AFF—A2: ECOFEM

Science is crucial to the political goals of feminism

Gross and Levitt 94 (Paul, University of Virginia, and Norman, Rutgers University, “Higher Superstition The Academic Left and Its Quarrels with Science”, the John Hopkins University Press, September 1, 1994)

If we examine feminist doctrine, for instance, we find it split, for the most part, into two camps. On the one hand, there is what is usually called “essentialist” feminism, which hews to the idea that there are indeed innate differences between the sexes in emotive and cognitive style and in ethical predisposition. Of course, it is assumed that the “feminine” side of humanity, its good side, has been cruelly neglected and suppressed, and that the purpose of feminism is to restore it to its merited preeminence. On the other hand, “antiessentialist” feminism insists that there are no innate psychological differences of any importance, and that to posit their existence is not only chimerical but invites the continued repression and exclusion of women. The grounds for this fear are obvious; myths of essential difference have provided a host of societies with their justifications for mistreating women and cruelly circumscribing their lives. Not unexpectedly, there have been attempts to synthesize these apparently conflicting views, most commonly by invoking a species of social constructivist doctrine in order to argue that while there is no congenital difference between men and women on the psychological and behavioral level, the strictures of a sexist society induce children to grow up thinking and behaving as though there were, whence women end up being more admirable in their ethical and philosophical outlook even as they are intolerably degraded. This putative reconciliation, an attempt to have it both ways, is precarious, unstable, and vulnerable to its inherent and quite obvious contradictions. (Feminist philosopher Sandra Harding’s work provides a cautionary example of the pitfalls.) Most feminists sooner or later fall to one side or the other. Unfortunately, both factions eventually run up against hard facts that are less than encouraging to them. Science, to the extent that it is the bearer of these bad tidings, becomes the focus of the resulting hostility. To consider the essentialists first, we observe that they form the subculture from which goddess worshipers and believers in a supposed golden age of matriarchy are usually drawn. Of course, insofar as science is generally hostile to superstition, it grants little encouragement to devotees of the goddess and offers a worldview by and large antagonistic to its mystical whims. Matriarchalism, by contrast, need not be overtly superstitious or antirational. However, to the extent that it relies on historical precedent, it is doomed to be disappointed by orthodox historiography, anthropology, and archaeology. There is not much that the matriarchalists can say in answer short of a retreat, acknowledged or otherwise, into the misty uncertainties of wishful thinking. 9 The case with antiessentialist feminism is more nuanced and ultimately more important. Antiessentialism is the common creed of most feminists involved in serious intellectual life in or out of the academy. The reasons for this should be fairly obvious. The doctrine of innate mental differences between the sexes holds obvious perils for women embarked on scholarly careers in a society that until recently barred them from such roles. It would be natural therefore to assume that the relevant branches of science-behavioral and cognitive psychology, neurophysiology, and so forth-are the allies and benefactors of the antiessentialists precisely because they have done so much to dispel the myths of female intellectual limitations. Because of their insights, one cannot, these days, deny the capacity of women for any kind of intellectual or creative activity without revealing oneself as an ignoramus. Paradoxically, however, this kind of science figures high on the antiessentialist-feminist enemies list. The problem is the absolutism-the totalizing inclination we spoke of above-that afflicts even the highest intellectual circles of feminism. The fact is that the behavioral sciences have given an inordinate amount of time to the question of sex differences and their origins. By and large, the notion of hard-and-fast, rigid, categorical differences has been shown up as an absurdity, which ought to give feminists all the ammunition they need for political arguments in favor of equality of opportunity.
The current political system is key to disrupt gendered power structures

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 66.

In other words, the state as a dealer in power, a wielder of weapons, an inherently violent institution is the object of suspicion and resistance by both antiliberal feminists and liberal internationalists. And, especially now, when the international system is undergoing immense change, pressures for denationalizing change—certainly discourse arguing for it- will be persistent. In the face of such pressures, I believe that feminist critics of the present state system should beware. The very fact that the state creates, condenses, and focuses political power may make it the best friend, not the enemy, of feminists—because the availability of real political power is essential to real democratic control. Not sufficient, I know, but essential. My basic premise is that political power can significantly disrupt patriarchal and class (which is to say, economic) power. It holds the potential, at least, for disrupting the patriarchal/economic oppression of those in the lower reaches of class, sex and race hierarchies. It is indisputable that, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, it has been the political power of states that has confronted the massive economic power privately constructed out of the industrial processes and has imposed obligations on employers for the welfare of workers as well as providing additional social support for the population at large. And the political tempering of economic power has been the most responsive to broad public needs in liberal democracies, where government must respond roughly to the interests of voters. Of course, this is not the whole story. The nation-states of this period have also perpetrated horrors of torture and war, have aided the development of elite-controlled industrial wealth, and have not sufficiently responded to the human needs of their less powerful constituents. But I believe it is better to try to restrain the horrors and abuses than to give up on the limits that state organized political power can bring to bear on the forms of class-based, race-based, sex-based power that consistute the greatest sources of oppression we are likely to face.
Reinforcing gender binaries hurt the feminist cause and recreate the impacts 

Butler ‘99 (Judith, Ph.D @ Yale, Maxine Elliott professor in the Rhetoric and Comparative Literature at UC Berkeley, ‘Gender Trouble’, p. 186-188)

