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OBJECTIVISM CRITIQUE -- explanation

Explanation written by Charles Olney for West Coast Publishing

Objectivism is a philosophy developed by Ayn Rand to serve as an overarching justification for capitalism and as an explanation of the need to place freedom, reason, and logic at the pinnacle of human aspirations. There is no higher value for Objectivists than the realization of human happiness and freedom.

The philosophy of Objectivism was first described through Ayn Rand’s novels (notably The Fountainhead in 1943 and Atlas Shrugged in 1957). As these works gained fame and international renown, Rand formulated the ideas described in those books into a concrete philosophy in a number of essays and critical pieces.

Objectivism differs from most moral and ethical arguments in that it is an entire system integrated together to form a method for approaching the world in one’s daily encounters as well as providing a framework from which to view ethical and moral questions that stand apart from individual concerns.

To understand the basic tenets of Objectivism, it is useful to draw from Ayn Rand’s own extremely short synopsis of her theory:

Metaphysics: Objective Reality

Epistemology: Reason

Ethics: Self-interest

Politics: Capitalism

The core of the philosophy is encapsulated in these ten words. In terms of metaphysics, Objectivists reject the notion that reality is constructed or contingent. As their name implies, they believe that an objective reality exists regardless of whether humans are able to fully comprehend it. The possibility of supernatural powers is rejected as is the postmodern philosophy that humans participate in the formulation of their own realities. Nature exists for Objectivists—it can be responded to or controlled but it cannot be created by humans.

The epistemological commitment to reason is tied to the metaphysical perspective. Objectivists are ultimately very optimistic about the possibility of humans actually coming to understand the true nature of the world around them. Indeed, they see the pursuit of knowledge as the core human value, the reason for existence. Human reason, therefore, takes precedence above all other faculties. People are not perfect but they are perfectible. Through reason, the base characteristics of humans can be transcended.

The ethical commitment of Objectivism is to self-interest. While this may initially seem to be contradiction in terms, it can be understood once one remembers the preeminence Objectivists grant to rationality and reason. Because rationality is the foundation from which all other values grow, the first ethical requirement of a philosophy must be to ensure the survival of humans as rational beings. In this, Objectivism mimics the deontological approach to ethics: all humans are ends in and of themselves, not simply as means to other ends. Degradation of one individual for the sake of any other purpose or any other person (even if the degradation is self-imposed) is ethically unacceptable to Objectivists. Thus, each person must live for his or her own sake. As such, Objectivism rejects all forms of altruism as being inauthentic forms of moral behavior.

It should not be surprising, given the previously explained precepts of Objectivism that the political commitment of Objectivists is to capitalism. Indeed, the philosophy can be most easily understood as an attempt to place the values of free market, laissez-faire economics into a broader social context. The core of Objectivism is the rejection of coercion. As the Ayn Rand Institute’s policy statement notes: “Men have the right to use force only in self-defense and only against those who initiate its use. Men must deal with one another as traders, giving value for value, by free, mutual consent to mutual benefit.”

The right to property is the basis of all values for Objectivists. Without property, individuals have no reason to strive to better themselves because all gains will be transient. Given the overwhelming importance accorded to property, Objectivists are deeply skeptical of any and all government action. 

For them, human beings have a purpose and worth in and of themselves which must be allowed to flourish. Anything that infringes upon that right is a barrier to the effective and moral organization of society. Thus, the proper function of the government is only to protect individual rights, to protect individuals from those who would attempt to coerce them. When the government takes on the coercive role, it has over-stepped its boundaries. Government coercion can be most easily seen in the form of regulations requiring a change in economic and political behavior and attempts to redistribute wealth in a fashion different than the distribution provided by the logic of the free market.

For Objectivists, all decisions should be driven by the logic of the free market. If a decision does not make sense in its own terms, it is irrational to make the decision. When governments force the decision to be made despite this, they are inhibiting the proper ethical existence of individuals.

Given these beliefs, the similarities between Objectivism and Libertarianism should be apparent. While there are a number of subtle, but important, differences, in terms of core values, there is very little difference between the two. Both are committed to liberty as the fundamental building block of human interactions and both are highly critical of any attempts by governments to interfere with the natural organization of society.

This criticism of government regulation makes Objectivism an extremely useful critique on this year’s topic. The resolution demands the protection of natural resources which is very likely to require a new system of regulations. The negative could apply an Objectivist criticism to those regulations, describing them as infringements on the freedom of individuals to find their own way within the economic and political world.

For affirmatives faced with responding to the Objectivist critique, a number of options are available. Some affirmatives may not impose regulations in any sense that Objectivists would criticize. For such affirmatives, pursuing “no link” arguments may be the most strategic route. In addition, some affirmatives may even be able to structure link turns. Affirmatives that formalize the protection of ocean areas for their safe development by corporations or ones that privatize ocean protection may be able to argue that these policies are less restrictive than the status quo. While the resolution requires protection, there is no reason that protection necessarily must take the form of governmental regulations.

An alternative route an affirmative team may pursue is to argue that Objectivism is a flawed philosophy. In this space I will briefly outline three possible arguments. First, one may take issue with Objectivism’s framing of moral values. A strong case can be made that survival is a necessary prerequisite to the existence of liberty. Thus, an affirmative that infringes on freedom to save millions of life may very well be moral. 

A second argument is usually described as the “tragedy of the commons.” In some instances it will be in the economic best interest of all parties to allow environmental degradation even though, in the long-term, that degradation will negatively impact the entire society. This occurs all the time as corporations release poisons into the environment because it is cheaper than cleanly disposing them. 

Finally, Objectivism can be seen as nothing more than apologism for continued domination by elites classes. The right to property is only significant to those who already possess property or the ability to obtain it. By cementing property as the defining value of humanity, Objectivism may continue to domination of lower classes by the rich, cementing inequality rather than preserving morality.

Objectivism shell 1/2

Environmental regulations inhibit the growth of free-market capitalism

Michael Berliner, Ph.D., “Against Environmentalism,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1995, p. np. Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/environmentalism.html

There is a grave danger facing [hu]mankind. The danger is not from acid rain, global warming, smog, or the logging of rain forests, as environmentalists would have us believe. The danger to mankind is from environmentalism. The fundamental goal of environmentalists is not clean air and clean water; rather it is the demolition of technological/industrial civilization. Their goal is not the advancement of human health, human happiness, and human life; rather it is a subhuman world where “nature” is worshipped like the totem of some primitive religion. If the good of [humanity] man were the aim of environmentalists, they would embrace the industry and technology that have eradicated the diseases, plagues, pestilence, and famines that brought wholesale death and destruction prior to the Industrial Revolution. They would embrace free enterprise and technology as the only solution to the relatively minor dangers that now exist — minor compared to the risks of living in a non-technological world. But by word and deed, they demonstrate their contempt for human life. [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Free markets are vital to freedom

Amartya Sen, Nobel Economics Laureate, Lament University Professor of Economics and Philosophy at Harvard, 1999, Development as Freedom, p. 6-7.

As Adam Smith noted, freedom of exchange and transaction is itself part and parcel of the basic liberties that people have reason to value. To be generically against markets would be almost as odd as being generically against conversations between people (even though some conversations are clearly foul and cause problems for others—or even for the conversationalists themselves). The freedom to exchange words, or goods, or gifts does not need defensive justification in terms of their favorable but distant effects; they are part of the way human beings in society live and interact with each other (unless stopped by regulation or fiat). The contribution of the market mechanism to economic growth is, of course, important, but this comes only after the direct significance of the freedom to interchange— words, goods, gifts—has been acknowledged. As it happens, the rejection of the freedom to participate in the labor market is one of the ways of keeping people in bondage and captivity, and the battle against the unfreedom of bound labor is important in many third world countries today for some of the same reasons the American Civil War was momentous. The freedom to enter markets can itself be a significant contribution to development, quite aside from whatever the market mechanism may or may not do to promote economic growth or industrialization. 

Environmental protections deny the value of humanity

Michael Berliner, Ph.D., “Against Environmentalism,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1995, p. np. Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/environmentalism.html

Had the environmentalist mentality prevailed in the 18th and 19th centuries, we would have had no Industrial Revolution, a situation environmentalists would cheer — at least those few who might have managed to survive without the life-saving benefits of modern science and technology. The expressed goal of environmentalism is to prevent [humanity] man from changing [the] his environment, from intruding on nature. That is why environmentalism is fundamentally anti-[humanity] man. For, in reality, [humanity] man as such is an “intrusion” on the status quo of nature. Only by intrusion can [humanity] man avoid pestilence and famine. Only by intrusion can man project long-range goals and control his life. Intrusion improves the environment, i.e., man’s surroundings. Man’s life requires productive work, which, as Ayn Rand described it, is a process of “shaping matter to fit one’s purpose, of translating an idea into physical form, of remaking the earth in the image of one’s values” (Atlas Shrugged, p. 937). [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Objectivism shell 2/2

Surrendering selfhood to the state is the root cause of war and violence

Louis Rene Beres, Professor of International Law in the Department of Political Science at Purdue University, Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law , Spring, 1994, p. 13-14.

The State requires its members to be serviceable instruments, suppressing every glimmer of creativity and imagination in the interest of a plastic mediocrity. Even political liberty within particular States does nothing to encourage opposition to war or to genocide in other States. Since "patriotic self-sacrifice" is demanded even of "free" peoples, the expectations of inter-State competition may include war and the mass killing of other peoples. In the final analysis, war and genocide are made possible by the surrender of Self to the State. Given that the claims of international law are rendered impotent by Realpolitik, this commitment to so-called power politics is itself an expression of control by the herd. Without such control, individuals could discover authentic bases of personal value inside themselves, depriving the State of its capacity to make corpses of others. 

Regulations are unnecessary. The free market alone ensures environmental protection

Steven Hayward, F. K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, “A Sensible Environmentalism ,” American Enterprise Institute, April 24, 2003, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.aei.org/news/newsID.16854,filter./news_detail.asp

Typically, in a well-functioning market, price increases are a signal of unsustainable usage and an inducement to conservation and substitution. Most instances of unsustainable use of renewable resources can be attributed to a lack of a well-functioning market and price system, a lack of property rights to resources or ready alternatives to those resources (especially in underdeveloped nations), or perverse regulatory policies. Groundwater and stream-flow resources in the United States are often overused because of government subsidies and a lack of clearly defined, tradable property rights to water. Overfishing in the oceans is one example of unsustainable use of resources owned in common. It is easy to imagine that cattle might be scarce if they were owned in common and were taken from one vast domain (as buffalo once were) rather than being privately owned on separate ranches. Assigning ownership rights to ocean fishing should not be much more difficult than assigning rights to the radio frequency spectrum, as has been done throughout the world. 

Liberty can be achieved only by courageous acts of resistance to tyranny

Jim Powell, NQA, “Why Liberty Flourished in the West,” Policy, Spring, 2001, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.cis.org.au/policy/Spring01/PolicySpring01_11.html

When all is said and done, liberty flourished where enough courageous independent thinkers risked their lives for it. We in the West are the fortunate beneficiaries of the courage of somebody who stuck his [or her] neck out first and encouraged another and another until the tradition of liberty became well established. For example, Marcus Tullius Cicero dared to denounce the tyranny of Julius Caesar, the conqueror who had bragged that he slaughtered a quarter million Germans. After Caesar's assassination, Cicero denounced the tyranny of his successor Mark Antony, for which Antony had him beheaded, but more than a thousand years later Cicero's ideas and deeds continued to inspire people in the West. [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Regulations impede human freedom

Freedom is essential. Government regulations are illegitimate

Leonard Peikoff, Ph.D. from New York University, “The Philosophy of Objectivism: A Brief Summary,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1997, p. 5, Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/pobs5.html

The basic political requirement of Man’s Life is freedom. “Freedom” in this context means the power to act without coercion by others. It means an individual’s power to act according to his [or her] own judgment, while respecting the same right in others. In a free society, [people] men renounce a lethal method of dealing with disagreements: the initiation of physical force. Force is the antonym and negation of thought. Understanding is not produced by a punch in the face; intellectual clarity does not flow from the muzzle of a gun; the weighing of evidence is not mediated by spasms of terror. The mind is a cognitive faculty; it cannot achieve knowledge or conviction apart from or against its perception of reality; it cannot be forced. The proper political system, in essence — the system which guards the freedom of man’s mind — is the original American system, based on the concept of inalienable individual rights. “[T]he source of man’s rights is not divine law or congressional law, but the law of identity. A is A — and Man is Man. Rights are conditions of existence required by man’s nature for his proper survival.” The Founding Fathers were right about the fact that rights are political, not economic, i.e., that they are sanctions to act and to keep the products of one’s action, not unearned claims to the actions or products of others. And they were right about the fact that the proper function of government is the protection of man’s rights. Man’s rights, Ayn Rand observes, can be violated only by physical force (fraud is an indirect form of force). [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Any restraint on the free market interferes with the proper ordering of society

Ayn Rand, Founder of Objectivism, “Introducing Objectivism,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1962, p. np. Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/io.html

The ideal political-economic system is laissez-faire capitalism. It is a system where [people] men deal with one another, not as victims and executioners, nor as masters and slaves, but as traders, by free, voluntary exchange to mutual benefit. It is a system where no [people] man may obtain any values from others by resorting to physical force, and no man may initiate the use of physical force against others. The government acts only as a policeman that protects man’s rights; it uses physical force only in retaliation and only against those who initiate its use, such as criminals or foreign invaders. In a system of full capitalism, there should be (but, historically, has not yet been) a complete separation of state and economics, in the same way and for the same reasons as the separation of state and church. [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

State regulation is coercive paternalism

Staff Writer, Full Context, “Ayn Rand and Objectivism: An Introduction,” 2000, p. np. Accessed May 23, 2003, http://www.fullcontext.org/Objectivism/politics.htm

The basis of the Objectivist political theory is the idea of individual rights. According to Objectivism, since individuals must deal with one another by voluntary cooperation and voluntary trade, any action which violates the consent of any party (typically by force or fraud) is immoral, and ought to be punishable by law. The use of (or threat to use) physical force is only legitimate in cases where one is protecting or defending one's life, liberty or property against thief, attacker, or tyrant. Objectivists agree with the American founding fathers that men are by nature entitled to the rights of life, liberty (including the liberty to justly acquire, own and trade property), and the pursuit of happiness. Objectivism maintains that the only just government is a limited government--limited to doing only those things that can be justified as necessary and indispensable for protecting individual rights: the police, the law courts, and the national defense forces. Every other function of government currently in place is unjust and morally invalid insofar as (i) it is financially supported by involuntary means--people do not have the legal right to opt out; (ii) it forbids the peaceful and honest conduct of business by people who want to set up companies that operate according their goals, standards and principles, and that pursue markets of their own choosing. Objectivists regard the coercive paternalism of the modern socialist welfare-state as pernicious and unjust. It treats adults like children who are helpless to care for themselves. Every adult who has a modicum of dignity, of self-respect, and a vision of what they want to become as human beings should raise their voices and pens in protest against the vulgar excesses of today's governments.

