BAUDL 08-09


Capitalism K


Capitalism Kritik

1Capitalism Kritik


21nc – alternative energy link


31nc - impact


41nc - impact


51nc - impact


61nc - Alternative


71nc Link – environmental justice


8Link – Hegemony


9Link – single issue environmentalism


10Link – economic collapse


11Link – invcentives


12Impact – genocide


13Impact – poverty


14Impact - extinction


15Link – Brownfields


16alternative- solves environment


17Neg:  Framework


18A2:  permutation


19A2: Revolution -> violence


20A2: capitalism Inevitable


21***Aff***


22Aff: Framework


232ac – environmental justice


242ac – environmental justice


25Alternative Bad


26Capitalism is inevitable


27Reform Good/Perm


28Capitalism Good:  War


29Capitalism Good: environment




1nc – alternative energy link

The affirmative’s proposal for alternative energy is  complicit with the system of capitalism that fuels global inequality – by refusing to question capitalism, the aff simply helps sustain a violent economic system that breeds exclusion and poverty.  

Trainer 07 (Senior Lecturer, School of Social Work, University of New South Wales (Ted, Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain A Consumer Society, pg. 125-126)

The core “limits to growth” claim is that the huge global problems we are facing cannot be solved in a society that is driven by obsession with high rates of production and consumption, affluent living standards, market forces, the profit motive and economic growth. The resource demand generated by this society is the direct cause of ecological destruction, Third World poverty, resource depletion, conflict and  social breakdown. These problems cannot be solved unless we move to simpler lifestyles, more self-sufficient and cooperative ways, and a very different economy.  Chapter 11 will detail what many see as “The Simpler Way.” Again energy depletion is only one of the alarming problems we are running into, and our limits to growth predicament would still exist even if renewble energy  sources could provide all the energy we need. Indeed the more energy we get our  hands on, the more enthusiastically we will dig up minerals, log forests, mine the sea  floors, dam rivers, develop cities, clear land, travel, and buy.  There are two major faults built into our society causing the main problems facing the planet. The first is the obsession with affluent living standards and economic growth, i.e., the insistence on high and ever-increasing levels of production and consumption. The second fault is allowing competition within the market to be the  major determinant of what is done in our society.  10.1. FAULT 1: WE ARE FAR BEYOND SUSTAINABLE LIMITS  TO PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION  Following are some of the most forceful limits-to-growth arguments.  • Rich countries, with about one-fifth of the world’s people, are consuming about three-quarters of the world’s resource production. Our per capita consumption of assets like oil is about 15 to 20 times that of the poorest half of the world’s people. World population will probably stabilise around 9 billion, somewhere after 2060. If all those people were to have the present Australian per capita resource consumption, then annual world production of resources would have to be eight to ten times as great as it is now. If we tried to raise present world production to that level by 2060, we would by then have completely exhausted all probably recoverable resources of one third of the basic mineral items we use. All probably recoverable resources of coal, oil, gas, tar sand oil, shale oil, and uranium (via burner reactors) would have been exhausted by 2050 (Trainer, 1985, Chapters 4 and 5).  • Petroleum appears to be especially limited. As was noted at the start of Chapter 1, a number of geologists have concluded that world oil supply will probably peak by 2010 and be down to half that level by 2025–30, with big price increases soon after the peak. None of the limits-to-growth themes is as potentially terminal in the short term for consumer society. • If all 9 billion people were to use timber at the rich-world per capita rate, we would need 3.5 times the world’s present forest area. If all 9 billion were to have a rich-world diet, which takes about 0.5 ha of land to produce, we would need 4.5billion ha of food-producing land. But there is only 1.4 billion ha of cropland in use today, and this is not likely to increase.  • Recent “Footprint” analysis (Wachernagel and Rees, 1996) estimates that it probably takes 7􏰀ha of productive land to provide water, energy settlement area and food for one person living in Australia. The US figure is close to 12 ha. So if 9 billion people were to live as we do in rich countries, we would need about 70 billion ha of productive land. But that is about 10 times all the available productive land on the planet.  • As was explained in Chapter 1, the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that if the carbon dioxide content of the atmosphere is to be kept to sensible levels, and carbon use was shared equally among the world’s people, then rich-world per capita carbon release would probably have to be reduced to somewhere under 5% of the present amount.  These are some of the main limits to growth arguments which lead to the conclusion that there is no possibility of all people rising to anywhere near the living standards we take for granted today in rich countries. We can only live the way we do because we are taking and rapidly using up most of the scarce resources, and preventing most of the world’s people from having anything like a fair share. Therefore we cannot morally endorse our affluent way of life. We must accept the need to move to far less resource-expensive ways. Few people seem to grasp the magnitude of the required reductions. 

1nc - impact

It is impossible to solve ecological destruction within the system of capitalism because it prioritizes profit over all else.  This system is the root cause of all environmental problems and ensures the inevitable obliteration of humanity and the earth.  Minimal changes like the plan only strengthen this destructive system and mask its violence.
 John Bellamy Foster, Editor monthly review , 07 [The Ecology of destruction]

It is a characteristic of our age that global ecological devastation seems to overwhelm all other problems, threatening the survivability of life on earth as we know it. How this is related to social causes and what social solutions might be offered in response have thus become the most pressing questions facing humanity. The world has so far convened two major earth summits: in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in 1992 and Johannesburg, South Africa in 2002. These summits took place a mere ten years apart. Yet, they can be seen as lying in the dividing line separating one historical period from another, revealing the contradictions of an entire century—the twenty-first.   …continued…  The Destruction of the Planet  In the almost five years that have elapsed since the second earth summit it has become increasingly difficult to separate the class and imperial war inherent to capitalism from war on the planet itself. At a time when the United States is battling for imperial control of the richest oil region on earth, the ecology of the planet is experiencing rapid deterioration, marked most dramatically by global warming. Meanwhile, neoliberal economic restructuring emanating from the new regime of monopoly-finance capital is not only undermining the economic welfare of much of humanity, but in some regions is removing such basic ecological conditions of human existence as access to clean air, drinkable water, and adequate food. Ecologists who once warned of the possibility of future apocalypse now insist that global disaster is on our doorstep. 

Bill McKibben, author of The End of Nature, declared in his article “The Debate is Over” in the November 17, 2005, issue of Rolling Stone magazine that we are now entering the “Oh Shit” era of global warming. At first, he wrote, there was the “I wonder what will happen?” era. Then there was the “Can this really be true?” era. Now we are in the Oh Shit era. We now know that it is too late to avert global disaster entirely. All we can do is limit its scope and intensity. Much of the uncertainty has to do with the fact that “the world...has some trapdoors—mechanisms that don’t work in straightforward fashion, but instead trigger a nasty chain reaction.”6In his book, The Revenge of Gaia, influential scientist James Lovelock, best known as the originator of the Gaia hypothesis, has issued a grim assessment of the earth’s prospects based on such sudden chain reactions.7 Voicing the concerns of numerous scientists, Lovelock highlights a number of positive feedback mechanisms that could—and in his view almost certainly will—amplify the earth warming tendency. The destructive effect of increasing global temperatures on ocean algae and tropical forests (on top of the direct removal of these forests) will, it is feared, reduce the capacity of the oceans and forests to absorb carbon dioxide, raising the global temperature still further. The freeing up and release into the atmosphere of enormous quantities of methane (a greenhouse gas twenty-four times as potent as carbon dioxide) as the permafrost of the arctic tundra thaws due to global warming, constitutes another such vicious spiral. Just as ominous, the reduction of the earth’s reflectivity as melting white ice at the poles is replaced with blue seawater is threatening to ratchet-up global temperatures.8 
In Lovelock’s cataclysmic view, the earth has probably already passed the point of no return and temperatures are destined to rise eventually as much as 8° C (14° F) in temperate regions. The human species will survive in some form, he assures us. Nevertheless he points to “an imminent shift in our climate towards one that could easily be described as Hell: so hot, so deadly that only a handful of the teeming billions now alive will survive.”9 He offers as the sole means of partial salvation a massive technical fix: a global program to expand nuclear power facilities throughout the earth as a limited substitute to the carbon-dioxide emitting fossil fuel economy. The thought that such a Faustian bargain would pave its own path to hell seems scarcely to have crossed his mind.Lovelock’s fears are not easily dismissed. James Hansen, who did so much to bring the issue of global warming to world attention, has recently issued his own warning. In an article entitled “The Threat to the Planet” (New York Review of Books, July 13, 2006), Hansen points out that animal and plant species are migrating throughout the earth in response to global warming—though not fast enough in relation to changes in their environments—and that alpine species are being “pushed off the planet.” We are facing, he contends, the possibility of mass extinctions associated with increasing global temperature comparable to earlier periods in the earth’s history in which 50 to 90 percent of living species were lost.  The greatest immediate threat to humanity from climate change, Hansen argues, is associated with the destabilization of the ice sheets in Greenland and Antarctica. A little more than 1° C (1.8° F) separates the climate of today from the warmest interglacial periods in the last half million years when the sea level was as much as sixteen feet higher. Further, increases in temperature this century by around 2.8° C (5° F) under business as usual could lead to a long term rise in sea level by as much as eighty feet, judging by what happened the last time the earth’s temperature rose this high—three million years ago. “We have,” 
1nc - impact