Practices of parody can serve to reengage and reconsolidate the very distinction between a privileged and naturalized gender configuration and one that appears as derived, phantasmatic, and mimetic—a failed copy, as it were. And surely parody has been used to further a politics of despair, one which affirms a seemingly inevitable exclusion of marginal genders from the territory of the natural and the real. And yet this failure to become “real” and to embody “the natural” is, I would argue, a constitutive failure of all gender enactments for the very rea- son that these ontological locales are fundamentally uninhabitable. Hence, there is a subversive laughter in the pastiche-effect of parodic practices in which the original, the authentic, and the real are themselves constituted as effects. The loss of gender norms would have the effect of proliferating gender configurations, destabilizing substantive identity, and depriving the naturalizing narratives of compulsory heterosexuality of their central protagonists: “man” and “woman.” The parodic repetition of gender exposes as well the illusion of gender identity as an intractable depth and inner substance. As the effects of a subtle and politically enforced performativity, gender is an “act,” as it were, that is open to splittings, self-parody, self-criticism, and those hyperbolic exhibitions of “the natural” that, in their very exaggeration, reveal its fundamentally phantasmatic status. I have tried to suggest that the identity categories often presumed to be foundational to feminist politics, that is, deemed necessary in order to mobilize feminism as an identity politics, simultaneously work to limit and constrain in advance the very cultural possibilities that feminism is supposed to open up. The tacit constraints that produce culturally intelligible “sex” ought to be understood as generative political structures rather than naturalized foundations. Paradoxically, the reconceptualization of identity as an effect, that is, as produced or generated, opens up possibilities of “agency” that are insidiously fore- closed by positions that take identity categories as foundational and fixed. For an identity to be an effect means that it is neither fatally determined nor fully artificial and arbitrary. That the constituted status of identity is misconstrued along these two conflicting lines suggests the ways in which the feminist discourse on cultural construction remains trapped within the unnecessary binarism of free will and determinism. Construction is not opposed to agency; it is the necessary scene of agency, the very terms in which agency is articulated and becomes culturally intelligible. The critical task for feminism is not to establish a point of view outside of constructed identities; that conceit is the construction of an epistemological model that would disavow its own cultural location and, hence, promote itself as a global subject, a position that deploys precisely the imperialist strategies that feminism thought to criticize. The critical task is, rather, to locate strategies of subversive repetition enabled by those constructions, to affirm the local possibilities of intervention through participating in precisely those practices of repetition that constitute identity and, therefore, present the immanent possibility of contesting them.

Feminist epistemology is vague and contradictory 

Rolin 06 (Kristina is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics. Her main areas of research are philosophy of science and epistemology, with emphasis on social epistemology and feminist epistemology. She has published articles in Philosophy of Science, Social Epistemology, Perspectives on Science, and Hypatia. “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology” Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3.1 (2006)  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html) 

Sandra Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology is an ambitious and controversial attempt to argue that diversity among inquirers is an epistemic advantage to a community of inquirers. According to Harding, epistemic advantage accrues not to just any kind of diversity but to diversity with respect to the social positions of inquirers and participants in their studies. Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology advances the claim that those who are unprivileged with respect to their social positions are likely to be privileged with respect to gaining knowledge of social reality. According to Harding, unprivileged social positions are likely to generate perspectives that are "less partial and less distorted" than perspectives generated by other social positions (Harding 1991, 121; see also pages 138 and 141). I call this claim the thesis of epistemic privilege. The thesis of epistemic privilege is connected to a particular conception of objectivity, "strong objectivity," which is the view that objective research starts from the lives of unprivileged groups (Harding 1991, 150; see also page 142). Diversity with respect to social positions is beneficial for knowledge-seeking communities because there are many ways of being unprivileged. As Harding explains, "the subject of feminist knowledge – the agent of these less partial and distorted descriptions and explanations – must be multiple and even contradictory" (1991, 284). The thesis of epistemic privilege has been criticized on two grounds. One objection is that Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology does not provide any standards of epistemic justification that enable one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others. Another objection is that there is no evidence in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. These two objections are connected. As long as it is not [End Page 125] clear what standards of epistemic justification allow one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others, it is not clear either what kind of evidence we should expect in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. Let me explain each objection. The first objection is raised by Louise Antony (1993) and Helen Longino (1999). They argue that the thesis of epistemic privilege is undermined by another thesis in Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology, the thesis that all scientific knowledge is socially situated (Harding 1991, 11; see also pages 119 and 142). I call this the situated knowledge thesis (see also Wylie 2003, 31). The thesis of epistemic privilege relies on the assumption that there is a standard of impartiality that enables one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as "less partial and distorted" than others. The situated knowledge thesis seems to undermine this assumption by suggesting that all knowledge claims are partial in virtue of being grounded on a particular perspective on social reality. As Helen Longino explains, in order to argue that some socially grounded perspectives are better than others, a standpoint epistemologist would have to be able to identify privileged perspectives from a non-interested position, but according to standpoint epistemology, there is no such position (1999, 338; see also Hekman 2000, 24). Louise Antony calls the tension between the thesis of epistemic privilege and the situated knowledge thesis a "bias paradox" (1993, 188-189). In claiming that all knowledge is partial, feminist standpoint epistemology challenges the very notion of impartiality. But by undermining the notion of impartiality, feminist standpoint epistemology is in danger of losing its critical edge (Antony 1993, 189).
They say that epistemology precedes other issues—their epistemology undermines science

WALBY 2001 Sociology Department, University of Leeds (Sylvia, “Against Epistemological Chasms: The Science Question in Feminism Revisited,” Signs, Vol. 26, No. 2 (Winter, 2001), pp. 485-509, JSTOR)

Feminist standpoint epistemology and postmodern epistemology often rest on a rejection of “science” and “modernist” modes of reasoning as adequate or sufficient for feminist analysis (Harding 1986, 1991; Nicholson 1990). This rejection is not justified. The account of science in such writings is oversimplified. First, science is equated with empiricism, which is then falsely conflated with positivism (Harding 1991), the neglect of the sophisticated and diverse rold and nature of reflexive theorization. Second, science is described as monolithic (Haraway 1988), when it is actually internally divided, full of contestation, and subject to change as a result of challenges. Third, science is caricatured as absolutist, as claiming to have discovered the truth about nature and society, despite its internal debates and its continual replacement of old theories with new. Contemporary sociology and philosophy of science undermine these accounts of science as monolithic and absolutist (Quine 1960; Latour 1987, 1993). Fourth, modernist modes of reasoning are often smuggled in unrecognized through the back door (McLennan 1995), since they are actually indispensable for argumentation and in order to avoid the problem of relativism.