Regulations are immoral 1/2

Regulations create false security. They inhibit moral living

Shawn Klein, senior writer for The Objectivist Center, “Responsibility, Not Regulation,” The Objectivist Center, July 30, 2002, p. np. Accessed May 22, 2003, http://www.objectivistcenter.org/articles/sklein_responsibility-not-regulation.asp

In the Business Ethics class I teach, my students ask “Can a company be profitable and successful and still be moral?” My answer is always a resounding “Yes!” I explain to them that Enron and MCI Worldcom are exceptions. And they are, despite the seeming rash of such scandals recently. Business is a fundamentally moral activity. Like medicine, at its core it’s about the things most important to our lives. While the practice of medicine protects our health, business produces the rest of our values. And like medicine, business has its own version of the quack. Kenneth Lay is the business world version of the faith healer. We don’t need more laws or regulations to keep out the Kenneth Lays and other business quacks. Instead of regulation, we need responsibility. New regulation and laws make it harder for a business, and its executives, to accept responsibility. The business executive only needs to comply with regulations or laws; he [or she] doesn’t need to be truly responsible. If criticized, he [or she] can reply that he [or she] has not broken any laws. Regulations, instead of responsibility, encourage the attitude: if something isn’t illegal, then it must be okay to do. Every time we discover some improper behavior or activity, we regulate it or criminalize it. People develop a false sense of security; for example, when they assume that the products they buy at the drug store are safe because the government wouldn’t allow them to be sold if they were dangerous. [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Regulations erode the legitimacy of the moral order

Staff Writer, Full Context, “Ayn Rand and Objectivism: An Introduction,” 2000, p. np. Accessed May 23, 2003, http://www.fullcontext.org/Objectivism/politics.htm

Objectivism views the only just social system as a system of free, voluntary exchange of goods, services and ideas, i.e, laissez-faire capitalism. (The term "libertarianism" is a rough synonym here, and many libertarians today consider themselves Objectivists, or at least sympathetic to Objectivism.) In a capitalist or libertarian society, there would be no "victimless" crimes, no centrally planned redistribution of income, no centrally planned delivery of education, health-care, transportation, food, retirement income, or housing. Objectivism is opposed both to conservatives' attempts at social engineering through the "war on drugs," and other such attempts to legislate behavior according to their own tastes and preferences. People have the natural political right to act in a self-destructive manner if it results in no physical interference or harm to others. Similarly, Objectivism issues a philosophical call to arms against statists' attempts at social engineering through "affirmative action" and other "progressive" economic policy. Ayn Rand insisted that any governmental action or policy designed to realize any social objective, through law or regulation, will necessarily compromise the liberty to which citizens are entitled by moral right. For every new law that makes some peaceful action between consenting adults a crime, the state loses its moral legitimacy and its ability to encourage law-abiding behavior. 

Regulations are immoral 2/2

State intervention in daily life erodes the rights and morality of society

Frederic Bastiat, French economist and statesman, “The Law,” June, 1850, p. np. Accessed May 23, 2003, http://www.dreamscape.com/willp/phil/essays/the_law_bastiat.html

It can be further stated that, thanks to the non- intervention of the state in private affairs, our wants and their satisfactions would develop themselves in a logical manner. We would not see poor families seeking literary instruction before they have bread. We would not see cities populated at the expense of rural districts, nor rural districts at the expense of cities. We would not see the great displacements of capital, labor, and population that are caused by legislative decisions. The sources of our existence are made uncertain and precarious by these state-created displacements. And, furthermore, these acts burden the government with increased responsibilities. The Complete Perversion of the Law But, unfortunately, law by no means confines itself to its proper functions. And when it has exceeded its proper functions, it has not done so merely in some inconsequential and debatable matters. The law has gone further than this; it has acted in direct opposition to its own purpose. The law has been used to destroy its own objective: It has been applied to annihilating the justice that it was supposed to maintain; to limiting and destroying rights which its real purpose was to respect. 

Freedom is an absolute value

Freedom is absolute. Regulations overstep the boundaries of legitimate government action 

David Boaz, executive vice president of the Cato Institute, “Toward Peace and Freedom,” Laissez Faire Books, January 4, 2000, http://www.dailyobjectivist.com/Extro/PeaceandFreedom.asp

Libertarians defend each person's absolute right to life, liberty, and property—rights that people have naturally, before governments are created. In the libertarian view, all relationships should be voluntary; the only actions that should be forbidden are those that involve the initiation of force against those who have not themselves used force—actions like murder, rape, robbery, kidnapping, and fraud. Most people habitually believe in and live by this code of ethics. Libertarians believe this code should be applied consistently, specifically in actions by governments as well as by individuals. Governments should exist to protect rights, to protect us from others who might use force against us. 

Regulations inherently violate liberty

Frederic Bastiat, French economist and statesman, “The Law,” June, 1850, p. np. Accessed May 23, 2003, http://www.dreamscape.com/willp/phil/essays/the_law_bastiat.html

As a friend of mine once remarked, this negative concept of law is so true that the statement, the purpose of the law is to cause justice to reign, is not a rigorously accurate statement. It ought to be stated that the purpose of the law is to prevent injustice from reigning. In fact, it is injustice, instead of justice, that has an existence of its own. Justice is achieved only when injustice is absent. But when the law, by means of its necessary agent, force, imposes upon men a regulation of labor, a method or a subject of education, a religious faith or creed -- then the law is no longer negative; it acts positively upon people. It substitutes the will of the legislator for their own wills; the initiative of the legislator for their own initiatives. When this happens, the people no longer need to discuss, to compare, to plan ahead; the law does all this for them. Intelligence becomes a useless prop for the people; they cease to be men; they lose their personality, their liberty, their property. 

Rights are absolute. Nothing can justify their removal

Tara Smith, Assistant Professor of Philosophy, University of Texas, Austin, Moral Rights and Political Freedom, 1995, p. 86-87.

The way in which rights reflect deontology is fairly apparent. Rights are decisive claims of unimpeachable authority. Rights may not be overruled for the sake of a gain that seems attainable through their violation. Where one party has rights, cost‑benefit calculations are out of place; the conclusions of such analysis are simply irrelevant in determining how the rightholder may be treated. This unyielding character of rights suggests to some a wider deontological perspective. If the deontologist believes that justice must be done though the heavens may fall, so an advocate of rights believes that rights must be respected, whatever the consequences. Once it has been established that a person possesses a right, the question of how she is to be treated (on those matters governed by her right) has been settled. Advocacy of rights has traditionally been understood as antithetical to consequentialism. Indeed, some of the most tried and true objections to utilitarianism consist of nothing but assertions of rights. Rights seem to represent particular applications of the broader deontological thesis that a certain manner of treating people must be up held no matter what. 

The sacrifice of innocents degrades humanity. it is an absolute wrong

G.E.M. Anscombe, Professor of Philosophy, Cambridge University, Absolutism and Its Consequentialist Critics, edited by Joram Graf Haber, 1993, p. 51-52.

Common morality is outraged by the consequentialist position that, as long as human beings can remain alive, the lesser of two evils is always to be chosen. Its defenders maintain, on the contrary, that there are minimum conditions for a life worthy of a human being, and that nobody may purchase anything- not even the lives of a whole community- by sacrificing those conditions. A community that surrenders its members at the whims of tyrants ceases to be anything properly called by that name; and individuals willing to accept benefits at the price of crimes committed upon other individuals degrade their humanity. Common morality allows a certain room for compliance with tyrannical external force, when resistance has become impossible; but there is a line that must be drawn beyond which compliance is excluded, and the example of rabbinic teaching is a guide drawing it.
Freedom is a moral imperative 1/2

Freedom is the core human value

Conor McLoughlin, NQA, “Anarchism and the love of Freedom,” 1999, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://flag.blackened.net/revolt/ws99/ws57_freedom.html

Without freedom there is no growth, no creativity, no dignity - a revolution without freedom is simply a change of rulers. To be dominated is to be oppressed and denied the chance and the time to think. Domination stifles individuality and initiative and leads inevitably to conformity, mediocrity and misery. You only have to look to the former Stalinist countries to see how a revolution without freedom at it's core would disintegrate. 

Freedom outweighs survival

Daniel Callahan, Institute of Society, Ethics, and the Life Sciences, Hastings-on-Hudson, New York, The Tyranny of Survival, 1973, p. 31-32.

On the second point, it is exceedingly difficult to see how Freud’s analysis of the tension between individual and civilization can lead to anything other than an ethic of social repression with survival as the dominating value. By casting the individual and society as antagonists, the ground is laid for legitimating the policeman as the final symbol of cultural unity and preservation; “law and order” quite properly becomes the dominating slogan and political fact of life, with “freedom” the enemy as soon as it endangers good order and “justice” the weapon with which each is repressed in the name of all. Again, though, there are other visions‑which bespeak a wider reality than Freud envisioned‑that see the possibility of a social ethic where law and order become only the minimal requirement of a society which seeks in its common life to transcend the need for a common control of all by all. Freedom, then, is not seen simply as the expression of the individual against a repressive society, but as a means whereby the individual finds the most appropriate way to join his instincts, talents and inclinations to a common community which thrives on the variegated contributions of its different members. 

If the price of survival is degradation, it's not worth it

Daniel Callahan, Institute of Society, Ethics, and the Life Sciences, Hastings-on-Hudson, New York, The Tyranny of Survival, 1973, p. 93-94.

To put it more strongly, if the price of survival is human degradation, then there is no moral reason why an effort should be made to ensure that survival. It would be the Pyrrhic victory to end all Pyrrhic victories. Yet it would be the defeat of all defeats if, because human beings could not properly manage their need to survive, they succeeded in not doing so. Either way, then, would represent a failure, and one can take one's pick about which failure would be worse, that of survival at the cost of everything decent in man or outright extinction. Somehow we need to find better alternatives, if I may be allowed to understate the matter. We need to survive as races, groups, nations and as a species, but in a way which preserves a wide range of other human values, and in a way which is as sensitive about means as about ends. 

Freedom is a moral imperative 2/2

Survival as the highest value assures that we won't survive

Daniel Callahan, Institute of Society, Ethics, and the Life Sciences, Hastings-on-Hudson, New York, The Tyranny of Survival, 1973, p. 99-100.

With some ingenuity, I suppose it would be possible to develop a theory to show how all such acts, despite their appearance, are no more than an adumbration on the theme and drive of survival, particularly in its social and psychological variants. Anyone who wants to develop such a theory is welcome to do so. I find it equally plausible, however, to understand such acts by seeing in them a manifestation of human needs and aspirations which, if they do not necessarily transcend survival in their force and weight, can certainly be as strong in many cases. The American Revolution was not fought to preserve physical survival; colonial Americans were certainly in no danger of physical extinction or even in danger of serious poverty. That revolution was fought to advance the values of freedom, justice and self-determination. When Israelis say "never again" and assert their willingness to die rather than accept subjection, they are making clear their need for something more than survival, their freedom and dignity as a people. The Jewish case is particularly significant in another respect also. The lesson which many Jews believed they learned from the holocaust is that the most ineffective way to guarantee survival is to be passively willing to settle for survival. Unless one wants more than survival, and is willing to die for it, even survival will be taken away.

Freedom is essential to human existence

Selfhood is critical to human existence – state’ power erodes our humanity

Louis Rene Beres, Professor of International Law in the Department of Political Science at Purdue University, Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law , Spring, 1994, p. 9-10.

The task, then, is for each person to become an individual. In order to reject the idolatry of militaristic nationalism and national self-determination, each man and woman must understand the lethal encroachments of the State. Recognizing in their current leadership an incapacity to surmount collective misfortune, citizens must strive to produce their own private expressions of progress. "From becoming an individual no one," says Kierkegaard, "is excluded, except he who excludes himself by becoming a crowd." We live in a twilight era. Faced with endless infamy of the modern State, we must understand the responsibility to be in the world, to act in history. If we are unwilling to accept abolition of the future, then we must rescue life from the threat of war and genocide.

Objective thinking is essential. The survival of humanity depends on amoral reason

Leonard Peikoff, Ph.D. from New York University, “The Philosophy of Objectivism: A Brief Summary,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1997, p. 4, Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/pobs4.html

Men [Humans] learn from others, they build on the work of their predecessors, they achieve by cooperation feats that would be impossible on a desert island. But all such social relationships require the exercise of the human faculty of cognition; they depend on the solitary individual, “solitary” in the primary, inner sense of the term, the sense of a man facing reality firsthand, seeking not to crucify himself on the cross of others or to accept their word as an act of faith, but to understand, to connect, to know. Man’s [One’s] mind requires selfishness, and so does his life in every aspect: a living organism has to be the beneficiary of its own actions. It has to pursue specific objects — for itself, for its own sake and survival. Life requires the gaining of values, not their loss; achievement, not renunciation; self-preservation, not self-sacrifice. Man [People] can choose to value and pursue self-immolation, but he cannot survive or prosper by such a method. [gender paraphrased by me – Eric Suni]

Freedom is a necessary condition for human development

David Boaz, executive vice president of the Cato Institute, “Toward Peace and Freedom,” Laissez Faire Books, January 4, 2000, http://www.dailyobjectivist.com/Extro/PeaceandFreedom.asp

Libertarians see freedom as the necessary condition for creativity, innovation, and progress. State control of our lives leads not only to tyranny but to economic and cultural stagnation. Libertarianism—originally known as (classical) liberalism—arose in the eighteenth century, as thinkers like John Locke and Adam Smith challenged the old system of monarchy and mercantilism. A growing middle class demanded political and economic rights. Libertarians like Thomas Paine and Thomas Jefferson led a revolution and set up the world's first society based on the natural rights of man. In the nineteenth century libertarian ideas swept through much of Europe.