Hansen says, “at most ten years—not ten years to decide upon action but ten years to alter fundamentally the trajectory of greenhouse gas emissions”—if we are to prevent such disastrous outcomes from becoming inevitable. One crucial decade, in other words, separates us from irreversible changes that could produce a very different world. The contradictions of the entire Holocene—the geological epoch in which human civilization has developed—are suddenly being revealed in our time.10 
In the Oh shit era, the debate, McKibben says, is over. There is no longer any doubt that global warming represents a crisis of earth-shaking proportions. Yet, it is absolutely essential to understand that this is only one part of what we call the environmental crisis. The global ecological threat as a whole is  made up of a large number of interrelated crises and problems that are confronting us simultaneously. In my 1994 book, The Vulnerable Planet, I started out with a brief litany of some of these, to which others might now be added:  Overpopulation, destruction of the ozone layer, global warming, extinction of species, loss of genetic diversity, acid rain, nuclear contamination, tropical deforestation, the elimination of climax forests, wetland destruction, soil erosion, desertification, floods, famine, the despoliation of lakes, streams, and rivers, the drawing down and contamination of ground water, the pollution of coastal waters and estuaries, the destruction of coral reefs, oil spills, overfishing, expanding landfills, toxic wastes, the poisonous effects of insecticides and herbicides, exposure to hazards on the job, urban congestion, and the depletion of nonrenewable resources.11
The point is that not just global warming but many of these other problems as well can each be seen as constituting a global ecological crisis. Today every major ecosystem on the earth is in decline. Issues of environmental justice are becoming more prominent and pressing everywhere we turn. Underlying this is the fact that the class/imperial war that defines capitalism as a world system, and that governs its system of accumulation, is a juggernaut that knows no limits. In this deadly conflict the natural world is seen as a mere instrument of world social domination. Hence, capital by its very logic imposes what is in effect a scorched earth strategy. The planetary ecological crisis is increasingly all-encompassing, a product of the destructive uncontrollability of a rapidly globalizing capitalist economy, which knows no law other than its own drive to exponential expansion.  Transcending Business as Usual  Most climate scientists, including Lovelock and Hansen, follow the IPCC in basing their main projections of global warming on a socioecnomic scenario described as “business as usual.” The dire trends indicated are predicated on our fundamental economic and technological developments and our basic relation to nature remaining the same. The question we need to ask then is what actually is business as usual? What can be changed and how fast? With time running out the implication is that it is necessary to alter business as usual in radical ways in order to stave off or lessen catastrophe.   Yet, the dominant solutions—those associated with the dominant ideology, i.e., the ideology of the dominant class—emphasize minimal changes in business as usual that will somehow get us off the hook. After being directed to the growing planetary threats of global warming and species extinction we are told that the answer is better gas mileage and better emissions standards, the introduction of hydrogen-powered cars, the capture and sequestration of carbon dioxide emitted in the atmosphere, improved conservation, and voluntary cutbacks in consumption. Environmental political scientists specialize in the construction of new environmental policy regimes, embodying state and market regulations. Environmental economists talk of tradable pollution permits and the incorporation of all environmental factors into the market to ensure their efficient use. Some environmental sociologists (my own field) speak of ecological modernization: a whole panoply of green taxes, green regulations, and new green technologies, even the greening of capitalism itself. Futurists describe a new technological world in which the weight of nations on the earth is miraculously lifted as a result of digital “dematerialization” of the economy. In all of these views, however, there is one constant: the fundamental character of business as usual is hardly changed at all.Indeed, what all such analyses intentionally avoid is the fact that business as usual in our society in any fundamental sense means the capitalist economy—an economy run on the logic of profit and accumulation. Moreover, there is little acknowledgement or even appreciation of the fact that the Hobbesian war of all against all that characterizes capitalism requires for its fulfillment a universal war on nature. In this sense new technology cannot solve the problem since it is inevitably used to further the class war and to increase the scale of the economy, and thus the degradation of the environment. Whenever production dies down or social resistance imposes barriers on the expansion of capital the answer is always to find new ways to exploit/degrade nature more intensively. To quote Pontecorvo’s Burn!, “that is the logic of profit....One builds to make money and to go on making it or to make more sometimes it is necessary to destroy.”  Ironically, this destructive relation of capitalism to the environment was probably understood better in the nineteenth century—at a time when social analysts were acutely aware of the issue of revolutionary changes taking place in the mode of production and how this was transforming the human relation to nature. As a result, environmental sociologists of the more radical stamp in the United States, where the contradiction between economy and ecology nowadays is especially acute, draw heavily on three interrelated ideas derived from Marx and the critique of capitalist political economy dating back to the nineteenth century: (1) the treadmill of production, (2) the second contradiction of capitalism, and (3) the metabolic rift. 
The first of these, the treadmill of production, describes capitalism as an unstoppable, accelerating treadmill that constantly increases the scale of the throughput of energy and raw materials as part of its quest for profit and accumulation, thereby pressing on the earth’s absorptive capacity. “Accumulate, Accumulate!” Marx wrote, “that is Moses and the prophets!” for capital.12 
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The second of these notions, the second contradiction of capitalism, is the idea that capitalism, in addition to its primary economic contradiction stemming from class inequalities in production and distribution, also undermines the human and natural conditions (i.e, environmental conditions) of production on which its economic advancement ultimately rests. For example, by systematically removing forests we lay the grounds for increasing scarcities in this area—the more so to the extent that globalization makes this contradiction universal. This heightens the overall cost of economic development and creates an economic crisis for capitalism based on supply-side constraints on production.13
The third notion, the metabolic rift, suggests that the logic of capital accumulation inexorably creates a rift in the metabolism between society and nature, severing basic processes of natural reproduction. This raises the issue of the ecological sustainability—not simply in relation to the scale of the economy, but also even more importantly in the form and intensity of the interaction between nature and society under capitalism.14
1nc - Alternative

Thus, the alternative – Reject the affirmative to refuse the violent logic of capitalism.   

Rejecting capitalism is crucial to opening up new the possibility of a new, better world.  Only complete refusal, not piecemeal reform, can prevent otherwise inevitable slavery and extinction. 