AFF—FASCISM TURN
Critiquing mastery over nature and ignoring the potential of state structures reinforces dangerous institutions and creates an image of apolitical liberation that only conceals fascism

STAUDENMAIER 1995 (Peter, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience,” http://www.spunk.org/texts/places/germany/sp001630/ecofasc.html)
The experience of the "green wing" of German fascism is a sobering reminder of the political volatility of ecology. It certainly does not indicate any inherent or inevitable connection between ecological issues and right-wing politics; alongside the reactionary tradition surveyed here, there has always been an equally vital heritage of left-libertarian ecology, in Germany as elsewhere.66 But certain patterns can be discerned: "While concerns about problems posed by humankind's increasing mastery over nature have increasingly been shared by ever larger groups of people embracing a plethora of ideologies, the most consistent 'pro-natural order' response found political embodiment on the radical right."67 This is the common thread which unites merely conservative or even supposedly apolitical manifestations of environmentalism with the straightforwardly fascist variety.

The historical record does, to be sure, belie the vacuous claim that "those who want to reform society according to nature are neither left nor right but ecologically minded."68 Environmental themes can be mobilized from the left or from the right, indeed they require an explicit social context if they are to have any political valence whatsoever. "Ecology" alone does not prescribe a politics; it must be interpreted, mediated through some theory of society in order to acquire political meaning. Failure to heed this mediated interrelationship between the social and the ecological is the hallmark of reactionary ecology.

As noted above, this failure most commonly takes the form of a call to "reform society according to nature," that is, to formulate some version of 'natural order' or 'natural law' and submit human needs and actions to it. As a consequence, the underlying social processes and societal structures which constitute and shape people's relations with their environment are left unexamined. Such willful ignorance, in turn, obscures the ways in which all conceptions of nature are themselves socially produced, and leaves power structures unquestioned while simultaneously providing them with apparently 'naturally ordained' status. Thus the substitution of ecomysticism for clear-sighted social-ecological inquiry has catastrophic political repercussions, as the complexity of the society-nature dialectic is collapsed into a purified Oneness. An ideologically charged 'natural order' does not leave room for compromise; its claims are absolute.

For all of these reasons, the slogan advanced by many contemporary Greens, "We are neither right nor left but up front," is historically naive and politically fatal. The necessary project of creating an emancipatory ecological politics demands an acute awareness and understanding of the legacy of classical ecofascism and its conceptual continuities with present-day environmental discourse. An 'ecological' orientation alone, outside of a critical social framework, is dangerously unstable. The record of fascist ecology shows that under the right conditions such an orientation can quickly lead to barbarism.

Environmentalist anti-humanism and the critique of rationality are only a cover for a revival of fascism

BIEHL AND STAUDENMAIER 1995 (Janet and Peter, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience,” http://www.spunk.org/texts/places/germany/sp001630/ecofasc.html)

For many such people, it may come as a surprise to learn that the history of ecological politics has not always been inherently and necessarily progressive and benign. In fact, ecological ideas have a history of being distorted and placed in the service of highly regressive ends--even of fascism itself. As Peter Staudenmaier shows in the first essay in this pamphlet, important tendencies in German "ecologism," which has long roots in nineteenth-century nature mysticism, fed into the rise of Nazism in the twentieth century. During the Third Reich, Staudenmaier goes on to show, Nazi "ecologists" even made organic farming, vegetarianism, nature worship, and related themes into key elements not only in their ideology but in their governmental policies. Moreover, Nazi "ecological" ideology was used to justify the destruction of European Jewry. Yet some of the themes that Nazi ideologists articulated bear an uncomfortably close resemblance to themes familiar to ecologically concerned people today.

As social ecologists, it is not our intention to deprecate the all-important efforts that environmentalists and ecologists are making to rescue the biosphere from destruction. Quite to the contrary: It is our deepest concern to preserve the integrity of serious ecological movements from ugly reactionary tendencies that seek to exploit the widespread popular concern about ecological problems for regressive agendas. But we find that the "ecological scene" of our time--with its growing mysticism and antihumanism--poses serious problems about the direction in which the ecology movement will go.

In most Western nations in the late twentieth century, expressions of racism and anti-immigrant sentiments are not only increasingly voiced but increasingly tolerated. Equally disconcertingly, fascist ideologists and political groups are experiencing a resurgence as well. Updating their ideology and speaking the new language of ecology, these movements are once again invoking ecological themes to serve social reaction. In ways that sometimes approximate beliefs of progressive-minded ecologists, these reactionary and outright fascist ecologists emphasize the supremacy of the "Earth" over people; evoke "feelings" and intuition at the expense of reason; and uphold a crude sociobiologistic and even Malthusian biologism. Tenets of "New Age" eco-ideology that seem benign to most people in England and the United States--specifically, its mystical and antirational strains--are being intertwined with ecofascism in Germany today. Janet Biehl�s essay explores this hijacking of ecology for racist, nationalistic, and fascist ends.
The critique of rationality and humanism obscures social forces that cause environmental collapse and breeds fascism

BIEHL AND STAUDENMAIER 1995 (Janet and Peter, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience,” http://www.spunk.org/texts/places/germany/sp001630/ecofasc.html)

What prevents ecological politics from yielding reaction or fascism with an ecological patina is an ecology movement that maintains a broad social emphasis, one that places the ecological crisis in a social context. As social ecologists, we see the roots of the present ecological crisis in an irrational society--not in the biological makeup of human beings, nor in a particular religion, nor in reason, science, or technology. On the contrary, we uphold the importance of reason, science, and technology in creating both a progressive ecological movement and an ecological society. It is a specific set of social relations--above all, the competitive market economy--that is presently destroying the biosphere. Mysticism and biologism, at the very least, deflect public attention away from such social causes. In presenting these essays, we are trying to preserve the all-important progressive and emancipatory implications of ecological politics. More than ever, an ecological commitment requires people today to avoid repeating the errors of the past, lest the ecology movement become absorbed in the mystical and antihumanistic trends that abound today.