Objective reasoning is necessary to comprehend the world 

Leonard Peikoff, Ph.D. from New York University, “The Philosophy of Objectivism: A Brief Summary,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1997, p. 4, Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/pobs4.html

It is important to observe the interrelation of these three axioms. Existence is the first axiom. The universe exists independent of consciousness. Man is able to adapt his background to his own requirements, but “Nature, to be commanded, must be obeyed” (Francis Bacon). There is no mental process that can change the laws of nature or erase facts. The function of consciousness is not to create reality, but to apprehend it. “Existence is Identity, Consciousness is Identification.” The philosophic source of this viewpoint and its major advocate in the history of philosophy is Aristotle. Its opponents are all the other major traditions, including Platonism, Christianity, and German idealism. Directly or indirectly, these traditions uphold the notion that consciousness is the creator of reality. 

Individual freedom is key to avoiding violence

Surrendering to the will of the state justifies the violence it commits

Louis Rene Beres, Professor of International Law in the Department of Political Science at Purdue University, Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law , Spring, 1994, p. 21-22.

The State that commits itself to mass butchery does not intend to do evil. Rather, according to Hegel's description in the Philosophy of Right, "the State is the actuality of the ethical Idea." It commits itself to death for the sake of life, prodding killing with conviction and pure heart. A sanctified killer, the State that accepts Realpolitik generates an incessant search for victims. Though mired in blood, the search is tranquil and self-assured, born of the knowledge that the State's deeds are neither infamous nor shameful, but heroic. With Hegel's characterization of the State as "the march of God in the world," John Locke's notion of a Social Contract -- the notion upon which the United States was founded -- is fully disposed of, relegated to the ash heap of history. While the purpose of the State, for Locke, is to provide protection that is otherwise unavailable to individuals -- the "preservation of their lives, liberties and States" -- for Hegel, the State stands above any private interests. It is the spirit of the State, Volksgeist, rather than of individuals, that is the presumed creator of advanced civilization. And it is in war, rather than in peace, that a State is judged to demonstrate its true worth and potential. How easily humankind still gives itself to the new gods. Promised relief from the most terrifying of possibilities -- death and disappearance -- our species regularly surrenders itself to formal structures of power and immunity. Ironically, such surrender brings about an enlargement of the very terrors that created the new gods in the first place, but we surrender nonetheless. In the words of William Reich, we lay waste to ourselves by embracing the "political plague-mongers," a necrophilous partnership that promises purity and vitality through the killing of "outsiders." 

Freedom is the core of all human values

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, “Freedom and Virtue Are Inseparable,” CATO INSTITUTE, March 7, 1997, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.cato.org/dailys/3-07-97.html

For years the Left promised that socialism would eventually out-produce the market. That claim died with the Soviet Union. What remained of the Left then began to complain that capitalism generated too many material goods. Now similar attacks on capitalism are coming from the Right. The market, it is said, threatens family, human relationships, values and virtue. However, it is a mistake to treat freedom, which is the essence of capitalism, and virtue as mutually antagonistic. In fact liberty-- the right to exercise choice, free from coercive state regulation-- is a necessary precondition for virtue. And virtue is ultimately necessary for liberty to flourish. Virtue cannot exist without the freedom to make moral choices. Coerced acts of conformity with some moral norm, however good, do not represent virtue; rather, compliance with that moral norm must be voluntary. Virtue rejects a standard of intra-personal morality. As such it is an area that lies largely beyond the reach of state power.

Unfettered rationality is the core of human survival

Leonard Peikoff, Ph.D. from New York University, “The Philosophy of Objectivism: A Brief Summary,” Ayn Rand Institute, 1997, p. 4, Accessed May 22, 2002, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/pobs4.html

Moral selfishness does not mean a license to do whatever one pleases, guided by whims. It means the exacting discipline of defining and pursuing one’s rational self-interest. A code of rational self-interest rejects every form of human sacrifice, whether of oneself to others or of others to oneself. The ethics of rational self-interest upholds the exercise of one’s mind in the service of one’s life, and all of the specific value-choices and character attributes which such exercise entails. It upholds the virtues of rationality, independence, integrity, honesty, justice, productiveness, pride. It does not advocate “survival at any price.” Man’s life, as required by his nature, is not the life of a mindless brute, of a looting thug or a mooching mystic, but the life of a thinking being — not life by means of force or fraud, but life by means of achievement — not survival at any price, since there’s only one price that pays for man’s survival: reason. Reason is an attribute of the individual. Thought is a process performed not by men, but by man — in the singular. No society, committee, or “organic” group can do it. What a group can do in this regard is only: to leave the individual free to function, or to stop him.

The free market protects the environment

Economic growth prevents environmental destruction

Bill Emmott, Editor-in-Chief of The Economist, Vision, 20:21, 2003, p. 268.

Inequality may also bring a risk of environmental degradation, for poor countries may be unable to deal safely with toxic pollutants, or may be so desperate in the face of population growth and poverty that they permit actions, such as deforestation, that have a damaging influence on the global climate. In general, rising incomes bring better control of environmental damage, as Chapter ii will argue. A few extreme environmentalists raise concern about any and all economic growth in poor countries, for in the short term that growth could bring on new environmental challenges, such as the burning of coal and other dirty fuels in Chinese homes and factories. But it would surely be intolerably selfish to deny poor countries advancement on those grounds. 

Property rights protect the environment better than the government

Steven Hayward, F. K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, “A Sensible Environmentalism ,” American Enterprise Institute, April 24, 2003, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.aei.org/news/newsID.16854,filter./news_detail.asp

Research advances in resource economics have cast a shadow on regulatory approaches to many large-scale resource-use problems, and interest is growing in the use of markets and property rights to solve these problems, even among left-leaning environmentalists. Much destruction of forest resources resulted from unsound government measures--measures that private owners would not likely have undertaken to the same extent, if at all. As former vice president Al Gore noted in Earth in the Balance, "The most serious examples of environmental degradation in the world today are tragedies that were created or actively encouraged by governments--usually in pursuit of some notion that a dramatic reordering of the material world would enhance the greater good."

Unfettered capitalism can save the environment

Martin Lewis, associate research professor of geography, co-director of Comparative Area Studies, Duke University, 1992, Green Delusions, p. 179.

But such degradation, however much it may benefit the companies responsible for it, is not without economic costs. In the most direct example, a factory can so pollute a stream that its waters may no longer be usable by another industrial plant located downstream. Damage is more often diffuse and difficult to assess, but whenever pollution results in reduced crop yields, increased incidents of disease, or loss of recreational opportunities, to give just a few examples, the economy as a whole suffers substantial damage. Such costs that can be ignored by the firms responsible for them and instead passed on to society at large are defined as “negative externalities.” Many environmental economists regard negative externalities not as unfortunate side effects of the market system, but rather as incidents of market failure. 

The free market protects the environment

Free market economics can protect the environment without regulations 

Susmita Dasgupta, professor of economics at American University, senior economist at the World Bank, et al, “Confronting the Environmental Kuznets Curve,” Journal of Economic Perspectives, Winter, 2002, p. 154.

The improvement in efficiency means less pollution per unit of production, although larger plants may also concentrate pollution in a certain locality (Lucas, Dasgupta and Wheeler, 2001). In China, state-owned enterprises have much higher costs for reducing air pollution because they are operated less efficiently. Figure 3 displays recent econometric estimates of control costs for sulfur dioxide air pollution in large Chinese factories (Dasgupta, Wang and Wheeler, 1997). The level of polluting emissions also reflects managers’ technology decisions. In the OECD countries, innovations have generated significantly cleaner technologies that are available at incremental cost to producers in developing countries. Even in weakly regulated economies, many firms have adopted these cleaner technologies because they are more profitable. Increased openness to trade also tends to lower the price of cleaner imported technologies, while increasing the competitive pressure to adopt them if they are also more efficient (Reppelin-Hill, 1999; Huq, Martin and Wheeler, 1993; Martin and Wheeler, 1992). Thus, firms in relatively open developing economies adopt cleaner technologies more quickly (Birdsall and Wheeler, 1993; Huq, Martin and Wheeler, 1993).

The free market improves life generally

Capitalism is the most effective system for improving living conditions

Bill Emmott, Editor-in-Chief of The Economist, Vision, 20:21, 2003, p. 272-273.

The aim of the study was to see whether countries in which people had more economic freedom were also richer and grew more rapidly. But the study also sought to define economic freedom, in the hope of capturing and measuring the things that matter in making capitalism work. Broadly, economic freedom means the ability to do what you want with whatever property you have legally acquired, as long as your actions do not violate other people’s rights to do the same. Goods and services do not, alas, fall like manna from heaven; their arrival depends on property rights and the incentives to use and create them. 

Rejection of free markets condemns the poor to parochial inequality

Amartya Sen, Nobel Economics Laureate, Lament University Professor of Economics and Philosophy at Harvard, 1999, Development as Freedom, p. 6-7.

In fact, the praise of capitalism by Karl Marx (not a great admirer of capitalism in general) and his characterization (in Das Kapital) of the American Civil War as “the one great event of contemporary history” related directly to the importance of the freedom of labor contract as opposed to slavery and the enforced exclusion from the labor market. As will be discussed, the crucial challenges of development in many developing countries today include the need for the freeing of labor from explicit or implicit bondage that denies access to the open labor market. Similarly, the denial of access to product markets is often among the deprivations from which many small cultivators and struggling producers suffer under traditional arrangements and restrictions. 

Affirming responsibility prevents bad behavior 

Shawn Klein, senior writer for The Objectivist Center, “Responsibility, Not Regulation,” The Objectivist Center, July 30, 2002, p. np. Accessed May 22, 2003, http://www.objectivistcenter.org/articles/sklein_responsibility-not-regulation.asp

Right and wrong become nothing but a question of law. Some people will see how much they can do without breaking the letter of law. So, we shouldn’t be all that surprised when some people actually break the law. In a culture where responsibility is a key virtue, people look to do the right thing, instead of just seeing how close to not being wrong they can get. To be responsible means to own both your successes and your failures. It means making sure you take care of your needs and obligations. A responsible CEO will stand by his business’s practices, or change them to practices he will stand by. He won’t distort figures and data to hide the company’s—and thus his own—weak spots. It is only in accepting its failures and weaknesses that the company can improve and correct them. This is exactly what successful CEOs and businesses have always done. A culture of responsibility can help hold them to that standard.

The government cannot successfully legislate moral behavior

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, “Freedom and Virtue Are Inseparable,” CATO INSTITUTE, March 7, 1997, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.cato.org/dailys/3-07-97.html

Only cracks in this consensus, which provided the moral foundation of the laws, led to statutory changes. Government has proved that it is not a good teacher of virtue. The state tends to be effective at simple tasks, like jailing people. It is far less successful in shaping individual consciences. New laws would not make America a more virtuous nation. Even if there were fewer overt acts of immorality, there would be no change in peoples hearts and thus in society's moral core.

Resistance to tyranny ensures liberty

Individual resistance is key to furthering liberty

Jim Powell, NQA, “Why Liberty Flourished in the West,” Policy, Spring, 2001, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.cis.org.au/policy/Spring01/PolicySpring01_11.html

Hazlitt helped Mises' stepdaughter get out of Nazi-controlled Paris and helped persuade Yale University Press to publish Mises's books Bureaucracy, Omnipotent Government, and Human Action. Harold Luhnow paid Mises's salary at New York University; he paid F. A. Hayek's salary at the University of Chicago; he funded lectures that Milton and Rose Friedman turned into Capitalism and Freedom: and he approved the grant that enabled Murray Rothbard to write Man, Economy and State. Inspired by Hayek, Antony Fisher provided the seed money for the Institute of Economic Affairs in London and then helped to establish free market institutes around the globe. Conclusion History shows that when liberty isn't adequately defended, it tends to slip away as intellectuals promote statist ideas, special interests lobby for favours, and politicians gain more power. All of us can play an important role by keeping ourselves informed, educating our children, speaking up at school meetings, telling our friends, using our professional influence, contributing time and money to help keep this glorious civilisation alive. 

Refusing to accept regulation is critical to escaping state tyranny

Louis Rene Beres, Professor of International Law in the Department of Political Science at Purdue University, Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law , Spring, 1994, p. 18.

Once freed from their unwillingness to accept the finitude of life, individuals might finally agree upon a desacrialization of States, upon a covenant with all other individuals to treat the political as a secular realm of unalterably mundane limits. With such an agreement, the passion for "victory" would be greatly abridged, and the rationale of war between States severely impaired. Over time, every polis could become a cosmopolis, and the "realism" of power struggles between States could be revealed for what it has always been: a religious myth. 

Participation in the free market is the only way to be genuinely free

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, “Freedom and Virtue Are Inseparable,” CATO INSTITUTE, March 7, 1997, p. np. Accessed May 24, 2003, http://www.cato.org/dailys/3-07-97.html

Indeed attempting to forcibly make people virtuous would make society it self less virtuous: First individuals would lose the opportunity to exercise virtue. They would not face the same set of temptations and be forced to choose between good and evil. This approach might make their lives a bit simpler. But they would not be more virtuous. In this dilemma we see the paradox of Christianity: A God of love creates man and provides a means of redemption, but allows him to choose evil. Second, to vest government with primary responsibility for promoting virtue shortchanges other institutions like the family and church, sapping their vitality. Private social institutions find it easier to lean on the power of coercion than to lead by example, attempt to persuade and solve problems. 

