjoying the fruits of the profits which are created by the resource but solely takes up the financial cost. Therefore, the irresponsible private individuals lose, which the more responsible private owners bake in prosperity. (LOCKE'S TWO TREATISES OF GOVERNMENT, 1961).
The other solution was termed as socialism. This essentially meant common resources were to be under the ownership of a centralized government. This solution has that the centralized government could make decisions on how much of the common resource individuals could use, who could access it, what was it being accessed for and what rules would be in place to qualify individuals for usage. This could be achieved through means such as tools for regulation, permits or fines. This sort of initiative in used across the world, from organizations such as the UN and UNESCO to international law principles such as the Outer Space treaty. (Radkau and Radkau, 2009). Therefore, this can be termed as one key assumption of the Tragedy.
Moreover, with respect to my board game, which was created to mimic the workings of TOC, I named it as the ‘’board game of sacrifice’’. In the board game, players are seasonally asked to donate to the defense of a particular society or community against an alien enemy. When the enemy attacks, everyone playing the game is then secretly tasked with contributing made up resources for the general common pool of resources. If enough resources are sufficiently contributed, then the enemy is defeated. However, if too many individuals in the game seek to free-ride off the contributions of the other players’, then the alien enemy will be successful, so every player losses a resource or two. The winner of the game will be revealed to have the most resources after 30 minutes of playing.
My board game relates to the workings of TOC in two ways, and in a third way which could be debatable. The first one being how human beings are self-regarding and short sighted. This is seen as the aim of the game is to observe which one of the game players comes out with the most resources after a certain period of play. Throughout the game, players are actively encouraged to put towards the community’s general pool of resources so that an enemy could be defeated with all the resources collected from members of the community. 
This creates a free rider dilemma, as some members of that same society are benefitting from the community’s general pool of resources, without paying for them. This is a result of human beings being short sighted and selfish because the community needs all the resources it can get to try and defeat the alien enemy, so if a member of the community is possibly wasting and enjoying the benefits of  that resource, this can justify my initial point that Human Beings are inherently selfish. If Human are not self-regarding, why won’t the individual wait till after the community defeats the alien enemy to enjoy the benefits of the resource. A more concise example of this could be, while the alien invasion is in progress, instead of an individual staying in their residence, they are taking a walk and are reaping the benefits of the public lighting system.  This is evident as Aristotle argued, ‘’ what is of the most common resource available to large parts of society, has least amount of care proscribed to it. Every individual concern themselves with their own affairs and hardly the affairs of larger society’’. (Perseus.tufts.edu, 2019). Therefore, it can argued that my board game relates to the concept of TOC through the assumption that human beings are selfish and short-sighted.
Another way my board game relates to the workings of TOC is through the notion that the commons is freely accessible and unmanaged. This is because the ‘’commons’’ in this regard is usually used to refer to resources that are easily accessible and, in this instance, if the ‘’common pool’’ of resources, in the game, can be easily accessed by free riders or individuals, this ultimately justifies my point. For example, with my public lighting illustration, it is freely accessible due to two reasons. Firstly, it has an excludability problem because it would be virtually impossible for control access to it unless greater cost is taken up to police it, and in this case, resources want to be effectively used to try and combat the alien invasion. 
Another reason why it has an accessibility problem is due to it also having a subtractable issue. This is because when an individual uses the resource, it reduces the quantity or sheer quality for other members of society due to the light energy that is wasting being on for just one individual to consume. Therefore, it can be argued that my board game further relates to the concept of TOC through the assumption that ‘The Commons’’ is freely accessible and largely unmanaged.
Lastly, a more debatable way in which my board game relates to the workings of TOC is through the notion that further government regulation would prevent further degradation. This is because with greater government intervention, through the functions of financial penalties or military force, individuals would be discouraged from further degradation the environment. For example, a government could put an announcement any individuals seen to be taking walks and selfishly enjoying the fruits of the public lighting, will be fined and jailed. This sort of government initiative is evident as the UK government, in March 2019, pledged to intervene in the housing market and build 30,000 affordable new homes. (Collinson, 2019). As a result, it could be argued that my board game resonates with some of the key concepts of TOC through the assertion that extra government intervention could solve the issue of environment degradation.
However, this is more of a debatable point in my eyes as no government under those forms of condition, I.e., alien invasion, would be able to effectively police such regulations, thus making the effectiveness of this form of government policy in major doubt. Therefore, this puts the relation of my game and the core tenant of TOC, that government intervention can solve the environmental degradation issue in doubt.
To conclude, the in-game experience was eventful. Players found the game to be easy to digest and easy to play. It is a game that can be fun-filled as well as noticeable to the real life implications that TOC brings to the table. In regard to the real world policy implications that the Tragedy of Commons brings, I believe only two solutions can reasonably be discussed for implementation, while the third is dystopian in my view. Firstly, I believe privatization of the commons is a very achievable initiative that can help solve the problem of degradation. This is due to my fears that remote bureaucrats will not be able to actively and effectively initiate change because they are naturally less accountable than the men/women who privately own resources and is of the private individuals’ best interest to be accountable as it affects their profits and financial freedoms.
Further, I believe more of a communal type of ownership could work to elevating degradation. In addition, I believe this only works if it is molded on a capitalist incentive on profit gaining and cost reduction. This would cause a collective of owners to be more responsible and efficient. The possibility of this solution to the TOC is seen as some parts of Japan host examples of successful communal fishing communities. (Feeny et al., 1990).
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