Rejection of rationality paves the way for ecological fascism

BIEHL AND STAUDENMAIER 1995 (Janet and Peter, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience,” http://www.spunk.org/texts/places/germany/sp001630/ecofasc.html)

An ecology that is mystical, in turn, may become a justification for a nationalism that is mystical. In the New Age milieu of today, with its affinities for ecology, the ultra-right may well find the mystical component it needs to make a truly updated, modernized authoritarian nationalism. As in Germany between the two world wars, antirational cults of the New Age -- primitivistic, esoteric -- abound in both the Federal Republic and the Anglo-American world. Such antirationalism and mysticism are appealed to by the 'New' Right; as anarchist publisher Wolfgang Haug observes, "The New Right, in effect, wants above all to redefine social norms so that rational doubt is regarded as decadent and eliminated, and new 'natural' norms are established." 7

Rejection of enlightenment rationality results in fascism

BIEHL AND STAUDENMAIER 1995 (Janet and Peter, “Ecofascism: Lessons from the German Experience,” http://www.spunk.org/texts/places/germany/sp001630/ecofasc.html)

" What is clearly crucial is how an ecological politics is conceived. If the Green slogan "we are neither left nor right but up front" was ever meaningful, the emergence of an 'ecological right' defines the slogan's bankruptcy conclusively. The need for an ecological left is urgent, especially one that is firmly committed to a clear, coherent set of anticapitalist, democratic, antihierarchical views. It must have firm roots in the internationalism of the left and the rational, humanistic, and genuinely egalitarian critique of social oppression that was part of the Enlightenment, particularly its revolutionary libertarian offshoot.

" But an ecologically oriented politics must deal with biological phenomena warily, since interpretations of them can serve sinister ends. When 'respect for Nature' comes to mean 'reverence,' it can mutate ecological politics into a religion that 'Green Adolfs' can effectively use for authoritarian ends. When 'Nature,' in turn, becomes a metaphor legitimating sociobiology's 'morality of the gene,' the glories of 'racial purity,' 'love of Heimat,' 'woman equals nature,' or 'Pleistocene consciousness,' the cultural setting is created for reaction. 'Ecological' fascism is a cynical but potentially politically effective attempt to mystically link genuine concern for present-day environmental problems with time-honored fears of the 'outsider' or the 'new,' indeed the best elements of the Enlightenment, through ecological verbiage. Authoritarian mystifications need not be the fate of today's ecology movement, as social ecology demonstrates. But they could become its fate if ecomystics, ecoprimitivists, misanthropes, and antirationalists have their way."

AFF—CAPITALISM GOOD
Our plan makes capitalism better–advanced capitalism has an incentive to protect the environment

RABIN 2003 (Emily, former editor at Greenbiz.com, The Greening of American Capitalism, Sep 22, http://www.greenbiz.com/news/2003/10/27/greening-american-capitalism)
For decades the environmental movement has been characterized as being at odds or out of touch with the bedrock assumptions of U.S. capitalism. According to the common view, investors will sacrifice returns if they allow social values such as clean air and clean water to influence their investment choices. Similarly, any strengthening of environmental protections by the government will add deadweight costs to a company's bottom line, thus undercutting efficiency and dragging down general prosperity. For these and other reasons, even the simplest environmental reforms are required to run a gauntlet of dense cost-benefit calculations to win approval as sound economics.

But what if this familiar lore turns out to be dead wrong? In the realm of abstract economic analysis, the conventional logic may seem unassailable. In reality, however, companies with superior performance on environmental matters (as well as other social concerns) are producing better returns in the stock market for shareholders, partly because those companies face fewer environmental risks to their future profitability. I am not simply talking about green startup companies on the leading edge of innovation--the ones designing new solar panels. I am talking about the largest industrial corporations, from DuPont to Intel, across virtually every sector, including those sectors that are typically notorious polluters. In the bowels of capitalism, it turns out, environmental values make good business sense. 

This revelation opens an entirely different path to achieving deep change in our economic and political systems, change that is driven from within the capitalist structure by people who act collectively as investors, consumers, workers, and citizens. Government at present is captured or stymied by dominant economic interests and unable to make fundamental advances, especially in the regulatory system. Business and finance, though, can become surprisingly pliable in their strategies and business models once citizens learn to locate the precise points of leverage. The connection between financial investing and environmental progress is one such point.

Capitalism has changed—corporate profits motivate strong environmental policies

ESTY 2007 (Daniel, Hillhouse Professor at Yale, “When Being Green Puts You in the Black,” Washington Post, March 5, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/daniel-c-esty/when-being-green-puts-you_b_42704.html)

This week's announcement that two of the country's largest private equity firms, Kohlberg Kravis Roberts and Texas Pacific Group, will purchase the Dallas-based utility TXU made headlines, and not just because the $45 billion deal represents the largest private equity transaction in history. The even bigger news was the environmental dimension of the takeover proposal. It calls for scaling back construction of new coal-fired power plants, ramping up commitments to wind and solar power, supporting mandatory controls on greenhouse gas emissions and promoting energy efficiency.

One can overdo the hyperbole here, of course. Henry Kravis -- allegedly the model for the 1980s bestseller "Barbarians at the Gate" -- isn't just a Green Knight riding into the Lone Star State to save it from a polluted future. He's a smart businessman who wants to make money. And that is just the point.