Government tyranny must be resisted

John Bryant, widely published author, “On Fighting,” The Nationalist Times, April 1996, p. np. Accessed May 26, 2003, http://www.anu.org/archives_onfighting.html

Suppose a dictator seizes power and decides to turn the populace into slaves. While the populace is not organized, and thus cannot resist as would an opposing military force, it is nonetheless true that each individual, by his own personal resistance, can add to the dictator's cost of imposing his rule; and if every person who is abused resists, the cost to the dictator escalates so rapidly that [the] his dictatorship will promptly collapse, if for no other reason than the dictator's troops would eventually be revolted by the excess of killing or other abuse. A more realistic case of individual resistance to a dictator was that foreseen by the authors of our Constitution, who added a Bill of Rights that included the statement, ". . . the right to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed." While some unscholarly voices have argued that the Second Amendment, as it is popularly known, merely referred to State-organized military forces, the statements of the Founding Fathers who wrote it made clear that this amendment was added precisely in order to enable Americans to resist the tyranny of government by force of arms, and thus to keep the government "bound down in chains" by the threat of such rebellion.[gender paraphrased by Eric Suni]

**Aff Answers**

Coercion is not immoral

Degree of coercion is important. Small incursions don’t break the moral order

Stephen Gardbaum, Assistant Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, “Why The Liberal State Can Promote Moral Ideals After All,” Harvard Law Review, April, 1991, p. 1369.

Whether coercion is justified must be determined contextually, depending on such factors as the ideals in question, what is at stake, the consequences of acting or not acting in a given situation, and the amount of coercion involved. Within liberal societies, the amount of coercion generally involved in promoting such "domestic" moral ideals as autonomy, equality, and human dignity is not always great, and often much less than that involved in importing "foreign" ideals into a previously homogeneous moral culture. The model of the Bolshevik Party implanting and fostering the value of communism in Czarist Russia should not tyrannize our minds on this issue.

Protection of life justifies coercion

Stephen Gardbaum, Assistant Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, “Why The Liberal State Can Promote Moral Ideals After All,” Harvard Law Review, April, 1991, p. 1367-1368.

The Justification of Coercion. -- I now turn to the second premise of the fact of pluralism argument: that coercion is never justified. Neutralists present the fact of pluralism argument as if a showing that the use or threat of coercion is necessarily involved establishes their case without further argument. It does not. Neutralists need to present arguments that show either why, in general, the use or threat of coercion automatically extinguishes the justification for state action (that is, why coercion is always wrong), or alternatively, why coercion is wrong in the particular context of conceptions of the good. It is not very difficult to show that neutralists believe that state coercion is justified in certain cases, so that their objection cannot be to the use of coercion as such. After all, what type of state would the neutral state be if it could never use coercion? For example, in the case of a burglar caught in a life-threatening trap, if a property owner were to refuse to either unlock the trap or hand over the key to the police, very few neutralists would stand firm in defense of private property rights and against the coercive taking of the key. More generally, if pressed, neutralists would admit that coercion is justified to secure and maintain the ends of political association as they see them, such as the protection and security of life, liberty, and property. 

The free market critique is myopic. regulation is the only solution

Cass Sunstein, Karl N. Llewellyn Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago School of Law and Department of Political Science, Duke Law Journal, June, 1991, p. 609-610.

In the last decade, it has become fashionable to decry the regulatory system that has grown up in response to the consumer, labor, anti-discrimination, and environmental movements of the 1930s, 1960s, and 1970s. Under one quite prominent view, government regulation in these areas is often indefensible in principle -- because it amounts to unjustified paternalism or public meddling in private affairs -- and is, in any case, intolerable in practice because it predictably makes things worse rather than better. But this view is myopic. A number of solid arguments justify regulation, and those arguments are not paternalistic at all. Moreover, social regulation has not always failed: it has protected endangered species, reduced discrimination, helped clean up the air and water, and saved many thousands of lives. To be sure, there have been failures, some of them extremely serious. But the failures come in identifiable patterns, and they can be avoided in the future. The lessons derived from the failures should point regulators in new directions -- not toward an exclusive reliance on private markets or toward enthusiasm for laissez-faire, but rather toward strategies that will incorporate an understanding of market forces, promote the democratic character of modern government, and increase international competitiveness while minimizing undesirable side-effects and reducing regulatory costs. 

Morality is not absolute

The means/ends distinction is inevitable and a moral cop out. There are no absolutes. You have to weigh comparative risks. [gender paraphrased]

Saul D. Alinsky, Activist, Professor, and Social Organizer with International Fame, Founder of the Industrial Areas Foundation, Rules for Radicals, 1971, p. 24-27

We cannot think first and act afterwards. From the moment of birth we are immersed in action and can only fitfully guide it by taking thought. Alfred North Whitehead That perennial question, “Does the end justify the means?” is meaningless as it stands; the real and only question regarding the ethics of means and ends is, and always has been, “Does this particular end justify this particular means?” Life and how you live it is the story of means and ends. The end is what you want, and the means is how you get it. Whenever we think about social change, the question of means and ends arises. The man of action views the issue of means and ends arises. The man of action views the issue of means and ends in pragmatic and strategic terms. He has no other problem; he thinks only of his actual resources and the possibilities of various choices of action. He asks of ends only whether they are achievable and worth the cost; of means, only whether they will work. To say that corrupt means corrupt the ends is to believe in the immaculate conception of ends and principles. The real arena is corrupt and bloody. Life is a corrupting process from the time a child learns to play his mother off against his father in the politics of when to go to bed; he who fears corruption fears life. The practical revolutionary will understand Geothe’s “conscience is the virtue of observers and not of agents of action”; in action, one does not always enjoy the luxury of a decision that is consistent both with one’s individual conscience and the good of [hu]mankind. The choice must always be for the latter. Action is for mass salvation and not for the individual’s personal salvation. He who sacrifices the mass good for his personal conscience has peculiar conception of “personal salvation”; he doesn’t care enough for people to be “corrupted” for them. The men who pile up the heaps of discussion and literature on the ethics of means and ends—which with rare exception is conspicuous for its sterility—rarely write about their won experiences in the perpetual struggle of life and change. They are strangers, moreover, to the burdens and problems of operational responsibility and the unceasing pressure for immediate decisions. They are passionately committed to a mystical objectivity where passions are suspect. They assume a nonexistent situation where man suspect. They assume a nonexistent situation where men dispassionately and with reason draw and devise means and ends as if studying a navigational chart on land. They can be recognized by one of two verbal brands; “We agree with the ends but not the means,” or “This is not the time.” The means-and-end moralists or non-doers always wind up on their ends without any means. The means-and-ends moralists, constantly obsessed with the ethics of the means used by the Have-Nots against the Haves, should search themselves as to their real political position. In fact, they are passive—but real—allies of the Haves. They are the ones Jacques Maritain referred to in his statement, “The fear of soiling ourselves by entering the context of history is not virtue, but a way of escaping virtue.” These non-doers were the ones who chose not to fight the Nazis in the only way they could have been fought; they were the ones who drew their window blinds to shut out the shameful spectacle of Jews and political prisoners being dragged through the streets; they were the ones who privately deplored the horror of it all—and did nothing. This is the nadir of immorality. The most unethical of all means is the nonuse of any means. It is this species of man how so vehemently and militantly participated in that classically idealistic debate at the old League of Nations on the ethical differences between defensive and offensive weapons. Their fears of action drive them to refuge in an ethics so divorced from the politics of life that it can apply only to angels, not to men. The standards of judgment must be rooted in the whys and wherefores of life as it is lived, the world as it is, not our wished-for fantasy of the world as it should be. I present here a series of rules pertaining to the ethics of means and ends: first, that one’s concern with the ethics of means and ends varies inversely with one’s personal interest in the issue. When we are not directly concerned our morality overflows; as La Rochefoucauld put it, “We all have strength enough to endure the misfortunes of others.” Accompanying this rule is the parallel one that one’s concern with the ethics of means and ends varies inversely with one’s distance from the scene of conflict. The second rule of the ethics of means and ends is that the judgment of the ethics of means is dependent upon the political position of those sitting in judgment. If you actively opposed the Nazi occupation and joined the underground Resistance, then you adopted the means of assassination, terror, properly destruction, the bombing of tunnels and trains, kidnapping, and the willingness to sacrifice innocent hostages to the end of defeating the Nazis. Those who opposed the Nazi conquerors regarded the Resistance as a secret army of selfless, patriotic idealists, courageous beyond expectation and willing to sacrifice their lives to their moral convictions. To the occupation authorities, however, these people were lawless terrorists, murders, saboteurs, assassins, who believed that the end justified the means, and were utterly unethical according to the mystical rules of war. Any foreign occupation would so ethically judge its opposition. However, in such conflict, neither protagonist is concerned with any value except victory. It is life or death. [feminist editing is by me – CEO]
Morality is not absolute

In a nuclear world we have to weigh consequences.

Sissela Bok, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory, Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi, 1988
The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice. To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.” And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake. For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.
Avoiding consequentalist decision-making is moral evasion [this evidence is gender-paraphrased]

Kai Nielsen, Professor of Philosophy, University of Calgary, Absolutism and Its Consequentialist Critics, ed. Joram Graf Haber, 1993, p. 170-2 

Forget the levity of the example and consider the case of the innocent fat man. If there really is no other way of unsticking our fat man and if plainly, without blasting him out, everyone in the cave will drown, then, innocent or not, he should be blasted out. This indeed overrides the principle that the innocent should never be deliberately killed, but it does not reveal a callousness toward life, for the people involved are caught in a desperate situation in which, if such extreme action is not taken, many lives will be lost and far greater misery will obtain. Moreover, the people who do such a horrible thing or acquiesce in the doing of it are not likely to be rendered more callous about human life and human suffering as a result. Its occurrence will haunt them for the rest of their lives and is as likely as not to make them more rather than less morally sensitive. It is not even correct to say that such a desperate act shows a lack of respect for persons. We are not treating the fat man merely as a means. The fat man's person‑his interests and rights are not ignored. Killing him is something which is undertaken with the greatest reluctance. It is only when it is quite certain that there is no other way to save the lives of the others that such a violent course of action is justifiably undertaken. Alan Donagan, arguing rather as Anscombe argues, maintains that "to use any innocent man ill for the sake of some public good is directly to degrade him to being a mere means" and to do this is of course to violate a principle essential to morality, that is, that human beings should never merely be treated as means but should be treated as ends in themselves (as persons worthy of respect)." But, as my above remarks show, it need not be the case, and in the above situation it is not the case, that in killing such an innocent man we are treating him merely as a means. The action is universalizable, all alternative actions which would save his life are duly considered, the blasting out is done only as a last and desperate resort with the minimum of harshness and indifference to his suffering and the like. It indeed sounds ironical to talk this way, given what is done to him. But if such a terrible situation were to arise, there would always be more or less humane ways of going about one's grim task. And in acting in the more humane ways toward the fat man, as we do what we must do and would have done to ourselves were the roles reversed, we show a respect for his person. In so treating the fat man‑not just to further the public good but to prevent the certain death of a whole group of people (that is to prevent an even greater evil than his being killed in this way)‑the claims of justice are not overriden either, for each individual involved, if he is reasonably correct, should realize that if he were so stuck rather than the fat man, he should in such situations be blasted out. Thus, there is no question of being unfair. Surely we must choose between evils here, but is there anything more reasonable, more morally appropriate, than choosing the lesser evil when doing or allowing some evil cannot be avoided? That is, where there is no avoiding both and where our actions can determine whether a greater or lesser evil obtains, should we not plainly always opt for the lesser evil? And is it not obviously a greater evil that all those other innocent people should suffer and die than that the fat man should suffer and die? Blowing up the fat man is indeed monstrous. But letting him remain stuck while the whole group drowns is still more monstrous. The consequentialist is on strong moral ground here, and, if his reflective moral convictions do not square either with certain unrehearsed or with certain reflective particular moral convictions of human beings, so much the worse for such commonsense moral convictions. One could even usefully and relevantly adapt herethough for a quite different purpose‑an argument of Donagan's. Consequentialism of the kind I have been arguing for provides so persuasive "a theoretical basis for common morality that when it contradicts some moral intuition, it is natural to suspect that intuition, not theory, is corrupt."" Given the comprehensiveness, plausibility, and overall rationality of consequentialism, it is not unreasonable to override even a deeply felt moral conviction if it does not square with such a theory, though, if it made no sense or overrode the bulk of or even a great many of our considered moral convictions, that would be another matter indeed. Anticonsequentialists often point to the inhumanity of people who will sanction such killing of the innocent, but cannot the compliment be returned by speaking of the even greater inhumanity, conjoined with evasiveness, of those who will allow even more death and far greater misery and then excuse themselves on the ground that they did not intend the death and misery but merely forbore to prevent it? In such a context, such reasoning and such forbearing to prevent seems to me to constitute a moral evasion. I say it is evasive because rather than steeling himself to do what in normal circumstances would be a horrible and vile act but in this circumstance is a harsh moral necessity, he [it] allows, when he has the power to prevent it, a situation which is still many times worse. He tries to keep his `moral purity' and [to] avoid `dirty hands' at the price of utter moral failure and what Kierkegaard called `double‑mindedness.' It is understandable that people should act in this morally evasive way but this does not make it right. [feminist editing by JAC]

Regulation is moral

Government regulation is vital to freedom, democracy, and the market

Cass Sunstein, Karl N. Llewellyn Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago School of Law and Department of Political Science, Duke Law Journal, June, 1991, p. 621.

Similarly, political action can and sometimes should overcome existing private preferences and beliefs. Preferences, desires, and beliefs do not exist in a vacuum; they often adapt to existing legal rules and social practices. Without the possibility of government action, current practices sometimes seem intractable, and people resign themselves to them. People adapt their behavior and even their desires and beliefs to the status quo. In such cases, there is a serious obstacle to political freedom. Freedom consists not merely in satisfying one's desires, but also in ensuring that desires are not formed under unjust conditions, or under circumstances that impede their free development. This concept of freedom is highly congenial to American public law. If people can act in concert through government, they can remove some of these obstacles. 