Herod 04 (James, http://site.www.umb.edu/faculty/salzman_g/Strate/GetFre/4thEd/4-index.htm, Getting Free, 4th Edition)
It is time to try to describe, at first abstractly and later concretely, a strategy for destroying capitalism. This strategy, at its most basic, calls for pulling time, energy, and resources out of capitalist civilization and putting them into building a new civilization. The image then is one of emptying out capitalist structures, hollowing them out, by draining wealth, power, and meaning out of them until there is nothing left but shells. This is definitely an aggressive strategy. It requires great militancy, and constitutes an attack on the existing order.
 The strategy clearly recognizes that capitalism is the enemy and must be destroyed, but it is not a frontal attack aimed at overthrowing the system, but an inside attack aimed at gutting it, while simultaneously replacing it with something better, something we want. Thus capitalist structures (corporations, governments, banks, schools, etc.) are not seized so much as simply abandoned. Capitalist relations are not fought so much as they are simply rejected. We stop participating in activities that support (finance, condone) the capitalist world and start participating in activities that build a new world while simultaneously undermining the old. We create a new pattern of social relations alongside capitalist relations and then we continually build and strengthen our new pattern while doing every thing we can to weaken capitalist relations. In this way our new democratic, non-hierarchical, non-commodified relations can eventually overwhelm the capitalist relations and force them out of existence. This is how it has to be done. This is a plausible, realistic strategy. To think that we could create a whole new world of decent social arrangements overnight, in the midst of a crisis, during a so-called revolution, or during the collapse of capitalism, is foolhardy. Our new social world must grow within the old, and in opposition to it, until it is strong enough to dismantle and abolish capitalist relations. Such a revolution will never happen automatically, blindly, determinably, because of the inexorable, materialist laws of history. It will happen, and only happen, because we want it to, and because we know what we’re doing and know how we want to live, and know what obstacles have to be overcome before we can live that way, and know how to distinguish between our social patterns and theirs. But we must not think that the capitalist world can simply be ignored, in a live and let live attitude, while we try to build new lives elsewhere. (There is no elsewhere.) There is at least one thing, wage-slavery, that we can’t simply stop participating in (but even here there are ways we can chip away at it). Capitalism must be explicitly refused and replaced by something else. This constitutes War, but it is not a war in the traditional sense of armies and tanks, but a war fought on a daily basis, on the level of everyday life, by millions of people. It is a war nevertheless because the accumulators of capital will use coercion, brutality, and murder, as they have always done in the past, to try to block any rejection of the system. They have always had to force compliance; they will not hesitate to continue doing so. Nevertheless, there are many concrete ways that individuals, groups, and neighborhoods can gut capitalism, which I will enumerate shortly. We must always keep in mind how we became slaves; then we can see more clearly how we can cease being slaves. We were forced into wage-slavery because the ruling class slowly, systematically, and brutally destroyed our ability to live autonomously. By driving us off the land, changing the property laws, destroying community rights, destroying our tools, imposing taxes, destroying our local markets, and so forth, we were forced onto the labor market in order to survive, our only remaining option being to sell, for a wage, our ability to work. It’s quite clear then how we can overthrow slavery. We must reverse this process. We must begin to reacquire the ability to live without working for a wage or buying the products made by wage-slaves (that is, we must get free from the labor market and the way of living based on it), and embed ourselves instead in cooperative labor and cooperatively produced goods. Another clarification is needed. This strategy does not call for reforming capitalism, for changing capitalism into something else. It calls for replacing capitalism, totally, with a new civilization. This is an important distinction, because capitalism has proved impervious to reforms, as a system. We can sometimes in some places win certain concessions from it (usually only temporary ones) and win some (usually short-lived) improvements in our lives as its victims, but we cannot reform it piecemeal, as a system. Thus our strategy of gutting and eventually destroying capitalism requires at a minimum a totalizing image, an awareness that we are attacking an entire way of life and replacing it with another, and not merely reforming one way of life into something else. Many people may not be accustomed to thinking about entire systems and social orders, but everyone knows what a lifestyle is, or a way of life, and that is the way we should approach it. The thing is this: in order for capitalism to be destroyed millions and millions of people must be dissatisfied with their way of life. They must want something else and see certain existing things as obstacles to getting what they want. It is not useful to think of this as a new ideology. It is not merely a belief-system that is needed, like a religion, or like Marxism, or Anarchism. Rather it is a new prevailing vision, a dominant desire, an overriding need. What must exist is a pressing desire to live a certain way, and not to live another way. If this pressing desire were a desire to live free, to be autonomous, to live in democratically controlled communities, to participate in the self-regulating activities of a mature people, then capitalism could be destroyed. Otherwise we are doomed to perpetual slavery and possibly even to extinction. 
1nc Link – environmental justice
The affirmative’s attempt to balance urban ecological redevelopment and economic profit ultimately dooms poor communities to marginalization – within the horizon of capitalism in Oakland, profits will always take precedence over meaningful social change, ensuring that the rich reap the benefits while the poor get poorer.  
Corina McKendry, Department of Politics, University of California, Santa Cruz 08 [“Competing for Green Neoliberalism and the rise of sustainable cities”]
Only a handful of authors have used the above framework to examine urban sustainability programs, and none have looked specifically at these policies in cities in the United States. After studying sustainable city programs in Britain, Australia and elsewhere, these scholars argue that urban greening represents the latest form of urban entrepreneurialism, particularly in post-industrial cities where green technology and business are seen as offering a competitive advantage as traditional industries move elsewhere. While, Jonas, and Gibbs, for example, use sustainability projects in Manchester and Leeds in the United Kingdom to illustrate their assertion that even if a particular government or political leader does hold a genuine commitment to environmentalism, “governing for sustainability at the urban scale is consistently undermined by place competition and the limited fiscal and political opportunities for the local state to pursue alternative economic development strategies.” Whitehead, in his examination of Stoke-On-Trent and the Black Country urban region of the UK reaches a similar conclusion. Whitehead provides an overview of the application of regulation theory to questions of ecology. He then argues that the “sustainable city” can be “understood as part of the wider regularization (or normalization) of the socio-ecological contradictions of capitalist urbanization.” As such, “the sustainable city represents an economic space within which the social, economic and ecological contradictions of capitalism are being managed and strategically addressed.” He doubts, however, that this attempt at regularizing the ecological contradictions of capitalism will satisfactorily address issues of sustainability. …continued…Oakland’s attempt to combine environmental sustainability goals with social justice priorities has the potential to challenge neoliberalism’s deprioritization of issues of poverty and distribution. However, there are at least two major limitations to this effort, both of which highlight problems with the ecological modernizationist framework under which Oakland’s environmental programs operate. The first limitation emerges when there is tension between economic priorities and calls for environmental justice. The second reflects the limited transformative potential of ecological modernization. 
As a city with relatively high unemployment, a higher than average crime rate, and social services that have been significantly weakened by the retrenchment of the welfare state, economic growth is understandably a top priority for Oakland leaders. However, in some key instances there are notable tensions between Oakland’s attempt to spur economic growth and its proclaimed commitment to issues of social and environmental justice. For example, a top priority of city officials and local business is to expand shipping traffic through the Maritime Port of Oakland. However, environmental justice advocates have raised significant concerns regarding the health impacts of port expansion on poor communities located near the facilities. Though port policy continues to be debated in Oakland, so far the city’s prioritization of port growth illuminates a concern mentioned by critics of ecological modernization, namely that even if governments are genuinely interested in finding ways to marry economic growth and environmental protection, if the two are in conflict economic priorities will trump environmental and social concerns. The promotion of “green collar jobs” is another example of the limits of ecological modernization. The idea that people who have limited job skills and education should receive training to install solar panels, etc. holds at least two important assumptions that need to be critically examined. The first assumption is that proponents of ecological modernization are correct and a widespread greening of the economy will occur. The second is that this training will lead to a noteworthy improvement in the economic well-being of the country’s poor. Right now a widespread greening of the economy, though in no way assured, seems like a possibility. As such, making sure that people from disadvantaged groups will be able to fill jobs that may be created because of this change is laudable.  However, like ecological modernization more broadly, the transformative potential of green collar jobs may be quite limited. There is little reason to believe that without more radical state intervention in terms of minimum wage, the provision of benefits, etc. that these jobs will prove adequate to raise people out of poverty. If the increasing polarization of the U.S. economy over the past decades is any indication, the well-paying jobs of a greener economy will be held by those who hold them now – people with access to the advanced skills and education most in demand by the high-tech economy. Yet despite this, in the context of neoliberalism’s exacerbation of inequality and urban entrepreneurialism’s replacement of the Keynesian welfare functions of the local state, investment in green collar jobs seems to be one of the more progressive policies on the table.
Link – Hegemony

Capitalism makes  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1American hegemony violent imperialism.  It authorizes genocidal violence and results in hostility and conflict, which fuel global war.  The impact is extinction.  

Foster, co-editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, 2k3 [John, “The new Age of Imperialism,” Monthly Review 55.3] 

At the same time, it is clear that in the present period of global hegemonic imperialism the United States is geared above all to expanding its imperial power to whatever extent possible and subordinating the rest of the capitalist world to its interests. The Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea Basin represent not only the bulk of world petroleum reserves, but also a rapidly increasing proportion of total reserves, as high production rates diminish reserves elsewhere. This has provided much of the stimulus for the United States to gain greater control of these resources—at the expense of its present and potential rivals. But U.S. imperial ambitions do not end there, since they are driven by economic ambitions that know no bounds. As Harry Magdoff noted in the closing pages of The Age of Imperialism in 1969, "it is the professed goal" of U.S. multinational corporations "to control as large a share of the world market as they do of the United States market," and this hunger for foreign markets persists today. Florida-based Wackenhut Corrections Corporation has won prison privatization contracts in Australia, the United Kingdom, South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and the Netherlands Antilles ("Prison Industry Goes Global," www.futurenet.org, fall 2000).Promotion of U.S. corporate interests abroad is one of the primary responsibilities of the U.S. state. Consider the cases of Monsanto and genetically modified food, Microsoft and intellectual property, Bechtel and the war on Iraq. It would be impossible to exaggerate how dangerous this dual expansionism of U.S. corporations and the U.S. state is to the world at large. 

As Istvan  Meszaros observed in 2001 in Socialism or Barbarism, theU.S. attempt to seize global control, which is inherent in the workings of capitalism and imperialism, is now threatening humanity with the "extreme violent rule of the whole world by one hegemonic imperialist country on a permanent basis...an absurd and unsustainable way of running the world order."* This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means , and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed.  Rather than generatinga new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts.
 The greatest hope in these dire circumstances lies in a rising tide of revolt from below , both in the United States and globally. The growth of the antiglobalization movement, which dominated the world stage for nearly two years following the events in Seattle in November 1999, was succeeded in February 2003 by the largest global wave of antiwar protests in human history. Never before has the world's population risen up so quickly and in such massive numbers in the attempt to stop an imperialist war. The new age of imperialism is also a new age of revolt.

The Vietnam Syndrome, which has so worried the strategic planners of the imperial order for decades, now seems not only to have left a deep legacy within the United States but also to have been coupled this time around with an Empire Syndrome on a much more global scale--something that no one really expected. This more than anything else makes it clear that the strategy of the American ruling class to expand the American Empire cannot possibly succeed in the long run, and will prove to be its own--we hope not the world's—undoing.
Link – single issue environmentalism

Single-issue environmental movments fail to address capitalism – must have structural change in political economy
Simon, Monthly Review, 08 [John, Ecology The Moment of Truth—An Introduction]
Such rational reorganization of the metabolism between nature and society needs to be directed not simply at climate change but also at a whole host of other environmental problems. Some of these are addressed in the present issue: the geopolitics of peak oil (John Bellamy Foster), the production of biofuels as a liquid fuel alternative and its consequences (Fred Magdoff), the economics of climate change (Minqi Li), the science of climate change (John W. Farley), the ocean crisis (Brett Clark and Rebecca Clausen), the problem of large dams (Rohan D’Souza), and the world water crisis (Maude Barlow). Other ecological crises of great importance are not, however, dealt with here: species extinction (and loss of biological diversity in general), deforestation, desertification, soil degradation, acid rain, the proliferation of toxic wastes (including in living tissues), market-regulated biotechnology, urban congestion, population growth, and animal rights. 

No single issue captures the depth and breadth of what we call “the environmental problem,” which encompasses all of these ecological contradictions of our society and more. If we are facing a “moment of truth” with respect to ecology today, it has to do with the entire gamut of capitalism’s effects on natural (and human) reproduction. Any attempt to solve one of these problems (such as climate change) without addressing the others is likely to fail, since these ecological crises, although distinct in various ways, typically share common causes. 

In our view, only a unified vision that sees human production as not only social, but also rooted in a metabolic relation to nature, will provide the necessary basis to confront an ecological rift that is now as wide as the planet. Such a unified vision is implicit in the articles included in this issue. A more explicit treatment of the political aspects of this struggle will appear in a second special issue of Monthly Review on ecology (meant to complement this one) to be published this coming fall.

Link – economic collapse

Fear of economic crisis are exploited to prevent radical social change.  These fears are not objective, but make sense only if we take for granted the logic of capitalism.