This deal shows that we are in the midst of a revolution. Environmental progress no longer depends on hundreds of bureaucrats at the Environmental Protection Agency mandating what piece of pollution-control equipment will be on each smokestack. Government must continue to set standards. But the burden of innovation and technology development will shift to the private sector.

Moving from "command and control" regulations to a market approach to environmental protection means that there will be real costs for pollution -- including a price to be paid for greenhouse-gas emissions -- for every business. But these costs sharpen the economic incentives for pollution control research and development, and create big opportunities for companies that come up with solutions for society's environmental problems.

At the recent World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland, CEOs fell over one another stepping up to the issue of climate change. Companies large and small are redoubling their environmental efforts in the face of Wal-Mart's demands that its suppliers reduce waste and improve energy efficiency. Billions of dollars of venture capital are flowing into alternative energy and pollution control technology. Leading companies -- call them "WaveRiders" -- have begun to fold environmental thinking into their corporate strategies.

Times have changed—the dynamics of capitalism ensure strict environmental protections

ESTY 2007 (Daniel, Hillhouse Professor at Yale, “When Being Green Puts You in the Black,” Washington Post, March 5, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/daniel-c-esty/when-being-green-puts-you_b_42704.html)
With the prospect that carbon emissions will soon bear a price -- and perhaps an escalating one -- the decision by the new owners of TXU to steer away from a focus on carbon-intensive coal-based power makes good business sense. In fact, leading-edge companies nationwide are factoring in carbon charges and thus higher prices for burning fossil fuels into their business planning models. This new approach has several important implications. By making companies pay for every increment of pollution, society puts an economic premium on vigorous environmental effort, and forces executives to make pollution control and management of natural resources a core part of their strategy.

Companies that fail to grasp this point put themselves at competitive risk. Ford Motor Co. teeters on the edge of bankruptcy because it did not spot the public's emerging desire for more fuel-efficient and less-polluting vehicles. At the same time, Toyota reported record profits last year because it put these issues at the center of its design strategy, which includes hybrid engines, "lightweighting" of its vehicles through the use of carbon fiber and other advanced materials, and "smart systems" that use computer power to improve efficiency and performance.

The environmental imperative on business arises not just from tighter regulation, but also from the reality of higher energy costs, shortages of natural resources and pressure from environmentally oriented stakeholders, such as those who shaped the TXU deal. With energy costs rising, an expanded focus on conservation and efficiency will pay off in many areas. From high-efficiency LED lighting to smart appliances and green buildings, opportunities to link information-age technology to environmental challenges abound.
A growing number of companies are finding their business plans pinched by limits imposed by nature. For example, Coca-Cola's ability to sell soft drinks depends on access to water, something that cannot be taken for granted in markets such as India. Today, many companies are operating in communities that care deeply about the environment. And employees increasingly want to work for companies that have good environmental records in line with their values. Top corporate leaders recognize that environmental issues represent more than a set of regulations to follow or costs to bear. There are enormous profit opportunities for companies that respond to climate change, water shortages, air pollution and other problems. Jeffrey Immelt, chairman and chief executive of General Electric Co., for example, is selling off his plastics business to focus on high-growth, high-margin environmental goods and services, such as more efficient jet engines, wind power, solar energy and water purification.

This new approach to environmental progress has several important implications. By making companies pay for every increment of pollution, society puts a premium on vigorous environmental effort and forces executives to make pollution control and natural resource management a core part of their strategy. So KKR and TPG have most certainly have not gone soft. The masters of the universe have not given in to greenmail in a fit of political correctness. To the contrary, they are super-sophisticated business people who have learned that success in the marketplace now depends on getting corporate environmental strategy right.
Anti-capitalist revolutions always claim to improve the environment, and they are always wrong—the rev will destroy the environment

DOMINICK 1998 (Raymond, Professor of History at the Ohio State University at Mansfield,  Environmental History, July)

At no time since its inception two hundred years ago has the ideology of free market capitalism stood more dominant than it does today. For much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, communists confidently challenged the advocates of laissez-faire, claiming that their system could produce more wealth than capitalism and distribute it more equitably. In the process, they boasted that communism could cure a broad range of social problems, including environmental pollution.L

Following the worldwide collapse of communism, almost all these claims proved to be false, none more so than the promise to protect the environment. After the Iron Curtain crumbled and uncensored reporting became possible, academics and the popular press rushed to document the massive environmental devastation in the Soviet zone.2 The West German magazine Der Spiegel indignantly branded communist East Germany as an "ecological outlaw of the first rank," noting, for example, that the Buna chemical works in the East dumped ten times more mercury into its neighboring river in a day than a comparable West German plant did in a year. The same article also reported that each of the two-cycle cars commonly operated in the East emitted one hundred times as much carbon monoxide as a western auto equipped with a catalytic converter. Elaborating on the air pollution problem, an article in Current History pointed out that East German sulphur dioxide emissions per capita were the highest in the world; the burden of that particular pollutant exceeded the corresponding figure for capitalist West Germany by a factor of twelve. Reflecting on these and other environmental contrasts in the summer of i99o, as East and West Germany moved toward unification, the New York Times reported that "one issue taking on urgency is how the orderly and clean half of the country can help clean up the disheveled and polluted half.... Quick action is needed because four decades of unbridled industrial spewing and spilling in East Germany have created an acute crisis for man and nature."3
Entrepreneurial capitalism solves environmental collapse

BADEN AND NOONEN 1996 (John A. Baden, Ph.D.,is Chairman of FREE and Gallatin Writers, Douglas Noonan is a research assistant at FREE and the Gallatin Writers, Inc., an organization for writers of the West, Seattle Times, Sept 4)
Alternatives to improving environmental quality require tapping entrepreneurial ingenuity and harmonizing our economies with our ecologies. For example, copper mining once faced dual problems: massive pit mines scarred the countryside and a global copper shortage seemed imminent. Now, pit mining is in decline and copper is abundant, because entrepreneurs found a better way. They found sand.