Regulations are necessary evils

Robert Veatch, et al. NQA, The Hastings Center Report, Nov-Dec, 1996, v26 n6, p. 41-48.

President Clinton persuaded Congress to establish the program in his first year in office by arguing that vaccine manufacturers were pursuing "profits at the expense of our children." But a report by the auditors of the General Accounting Office clearly indicated that "vaccine cost is not an important barrier" to the immunization of children. Indeed, the report stated, most children who are vaccinated "are eligible for free vaccine under the present system."[2] The experience with polio vaccine in New York many years earlier had indicated that vaccination against polio would only be effectively complete when compelled by threat of law. There is something immoral about spending millions, even hundreds of millions, of dollars on programs to "educate" people to change their behavior when we know that what is necessary is either intimidation or coercion.

Pure morals are impossible. The hard choice to regulate must be made

Robert Veatch, et al. NQA, The Hastings Center Report, Nov-Dec, 1996, v26 n6, p. 41-48.

To avoid coercion when only coercion will work does, not promote the individual or the common good. To cling to the mythology of pure and rational autonomy even at the cost of children's lives may well be defined as immoral behavior. In a heterogeneous society we must be particularly vigilant in protecting individual choice. Still, there will always be legitimate areas for social control from inducements to coercion: in rearing children; in protecting children; in protecting the helpless; in protecting society and promoting social values, such as beneficence, shared responsibility, mutual aid; and finally in the protection of the environment. We are a society increasingly caught up in an uncompromising and rigid worship of personal autonomy. Autonomy has now become an obstacle to other dimensions of freedom. The libertarian crusade to protect everyone's autonomy has led to limits on social policy and social interaction in everyday life that violate common sense and ordinary moral intuitions. 

Regulation Is Justified On Liberal Democratic Grounds

Donald Pongrace. J.D., The Washington College of Law, The American University, American University Law Review, Summer, 1985, p. 1195-1196.

In the dichotomous liberal democratic world view, the universe of human activity is divided into two separate categories of human conduct: the public sphere and the private sphere. The private sphere is that area of human activity presumptively outside the legitimate bounds of government regulation or coercion. As Justice Marshall has noted, the private sphere is that area of "private autonomy which government is bound to respect." The individual regulates the private sphere, which is confined to the individual and his immediate family and is characterized by the values emanating from the communal and cooperative aspects of human character. Conversely, the public sphere is that area of human activity that the government may legitimately regulate. In liberal democratic theory, the public sphere is characterized by those values associated with the traditional liberal democratic conception of man: self-interest, hierarchy, and competition. According to this view, government regulation in the public sphere is essential because it brings order to the otherwise chaotic competition between individual interests. 

The pure free market cannot exist

Free markets are an ideological construction

William Ophuls, Professor of Political Science at Northwestern, Requiem For Modern Politics, 1997, p. 118-119.

The free market is therefore an ideological fiction. Not only did the market system have to be created by the government in the first place, but it can continue to operate only with continuous government intervention and support thereafter. However, because of the disproportionate power of corporations, the economic tail wags the political dog. The upshot is the worst of both worlds: a top-heavy and heavy-handed state bureaucracy layered over a distorted and sometimes corrupt market economy. This ‘system” is operated by and for a class of financiers, managers, professionals, and technicians claiming power on the basis of their superior talent for making the system work. To use the epithets of various social critics, our lives are subject to the “radical monopoly” of a “technostructure” in the service of a “megatechnical” corporate state beholden to a “military-industrial complex.” This is the reality of “government” in our day. In the United States, this arrangement is shot through with hypocrisy, denial, bad faith, and multiple conflicts of interest: it is so contrary to our myth of yeoman democracy that we cannot openly acknowledge the truth to ourselves, much less behave rationally or consistently in accordance with it. 

Rights to property are a social construct

Samuel Issacharoff, Assistant Professor, The University of Texas School of Law, Texas Law Review, April, 1992, p. 1233-1234.

The failure to weigh the initial distribution of wealth and legal entitlements is not an oversight on Epstein's part. Epstein's libertarianism rests on the "principle that the sole presumptively legitimate function of the law is to protect individuals from fraud and violence and that the law should enforce all contracts untainted by either." As Professor Charles Fried has written, "[o]nly by assuming that the preexisting common law system of property rights had some natural, preconventional status" can Epstein uphold contractual liberties as the limit of permissible state interests. If the creation of those property rights is a social construct, as would most clearly be the case under a regime of formal subjugation through slavery or Jim Crow, it is impossible to demonstrate why rearrangement of opportunity through aggressive antidiscrimination laws "does not represent simply a redefinition by society of what have always been social conventions in any event." 

The free market is not neutral – broadcasting proves

Rodney Smith, Professor of Law, Capital University Law School, Regulating Religious Broadcasting: Some Comparative Reflections, Brigham Young University Law Review, 1996, p. 934.

Despite the allure of neutrality that Ayn Rand and others find in the free market, the market is not a neutral means of ensuring access for all religious entities to the broadcast media. The market is, in some measure, but another informal means of regulating broadcasting. Just as certain religious broadcasters tend to be favored under existing broadcast regulations, some religious broadcasters appear to be particularly well suited to gain access to broadcast media through the market. 

The free market conflates efficiency with morality. Laissez-faire approaches are immoral

Samuel Issacharoff, Assistant Professor, The University of Texas School of Law, Texas Law Review, April, 1992, p. 1225.

Once this aspiration is injected, however, the force of the argument begins to unravel. What happens if there is not ample opportunity for all? One need only look to the pre-1964 South to see that bigotry can indeed dominate an entire local economy and foreclose opportunity not just at the margin but in the aggregate. Even today, the maldistribution of minorities at the higher reaches of many professions may be taken as evidence that the assumption of robust avenues of advancement is misplaced. Epstein counters this evidence by arguing that, unlike situations where public or private force is used to remove blacks or other minorities from civil life, "[t]he fallback position when the antidiscrimination norm is eliminated is not violence and anarchy; it is voluntary separation and competition." It is completely unclear why, as a normative matter, "voluntary separation and competition" at the bottom reaches of the socioeconomic ladder is an adequate response to the complaints of those clustered at the bottom. 

The free market cannot deal with externalities, such as pollution

Markets cannot take social and ecological costs into account

Lester Milbrath, Professor Emeritus of Political Science and Sociology at SUNY-Buffalo, Learning to Think Environmentally, 1996, p. 87-88.

Markets work quite effectively to allocate resources, but they can’t look ahead to foresee such possibilities as overshoot and dieback, or global warming and climate change. A society that wants to become sustainable must foresee possible scarcities and system disturbances and then use its political system to limit throughput at sustainable levels. Markets also can’t distinguish what’s morally correct from what’s morally reprehensible. They’ll respond to the demands for luxury goods by the rich while ignoring the needs of the poor for bare subsistence. For example, land in the tropics that used to grow food for the poor may be diverted to grow flowers for rich Americans who want flowers in the winter. The free movement of capital and goods in a capitalistic world market has another harmful effect—that of encouraging the location of production facilities in countries with the lowest wages and the lowest levels of environmental protection. Markets encourage, even require, firms to externalize their pollution costs in order to be competitive. The costs then have to borne by the public and the ecosystem. 

Markets fail to provide equity. Government regulation is necessary

Cass Sunstein, Karl N. Llewellyn Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago School of Law and Department of Political Science, Duke Law Journal, June, 1991, p. 621-622.

Regulation may also be justified as a means of increasing opportunities when markets fail to provide them in sufficient numbers. Government can protect the background conditions for private choice by ensuring sufficient diversity to prevent existing arrangements from constraining preference formation. For example, some people may not value environmental diversity or endangered species simply because the market does not provide them in sufficiently visible places. A regulatory response is entirely appropriate. 

Coercion Is Justified To Prevent the Tragedy of the Commons

Thomas McGarity, Chair in Trial and Appellate Advocacy, University of Texas School of Law, University of Chicago Law Review, Fall, 1996, p. 1492.

The free marketeers share the radical anti-interventionists' faith in the free market as a fair and efficient vehicle for allocating scarce resources, but they lack the radical anti-interventionist moral commitment to property rights and freedom of contract. Economic efficiency is their guiding light. Free markets are preferable to regulated markets because free markets are generally more efficient. But free markets are subject to failure for a number of reasons: consumers or workers may have insufficient information to make rational choices; companies may impose uncompensated costs or risks (externalities or spillovers) on other private parties; or transaction costs, free riders, or holdouts may render private bargains infeasible. When it becomes clear that real-world markets are not functioning efficiently, then government intervention is warranted (and property rights and freedom of contract may have to be sacrificed) to the extent necessary to correct the market failures. 

Markets cannot account for externalities, ensuring environmental catastrophe

Lester Milbrath, Professor Emeritus of Political Science and Sociology at SUNY-Buffalo, Learning to Think Environmentally, 1996, p. 88-89.

So who pays the cost not reflected in the market price? We all do, through increased taxes and diminished quality of life. And when I say all, I’m including other creatures and future generations. Americans would be outraged if the price of gasoline more than doubled to reflect its true cost. Yet when taxes keep going up to pay for some of the injury and loss caused by the consumption of cheap oil, we scream about high taxes. In western Europe, gasoline costs two to four times what we pay, because governments there try harder to collect enough fuel taxes to cover the costs we hide. Economic accounting makes another huge error when it counts the cost of cleaning up a mess, such as a toxic dump, or a flood, as an addition to rather than a debit from the GDP. Only government regulation has forced firms to incorporate the cost of pollution into their cost accounting. But the cost of controlling and cleaning up pollution is added to the GDP rather than deducted as the loss it really is. 

The free market is inherently unequal

The market generates balance only by cementing inequality

Samuel Issacharoff, Assistant Professor, The University of Texas School of Law, Texas Law Review, April, 1992, p. 1225-1226.

Again, the central question arises: even assuming the capacity to devise a utility function that can accurately measure subjective levels of satisfaction, what is the normative basis for assuming that "overall levels of social satisfaction" are the appropriate benchmarks for proper or improper social interventions into employment markets? It is entirely conceivable that if a ninety-five percent majority of the population benefitted from the near enslavement of the remaining five percent, an equilibrium could be achieved in which any improvement of the status of the minority population would decrease the "overall levels of social satisfaction" - as measured primarily by the ninety-five percent majority. To my mind, this neither justifies the initial oppression nor invalidates the moral force of efforts to eradicate the vestiges of the oppression of the minority. Even Judge Richard Posner, one of the doyens of the law and economics movement, has cautioned that there is no necessary equation between the economic insight into the efficient and the philosophical claim as to the good: "To say that discrimination is often a rational and efficient form of behavior is not to say that it is socially or ethically desirable. 'Efficient' must never be confused with 'good' or 'right.'" 

Markets perpetuate discrimination, justifying legal intervention

Cass Sunstein, Karl N. Llewellyn Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago School of Law and Department of Political Science, Duke Law Journal, June, 1991, p. 761.

Any generalization relied on in the labor market will have a signaling effect that will shift investments in human capital. It is not easy to develop a model to explain which of those signals produce suboptimal investments. Often, then, markets will perpetuate discrimination for reasons that are unrelated to the market failures that provide traditional economic grounds for legal intervention. More importantly, each of these effects reinforces the others in potentially powerful ways. If there is ordinary prejudice, it will interact with statistical discrimination to produce more of both. People tend to notice events consistent with their prejudice and to disregard events that are inconsistent with them, thus resulting in more prejudice and more statistical discrimination. If third parties attempt to promote discrimination, they will increase both prejudice and statistical discrimination. Employers will hire fewer members of disadvantaged groups, who will in turn appear less frequently in desirable positions, with consequent reinforcing effects on both prejudice and statistical discrimination. In addition, if there is prejudice and statistical discrimination, and if third parties promote discrimination, there will be decreased investments in human capital and increasing adaptation of preferences and beliefs to the status quo. These will be perfectly reasonable responses. 

Laissez faire produces inefficiency and injustice

Cass Sunstein, Karl N. Llewellyn Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago School of Law and Department of Political Science, Duke Law Journal, June, 1991, p. 616-617.

For New Deal reformers, the very idea of laissez-faire was misconceived. It diverted attention from the fact that legal rules were already in place, that they did not leave matters alone, and on the contrary that they created a system that sometimes produced both inefficiency and injustice. Far from laissez-faire, the market was constructed by the rules of contract, tort, and property law, and these operated as regulatory controls, benefiting some people while burdening others. The system that preceded the New Deal could not be characterized as "natural" or "prepolitical." It represented a series of social choices embodied in law. These propositions did not by themselves justify the rise of the regulatory state. Indeed, the assertion that a system is socially constructed is entirely neutral from the moral point of view -- such an assertion does not support change. But the New Dealers also claimed that new regulatory regimes could both promote prosperity and help the disadvantaged. These claims largely undergirded the creation of the modern administrative state; they provide much of the focus of contemporary controversy in administrative law. In many respects, the ideas of the New Deal reformation are highly compatible with liberal republicanism. The major difference lies in the emphatic New Deal insistence that existing distributions of resources must not be taken as natural or just, but assessed on pragmatic grounds, exploring their consequences for economic prosperity and distributive justice. The modern regulatory system has grown out of this insistence, and the pragmatic assessment of regulatory programs was hardly meant to end in the 1930s. 
Objectivism is immoral

Objectivism denies moral values

Richard Delgado, Jean Lindsley Professor of Law, University of Colorado, Georgetown Law Journal, February, 1998, p. 1072.

Similarly, presumptions and burdens of proof should be the same for both sides, unless justified by a good reason. Farber and Sherry, for example, warn that standpoint epistemology leads to relativism and, potentially, Holocaust denial. But they overlook that some of the most ardent embracers of objectivism and the Western canon feel free to minimize the results of slavery, Mexican conquest, Indian massacres, and even Japanese-American prison camp internment, merely because these happened some time ago. 