ŽIŽEK, 1997 [Slavoi, “MULTICULTURALISM, OR, THE CULTURAL LOGIC OF MULTINATIONAL CAPITALISM,”NEW LEFT REVIEW #224, P.45-47]
Today, financial crisis is a permanent state of things the reference to which legitimizes the demands to cut social spending, health care, support of culture and scientific research, in short, the dismantling of the welfare state. Is, however, this permanent crisis really an 

objective feature of our socio-economic life? Is it not rather one of the effects of the shift of balance in the ‘class struggle’ towards Capital, resulting from the growing role of new technologies as well as from the direct internationalization of Capital and the co- 

dependent diminished role of the Nation-State which was further able to impose certain minimal requirements and limitations to exploitation? In other words, the crisis is an ‘objective fact’ if and only if one accepts in advance as an unquestionable premise the 

inherent logic of Capital—as more and more left-wing or liberal parties have done. We are thus witnessing the uncanny spectacle of social-democratic parties which came to power with the between-the-lines message to Capital ‘we will do the necessary job for you in an even more efficient and painless way than the conservatives’. The problem, of course, is that, in today’s global socio-political circumstances, it is practically impossible effectively to call into question the logic of Capital: even a modest social-democratic 

attempt to redistribute wealth beyond the limit acceptable to the Capital ‘effectively’ leads to economic crisis, inflation, a fall in revenues and so on. Nevertheless, one should always bear inmind how the connection between ‘cause’ (rising social expenditure) and 

‘effect’ (economic crisis) is not a direct objective causal one: it is always-already embedded in a situation of social antagonism and struggle. The fact that, if one does not obey the limits set by Capital, a crisis ‘really follows’, in no way ‘proves’ that the necessity of these limits is an objective necessity ofeconomic life. It should rather be conceived as a proof of the privileged position Capital holds in the economic and political struggle, as in the situation where a stronger partner threatens that if you do X, you will be punished by Y, and then, upon your doing X, Y effectively ensues.

Link – invcentives

lack of government regulation means companies fraudulently use tax credits to increase their bottom line.
Bachram, Research associate at Transnational Institute Project, 04 [Heidi " Climate Fraud and Carbon Colonialism: The New Trade in Greenhouse Gases," Capitalism Nature Socialism, Volume 15, Number 4, http://www.carbontradewatch.org/pubs/cns.pdf]

While many hundreds of millions of dollars are being invested in setting up emissions trading schemes all over the world (the UK government alone has spent UK £215 million on its trial trading scheme), virtually no resources are being channeled into their regulation. This imbalance can only lead to an emissions market danger ously reliant upon the integrity of corporations to file accurate reports of emissions levels, and reductions. In practice, corporations such as PricewaterhouseCoopers are acting as both accountants for and consultants to polluting firms, and as verifiers of emission reduction projects. Some entrepreneurial firms such as CH2M Hill and ICF Consulting are also offering consultancy and brokerage as well as verification services. These potential conflicts of interest were at the heart of scandals relating to Enron and Arthur Andersen, who were both pioneers in emissions trading.

Opportunities for fraud abound as the poorly regulated emissions markets develop. This is inevitable in the laissez-faire environment in which emissions trading is conducted. In the first year of the UK’s trial emissions trading scheme in 2002, Environmental Data Services (ENDS) exposed the main corporations involved in the scheme as having defrauded the system. They found that three chemical corporations had been given over £93 million in “incentives” by the UK government for their combined commitments to reduce pollution by participating in the voluntary trading scheme. However, the corporations had already achieved their promised reductions under separate compulsory EU-wide regulations. ENDS estimated that one corporation, DuPont, could make a further £7 million from the market value of the “carbon” credits generated.9 Therefore the corporations had received millions of UK taxpayers’ money for doing nothing. This was only highlighted by the indepen-dent work of the ENDS service inasmuch as no government monitoring of the schemerevealed these instances of fraud. No subsequent action was taken by the government to respond to these revelations.
Impact – genocide

Capitalism makes mass genocide inevitable—extinction is inevitable within this system.

Internationalist Perspective 2000
“Capitalism and Genocide,” http://www.geocities.com/wageslavex/capandgen.html 

            Mass death, and genocide, the deliberate and systematic extermination of whole groups of human beings, have become an integral part of the social landscape of capitalism in its phase of decadence. Auschwitz, Kolyma, and Hiroshima are not merely the names of discrete sites where human beings have been subjected to forms of industrialized mass death, but synecdoches for the death-world that is a component of the capitalist mode of production in this epoch. In that sense, I want to argue that the Holocaust, for example, was not a Jewish catastrophe, nor an atavistic reversion to the barbarism of a past epoch, but rather an event produced by the unfolding of the logic of capitalism itself. Moreover, Auschwitz, Kolyma, and Hiroshima are not "past", but rather futural events, objective-real possibilities on the Front of history, to use concepts first articulated by the Marxist philosopher Ernst Bloch. The ethnic cleansing which has been unleashed in Bosnia and Kosovo, the genocide of the Tutsis in Rwanda, the mass death to which Chechnya has been subjected, the prospect for a nuclear war on the Indian sub-continent, are so many examples of the future which awaits the human species as the capitalist mode of production enters a new millenium. Indeed, it is just such a death-world that constitutes the meaning of one pole of the historic alternative which Rosa Luxemburg first posed in the midst of the slaughter inflicted on masses of conscripts during World War I: socialism or barbarism!


Impact – poverty
Capitalism ensures continual poverty, inequality and exploitation – the fact that the majority of people in the world live in these conditions cannot be separated from the normal, everyday functioning of the  economic system.  
Magdoff, editor monthly review magazine, 03  [Harry, “Approaching socialism”]
There is a logical connection between capitalism’s achievements and its failures. The poverty and misery of a large mass of the world’s people is not an accident, some inadvertent byproduct of the system, one that can be eliminated with a little tinkering here or there. The fabulous accumulation of wealth—as a direct consequence of the way capitalism works nationally and internationally—has simultaneously produced persistent hunger, malnutrition, health problems, lack of water, lack of sanitation, and general misery for a large portion of the people of the world.   The difficult situation of so much of humanity partly occurs because the economic system does not produce full employment. Instead, capitalism develops and maintains what Marx called the reserve army of labor—a large sector of the population that lives precariously, sometimes working, sometimes not. These workers might be needed seasonally, at irregular times, when there is a temporary economic boom, for the military, or not at all. In the wealthy countries, members of the reserve army of the unemployed and underemployed are generally the poorest, living under difficult conditions including homelessness. Their very existence maintains a downward pressure on wages for the lower echelons of workers. (For a full discussion, see Fred Magdoff & Harry Magdoff, “Disposable Workers,” Monthly Review, April 2004.)   In the countries of capitalism’s periphery there are several factors at work that maintain such large numbers of people in miserable circumstances. Part of the story is the wealth extracted from the countries of the periphery when repatriated profits exceed new investments and natural resources are exploited for the wealthy core countries. Also, banks push loans on countries resulting in even more extraction of wealth from the periphery through a system of debt peonage. More and more, the people of the periphery serve as participants in the reserve army of labor for capital from abroad as well as for their own capitalists. The labor forces of many former colonies were created purposefully by breaking up their societies and their way of living. One way this was accomplished was to require that a tax be paid, compelling people to join the money economy. The change from traditional land tenure patterns to one based on private ownership was another way colonial powers undermined the conditions of peasant communities. And as many people are pushed from the land and into urban slums in the periphery, there are not sufficient jobs to absorb the workers, creating a huge humanitarian crisis.5 Additionally, the power that goes along with wealth allows the manipulation of the political and legal system to benefit continued accumulation at the expense of the sharing or redistribution that might have occurred in more “primitive” societies.  The wealth of the rich countries at the center of the capitalist system depends heavily to this day on the extraction of resources and riches from the periphery. …continues…   Capitalism, through a variety of mechanisms—from outright robbery and colonial domination in the early years to the imperialist relations in its more mature version—continues to reproduce the wealth of the core and the underdevelopment of the periphery. It also continues to produce and reproduce a class structure in each country—including a servile ruling class in the periphery with their foreign bank accounts and faith in U.S. military force.  The production and continual reproduction of a class structure, with an always present reserve army of labor means that there will always be significant inequality under capitalism. Hierarchy and classes mean that differences prevail at every level and with a large overwhelming number of people with little to no effective power. The distribution of wealth in the United States indicates the extent of inequality. The bottom 80 percent of the people own less than half the wealth that is owned by the top 1 percent, and the bottom 40 percent of households own 0.3 percent of the total wealth (table 1).  Differences also persist between regions of countries and among different ethnic groups. For example, in 2002 the average family net worth of whites ($88,000) was eleven times greater than for Hispanics and fourteen times that of blacks (“Wealth gap among races widens in recession,” Associated Press, October 18, 2004). While only 13 percent of white families had zero or negative net worth, close to one-third of black and Hispanic families had no net wealth. Average family incomes of blacks and Hispanics in 2000 were approximately half that of whites. And significantly fewer black males are in the labor force than their white counterparts—67 versus 74 percent participation rates, respectively (2005 Economic Report of the President, http://www.gpoaccess.gov/eop/). Little needs to be said about the huge difference in national wealth between the highly developed capitalist countries and those in the periphery. While the average developed country’s per capita GDP is approximately $30,000, it is around $6,000 in Latin America and the Caribbean, $4,000 in North Africa, and $2,000 in sub-Saharan Africa. But these numbers hide the worst of the problems, because per capita GDP in Haiti is $1,600, in Ethiopia it is $700, and in six countries in sub-Saharan Africa average per capita income is $600 or less. The wealthy countries with 15 percent of the world’s population produce 80 percent of its GDP. On the other hand, the poorest countries with close to 40 percent of the world’s population produce only 3 percent of its wealth.