To meet the demands of the the Information Age, entrepreneurs discovered and implemented a substitute for copper in the form of sand-based fiber optics. A fiber optic cable made of 25 kilograms of sand can transmit the same information as a cable made from 1,000 tons of copper.

Such progress pinpoints the key entrepreneurial role. Today, soft drink cans require only a fifth of the metal that they needed in 1975. We adopt stronger metals, better energy efficiency, and smarter designs as entrepreneurs move up learning curves.

Entrepreneurs are also important in the policy arena. Groundwater in the Los Angeles basin is valuable. After World War II, the race to pump water from the West and Central Basins jeopardized the water supply. In her study of groundwater management, Dr. Elinor Ostrom emphasizes "how public entrepreneurship can be used as a strategy to transform the structure of incentives facing those jointly using a [natural resource]" into effective, sustainable solutions. Public entrepreneurs devised arrangements where water pumpers manage themselves to conserve the resource.

The growth of service industries in America, the Information Age, miniturization and the search for "green technologies" all point to a future where economic progress includes environmental protection. Many perceptions of the old "growth versus nature" trade-off are false. With institutions that provide regulatory stability and secure property rights, ecology, liberty, and prosperity become complements, not competitors. We can hope that some year a political entrepreneur will understand these possibilities and mobilize reform.
AFF—TRANSHUMANISM

Critiquing technology based on the social forces that surround it still amounts to total rejection

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
First, left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies. Technologies do not determine power relations, they merely create new terrains for organizing and struggle. Most new technologies open up new possibilities for both expanded liberty and equality, just as they open new opportunities for oppression and exploitation. Since the technologies will most likely not be stopped, democrats need to engage with them, articulate policies that maximize social benefits from the technologies, and find liberatory uses for the technologies. If biotechnology is to be rejected simply because it is a product of capitalism, adopted in class society, then every technology must be rejected. The mission of the Left is to assert democratic control and priorities over the development and implementation of technology. But establishing democratic control over technological innovation is not the same as Luddism. In fact, to the extent that advocates for the democratic control of technology do not guarantee benefits from technology, and attempt to suppress technology altogether, they will lose public support.
Nature sucks and it’s constantly trying to kill us—we should forget harmony with the earth and use technology to transcend humanity to a better future

DE MAGALHÃES 2008 (João Pedro, Lecturer in the School of Biological Sciences at the University of Liverpool in England [equivalent to an assistant professor in the US system], “>H: The Sky Is the Limit,” http://jp.senescence.info/thoughts/transhumanism.html)
Humans are not a finished product; we are evolving organisms, waiting for the right conditions to blossom. We can and we must evolve beyond natural and biological limits. It is our destiny. Contra naturam, the defiance of Nature, has lead us to increase our quality of life and longevity. In fact, Nature has committed countless crimes against humanity: plagues and diseases, earthquakes and floods, pests, poisonous plants, and aging; Nature created us to suffer and die. In fact, if it wasn't for Dr. Fleming's penicillin, I would be naturally dead because I had pneumonia when I was a child. It went against Nature and I'm happy for it. We have been and will continue to fight and adapt Nature using our technology and intelligence. (By "fighting Nature," I don't mean destroying the rainforest. I actually support conservation efforts and I think we can learn much from other species. What I mean is that the human condition should supplant, like it does to some degree, what Nature intended for us humans.) When we win the battle against Nature we will not be humans anymore, we will be better than humans. At present, our top priority must be to fight aging, but if we can achieve such lofty goal, we will have a world of opportunities to upgrade ourselves using genetics, cybernetics, and nanotechnology.
Solves their K—and everything else

BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)
The prospect of posthumanity is feared for at least two reasons. One is that the state of being posthuman might in itself be degrading, so that by becoming posthuman we might be harming ourselves. Another is that posthumans might pose a threat to “ordinary” humans. (I shall set aside a third possible reason, that the development of posthumans might offend some supernatural being.) The most prominent bioethicist to focus on the first fear is Leon Kass: Most of the given bestowals of nature have their given species-specified natures: they are each and all of a given sort. Cockroaches and humans are equally bestowed but differently natured. To turn a man into a cockroach—as we don’t need Kafka to show us—would be dehumanizing. To try to turn a man into more than a man might be so as well. We need more than generalized appreciation for nature’s gifts. We need a particular regard and respect for the special gift that is our own given nature.5 Transhumanists counter that nature’s gifts are sometimes poisoned and should not always be accepted. Cancer, malaria, dementia, aging, starvation, unnecessary suffering, cognitive shortcomings are all among the presents that we wisely refuse. Our own species-specified natures are a rich source of much of the thoroughly unrespectable and unacceptable—susceptibility for disease, murder, rape, genocide, cheating, torture, racism. The horrors of nature in general and of our own nature in particular are so well documented6 that it is astonishing that somebody as distinguished as Leon Kass should still in this day and age be tempted to rely on the natural as a guide to what is desirable or normatively right. We should be grateful that our ancestors were not swept away by the Kassian sentiment, or we would still be picking lice off each other’s backs. Rather than deferring to the natural order, transhumanists maintain that we can legitimately reform ourselves and our natures in accordance with humane values and personal aspirations.
Their epistemology undermines public acceptance of science and technology

RAMAN 2009 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Jan 23, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10678/Default.aspx)
Next there are philosophical reasons for the anti-science movements, formulated by thinkers who bring their full logical prowess to show that a framework based on logic alone is untenable. They explore the flaws in the foundations of scientific thinking, and question science's claim to hold monopoly for a correct interpretation of the natural world. These are interesting perspectives in the academic arena, but when they spill over to the general public and uproot the public's respect for science, they can cause serious damage to the framework of reason and rationality in which science operates in its interpretation of the world. When reason and rationality are devalued or are equated with unreason in our pursuit to explain the world, superstition and mindless magic can take over with serious adverse impacts on society. Societies which are persuaded that rationality can be dispensed with can do immense harm to their peoples. In this sense philosophical anti-science is perhaps the most dangerous of all.