The critique’s framework is heartless. It denies responsibility to others

Samuel Issacharoff, Assistant Professor, The University of Texas School of Law, Texas Law Review, April, 1992, p. 1258-1259.

But for those not so inclined, the absence of the normative basis for treating all inherited distributions of wealth and opportunity as sacrosanct will render ultimately unsatisfying Epstein's fundamental challenge to the right of any society to legislate morality. Clearly, one must be already on board to accept his parting shot that from the departure from contractual liberty come the "totalitarian implications" of the antidiscrimination laws: "It is very easy to develop rules that give us exactly what we want if the only preferences and desires that are taken into account are those of people with whom we agree on moral or political grounds." He acknowledges that his hostility to all forms of morally inspired legislation leaves him "securely outside the mainstream." 

Title VII proves the libertarian critique trivializes freedom

Evan Tsen Lee, Professor, University of California, Hastings College of the Law, San Diego Law Review, Winter, 1994, p. 209-210.

It is governmental interference with our associational freedom. It is Big Brother telling us with whom we must spend time. It is philosophically indistinguishable from Big Brother telling us with whom we may not associate. It is totalitarianism. I do not know how to respond to this except to say that I do not share that view, and I know virtually no one who does. It is true that one of the traits of totalitarianism is the substitution of central planning for voluntaristic action, in the realm of interpersonal association, as elsewhere. It is also true that Title VII represents centralized restrictions on associational freedom. And yet the law that requires me to drive on the right side of the road represents a centralized restriction on my freedom to associate with those on the left side of the road in the exact manner I may wish. The law that empowers health authorities to quarantine those with extremely communicable diseases represents a centralized restriction on associational freedom. If this is "totalitarianism," then the concept has been trivialized beyond the point of usefulness. 

Libertarian philosophy is racist and unhelpful in changing views

Lea Brilmayer, NQA, San Diego Law Review, Winter, 1994, p. 123-124.

Libertarianism, roughly speaking, focuses on the rights of white people. Antidiscrimination law does not impinge on the rights of black people because they are never required to enter into a contract that they do not like. They cannot be sued for failing to apply for a job, or failing to take one that is offered. When libertarians complain about antidiscrimination law, then, they have in mind the rights of people that antidiscrimination law restrains, and these are by and large members of the dominant group in society. Freedom of contract arguments have a different focus. In theory, they uphold the contract rights of all people who want to enter into discriminatory contracts. As a rhetorical matter, however, freedom of contract theorists tend, as Epstein does, to assert that the ability to contract (even at a discriminatory rate) helps the disadvantaged group. This stance is rhetorically attractive because it is designed to show that liberal policy backfires; it hurts the very people it was designed to help. But even though libertarianism and freedom of contract tend to focus on rather different groups of people, they are still designed to protect the subjective preferences of these people. They are not designed for, and they are not effective in, arguing that people should change the preferences that they have or that government should attempt to cause people to change them. 
**Natural Capitalism**

Capitalism does not value natural capital 1/2

Capitalism’s approach to production prevents any valuing of natural capital

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Recognition of this shadow side of the success of industrial production has triggered the second of the two great intellectual shifts of the late twentieth century. The end of the Cold War and the fall of communism was the first such shift; the second, now quietly emerging, is the end of the war against life on earth, and the eventual ascendance of what we call natural capitalism. Capitalism, as practiced, is a financially profitable, nonsustainable aberration in human development. What might be called “industrial capitalism” does not fully conform to its own accounting principles. It liquidates its capital and calls it income. It neglects to assign any value to the largest stocks of capital it employs—the natural resources and living systems, as well as the social and cultural systems that are the basis of human capital. But this deficiency in business operations cannot be corrected simply by assigning monetary values to natural capital, for three reasons. First, many of the services we receive from living systems have no known substitutes at any price; for example, oxygen production by green plants. This was demonstrated memorably in 1991–93 when the scientists operating the $200 million Biosphere 2 experiment in Arizona discovered that it was unable to maintain life-supporting oxygen levels for the eight people living inside. Biosphere 1, a.k.a. Planet Earth, performs this task daily at no charge for 6 billion people. Second, valuing natural capital is a difficult and imprecise exercise at best. Nonetheless, several recent assessments have estimated that biological services flowing directly into society from the stock of natural capital are worth at least $36 trillion annually.5 That figure is close to the annual gross world product of approximately $39 trillion—a striking measure of the value of natural capital to the economy. If natural capital stocks were given a monetary value, assuming the assets yielded “interest” of $36 trillion annually, the world’s natural capital would be valued at somewhere between $400 and $500 trillion—tens of thousands of dollars for every person on the planet. That is undoubtedly a conservative figure given the fact that anything we can’t live without and can’t replace at any price could be said to have an infinite value. Additionally, just as technology cannot replace the planet’s life-support systems, so, too, are machines unable to provide a substitute for human intelligence, knowledge, wisdom, organizational abilities, and culture. The World Bank’s 1995 Wealth Index found the sum value of human capital to be three times greater than all the financial and manufactured capital reflected on global balance sheets.6 This, too, appears to be a conservative estimate, since it counts only the market value of human employment, not uncompensated effort or cultural resources. It is not the aim of this book to assess how to determine value for such unaccounted-for forms of capital. It is clear, however, that behaving as though they are valueless has brought us to the verge of disaster. But if it is in practice difficult to tabulate the value of natural and human capital on balance sheets, how can governments and conscientious businesspersons make decisions about the responsible use of earth’s living systems? 

Capitalism does not value natural capital 2/2

The economics of modern capitalism does not factor living systems into its analysis—comprehensive change can only occur once we understand and begin to move away from this mindset

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Following Einstein’s dictum that problems can’t be solved within the mind-set that created them, the first step toward any comprehensive economic and ecological change is to understand the mental model that forms the basis of present economic thinking. The mind-set of the present capitalist system might be summarized as follows: . Economic progress can best occur in free-market systems of production and distribution where reinvested profits make labor and capital increasingly productive. . Competitive advantage is gained when bigger, more efficient plants manufacture more products for sale to expanding markets. . Growth in total output (GDP) maximizes human well-being. . Any resource shortages that do occur will elicit the development of substitutes. . Concerns for a healthy environment are important but must be balanced against the requirements of economic growth, if a high standard of living is to be maintained. . Free enterprise and market forces will allocate people and resources to their highest and best uses. The origins of this worldview go back centuries, but it took the industrial revolution to establish it as the primary economic ideology. This sudden, almost violent, change in the means of production and distribution of goods, in sector after economic sector, introduced a new element that redefined the basic formula for the creation of material products: Machines powered by water, wood, charcoal, coal, oil, and eventually electricity accelerated or accomplished some or all of the work formerly performed by laborers. Human productive capabilities began to grow exponentially.What took two hundred workers in 1770 could be done by a single spinner in the British textile industry by 1812. With such astonishingly improved productivity, the labor force was able to manufacture a vastly larger volume of basic necessities like cloth at greatly reduced cost. This in turn rapidly raised standards of living and real wages, increasing demand for other products in other industries. Further technological breakthroughs proliferated, and as industry after industry became mechanized, leading to even lower prices and higher incomes, all of these factors fueled a self-sustaining and increasing demand for transportation, housing, education, clothing, and other goods, creating the foundation of modern commerce.7 The past two hundred years of massive growth in prosperity and manufactured capital have been accompanied by a prodigious body of economic theory analyzing it, all based on the fallacy that natural and human capital have little value as compared to final output. In the standard industrial model, the creation of value is portrayed as a linear sequence of extraction, production, and distribution: Raw materials are introduced. (Enter nature, stage left.) Labor uses technologies to transform these resources into products, which are sold to create profits. The wastes from production processes, and soon the products themselves, are somehow disposed of somewhere else. (Exit waste, stage right.) The “somewheres” in this scenario are not the concern of classical economics: Enough money can buy enough resources, so the theory goes, and enough “elsewheres” to dispose of them afterward. This conventional view of value creation is not without its critics. Viewing the economic process as a disembodied, circular flow of value between production and consumption, argues economist Herman Daly, is like trying to understand an animal only in terms of its circulatory system, without taking into account the fact it also has a digestive tract that ties it firmly to its environment at both ends. But there is an even more fundamental critique to be applied here, and it is one based on simple logic. The evidence of our senses is sufficient to tell us that all economic activity—all that human beings are, all that they can ever accomplish—is embedded within the workings of a particular planet. That planet is not growing, so the somewheres and elsewheres are always with us. The increasing removal of resources, their transport and use, and their replacement with waste steadily erodes our stock of natural capital.

Current system extremely inefficient

Current US industrial system is horribly inefficient

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

To appreciate the potential of radical resource productivity, it is helpful to recognize that the present industrial system is, practically speaking, a couch potato: It eats too much junk food and gets insufficient exercise. In its late maturity, industrial society runs on life-support systems that require enormous heat and pressure, are petrochemically dependent and materials-intensive, and require large flows of toxic and hazardous chemicals. These industrial “empty calories” end up as pollution, acid rain, and greenhouse gases, harming environmental, social, and financial systems. Even though all the reengineering and downsizing trends of the past decade were supposed to sweep away corporate inefficiency, the U.S. economy remains astoundingly inefficient: It has been estimated that only 6 percent of its vast flows of materials actually end up in products.15 Overall, the ratio of waste to the durable products that constitute material wealth may be closer to one hundred to one. The whole economy is less than 10 percent—probably only a few percent—as energy-efficient as the laws of physics permit.
Must recognize importance of natural capital

Recognizing the vital role of natural capital plays in economic prosperity and human survival is necessary to counteract the environmental degradation brought about by modern industrial capitalism

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

It is about the possibilities that will arise from the birth of a new type of industrialism, one that differs in its philosophy, goals, and fundamental processes from the industrial system that is the standard today. In the next century, as human population doubles and the resources available per person drop by one-half to three-fourths, a remarkable transformation of industry and commerce can occur. Through this transformation, society will be able to create a vital economy that uses radically less material and energy. This economy can free up resources, reduce taxes on personal income, increase per-capita spending on social ills (while simultaneously reducing those ills), and begin to restore the damaged environment of the earth. These necessary changes done properly can promote economic efficiency, ecological conservation, and social equity. The industrial revolution that gave rise to modern capitalism greatly expanded the possibilities for the material development of humankind. It continues to do so today, but at a severe price. Since the mideighteenth century, more of nature has been destroyed than in all prior history.While industrial systems have reached pinnacles of success, able to muster and accumulate human-made capital on vast levels, natural capital, on which civilization depends to create economic prosperity, is rapidly declining,1 and the rate of loss is increasing proportionate to gains in material well-being. Natural capital includes all the familiar resources used by humankind: water, minerals, oil, trees, fish, soil, air, et cetera. But it also encompasses living systems, which include grasslands, savannas, wetlands, estuaries, oceans, coral reefs, riparian corridors, tundras, and rainforests. These are deteriorating worldwide at an unprecedented rate. Within these ecological communities are the fungi, ponds, mammals, humus, amphibians, bacteria, trees, flagellates, insects, songbirds, ferns, starfish, and flowers that make life possible and worth living on this planet. As more people and businesses place greater strain on living systems, limits to prosperity are coming to be determined by natural capital rather than industrial prowess. This is not to say that the world is running out of commodities in the near future. The prices for most raw materials are at a twenty-eight-year low and are still falling. Supplies are cheap and appear to be abundant, due to a number of reasons: the collapse of the Asian economies, globalization of trade, cheaper transport costs, imbalances in market power that enable commodity traders and middlemen to squeeze producers, and in large measure the success of powerful new extractive technologies, whose correspondingly extensive damage to ecosystems is seldom given a monetary value. After richer ores are exhausted, skilled mining companies can now level and grind up whole mountains of poorer-quality ores to extract the metals desired. But while technology keeps ahead of depletion, providing what appear to be ever-cheaper metals, they only appear cheap, because the stripped rainforest and the mountain of toxic tailings spilling into rivers, the impoverished villages and eroded indigenous cultures—all the consequences they leave in their wake—are not factored into the cost of production. It is not the supplies of oil or copper that are beginning to limit our development but life itself. Today, our continuing progress is restricted not by the number of fishing boats but by the decreasing numbers of fish; not by the power of pumps but by the depletion of aquifers; not by the number of chainsaws but by the disappearance of primary forests. While living systems are the source of such desired materials as wood, fish, or food, of utmost importance are the services that they offer,2 services that are far more critical to human prosperity than are nonrenewable resources. A forest provides not only the resource of wood but also the services of water storage and flood management. A healthy environment automatically supplies not only clean air and water, rainfall, ocean productivity, fertile soil, and watershed resilience but also such less-appreciated functions as waste processing (both natural and industrial), buffering against the extremes of weather, and regeneration of the atmosphere. Humankind has inherited a 3.8-billion-year store of natural capital. At present rates of use and degradation, there will be little left by the end of the next century. This is not only a matter of aesthetics and morality, it is of the utmost practical concern to society and all people. Despite reams of press about the state of the environment and rafts of laws attempting to prevent further loss, the stock of natural capital is plummeting and the vital life-giving services that flow from it are critical to our prosperity. 
“Resource” Link—seeing environmental problems as losses of resources and not living systems prevents ability to solve

Focus on resources in climate debate obscures the ability to challenge actually threats to our climate—like loss of critical life cycles

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

The climate debate is a public issue in which the assets at risk are not specific resources, like oil, fish, or timber, but a life-supporting system. One of nature’s most critical cycles is the continual exchange of carbon dioxide and oxygen among plants and animals. This “recycling service” is provided by nature free of charge. But today carbon dioxide is building up in the atmosphere, due in part to combustion of fossil fuels. In effect, the capacity of the natural system to recycle carbon dioxide has been exceeded, just as overfishing can exceed the capacity of a fishery to replenish stocks. But what is especially important to realize is that there is no known alternative to nature’s carbon cycle service. 