Impact Calculus

Do not give in to the impulse to prioritize survival over meaningful social change.  Capitalism exploits this move in a way that authorizes the most vicious and unspeakable violence imaginable.  Ironically, it is just the urge to pursue survival in the face of everything decent that puts all life on earth on the brink of extinction.

Cook, Prof. of Phil. Univ. Windsor, 2006 [Deborah, “STAYING ALIVE: ADORNO AND HABERMAS ON SELF-PRESERVATION UNDER LATE CAPITALISM,” Rethinking Marxism, 18(3):433-447] 

In the passage in Negative Dialectics where he warns against self-preservation gone wild, Adorno states that it is “only as reflection upon … self-preservation that reason would be above nature” (1973, 289). To rise above nature, then, reason must become “cognizant of its own natural essence” (1998b, 138). To be more fully rational, we must reflect on  what Horkheimer and Adorno once called our underground history (1972, 231). In other words, we must recognize that our behavior is motivated and shaped by instincts, including the instinct for self-preservation (Adorno 1998a, 153). In his lectures on Kant, Adorno makes similar remarks when he summarizes his solution to the problem of self-preservation gone wild. To remedy this problem, nature must first become conscious of itself (Adorno 2000, 104). Adopting the Freudian goal of making the unconscious conscious, Adorno also insists that this critical self-understanding be accompanied by radical social, political, and economic changes that would bring to a halt the self-immolating domination of nature. This is why mindfulness of nature is necessary but not sufficient to remedy unbridled self-preservation. In the final analysis, society must be fundamentally transformed in order rationally to accommodate instincts that now run wild owing to our forgetfulness of nature in ourselves. 

By insisting on mindfulness of nature in the self, Adorno champions a form of rationality that would tame self-preservation, but in contrast to Habermas, he thinks that the taming of self-preservation is a normative task rather than an accomplished fact.  Because self-preservation remains irrational, we now encounter serious environmental problems like those connected with global warming and the greenhouse effect, the depletion of natural resources, and the death of more than one hundred regions in our oceans. Owing to self- preservation gone wild, we have colonized and destabilized large parts of the world, adversely affecting the lives of millions, when we have not simply enslaved or murdered their inhabitants outright. Famine and disease are often the result of ravaging the land in the name of survival imperatives. Wars are waged in the name of self-preservation: with his now notoriously invisible weapons of mass destruction, Saddam Hussein was said to represent a serious threat to the lives of citizens in the West. The war against terrorism, waged in the name of self-preservation, has seriously undermined human rights and civil liberties; it has also been used to justify the murder, rape, and torture of thousands As it now stands, the owners of the means of production ensure our survival through profits that, at best, only trickle down to the poorest members of society. Taken in charge by the capitalist economy, self-preservation now dictates that profits increase exponentially to the detriment of social programs like welfare and health care. In addition, self- preservation has gone wild because our instincts and needs are now firmly harnessed to commodified offers of satisfaction that deflect and distort them. Having surrendered the task of self-preservation to the economic and political systems, we remain in thrall to untamed survival instincts that could well end up destroying not just the entire species, but all life on the planet.
Link – Brownfields 

The aff’s greening of Brownfields occurs within the framework of capitalism, which prioritizes profit over people.  Even the best, most well formulated policies are doomed not only to fail, but to harm the communities they try to serve by allowing the rich to reap the benefits of redevelopment while displacing and marginalizing the poor.  

Corina McKendry, Department of Politics, University of California, Santa Cruz 08 [“Competing for Green Neoliberalism and the rise of sustainable cities”]
Chicago’s self-proclaimed goal of becoming the “greenest city in America” has unabashedly been an economic as well as an environmental policy. This can be seen in the mission statement of the city’s Department of the Environment. The DOE’s mission is “to protect human health and the environment, improve the urban quality of life, and promote economic development.” As an economic policy, Chicago’s urban greening has been quite successful. As it has transformed itself into a green city, Chicago’s conference industry has boomed to over $9 billion a year, tens of thousands of new jobs have been added to the Chicago economy, and the city’s population has grown by 100,000. From the benefits to business of the $145 million dollar Millennium Park to retrofitting buildings for energy efficiency, for city officials “success [is] clearly defined in economic terms—whether it’s reducing the cost of city operations or increasing the tax base by attracting new businesses and the residents who will work there.” This is not to say that Mayor Daley and city officials do not have a genuine commitment to environmentalism. Rather, it is important to recognize that the discursive framework in which this concern has been successfully articulated is that of the win-win premise of ecological modernization. 

Many of the programs Chicago has undertaken are archetypal examples of urban entrepreneurialism. Luxury housing in the inner city has lured professionals in from the suburbs, public-private partnerships and cooperative efforts between the city and business are the environmental policy tools of choice, and significant public investment has been used to encourage private development of high end consumption (such as the conference industry).  Again, this is not to say that Chicago’s environmental accomplishments are not significant; indeed they are. Efforts to reduce the city’s energy use are reducing greenhouse gas emissions as well as saving the city, its residents and its businesses money. The expansion and greening of open space provides quality of life benefits for all residents of the city. 

However, the greening of Chicago also faces limitations that hint at problems with urban entrepreneurialism as a framework for environmental politics. One of the most important is the issue of social equity, particularly in affordable housing. One of the proclaimed success stories of Chicago’s urban greening is its brownfields redevelopment program. Urban infill and reclaiming unused land can provide significant environmental benefits through providing housing that is accessible to public transportation and other city services. In Chicago, however, there is evidence that the city has used browfields redevelopment and other urban renewal programs to destroy housing for poor residents and replace it with higher end complexes. Because there is no clear definition of what constitutes a “blighted” or “underutilized” property, public housing can often be destroyed under this rubric. Furthermore, unlike some cities Chicago does not offer a legal guarantee that those who are displaced by redevelopment will be provided with new ousing. As such, Chicago's "displacement problem [is] among the worst nationwide.” Furthermore, even for those who are fortunate enough to receive replacement housing, this can “expand the injustices, due to issues of displacement of families from their homes to ‘better’ housing and ‘cleaner’ environments. ‘Better’ housing, such as the Cabrini Green housing project … has stripped families of their identities and their relationships in the name of improved living conditions.” One of the oft-noted features of urban entrepreneurialism is the prioritization of business needs over social issues and redistribution. Chicago, in its use of urban greening as a tool of urban entrepreneurialism, also illustrates this tendency. The apparent success of Chicago’s sustainability program, therefore, needs to be seen within the context of the limitations of urban entrepreneurialism as a development strategy, particularly as it fails to address issues of social equity. 
alternative- solves environment

A Revolutionary break with capitalism and a transition to a different economic formation is THE ONLY HOPE for saving the planet from certain environmental destruction.

John Bellamy Foster, Editor monthly review  , 07 [The Ecology of destruction]

Pontecorvo’s film Burn! about revolution in the Caribbean reaches its climax in the year 1848, a revolutionary year in real-world history. In 1848 Marx famously observed in his speech on free trade: “You believe perhaps, gentlemen, that the production of coffee and sugar is the natural destiny of the West Indies. Two centuries ago, nature, which does not trouble herself about commerce, had planted neither sugar cane nor coffee trees there.”18 Much of what we take as natural is the product of capitalism. Indeed, we are brought up believing that capitalist market relations are more natural, more incontrovertible, than anything within nature. It is this way of thinking that we have to break with if we are to restore our relation to the earth: if we are to invert the metabolic rift. The only answer to the ecology of destruction of capitalism is to revolutionize our productive relations in ways that allow for a metabolic restoration. But this will require a break with capitalism’s own system of “socio-metabolic reproduction,” i.e. the logic of profit.19
What such a revolutionary break with today’s business as usual offers is of course no guarantee but the mere possibility of social and ecological transformation through the creation of a sustainable, egalitarian (and socialist) society. Lovelock’s “revenge of Gaia”—what Frederick Engels, in the nineteenth century called the “revenge” of nature, now writ large on a planetary scale—will not be automatically overcome simply through a rupture with the logic of the existing system.20 Yet, such a rupture remains the necessary first step in any rational attempt to save and advance human civilization. Burn is no longer an island; it stands for the entire world, which is heating up before our eyes. 

At the end of Pontecorvo’s film José Dolores is killed, but his revolutionary spirit lives on. The strategy of destroying nature to enslave humanity, we are led to believe, will not work forever. Today Latin America is reawakening to the revolutionary spirit of Bolivar and Che—a spirit that has never perished. But we now know—what was seldom understood before—that a revolutionary transformation of society must also be a revolutionary restoration of our metabolic relation to nature: equality and sustainability must coevolve if either is to emerge triumphant. And if we are to survive.

Neg:  Framework

Our interpretation is that debate is a space where we, as intellectuals, can question and interrogate systems of power and domination in order to disrupt their function – you should vote negative in order to endorse our project of breaking down capitalism - 
They breed political passivity – teaching us merely to debate about government policy silences the question of what we can and should do to concretely change our world and makes us believe that government is the solution to all our problems.  When we learn to think this way, we loose our spark for political activism.   

Political utility outweighs theoretical considerations – debate being fair is unimportant compared to the question of whether or not we can concretely change the world – they should quit whining about debate being fair, and start doing something meaningful to actually change things.  None of us are going to become government workers so we should focus on becoming active citizens.  Our alternative actually changes things, whereas they just talk about what should be changed.  
We provide the best education – their type of education merely teaches us about government policy, whereas we allow for critical thinking over real world ideas of what we can do.  The type of individual we provide teaches us not just to analyze what course of action we should take, but to think deeper about how we got into the problems we need to solve in the first place.  This is better since we learn to question our assumptions, which is more politically and personally useful.  