Our link is more than just “tech good”—we should intervene massively in nature and view it only as a means to human ends

TIROSH-SAMUELSON 2008 (Hava, Prof of History at Arizona State, “Engaging Transhumanism: The Meaning of Being Human,” A paper prepared for the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop, ASU, Tempe, AZ, April 24-25, 2008, Published   2008.06.05, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10547/Default.aspx)
Placing the unlimited human potential (rather than the human as a currently lived experience) at the center of its outlook, transhumanism is also critical of contemporary environmentalism and its concern for respect toward other species and its resistance to massive human intervention in nature, through bioengineering of plants, heavy logging, industrial pollution, unrestricted consumerism, and many other undesirable activities. Dismissing any attempt to draw ethical conclusions from natural facts, as “the Naturalistic Fallacy,” transhumanism does not take anything in nature to be sacred or especially worthy of preservation or conservation. To the extent that biology places restrictions on human freedom and the human built-in will to evolve, these obstacles should and must be removed. Only humans could transcend their biology because of the complexity of the human brain which has reached a level of complexity to a degree unknown in other animals. From a transhumanist perspective, radical environmentalism is misguided because it erases the moral differences between humans and other animals and because it invests nature with inherent moral values. The evolutionary process is not directionless but purposeful, life is not an accident but an evolutionary inevitability, and humanity is “not a twig on the bush of life, but the peak of evolutionary complexification on earth due to the incredible power of the human brain.”8 Actualizing this remarkable potential through science and technology will enhance human freedom and release humanity from the bondage of biology.

Standpoint epistemology links

RAMAN 2008 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Nov 22, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10661/Default.aspx)
In this context, some scholarly spokeswomen have put forward theories that not many in the scientific establishment (which includes many  women) accept. Sandra Harding, a formidable pioneer among them, wrote an influential book (Whose Science, Whose Knowledge? Thinking from Women’s Lives, 1991)in which she developed the notion of what she calls feminist standpoint epistemology. In essence, it says that because women have had gender-specific experiences such as suffering and being oppressed, they are privy to truths which are beyond the grasp of men. Therefore their perspectives will enrich science, and make it achieve an objectivity that is beyond its scope without women's participation in the scientific enterprise. She presents the thesis that there are two kinds of objectivity, weak and strong. Weak objectivity has as its goal an amoral, uninvolved, cold and unconnected knowledge. In weak objectivity, all kinds of social interests and values are eliminated in scientific activity. But, she goes on to argue, "not all social values and interests have the same bad effects upon the results of research. Some have systematically generated less partial and distorted beliefs than others." Strong objectivity, on the other hand, involves "anti-authoritarianism, anti-elitism, and anti-domination tendencies," and has "increased the objectivity of science and will continue to do so." Two things may be said about this thesis which many scientists would regard as unacceptable, if not preposterous. However, it is more fair to say that Harding's thesis, which, in her terminology, is a strong objective analysis, becomes relevant in some fields like psychology, cultural anthropology, history, and the like, where factors affecting the human condition come into play. But it is irrelevant, and has the potential for much confusion, in the physical sciences. Harding also feels that the marginalized of the world, by which she means all of humanity save white males, should join hands and enter the white male dominated citadel of science in order to make it better. For her, "The paradigm models of objective science are those studies explicitly directed by morality and politically emancipatory interests - that is, by interests in eliminating sexist, racist, classicist (sic), and culturally coercive understandings of nature and social life." From the enlightenment point of view, the first part of the call is sound: One and all, irrespective of race and gender, must join the enterprise of science which is admittedly dominated by white males today. This can only make science even more fruitful than what it has been thus far. But the claim that the marginalized status of people would somehow reveal to them deeper insights or enable them to make greater discoveries, though it sounds like the Blessed are the meek line in the Sermon of the Mount, carries little weight in actuality. Arrogant white males could argue that without the participation of women and the marginalized, they have done quite well, thank you, and that while everyone is heartily welcome, no one group is particularly more essential for the progress of science than any other. Whether or not one makes contributions to science depends on factors like one's commitment to the field, one's hard work, one's intelligence, and in some cases even one's luck, and the like, and these are fairly independent of whether or not one has been oppressed or marginalized in society or history. The fact of the matter is, notwithstanding such interesting theorizing, it is workers in the lab and in research centers - male and female, white and otherwise - who make real contributions to science. The scientific discoveries and contributions of prolific philosophers who write and lecture about what science is or ought to be, have generally been minimal, if not non-existent.
Critiquing science kills billions—the solution to environmental collapse is more technology, not less

