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Freedom - 1AC

Plan: The United States Federal Government should substantially reduce its military and police presence in South Korea, Japan, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, and Turkey.

Freedom - 1AC
Contention

One is Morality

We isolate 3 internal links-

a. Military presence is an altruistic mission, it renders our soldiers disposable and demeans their rights, freedoms and interests. Moral obligation to vote aff.
Peter Schwartz. previous Board of Directors at the Ayn Rand Institute. 7/25/2005. “Foreign Policy and Self-Interest”

Those who claim that the United States has a moral obligation to send troops on a "humanitarian" mission to Liberia have it exactly backward: our government has a moral obligation not to send its forces into areas that pose no threats to America's well-being. It is America's self-interest that should be the standard for all foreign-policy decisions--and not just because such a standard is practical, but because it is moral.  America was founded on the recognition of each individual's right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. This means that the government may not treat the citizen as a serf--as someone who exists to serve the needs of others. Rather, each citizen is a free, sovereign entity, entitled to live his own life for his own sake. No matter how loudly some people may wail about their need for your services, you are your own master. That is the meaning of your inalienable rights.  Those rights are contradicted by a foreign policy that makes Americans sacrifice themselves for the sake of others, such as the Liberians.  When the government of a free country performs its proper functions, it uses force only to protect its citizens' freedom. When the lives or property of Americans are at risk from some aggressor-state, our government uses force in retaliation, to keep its citizens free--free to pursue the goals and values that advance their lives.  This is what we did in Afghanistan and Iraq. Although administration officials are afraid to say so openly, we overthrew those countries' governments strictly for our own benefit. America went to war to protect the interests of Americans. No dictatorship has a right to remain in power, and any dictatorship that has the capacity to use force beyond its borders and has shown a willingness to do so against U.S. interests is an objective threat to us and is a legitimate target for our military. Osama bin Laden, as well as Saddam Hussein, posed dangers--to Americans. The soldiers we sent to those two countries were fighting to defend their own interests. (Obviously, others also benefited from America's actions, but that was a secondary consequence; it was not our primary purpose and should not have been the standard that guided our decisions.)  Sadly, our policymakers are unwilling to defend the justness of a foreign policy of self-interest. Instead, they keep invoking selfless justifications. Our motive, they say, was not to keep Americans safe, but to help the oppressed Iraqis (the invasion was called "Operation: Iraqi Freedom") or to shield other countries from the dangers of bin Laden and Hussein. This altruistic premise is what makes the administration try to accommodate anti-Western "sensitivities" in Afghanistan and Iraq. This premise is what keeps the administration from using sufficient force to rid those lands of all remaining threats to Americans. And this premise is what leaves the administration philosophically helpless to resist the calls for becoming enmeshed in the problems of Liberia.  We desperately need some courageous official who is willing to state categorically that a moral foreign policy must uphold America's self-interest--and that by shipping troops to Liberia, we are sacrificing our interests. We are telling our soldiers to risk their lives in a senseless attempt to prevent, temporarily, rival warlords from butchering one another.  Contrary to the assertions of all who have suddenly become eager for a new American military presence abroad, offering ourselves as sacrificial fodder on "humanitarian" missions is not a virtue, but a moral crime. Where is the "humanitarian" concern for Americans? Why should Americans be urged to give away their money, their energies and their lives on a campaign that does not serve their interests? There are no rational grounds for asking Americans to suffer more, so that the Liberians may (perhaps) suffer less. When we are not being threatened, the government has no right to put American soldiers in harm's way. Our armed forces are supposed to be our means of self-defense--not self-renunciation.  If the administration wants to help the Liberians achieve peace and prosperity, it can start by mailing them copies of the Declaration of Independence. But if we genuinely value our freedom, we cannot make America into the self-abnegating slave of the entire world. To send our troops into a battle in which they have no personal interest--to send them to fight for the sake of warring tribes in Liberia (or Rwanda or Somalia or Kosovo)--is to negate the principle of individual liberty, upon which America is based. 
b. Rules of engagement are altruistic and morally repulsive- any international intervention prevents America from winning wars and more importantly, results in US casualties.
Alex Epstein. Analyst at the Ayn Rand Center for Individual Rights. 9/27/2007. “The Real Disgrace: Washington's Battlefield "Ethics"”