The debate is still fair – they should be prepared to question the assumption they make about the world because they choose to make them.  Criticizing capitalism is a predictable test of incentives as a mechanism to solve environmental problems, which they should be able to defend. 
A2:  permutation

It is impossible to sufficiently reform capitalism—we much change course. 

Foster, Clark, and York, 08 (John Bellamy Foster, editor of Monthly Review and professor of sociology at the University of Oregon. Brett Clark, assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University. Richard York, coeditor of Organization & Environment and associate professor of sociology at the University of Oregon. “Ecology: The Moment of Truth - An Introduction.” July 2008. http://www.monthlyreview.org/080701foster-clark-york.php)

According to environmentalist Lester Brown in his Plan B 3.0, “We are crossing natural thresholds that we cannot see and violating deadlines that we do not recognize. Nature is the time keeper, but we cannot see the clock....We are in a race between tipping points in the earth’s natural systems and those in the world’s political systems. Which will tip first?”6 As the clock continues to tick and little is accomplished it is obvious that the changes to be made have to be all the more sudden and massive to stave off ultimate disaster. This raises the question of more revolutionary social change as an ecological as well as social necessity.Yet, if revolutionary solutions are increasingly required to address the ecological problem, this is precisely what the existing social system is guaranteed not to deliver. Today’s environmentalism is aimed principally at those measures necessary to lessen the impact of the economy on the planet’s ecology without challenging the economic system that in its very workings produces the immense environmental problems we now face. What we call “the environmental problem” is in the end primarily a problem of political economy. Even the boldest establishment economic attempts to address climate change fall far short of what is required to protect the earth—since the “bottom line” that constrains all such plans under capitalism is the necessity of continued, rapid growth in production and profits.
Compromise will only mask imperialistic capitalism—all out struggle is the only hope. 

Hardt and Negri 2000 (Michael, PhD In Comparative Literature from U Washington and Antonio, Professor @ U of Paris, “Empire”)

Even though their critiques of imperialism and capitalist expansion are often presented in strictly quantitative, economic terms, the stakes for Marxist theorists are primarily political. This does not mean that the economic calculations (and the critiques of them) should not be taken seriously; it means, rather, that the economic relationships must be considered as they are really articulated in the historical and social context, as part of political relations of rule and domination.[17] The most important political stake for these authors in the question of economic expansion is to demonstrate the ineluctable relationship between capitalism and imperialism. If capitalism and imperialism are essentially related, the logic goes, then any struggle against imperialism (and the wars, misery, impoverishment, and enslavement that follow from it) must also be a direct struggle against capitalism. Any political strategy aimed at reforming the contemporary configuration of capitalism to make it nonimperialist is vain and naive because the core of capitalist reproduction and accumulation necessarily implies imperialist expansion. Capital cannot behave otherwise-this is its nature. The evils of imperialism cannot be confronted except by destroying capitalism itself.

A2: Revolution -> violence

A SOCIAL REVOLUTION WOULD NOT LEAD TO WAR- THE WORKING CLASS CAN PROVIDE THE NECESSARY CONDITIONS FOR A PEACEFUL REVOLUTION. 

TUCKER, PROFESSOR OF POLITICS AT PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, 70  [ROBERT C, THE MARXIANREVOLUTIONARYIDEA,P.141] 

The notion that world communist revolution can continue under peaceful international conditions is a post-Stalinist innovation in Soviet party doctrine . At the Twentieth Party Congress in 1956, the Leninist-Stalinist thesis on the inseparability of imperialism and wars was finally revised; wars were declared to be avoidable calamities in the nuclear age; and the novel idea was put forward that international peace and coexistence might prove propitious for the further spread of communist revolution. "Socialist revolution is not necessarily connected with war," proclaimed the new Soviet Party Program in this connection. "Although both world wars, which were started by the imperialists, culminated in socialist revolutions, revolutions are quite feasible without war." This proposition was accompanied by the thesis—also promulgated at the Twentieth Party Congress—that a communist revolution can, and if possible should, take place by a peaceful parliamentary path. Under favorable conditions, asserted the Party Program, the working class can win a solid majority in parliament, transform it from a tool serving the class interests of the bourgeoisie into an instrument serving the working people, launch a broad mass struggle outside parliament, smash the resistance of the reactionary forces, and provide the necessary conditions for a peaceful socialist revolution.

A2: capitalism Inevitable

Capitalism is not inevitable.

Kovel 2 (Joel, Professor of Social Studies at Bard College, The Enemy of Nature, p. 115-16)
For example, it is a commonly held opinion that capitalism is an innate and therefore inevitable outcome for the human species. If this is the case, then the necessary path of human evolution travels from the Olduvai Gorge to the New York Stock Exchange, and to think of a world beyond capital is mere baying at the moon. It only takes a brief reflection to demolish the received understanding. Capital is certainly a potentiality for human nature, but, despite all the efforts of ideologues to argue for its natural inevitability, no more than this. For if capital were natural, why has it only occupied the last 500 years of a record that goes back for hundreds of thousands? More to the point, why did it have to be imposed through violence wherever it set down its rule? And most importantly, why does it have to be continually maintained through violence, and continuously re-imposed on each generation through an enormous apparatus of indoctrination? Why not just let children be the way they want to be and trust that they will turn into capitalists and workers for capitalists — the way we let baby chicks be, knowing that they will reliably grow into chickens if provided with food, water and shelter? Those who believe that capital is innate should also be willing to do without police, or the industries of culture, and if they are not, then their arguments are hypocritical. But this only sharpens the questions of what capital is, why the path to it was chosen, and why people would submit to an economy and think so much of wealth in the first place? These are highly practical concerns. It is widely recognized, for example, that habits of consumption in the in¬dustrial societies will have to be drastically altered if a sustainable world is to be achieved. This means, however that the very pattern of human needs will have to be changed, which means in turn that the basic way in which we inhabit nature will have to be changed. We know that capital forcibly indoctrinates people to resist these changes, but only a poor and superficial analysis would stop here and say nothing further about how this works and how it came about. Capital’s efficient causation of the ecological crisis establishes it as the enemy of nature. But the roots of the enmity still await exploration.
***Aff***

Aff: Framework

Our interpretation of debate is that the affirmative team must defend either the status quo or a different policy option – they cannot run critical arguments that are based on individual action.  This is a voting issue and reason to reject their argument because it destroys the structure of debate:

First:  Predictability – debating government policy is implied in the format of the activity and is the only predictable interpretation for what debate is because its based in the topic – debate is about policy education and not individual change as proven by the resolution.  Allowing them to debate any individual form is activism is unpredictable because there are an infinite number of forms of social change they can advocate for – the only way we can be prepared to debate them is if we stick to debating what the government should or should do. This undermines fairness by exploding the amount of research we can do and allowing them to make the entire 1ac irrelevant by saying we should focus on individual change.  
Second:  Politics -  our interpretation provides the best education -  Our interpretation ensures education about enacting policies.This is important for policy advocacy and learning about the political process.  It teaches us to be politically engaged citizens who are interested in changing government policy and motivated for activism.  Their interpretations means we never learn about what we should or shouldn’t change in the real world.  

Third: education -    Debaate about policy encourages critical thinking skills based on delving into a single topic for a sustained period of time – if they can change the topic and method of debate every time, there is no way we can every learn how to analyze the costs and benefits of policies.  Its like reading an encyclopedia – we may get a lot of nice information out of their form of debate, but we never learn how to think critically about that knowledge since its always new.  
2ac – environmental justice

Capitalist environmental policies aren’t purely evil; rather, they have mixed effects based on their context– their idea the every capitalist policy should be rejected ignores that we have the power to influence the course of how policies are implemented, dooming environmental reform that helps thousands of people. 
Corina McKendry, Department of Politics, University of California, Santa Cruz 08 [“Competing for Green Neoliberalism and the rise of sustainable cities”]
As with many studies of neoliberalism, the above authors offer a rather “monolithic and functionalist conception… of neoliberalization as an undifferentiated global behemoth, running on autopilot or guided by some invisible hand.” This kind of analysis fails to recognize the agency of people to challenge neoliberal logic even as they are forced to work within the very real structural limitations of globalization. As will be argued below, urban greening must be understood both as a form of urban entrepreneurialism and as importantly influenced by other logics and phenomenon, particularly transmunicipal cooperation and struggles for environmental justice. Second, existing research on urban greening as a form of urban entrepreneurialism and capitalist regulation are unsatisfactory in their dismissal of the possibility of any substantive environmental improvements emerging from urban environmental programs. In the face of growing evidence that cities are indeed taking on important environmental challenges in concrete ways, dismissing these policies because they are forms of neoliberalism is less illuminating than analyzing how neoliberalism has both enabled and constrained urban greening. Before attempting to offer a more nuanced analysis of the relationship between local sustainability initiatives and neoliberalism though case studies of four U.S. cities, two more theoretical frameworks that are crucial to understanding urban greening need to be examined. These frameworks are ecological modernization theory and environmental justice. One of the weaknesses in much of the scholarship on neoliberalism is to see neoliberalism as not only ubiquitous, but also monolithic. In critiquing neoliberalism’s very real and problematic implications for social justice, distribution of resources and wealth, democracy, etc. many scholars implicitly reject all policies tainted with neoliberalism’s dirty fingers. Unfortunately, this can lead to an unsatisfactory analysis of politics and policies that, though they are operating within the constraints of a neoliberal framework, may have important benefits to people or the planet. In this essay I have attempted to offer a more nuanced understanding of the importance of neoliberalism, especially in its relationship to environmental policy in the United States. In particular, I have argued that the changes in environmental policy and discourse that have accompanied neoliberalism have encouraged the rise and rapid proliferation of urban sustainability initiatives. These policies are important and have the potential to transform the relationship of the city to the natural world and reduce the ecological footprint of major urban areas. However, because these policies have been formulated within the context of neoliberalism, they are constrained by limitations of the market-oriented, urban entrepreneurial policy alternatives that are acceptable within the neoliberal global economy. As such the questions of social justice and equity that neoliberalism fails to answer remain equally problematic within green urban entrepreneurialism. Furthermore, though urban sustainability projects in the United States are in many ways manifestations of “actually existing neoliberalism,” there is reason to believe that other factors also have an important influence on how and why cities embrace sustainability. Social movement pressure, growing public concern for environmental issues, and a genuine commitment by local officials to reduce their city’s environmental impact must also be considered. As Raco argues in his examination of British New Labour’s 2003 Sustainable Communities proposal and its implementation, urban sustainability programs are “not simply a neoliberal agenda that has been played out in a particular way. [They are] constituted from a number of rationalities, some of which can be defined as neoliberal, some of which are drawn from other intellectual, political, and ethical traditions.” In other words, sustainability projects may be hybrids of neoliberal urban entrepreneurialism, progressive attempts to tame the destructive tendencies of capitalist production and consumption, responses to calls for environmental justice, and part of a growing transmunicipal social movement to address pressing global issues. The extent to which any one of these is the predominant driving force in a city’s adoption of sustainability needs to be determined empirically, with an eye both to the constraints created by neoliberal globalization and the ways that social actors maintain agency within the framework of neoliberalism to shape their social and ecological surroundings. 
2ac – environmental justice 