Regulation Link – government regulations encourage inefficiency

Status quo government actions only increase inefficiency and prevent a transition to radical resource efficiency

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

But even as Factor Ten goals are driving reductions in materials and energy flows, some governments are continuing to create and administer laws, policies, taxes, and subsidies that have quite the opposite effect. Hundreds of billions of dollars of taxpayers’money are annually diverted to promote inefficient and unproductive material and energy use. These include subsidies to mining, oil, coal, fishing, and forest industries as well as agricultural practices that degrade soil fertility and use wasteful amounts of water and chemicals. Many of these subsidies are vestigial, some dating as far back as the eighteenth century, when European powers provided entrepreneurs with incentives to find and exploit colonial resources. Taxes extracted from labor subsidize patterns of resource use that in turn displace workers, an ironic situation that is becoming increasingly apparent and unacceptable, particularly in Europe, where there is chronically high unemployment. Already, tax reforms aimed at increasing employment by shifting taxes away from people to the use of resources have started to be instituted in the Netherlands, Germany, Britain, Sweden, and Denmark, and are being seriously proposed across Europe. 

Drilling Link – focus on extracting materials obscures need for increased efficiency

Focus on policies that seek to extract raw materials prevents resource productivity

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

This waste is currently rewarded by deliberate distortions in the marketplace, in the form of policies like subsidies to industries that extract raw materials from the earth and damage the biosphere. As long as that damage goes unaccounted for, as long as virgin resource prices are maintained at artificially low levels, it makes sense to continue to use virgin materials rather than reuse resources discarded from previous products. As long as it is assumed that there are “free goods” in the world—pure water, clean air, hydrocarbon combustion, virgin forests, veins of minerals—large-scale, energy- and materials-intensive manufacturing methods will dominate, and labor will be increasingly marginalized. 17 In contrast, if the subsidies distorting resource prices were removed or reversed, it would be advantageous to employ more people and use fewer virgin materials. 

Implication – Survival

An excess of human capital with a lack of natural capital means that there is an urgent need to drastically increase efficiency or else undermine the earth’s web of life

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

With nearly ten thousand new people arriving on earth every hour, a new and unfamiliar pattern of scarcity is now emerging. At the beginning of the industrial revolution, labor was overworked and relatively scarce (the population was about one-tenth of current totals), while global stocks of natural capital were abundant and unexploited. But today the situation has been reversed: After two centuries of rises in labor productivity, the liquidation of natural resources at their extraction cost rather than their replacement value, and the exploitation of living systems as if they were free, infinite, and in perpetual renewal, it is people who have become an abundant resource, while nature is becoming disturbingly scarce. Applying the same economic logic that drove the industrial revolution to this newly emerging pattern of scarcity implies that, if there is to be prosperity in the future, society must make its use of resources vastly more productive—deriving four, ten, or even a hundred times as much benefit from each unit of energy, water, materials, or anything else borrowed from the planet and consumed. Achieving this degree of efficiency may not be as difficult as it might seem because from a materials and energy perspective, the economy is massively inefficient. In the United States, the materials used by the metabolism of industry amount to more than twenty times every citizen’s weight per day— more than one million pounds per American per year. The global flow of matter, some 500 billion tons per year, most of it wasted, is largely invisible. Yet obtaining, moving, using, and disposing of it is steadily undermining the health of the planet, which is showing ever greater signs of stress, even of biological breakdown. Human beings already use over half the world’s accessible surface freshwater, have transformed one-third to one-half of its land surface, fix more nitrogen than do all natural systems on land, and appropriate more than two-fifths of the planet’s entire land-based primary biological productivity.8 The doubling of these burdens with rising population will displace many of the millions of other species, undermining the very web of life. 

Implication – Conflict/War/Social Distress

Ecological strain leads to social distress and conflict

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

The resulting ecological strains are also causing or exacerbating many forms of social distress and conflict. For example, grinding poverty, hunger, malnutrition, and rampant disease affect one-third of the world and are growing in absolute numbers; not surprisingly, crime, corruption, lawlessness, and anarchy are also on the rise (the fastest-growing industry in the world is security and private police protection); fleeing refugee populations have increased throughout the nineties to about a hundred million; over a billion people in the world who need to work cannot find jobs, or toil at such menial work that they cannot support themselves or their families;9 meanwhile, the loss of forests, topsoil, fisheries, and freshwater is, in some cases, exacerbating regional and national conflicts. 

Resource shortages cause conflicts and decreased political and economic stability

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

As both globalization and Balkanization proceed, and as the percapita availability of water, arable land, and fish continue to decline (as they have done since 1980), the world faces the danger of being torn apart by regional conflicts instigated at least in part by resource shortages or imbalances and associated income polarization.26 Whether it involves oil27 or water,28 cobalt or fish, access to resources is playing an ever more prominent role in generating conflict. In addition, many social instabilities and refugee populations—twelve million refugees now wander the world—are created or worsened by ecological destruction, from Haiti to Somalia to Jordan. On April 9, 1996, Secretary of State Warren Christopher gave perhaps the first speech by an American cabinet officer that linked global security with the environment. His words may become prophetic for future foreign policy decisions: “. . . [E]nvironmental forces transcend borders and oceans to threaten directly the health, prosperity and jobs of American citizens. . . . [A]ddressing natural resource issues is frequently critical to achieving political and economic stability, and to pursuing our strategic goals around the world.” 

Implication Threshold

Biosphere depletion is having a significant effect on the oceans and coral reefs, threatening the ability to sustain life—the threshold to act is rapidly closing

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Besides climate, the changes in the biosphere are widespread. In the past half century, the world has a lost a fourth of its topsoil and a third of its forest cover. At present rates of destruction, we will lose 70 percent of the world’s coral reefs in our lifetime, host to 25 percent of marine life.3 In the past three decades, one-third of the planet’s resources, its “natural wealth,” has been consumed. We are losing freshwater ecosystems at the rate of 6 percent a year, marine ecosystems by 4 percent a year.4 There is no longer any serious scientific dispute that the decline in every living system in the world is reaching such levels that an increasing number of them are starting to lose, often at a pace accelerated by the interactions of their decline, their assured ability to sustain the continuity of the life process. We have reached an extraordinary threshold. 

Natural capitalism is a market-based system

Natural capitalism prioritizes the environment while stressing a market-based system

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Natural capitalism and the possibility of a new industrial system are based on a very different mind-set and set of values than conventional capitalism. Its fundamental assumptions include the following: . The environment is not a minor factor of production but rather is “an envelope containing, provisioning, and sustaining the entire economy.”10 . The limiting factor to future economic development is the availability and functionality of natural capital, in particular, life-supporting services that have no substitutes and currently have no market value. . Misconceived or badly designed business systems, population growth, and wasteful patterns of consumption are the primary causes of the loss of natural capital, and all three must be addressed to achieve a sustainable economy. . Future economic progress can best take place in democratic, market-based systems of production and distribution in which all forms of capital are fully valued, including human, manufactured, financial, and natural capital. . One of the keys to the most beneficial employment of people, money, and the environment is radical increases in resource productivity. . Human welfare is best served by improving the quality and flow of desired services delivered, rather than by merely increasing the total dollar flow. . Economic and environmental sustainability depends on redressing global inequities of income and material well-being. . The best long-term environment for commerce is provided by true democratic systems of governance that are based on the needs of people rather than business. 

Natural capitalism is not a value system—it can allow necessary, ecosystem-saving actions now without getting lost in debates about policy

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Societies need to adopt shared goals that enhance social welfare but that are not the prerogatives of specific value or belief systems. Natural capitalism is one such objective. It is neither conservative nor liberal in its ideology, but appeals to both constituencies. Since it is a means, and not an end, it doesn’t advocate a particular social outcome but rather makes possible many different ends. Therefore, whatever the various visions different parties or factions espouse, society can work toward resource productivity now, without waiting to resolve disputes about policy. 

Four central strategies of natural capitalism

There are four central strategies of natural capitalism: radical resource productivity, biomimicry, service and flow economy, and investing in natural capital

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

This book introduces four central strategies of natural capitalism that are a means to enable countries, companies, and communities to operate by behaving as if all forms of capital were valued. Ensuring a perpetual annuity of valuable social and natural processes to serve a growing population is not just a prudent investment but a critical need in the coming decades. Doing so can avert scarcity, perpetuate abundance, and provide a solid basis for social development; it is the basis of responsible stewardship and prosperity for the next century and beyond. 1. RADICAL RESOURCE PRODUCTIVITY. Radically increased resource productivity is the cornerstone of natural capitalism because using resources more effectively has three significant benefits: It slows resource depletion at one end of the value chain, lowers pollution at the other end, and provides a basis to increase worldwide employment with meaningful jobs. The result can be lower costs for business and society, which no longer has to pay for the chief causes of ecosystem and social disruption. Nearly all environmental and social harm is an artifact of the uneconomically wasteful use of human and natural resources, but radical resource productivity strategies can nearly halt the degradation of the biosphere, make it more profitable to employ people, and thus safeguard against the loss of vital living systems and social cohesion. 2. BIOMIMICRY. Reducing the wasteful throughput of materials— indeed, eliminating the very idea of waste—can be accomplished by redesigning industrial systems on biological lines that change the nature of industrial processes and materials, enabling the constant reuse of materials in continuous closed cycles, and often the elimination of toxicity. 3. SERVICE AND FLOW ECONOMY. This calls for a fundamental change in the relationship between producer and consumer, a shift from an economy of goods and purchases to one of service and flow. In essence, an economy that is based on a flow of economic services can better protect the ecosystem services upon which it depends. This will entail a new perception of value, a shift from the acquisition of goods as a measure of affluence to an economy where the continuous receipt of quality, utility, and performance promotes well-being. This concept offers incentives to put into practice the first two innovations of natural capitalism by restructuring the economy to focus on relationships that better meet customers’ changing value needs and to reward automatically both resource productivity and closed-loop cycles of materials use. 4. INVESTING IN NATURAL CAPITAL. This works toward reversing worldwide planetary destruction through reinvestments in sustaining, restoring, and expanding stocks of natural capital, so that the biosphere can produce more abundant ecosystem services and natural resources. All four changes are interrelated and interdependent; all four generate numerous benefits and opportunities in markets, finance, materials, distribution, and employment.Together, they can reduce environmental harm, create economic growth, and increase meaningful employment. 

Radical efficiency inevitable

Radical resource efficiency is inevitable and it will substantially improve quality of life

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Resource productivity doesn’t just save resources and money; it can also improve the quality of life. Listen to the din of daily existence— the city and freeway traffic, the airplanes, the garbage trucks outside urban windows—and consider this: The waste and the noise are signs of inefficiency, and they represent money being thrown away. They will disappear as surely as did manure from the nineteenth-century streets of London and New York. Inevitably, industry will redesign everything it makes and does, in order to participate in the coming productivity revolution.We will be able to see better with resource-efficient lighting systems, produce higher-quality goods in efficient factories, travel more safely and comfortably in efficient vehicles, feel more comfortable (and do substantially more and better work)14 in efficient buildings, and be better nourished by efficiently grown food. An air-conditioning system that uses 90 percent less energy or a building so efficient that it needs no air-conditioning at all may not fascinate the average citizen, but the fact that they are quiet and produce greater comfort while reducing energy costs should appeal even to technophobes. That such options save money should interest everyone. 

Economic demise inevitable without natural capitalism

The economy can only be sustained by investing in natural capital

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

When a manufacturer realizes that a supplier of key components is overextended and running behind on deliveries, it takes immediate action lest its own production lines come to a halt. Living systems are a supplier of key components for the life of the planet, and they are now falling behind on their orders. Until recently, business could ignore such shortages because they didn’t affect production and didn’t increase costs. That situation may be changing, however, as rising weatherrelated claims come to burden insurance companies and world agriculture. (In 1998, violent weather caused upward of $90 billion worth of damage worldwide, a figure that represented more weather-related losses than were accounted for through the entire decade of the 1980s. The losses were greatly compounded by deforestation and climate change, factors that increase the frequency and severity of disasters. In human terms, 300 million people were permanently or temporarily displaced from their homes; this figure includes the dislocations caused by Hurricane Mitch, the deadliest Atlantic storm in two centuries.)25 If the flow of services from industrial systems is to be sustained or increased in the future for a growing population, the vital flow of life-supporting services from living systems will have to be maintained and increased. For this to be possible will require investments in natural capital.

Natural capitalism being adopted now 1/3

Corporations are adopting resource efficiency as a competitive strategy—radical change can happen

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Imagine giving a speech to Parliament in 1750 predicting that within seventy years human productivity would rise to the point that one person could do the work of two hundred. The speaker would have been branded as daft or worse. Imagine a similar scene today. Experts are testifying in Congress, predicting that we will increase the productivity of our resources in the next seventy years by a factor of four, ten, even one hundred. Just as it was impossible 250 years ago to conceive of an individual’s doing two hundred times more work, it is equally difficult for us today to imagine a kilowatt-hour or board foot being ten or a hundred times more productive than it is now. Although the movement toward radical resource productivity has been under way for decades, its clarion call came in the fall of 1994,when a group of sixteen scientists, economists, government officials, and businesspeople convened and, sponsored by Friedrich Schmidt-Bleek of the Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment, and Energy in Germany, published the “Carnoules Declaration.” Participants had come from Europe, the United States, Japan, England, Canada, and India to the French village of Carnoules to discuss their belief that human activities were at risk from the ecological and social impact of materials and energy use. The Factor Ten Club, as the group came to call itself, called for a leap in resource productivity to reverse the growing damage. The declaration began with these prophetic words: “Within one generation, nations can achieve a ten-fold increase in the efficiency with which they use energy, natural resources and other materials.”11 In the years since, Factor Ten (a 90 percent reduction in energy and materials intensity) and Factor Four (a 75 percent reduction) have entered the vocabulary of government officials, planners, academics, and businesspeople throughout the world.12 The governments of Austria, the Netherlands, and Norway have publicly committed to pursuing Factor Four efficiencies. The same approach has been endorsed by the European Union as the new paradigm for sustainable development. Austria, Sweden, and OECD environment ministers have urged the adoption of Factor Ten goals, as have the World Business Council for Sustainable Development and the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP).13 The concept is not only common parlance for most environmental ministers in the world, but such leading corporations as Dow Europe and Mitsubishi Electric see it as a powerful strategy to gain a competitive advantage. Among all major industrial nations, the United States probably has the least familiarity with and understanding of these ideas. 