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,   http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/70/)
Population increase is an issue we would ultimately have to come to grips with even if healthy life-extension were not to happen. Leaving people to die is an unacceptable solution. A large population should not be viewed simply as a problem. Another way of looking at the same fact is that it means that many persons now enjoy lives that would not have been lived if the population had been smaller. One could ask those who complain about overpopulation exactly which people’s lives they would have preferred should not have been led. Would it really have been better if billions of the world’s people had never existed and if there had been no other people in their place? Of course, this is not to deny that too-rapid population growth can cause crowding, poverty, and the depletion of natural resources. In this sense there can be real problems that need to be tackled. How many people the Earth can sustain at a comfortable standard of living is a function of technological development (as well as of how resources are distributed). New technologies, from simple improvements in irrigation and management, to better mining techniques and more efficient power generation machinery, to genetically engineered crops, can continue to improve world resource and food output, while at the same time reducing environmental impact and animal suffering. Environmentalists are right to insist that the status quo is unsustainable. As a matter of physical necessity, things cannot stay as they are today indefinitely, or even for very long. If we continue to use up resources at the current pace, without finding more resources or learning how to use novel kinds of resources, then we will run into serious shortages sometime around the middle of this century. The deep greens have an answer to this: they suggest we turn back the clock and return to an idyllic pre-industrial age to live in sustainable harmony with nature. The problem with this view is that the pre-industrial age was anything but idyllic. It was a life of poverty, misery, disease, heavy manual toil from dawn to dusk, superstitious fears, and cultural parochialism. Nor was it environmentally sound – as witness the deforestation of England and the Mediterranean region, desertification of large parts of the middle east, soil depletion by the Anasazi in the Glen Canyon area, destruction of farm land in ancient Mesopotamia through the accumulation of mineral salts from irrigation, deforestation and consequent soil erosion by the ancient Mexican Mayas, overhunting of big game almost everywhere, and the extinction of the dodo and other big featherless birds in the South Pacific. Furthermore, it is hard to see how more than a few hundred million people could be maintained at a reasonable standard of living with pre-industrial production methods, so some ninety percent of the world population would somehow have to vanish in order to facilitate this nostalgic return. Transhumanists propose a much more realistic alternative: not to retreat to an imagined past, but to press ahead as intelligently as we can. The environmental problems that technology creates are problems of intermediary, inefficient technology, of placing insufficient political priority on environmental protection as well as of a lack of ecological knowledge. Technologically less advanced industries in the former Soviet-bloc pollute much more than do their advanced Western counterparts. High-tech industry is typically relatively benign. Once we develop molecular nanotechnology, we will not only have clean and efficient manufacturing of almost any commodity, but we will also be able to clean up much of the mess created by today’s crude fabrication methods. This would set a standard for a clean environment that today’s traditional environmentalists could scarcely dream of.

AFF—SINGLE-ISSUE GOOD
Single-issue piecemeal reforms are key to challenge the root causes of environmental destruction

STEWART 2003 (Keith Stewart wrote his Ph.D. dissertation on environmental politics in Ontario and currently works for the Toronto Environmental Alliance, Canadian Dimension, 9-1)
Most Environmentalists Are against the System

Precisely because capitalism keeps inventing new ways to muck up the planet, the environmental movement--or at least large chunks of it--is constantly engaged in challenging the right of corporations to make money by whatever eco-destructive means are most profitable. These fights take place on multiple fronts at various spatial scales, use a bewildering variety of strategies and tactics by constantly changing coalitions of groups and individuals motivated by an equally diverse set of ideas about protecting nature.

But if you spend some time with environmentalists, rather than simply absorbing whatever makes it through the filter of the mainstream media, you'll find that issue-specific solutions (save this park, better public transit, phase out that toxin) are usually couched within a broader context. At the risk of over-generalizing (and how can I not if I'm to speak of the environmental movement as if it was a coherent entity) I would argue that there is a widespread recognition within the environmental movement, particularly among those who've been around for a while, that there is a system that is lighting all these fires (climate change, deforestation, toxic contamination, radioactive waste, species extinction, etc.) that we spend all of our time running around trying to put out.
Most days I label this system capitalism, but others might call it patriarchy, spiritually empty consumerism, racism, or simply big, mean corporations. And none of us would be wrong. That the planet-sized pyromaniac in question isn't always labeled capitalism is perhaps because capitalism isn't the cause of all of the world's evil, the weakness of the socialist movement in Canada and the ecologically regrettable record of "actually existing socialism."

You also have to remember that few activists come to movements fresh from graduate degrees where they studied Marx--the "big picture" stuff comes out of lived experience combined with a lot of reading. Environmental activists are typically born out of a sense that something precious is in peril. Our victories seem always temporary, while defeats risk becoming permanent. It is this sense of urgency and an attachment to very particular bits of "nature"--a forest, a river, your child's smog-scarred lungs, the planet's atmosphere--or outrage at some particular assault--the toxic dump next door, the contaminated workplace, the carcinogen being sprayed on your neighbourhood park to kill those vicious dandelions--which move individuals and communities to action.

Typically this action initially takes the form of seeking out practical, achievable solutions like the Kyoto Protocol, a ban in your community on the use of pesticides for cosmetic purposes, or saving the local wetland. These "reformist" solutions are not to be despised, for you can't build a movement without victories. Indeed, to dream of a movement that suddenly overthrows the existing order and replaces it with a socially and environmentally superior alternative without having won any victories along the way to inspire the collective imagination and from which to learn practical lessons is ludicrous.
AFF—DEFORESTATION TURN

Radical environmentalism accelerates deforestation

BADEN AND NOONEN 1996 (John A. Baden, Ph.D.,is Chairman of FREE and Gallatin Writers, Douglas Noonan is a research assistant at FREE and the Gallatin Writers, Inc., an organization for writers of the West, Seattle Times, Sept 4)

Radical environmentalists used such examples to advocate a "return to nature". They rejected capitalism, science, technology, and economic progress. Mankind should break the shackles of urban decay and industrial blights like the paper mills, and become hunter-gatherers and organic farmers, living in peace with the land. Their romantic solution ignores the power of the entrepreneur to bring economic progress and environmental improvement. The next chapter in the timber mill story illustrates this.
Since the 1970s, entrepreneurial innovation has transformed forest products into a leaner, cleaner industry. Entrepreneurs found value where waste and pollution once dominated. They effectively processed the once unusable fiber into valuable goods like particle board. Entrepreneurial energies created value while by reducing industrial impact on the environment. The teepee burners were closed and industrial waste became useful products. Today, less than 5% of wood rolling into timber mills is wasted and pollution has been cut 80 to 90 percent.

This entrepreneurial success story reveals a solution antithetical to radical environmentalism. Bringing the masses closer to nature will make them more reliant on natural resources, like trees, soil, and rivers. This primitive, decentralized dependency will lead to increasing, not decreasing, environmental pressures. Professor Martin Lewis writes in his book, Green Delusions, "If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades."