Oakland Proves our argument – the effort the environmental justice movement in the Bay has empirically succeeded in making a real impact on people in our community.  Their wholesale rejection of our environmental reform dooms thousands to poverty and despair.  

Corina McKendry, Department of Politics, University of California, Santa Cruz 08 [“Competing for Green Neoliberalism and the rise of sustainable cities”]
Oakland, California offers a somewhat different take on the relationship between neoliberalism and local sustainability initiatives. This city has tried more than most to combine social and environmental justice goals with urban greening and economic growth. Though Oakland’s environmentalism tends to be overshadowed by its more eccentric neighbors, San Francisco and Berkeley, the city has taken notable steps towards becoming more sustainable. Oakland’s major sustainability policy document, the Sustainable Community Development Initiative, was approved by the Oakland city council in late 1998. The Initiative’s stated goal is to incorporate sustainable practices into the city’s economic development programs, its employment and adult education services, housing development and building, and city operations. The program provides voluntary guidelines for green building, strategies for reducing solid waste, plans to attract green businesses to the city, and strategies for improving energy efficiency. In each of these areas, the city has made some degree of progress. For example, Oakland has become a leader in alternative energy, receiving a greater percentage of its energy from renewable sources than any other large city in the United States. 
Many of Oakland’s environmental efforts are tied to economic development. Though this has included high end “green” condos and urban infill projects that have been challenged on distributive grounds, the city also has a number of environmental programs aimed specifically at benefiting the city’s low income population. Oakland’s long history of social and environmental justice activism has been instrumental in ensuring that environmental justice issues are included in the city’s development programs. One example of a program that is attempting to combine economic opportunity for poor people in the city with environmental goals is the “green collar jobs” program. After significant organizing by local non-profits, in June 2007 the city council allocated $250,000 to begin this program, the purpose of which is to train low-income youth to install solar panels, retrofit buildings for energy efficiency, and fill other technical jobs created by the greening of the economy. Similarly, in the summer of 2005, Oakland established a California Youth Energy Services (CYES) program to train local youth to provide medium-low income residents free energy conservation services and hardware. In addition to providing several young people summer jobs, the first year of the program was estimated to have saved Oakland residents $146,530 in reduced energy bills. 

Alternative Bad

The alternative is hopeless--ideological changes will never spill over and even if they do, ideas alone are inadequate to change society. 
Lewis 94 (Martin, lecturer in international history and interim director of the program in International Relations at Stanford University, Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism, Page 11-12) 

Many eco-radicals hope that a massive ideological campaign can transform popular perceptions, leading both to a fundamental change in lifestyles and to large-scale social reconstruction. Such a view is highly credulous. The notion that continued intellectual hectoring will eventually result in a mass conversion to environmental monasticism (Roszak 1979:2891-marked by vows of poverty and nonprocreation-is difficult to accept. While radical views have come to dominate many environmental circles, their effect on the populace at large has been minimal. Despite the greening of European politics that recently gave stalwarts considerable hope, the more recent green plunge suggests that even the European electorate lacks commitment to environmental radicalism. In the United States several decades of preaching the same ecoradical gospel have had little appreciable effect; the public remains, as before, wedded to consumer culture and creature comforts. The stubborn hope that nonetheless continues to inform green extremism stems from a pervasive philosophical error in radical environmentalism. As David Pepper (1989) shows, most eco-radical thought is mired in idealism: in this case the belief that the roots of the ecological crisis lie ultimately in ideas about nature and humanity. As Dobson (1990:37) puts it: "Central to the theoretical canon of Green politics is the belief that our social, political, and economic problems are substantially caused by our intellectual relationship with the world" (see also Milbrath 1989:338). If only such ideas would change, many aver, all would be well. Such a belief has inspired the writing of eloquent jeremiads; it is less conducive to designing concrete strategies for effective social and economic change. It is certainly not my belief that ideas are insignificant or that attempting to change others' opinions is a futile endeavor. If that were true I would hardly feel compelled to write a polemic work of this kind. But I am also convinced that changing ideas alone is insufficient. Widespread ideological conversion, even if it were to occur, would hardly be adequate for genuine social transformation. Specific policies must still be formulated, and specific political plans must be devised if those policies are ever to be realized. 
The alternative is inherently totalitarian—a transition away from capitalism would kill millions. 

Rockwell, 08 [Llewellyn, president of the Ludwig von Mises Institute, Everything You Love You Owe to Capitalism, 5/17, http://mises.org/story/2982]

Whatever the specifics of the case in question, socialism always means overriding the free decisions of individuals and replacing that capacity for decision making with an overarching plan by the state. Taken far enough, this mode of thought won't just spell an end to opulent lunches. It will mean the end of what we all know as civilization itself. It would plunge us back to a primitive state of existence, living off hunting and gathering in a world with little art, music, leisure, or charity. Nor is any form of socialism capable of providing for the needs of the world's six billion people, so the population would shrink dramatically and quickly and in a manner that would make every human horror ever known seem mild by comparison. Nor is it possible to divorce socialism from totalitarianism, because if you are serious about ending private ownership of the means of production, you have to be serious about ending freedom and creativity too. You will have to make the whole of society, or what is left of it, into a prison. In short, the wish for socialism is a wish for unparalleled human evil. If we really understood this, no one would express casual support for it in polite company. It would be like saying, you know, there is really something to be said for malaria and typhoid and dropping atom bombs on millions of innocents.
Capitalism is inevitable

Capitalism is totally inevitable—the left only looks crazy when they focus on Marxism over practical reforms. 

Wilson, 2000 – Author of many books including ‘The Myth of Political Correctness’ – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 7- 10)

Socialism is dead. Kaput. Stick a fork in Lenin's corpse. Take the Fidel posters off the wall. Welcome to the twenty-first century. Wake up and smell the capitalism. I have no particular hostility to socialism. But nothing can kill a good idea in America so quickly as sticking the "socialist" label on it. The reality in America is that socialism is about as successful as Marxist footwear (and have you ever seen a sickle and hammer on anybody's shoes?). Allow your position to be defined as socialist even if it isn't (remember Clinton's capitalist health care plan?), and the idea is doomed. Instead of fighting to repair the tattered remnants of socialism as a marketing slogan, the left needs to address the core issues of social justice. You can form the word socialist from the letters in social justice, but it sounds better if you don't. At least 90 percent of America opposes socialism, and 90 percent of America thinks "social justice" might be a good idea. Why alienate so many people with a word? Even the true believers hawking copies of the Revolutionary Socialist Worker must realize by now that the word socialist doesn't have a lot of drawing power. In the movie Bulworth, Warren Beatty declares: "Let me hear that dirty word: socialism!" Socialism isn't really a dirty word, however; if it were, socialism might have a little underground appeal as a forbidden topic. Instead, socialism is a forgotten word, part of an archaic vocabulary and a dead language that is no longer spoken in America. Even Michael Harrington, the founder of the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA), didn't use the word socialism in his influential book on poverty, The Other America. The best reason for the left to abandon socialism is not PR but honesty. Most of the self-described "socialists" remaining in America don't qualify as real socialists in any technical sense. If you look at the DSA (whose prominent members include Harvard professor Cornel West and former Time columnist Barbara Ehrenreich), most of the policies they urge-a living wage, universal health care, environmental protection, reduced spending on the Pentagon, and an end to corporate welfare-have nothing to do with socialism in the specific sense of government ownership of the means of production. Rather, the DSA program is really nothing more than what a liberal political party ought to push for, if we had one in America. Europeans, to whom the hysteria over socialism must seem rather strange, would never consider abandoning socialism as a legitimate political ideology. But in America, socialism simply isn't taken seriously by the mainstream. Therefore, if socialists want to be taken seriously, they need to pursue socialist goals using nonsocialist rhetoric. Whenever someone tries to attack an idea as "socialist" (or, better yet, "communist"), there's an easy answer: Some people think everything done by a government, from Social Security to Medicare to public schools to public libraries, is socialism. The rest of us just think it's a good idea. (Whenever possible, throw public libraries into an argument, whether it's about good government programs or NEA funding. Nobody with any sense is opposed to public libraries. They are by far the most popular government institutions.) If an argument turns into a debate over socialism, simply define socialism as the total government ownership of all factories and natural resources--which, since we don't have it and no one is really arguing for this to happen, makes socialism a rather pointless debate. Of course, socialists will always argue among themselves about socialism and continue their internal debates. But when it comes to influencing public policy, abstract discussions about socialism are worse than useless, for they alienate the progressive potential of the American people. It's only by pursuing specific progressive policies on nonsocialist terms that socialists have any hope in the long term of convincing the public that socialism isn't (or shouldn't be) a long-dead ideology.