Changes to increase efficiency are already taking place

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Pharmaceutical companies are becoming microbial ranchers managing herds of enzymes. Biological farming manages soil ecosystems in order to increase the amount of biota and life per acre by keen knowledge of food chains, species interactions, and nutrient flows, minimizing crop losses and maximizing yields by fostering diversity. Meta-industrial engineers are creating “zero-emission” industrial parks whose tenants will constitute an industrial ecosystem in which one company will feed upon the nontoxic and useful wastes of another.Architects and builders are creating structures that process their own wastewater, capture light, create energy, and provide habitat for wildlife and wealth for the community, all the while improving worker productivity, morale, and health.18 High-temperature, centralized power plants are starting to be replaced by smaller-scale, renewable power generation. In chemistry, we can look forward to the end of the witches’ brew of dangerous substances invented this century, from DDT, PCB, CFCs, and Thalidomide to Dieldrin and xeno-estrogens. The eighty thousand different chemicals now manufactured end up everywhere, as Donella Meadows remarks, from our “stratosphere to our sperm.”They were created to accomplish functions that can now be carried out far more efficiently with biodegradable and naturally occurring compounds.

Natural capitalism being adopted now 2/2

Even without changes to current laws, competitive pressures have caused business to pursue safer and more efficient resource possibilities

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Even without the removal of subsidies, the economics of resource productivity are already encouraging industry to reinvent itself to be more in accord with biological systems. Growing competitive pressures to save resources are opening up exciting frontiers for chemists, physicists, process engineers, biologists, and industrial designers. They are reexamining the energy, materials, and manufacturing systems required to provide the specific qualities (strength, warmth, structure, protection, function, speed, tension, motion, skin) required by products and end users and are turning away from mechanical systems requiring heavy metals, combustion, and petroleum to seek solutions that use minimal inputs, lower temperatures, and enzymatic reactions. Business is switching to imitating biological and ecosystem processes replicating natural methods of production and engineering to manufacture chemicals, materials, and compounds, and soon maybe even microprocessors. Some of the most exciting developments have resulted from emulating nature’s life-temperature, low-pressure, solar-powered assembly techniques, whose products rival anything human-made. Science writer Janine Benyus points out that spiders make silk, strong as Kevlar but much tougher, from digested crickets and flies, without needing boiling sulfuric acid and high-temperature extruders. The abalone generates an inner shell twice as tough as our best ceramics, and diatoms make glass, both processes employing seawater with no furnaces. Trees turn sunlight, water, and air into cellulose, a sugar stiffer and stronger than nylon, and bind it into wood, a natural composite with a higher bending strength and stiffness than concrete or steel.We may never grow as skillful as spiders, abalone, diatoms, or trees, but smart designers are apprenticing themselves to nature to learn the benign chemistry of its processes.
Changes to service economy is already taking place and significantly increases efficiency

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Beginning in the mid-1980s, Swiss industry analyst Walter Stahel and German chemist Michael Braungart independently proposed a new industrial model that is now gradually taking shape. Rather than an economy in which goods are made and sold, these visionaries imagined a service economy wherein consumers obtain services by leasing or renting goods rather than buying them outright. (Their plan should not be confused with the conventional definition of a service economy, in which burger-flippers outnumber steelworkers.) Manufacturers cease thinking of themselves as sellers of products and become, instead, deliverers of service, provided by long-lasting, upgradeable durables. Their goal is selling results rather than equipment, performance and satisfaction rather than motors, fans, plastics, or condensers. The system can be demonstrated by a familiar example. Instead of purchasing a washing machine, consumers could pay a monthly fee to obtain the service of having their clothes cleaned. The washer would have a counter on it, just like an office photocopier, and would be maintained by the manufacturer on a regular basis, much the way mainframe computers are. If the machine ceased to provide its specific service, the manufacturer would be responsible for replacing or repairing it at no charge to the customer, because the washing machine would remain the property of the manufacturer. The concept could likewise be applied to computers, cars, VCRs, refrigerators, and almost every other durable that people now buy, use up, and ultimately throw away. Because products would be returned to the manufacturer for continuous repair, reuse, and remanufacturing, Stahel called the process “cradle-to-cradle.”19 Many companies are adopting Stahel’s principles. Agfa Gaevert pioneered the leasing of copier services, which spread to the entire industry. 20 The Carrier Corporation, a division of United Technologies, is creating a program to sell coolth (the opposite of warmth) to companies while retaining ownership of the air-conditioning equipment. The Interface Corporation is beginning to lease the warmth, beauty, and comfort of its floor-covering services rather than selling carpets.

Natural capitalism being adopted now 3/3

Thousands of innovations are already being inspired by natural capitalism

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

The chapters that follow describe an array of opportunities and possibilities that are real, practical, measured, and documented. Engineers have already designed hydrogen-fuel-cell-powered cars to be plug-in electric generators that may become the power plants of the future. Buildings already exist that make oxygen, solar power, and drinking water and can help pay the mortgage while their tenants work inside them. Deprintable and reprintable papers and inks, together with other innovative ways to use fiber, could enable the world’s supply of lumber and pulp to be grown in an area about the size of Iowa. Weeds can yield potent pharmaceuticals; cellulose-based plastics have been shown to be strong, reusable, and compostable; and luxurious carpets can be made from landfilled scrap. Roofs and windows, even roads, can do double duty as solar-electric collectors, and efficient car-free cities are being designed so that men and women no longer spend their days driving to obtain the goods and services of daily life. These are among the thousands of innovations that are resulting from natural capitalism.

Water is used extremely inefficiently, but change is happening and must to place to feed the world and save vital ecosystems

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter11.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Most, especially industrialized, countries, still make all the same mistakes with water that they made with energy.14 They deplete nonrenewable supplies and seek more water instead of using inexhaustible sources more productively and enhancing their capture by restorative grazing, farming, and forestry. They rely on the highest-quality water for every task, flushing toilets and washing driveways with drinking water. They build big dams and water projects by reflex, rather than asking what’s the best solution and the right size for the job. Fortunately, this mind-set is changing. A host of available and emerging techniques is making it possible to increase radically the productivity of water directly where it’s used. These technologies and management methods, and new ways to implement and reward them, can enable countries to deliver worldwide on South Africa’s water-policy promise, “Some, for all, for ever.” These breakthroughs come none too soon. All the water that can reasonably be obtained will be needed to feed the world in the coming century while protecting the natural capital on which all life depends.

Valuing natural capital ( next industrial revolution

Changing the economy to truly value natural capital will lead to the next industrial revolution

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

What would our economy look like if it fully valued all forms of capital, including human and natural capital? What if our economy were organized not around the lifeless abstractions of neoclassical economics and accountancy but around the biological realities of nature? What if Generally Accepted Accounting Practice booked natural and human capital not as a free amenity in putative inexhaustible supply but as a finite and integrally valuable factor of production? What if, in the absence of a rigorous way to practice such accounting, companies started to act as if such principles were in force? This choice is possible and such an economy would offer a stunning new set of opportunities for all of society, amounting to no less than the next industrial revolution. 

Companies investing in radical resource efficiency will take revolutionary steps forward and gain significant economic benefits

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

At its simplest, increasing resource productivity means obtaining the same amount of utility or work from a product or process while using less material and energy. In manufacturing, transportation, forestry, construction, energy, and other industrial sectors, mounting empirical evidence suggests that radical improvements in resource productivity are both practical and cost-effective, even in the most modern industries. Companies and designers are developing ways to make natural resources—energy, metals, water, and forests—work five, ten, even one hundred times harder than they do today. These efficiencies transcend the marginal gains in performance that industry constantly seeks as part of its evolution. Instead, revolutionary leaps in design and technology will alter industry itself as demonstrated in the following chapters. Investments in the productivity revolution are not only repaid over time by the saved resources but in many cases can reduce initial capital investments. 
Changes to human side of the economy are key to realizing the intrinsic relationship between the environment and the economy

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Although there is an overwhelming emphasis in this book on what we do with our machines, manufacturing processes, and materials, its purpose is to support the human community and all life-support systems. There is a large body of literature that addresses the nature of specific living systems, from coral reefs to estuarine systems to worldwide topsoil formation. Our focus is to bring about those changes in the human side of the economy that can help preserve and reconstitute these systems, to try and show for now and all time to come that there is no true separation between how we support life economically and ecologically.

Natural capitalism helps businesses/economy 1/2

Increasing resource productivity helps businesses

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

As subsequent chapters will show, the unexpectedly large improvements to be gained by resource productivity offer an entirely new terrain for business invention, growth, and development. Its advantages can also dispel the long-held belief that core business values and environmental responsibility are incompatible or at odds. In fact, the massive inefficiencies that are causing environmental degradation almost always cost more than the measures that would reverse them. 

Changing to a service economy leads to more responsible business practices that benefit consumers, businesses, and the earth

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

Braungart’s model of a service economy focuses on the nature of material cycles. In this perspective, if a given product lasts a long time but its waste materials cannot be reincorporated into new manufacturing or biological cycles, then the producer must accept responsibility for the waste with all its attendant problems of toxicity, resource overuse, worker safety, and environmental damage. Braungart views the world as a series of metabolisms in which the creations of human beings, like the creations of nature, become “food” for interdependent systems, returning to either an industrial or a biological cycle after their useful life is completed. To some, especially frugal Scots and New Englanders, this might not sound a novel concept at all. Ralph Waldo Emerson once wrote, “Nothing in nature is exhausted in its first use. When a thing has served an end to the uttermost, it is wholly new for an ulterior service.”21 In simpler times, such proverbial wisdom had highly practical applications. Today, the complexity of modern materials makes this almost impossible. Thus, Braungart proposed an Intelligent Product System whereby those products that do not degrade back into natural nutrient cycles be designed so that they can be deconstructed and completely reincorporated into technical nutrient cycles of industry.22 Another way to conceive of this method is to imagine an industrial system that has no provision for landfills, outfalls, or smokestacks. If a company knew that nothing that came into its factory could be thrown away, and that everything it produced would eventually return, how would it design its components and products? The question is more than a theoretical construct, because the earth works under precisely these strictures. In a service economy, the product is a means, not an end. The manufacturer’s leasing and ultimate recovery of the product means that the product remains an asset. The minimization of materials use, the maximization of product durability, and enhanced ease of maintenance not only improve the customer’s experience and value but also protect the manufacturer’s investment and hence its bottom line. Both producer and customer have an incentive for continuously improving resource productivity, which in turn further protects ecosystems. Under this shared incentive, both parties form a relationship that continuously anticipates and meets the customer’s evolving value needs—and meanwhile rewards both parties for reducing the burdens on the planet. 

A service economy increases jobs

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

The service paradigm has other benefits as well: It increases employment, because when products are designed to be reincorporated into manufacturing cycles, waste declines, and demand for labor increases. In manufacturing, about one-fourth of the labor force is engaged in the fabrication of basic raw materials such as steel, glass, cement, silicon, and resins, while three-quarters are in the production phase. The reverse is true for energy inputs: Three times as much energy is used to extract virgin or primary materials as is used to manufacture products from those materials. Substituting reused or more durable manufactured goods for primary materials therefore uses less energy but provides more jobs. 

Natural capitalism helps businesses/economy 2/2

A service economy increases business stability and encourages durability and efficiency

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

An economy based on a service-and-flow model could also help stabilize the business cycle, because customers would be purchasing flows of services, which they need continuously, rather than durable equipment that’s affordable only in good years. Service providers would have an incentive to keep their assets productive for as long as possible, rather than prematurely scrapping them in order to sell replacements. Over- and undercapacity would largely disappear, as business would no longer have to be concerned about delivery or backlogs if it is contracting from a service provider. Gone would be end-of-year rebates to move excess automobile inventory, built for customers who never ordered them because managerial production quotas were increased in order to amortize expensive capital equipment that was never needed in the first place. As it stands now, durables manufacturers have a love-hate relationship with durability. But when they become service providers, their long- and short-term incentives become perfectly attuned to what customers want, the environment deserves, labor needs, and the economy can support.24 

Natural capitalism solves global polarization of wealth

Natural capitalism is a sustainable way of reducing the polarization of wealth in the world

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

In less developed countries, people need realistic and achievable means to better their lives. The world’s growing population cannot attain a Western standard of living by following traditional industrial paths to development, for the resources required are too vast, too expensive, and too damaging to local and global systems. Instead, radical improvements in resource productivity expand their possibilities for growth, and can help to ameliorate the polarization of wealth between rich and poor segments of the globe. When the world’s nations met in Brazil at the Earth Summit in 1992 to discuss the environment and human development, some treaties and proposals proved to be highly divisive because it appeared that they put a lid on the ability of nonindustrialized countries to pursue development. Natural capitalism provides a practical agenda for development wherein the actions of both developed and developing nations are mutually supportive. 
Aff Answer--Natural Capitalism Permutation

Different actions should be taken by different actors to encourage natural capitalism—the government is not excluded and plan is a step in the right direction of protecting the environment

Paul Hawken, business leader, environmentalist, and author, Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins, Co-founders of Rocky Mountain Institute a nonprofit natural-resource think tank, 1999, Natural Capitalism, http://www.natcap.org/images/other/NCchapter1.pdf, accessed 7/28/03

This book is both an overview of the remarkable technologies that are already in practice and a call to action. Many of the techniques and methods described here can be used by individuals and small businesses. Other approaches are more suitable for corporations, even whole industrial sectors; still others better suit local or central governments. Collectively, these techniques offer a powerful menu of new ways to make resource productivity the foundation of a lasting and prosperous economy—from Main Street to Wall Street, from your house to the White House, and from the village to the globe. 

� The Ayn Rand Institute, “Essentials of Objectivism,” 1995, http://www.aynrand.org/objectivism/essentials.html
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