Reform Good/Perm

Moderate reforms that attract broad support are the only way to save the environment. 

Lewis 94 (Martin, lecturer in international history and interim director of the program in International Relations at Stanford University, Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism, Page 250-251)  

In conclusion, environmentalism's challenge must be more than to criticize society and imagine a blissful alternative. On the contrary, the movement must devise realistic plans and concrete strategies for avoiding ecological collapse and for reconstructing an ecologically sustainable economic order. To do so will entail working with, not against, society at large. The best hope I see is through a new alliance of moderates from both the left and the right-a coalition in which moderate conservatives continue to insist on efficiency and prudence, and where liberals forward an agenda aimed at social progress and environmental protection, but in which both contingents are willing to compromise in the interests at a common nation and, ultimately, a common humanity. The environmental reforms necessary to ensure planetary survival will require the forging of such a broad-ranging political consensus- By thwarting Its development, eco-radicalism undermines our best chance at salvaging the earth-offering instead only the peace of mind that comes from knowing that one's own ideology is ecologically and politically pure.  It is time for the environmental movement to recognize such thinking for the fantasy that it is. We must first relinquish our hopes for utopia if we really wish to save the earth. Promethean Environmentalism is not simply a watered down, compromised form of the radical doctrine. Although its concrete proposals and its philosophical positions are consistently at odds with those of eco-radicalism (see the appendix), its ultimate purpose is in fact the same: to return the surface of the earth to life, to life in all its abundance, diversity, and evolutionary potential. Prometheans maintain, however, that for the foreseeable future we must actively manage the planet to ensure the survival of as much biological diversity as possible. 
Capitalism Good:  War

Studies prove that globalization and capitalism lessen the frequency and intensity of war. 

Griswold, 05 (Daniel, director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at Cato, “Peace on earth? Try free trade among men”, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)

As one little-noticed headline on an Associated Press story recently reported, "War declining worldwide, studies say." According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, the number of armed conflicts around the world has been in decline for the past half century. In just the past 15 years, ongoing conflicts have dropped from 33 to 18, with all of them now civil conflicts within countries. As 2005 draws to an end, no two nations in the world are at war with each other. The death toll from war has also been falling. According to the AP story, "The number killed in battle has fallen to its lowest point in the post-World War II period, dipping below 20,000 a year by one measure. Peacemaking missions, meanwhile, are growing in number." Those estimates are down sharply from annual tolls ranging from 40,000 to 100,000 in the 1990s, and from a peak of 700,000 in 1951 during the Korean War. Many causes lie behind the good news -- the end of the Cold War and the spread of democracy, among them -- but expanding trade and globalization appear to be playing a major role. Far from stoking a "World on Fire," as one misguided American author has argued, growing commercial ties between nations have had a dampening effect on armed conflict and war, for three main reasons. First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high. Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war. Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. 

Capitalism encourages international cooperation that fosters peace. 

Bandow, 05 (Doug, Senior Fellow at Cato, “Spreading Capitalism is Good for Peace”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193)

In a world that seems constantly aflame, one naturally asks: What causes peace? Many people, including U.S. President George W. Bush, hope that spreading democracy will discourage war. But new research suggests that expanding free markets is a far more important factor, leading to what Columbia University's Erik Gartzke calls a "capitalist peace." It's a reason for even the left to support free markets. The capitalist peace theory isn't new: Montesquieu and Adam Smith believed in it. Many of Britain's classical liberals, such as Richard Cobden, pushed free markets while opposing imperialism. But World War I demonstrated that increased trade was not enough. The prospect of economic ruin did not prevent rampant nationalism, ethnic hatred, and security fears from trumping the power of markets. An even greater conflict followed a generation later. Thankfully, World War II left war essentially unthinkable among leading industrialized - and democratic - states. Support grew for the argument, going back to Immanual Kant, that republics are less warlike than other systems. Today's corollary is that creating democracies out of dictatorships will reduce conflict. This contention animated some support outside as well as inside the United States for the invasion of Iraq. But Gartzke argues that "the 'democratic peace' is a mirage created by the overlap between economic and political freedom." That is, democracies typically have freer economies than do authoritarian states. Thus, while "democracy is desirable for many reasons," he notes in a chapter in the latest volume of Economic Freedom in the World, created by the Fraser Institute, "representative governments are unlikely to contribute directly to international peace." Capitalism is by far the more important factor. The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches. Free-flowing capital markets and other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict. Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve foreign policy ends. Positive economic trends are not enough to prevent war, but then, neither is democracy. It long has been obvious that democracies are willing to fight, just usually not each other. Contends Gartzke, "liberal political systems, in and of themselves, have no impact on whether states fight." In particular, poorer democracies perform like non-democracies. He explains: "Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels." Gartzke considers other variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences. Although the causes of conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains. 

Capitalism Good: environment

Capitalism is key to environmental sustainability—wealth generates environmental protections. 

Taylor, 03 (Jerry, Director of natural resource studies at Cato, “Happy Earth Day? Thank Capitalism”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3073) 

Indeed, we wouldn't even have environmentalists in our midst were it not for capitalism. Environmental amenities, after all, are luxury goods. America -- like much of the Third World today -- had no environmental movement to speak of until living standards rose sufficiently so that we could turn our attention from simply providing for food, shelter, and a reasonable education to higher "quality of life" issues. The richer you are, the more likely you are to be an environmentalist. And people wouldn't be rich without capitalism. Wealth not only breeds environmentalists, it begets environmental quality. There are dozens of studies showing that, as per capita income initially rises from subsistence levels, air and water pollution increases correspondingly. But once per capita income hits between $3,500 and $15,000 (dependent upon the pollutant), the ambient concentration of pollutants begins to decline just as rapidly as it had previously increased. This relationship is found for virtually every significant pollutant in every single region of the planet. It is an iron law. Given that wealthier societies use more resources than poorer societies, such findings are indeed counterintuitive. But the data don't lie. How do we explain this? The obvious answer -- that wealthier societies are willing to trade-off the economic costs of government regulation for environmental improvements and that poorer societies are not -- is only partially correct. In the United States, pollution declines generally predated the passage of laws mandating pollution controls. In fact, for most pollutants, declines were greater before the federal government passed its panoply of environmental regulations than after the EPA came upon the scene. Much of this had to do with individual demands for environmental quality. People who could afford cleaner-burning furnaces, for instance, bought them. People who wanted recreational services spent their money accordingly, creating profit opportunities for the provision of untrammeled nature. Property values rose in cleaner areas and declined in more polluted areas, shifting capital from Brown to Green investments. Market agents will supply whatever it is that people are willing to spend money on. And when people are willing to spend money on environmental quality, the market will provide it. Meanwhile, capitalism rewards efficiency and punishes waste. Profit-hungry companies found ingenious ways to reduce the natural resource inputs necessary to produce all kinds of goods, which in turn reduced environmental demands on the land and the amount of waste that flowed through smokestacks and water pipes. As we learned to do more and more with a given unit of resources, the waste involved (which manifests itself in the form of pollution) shrank. This trend was magnified by the shift away from manufacturing to service industries, which characterizes wealthy, growing economies. The latter are far less pollution-intensive than the former. But the former are necessary prerequisites for the latter. Property rights -- a necessary prerequisite for free market economies -- also provide strong incentives to invest in resource health. Without them, no one cares about future returns because no one can be sure they'll be around to reap the gains. Property rights are also important means by which private desires for resource conservation and preservation can be realized. 

Growth creates cleaner technologies that are the best hope for the environment. 

Zey, 98 [Michael, executive director of the Expansionary Institute and professor at Montclair State University School of Business, Seizing the Future, p.36-37]

Third, growth itself contains the solutions to the problems it produces. Supporting this principle is the World Bank’s 1992 report “Development and the Environment,” which blatantly states that growth is a powerful antidote to a number of ills plaguing Third World countries, including the pollution that growth supposedly generates. The report thus contends that eliminating poverty should remain the top goal of world policymakers. Although economic growth can initially lead to such problems as pollution and waste, the resulting prosperity also facilitates the developments of technologies that lead to cleaner air and water. In fact, once a nation’s per capita income rises to about $4000 in 1993 dollars, it produces less of some pollutants per capita, mainly due to the fact that it can afford technology like catalytic converters and sewage systems that treat a variety of wastes. According to Norio Yamamoto, research director of the Mitsubishi Research Institute, “We consider any kind of environmental damage to result from mismanagement of the economy.” He claims that the pollution problems of poorer regions such as Eastern Europe can be traced to their economic woes. Hence, he concludes that in order to ensure environmental safety “we need a sound economy on a global basis.” So the answer to pollution, the supposed outgrowth of progress, ought to be more economic growth. The World Bank estimated that every dollar invested in developing countries will grow to $100 in fifty years. As that happens, these countries can take all the necessary steps to invest in pollution-free cars, catalytic converters, and other pollution-free technologies, such as the cleanest of all energy sources, nuclear power.
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