Americans rightly admire our troops for their bravery, dedication and integrity. The Marines, for instance, are renowned for abiding by an honorable code--as warriors and as individuals in civilian life. They epitomize the rectitude of America's soldiers. But a recently disclosed Pentagon study--little noted in the media--has seemingly cast a shadow over our troops.  The study of U.S. combat troops in Iraq finds that less than half of the soldiers and Marines surveyed would report a team member for breaches of the military's ethics rules. Military and civilian observers have concluded from the study that more and stricter training in combat ethics is urgently needed.  But instead of reinforcing the military's ethics, we must challenge them. The Pentagon study provides evidence for a searing indictment not of our soldiers but of Washington's rules of engagement.  Consider the waking nightmare of being a U.S. combat troop in Iraq: imagine that you are thrust into a battlefield--but purposely hamstrung by absurd restrictions. Iraqis throw Molotov cocktails (i.e., gasoline-filled bottles) at your vehicle--but you are prohibited from responding with force. Iraqis, to quote the study, "drop large chunks of concrete blocks from second story buildings or overpasses" as you drive by--but you are not allowed to respond. "Every group of Soldiers and Marines interviewed," the Pentagon study summarizes, "reported that they felt the existing ROE [rules of engagement] tied their hands, preventing them from doing what needed to be done to win the war."  And the soldiers are right. In Iraq, Washington's rules have systematically prevented our brave and capable troops from using all necessary force to win, to crush the insurgency--and even to protect themselves. As noted in news articles since the start of the war, American forces are ordered not to bomb key targets, such as power plants, and to avoid firing into mosques (where insurgents hide) lest they offend Muslim sensibilities.  Having to follow such self-effacing rules of engagement while confronting sniper fire and ambushes and bombs from every direction, day in and day out, must be utterly demoralizing and unbearable. No one should be surprised at the newly reported willingness of combat troops to defy military ethics, because such defiance is understandable as the natural reaction of warriors made to follow suicidal rules.  When being "ethical" on Washington's terms means martyring yourself and your comrades for the sake of murderous Iraqis, it is understandable that troops are disinclined to report "unethical" behavior. It is understandable that troops should feel anger and anxiety (as many do), because it is horrifically unjust for America to send its personnel into combat, deliberately prevent them from achieving victory--and expect them to die for the sake of the enemy. It would be natural for an individual thrust into the line of fire as a sacrificial offering to rebel with indignation at such a fate.  How can we do this to our soldiers?  The death and misery caused by Washington's self-crippling rules of engagement--rules endorsed by liberals and conservatives alike--are part of the inevitable destruction flowing from a broader evil: the philosophy of "compassionate" war.  This perverse view of war holds that fighting selfishly to defend your own freedom by defeating enemies is wrong; but fighting to selflessly serve the needs of others is virtuous. It was on this premise that U.S. troops were sent to Iraq: Washington's goal was not to defend America against whatever threat Hussein's hostile regime posed to us, as a first step toward defeating our enemies in the region--principally Iran, the arch sponsor of Islamic totalitarianism. Instead the troops were sent (as Bush explained) to "sacrifice for the liberty of strangers"--spilling American blood and spending endless resources on the "compassionate" goal of lifting the hostile and primitive Iraqi people out of poverty, feeding their hungry, unclogging their sewers. The result of this "compassionate" war is thousands of unnecessary American deaths, and the preservation and emboldening of the enemies we most need to defeat: Iran and Saudi Arabia.  We must put an end to the barbarous sacrifice of American troops, now. It is past time to abandon Washington's self-sacrificial rules of engagement, and its broader policy of "compassionate," self-sacrificial warfare. Instead of subjecting troops to more intensive "ethics" training, we should unleash them from the suicidal military ethics of self-sacrifice.
c. Americans in uniform fighting in self-defense eliminates ethics as a whole and staying only further bankrupts our morality. The ultimate impact is troops being seen ones who exists for their disposability in the name of a collective.
Yaron Brooks. Elan Journo. Ayn Rand Institute contributors.  2009. “America’s Self-Crippled Foreign Policy”

Remember that close to five thousand American soldiers—brave, heroic, patriotic soldiers—have died in Iraq. The same thing is happening in Afghanistan, and I think the casualties are going to mount. Because of Washington’s perverse strategy in regard to Islamic totalitarianism, we have suffered more casualties since 9/11 than on 9/11 itself. These casualties may be soldiers, but we must not think of them as “just soldiers.” They are American citizens who have died because of the corrupt foreign policy that placed their lives at the service of Iraqis, Afghanis, and our worst enemies—rather than in defense of the individual rights of Americans, which is what they volunteered to fight for and the proper purpose of our military.  If anyone can claim genuine success in the shadow of Bush’s policy, it is the Islamist regime in Iran. Bush left it untouched, and, by the end of his term, had ramped up the offers of appeasement—an approach that Obama has taken up with zeal.  And if any credit is to be given for the fact that there have been no more terrorist attacks on U.S. soil, it should be given to our intelligence services and the brave operatives who work for them. After 9/11, these agencies stepped up and made it more difficult for terrorists to inflict direct harm on this country. They have been continuously undercut by the Bush administration and now the Obama administration’s lack of a victory-seeking foreign policy. I worry that Obama’s systematic attacks over the past few months on the CIA, his attack on “extraordinary interrogation tactics” (i.e., “torture”)—on our ability to extract information from terrorists, his insistence on sending some of these terrorists back to the Middle East—and his general attempt to appease the Arab world will have a negative impact on the vigilance of our intelligence community. Many of our best people in the CIA are now afraid of legal prosecution, and many are leaving the agency. This is a huge injustice, and its effect will be to significantly increase the risk of another terrorist attack in the United States and to further embolden our worst enemies all over the world.  CB: The Wall Street Journal recently reported that General McChrystal’s strategy in Afghanistan “puts a premium on safeguarding the Afghan population rather than hunting down militants.” What do you make of that strategy?  EJ: This same strategy was at the heart of Bush’s policy—and it meant that U.S. forces were never allowed to fight all out to defeat the Taliban. The Taliban and its jihadist allies scattered, then regrouped, and now are fighting to control Afghanistan and also Pakistan. U.S. casualties in the first eight months of 2009 are already higher than all of 2008, and more than double the toll during the first three years of the campaign. A key point we make in Winning the Unwinnable War is that this “compassionate” policy is self-destructive of American lives and security. It’s central to what has made the war seem unwinnable. Now we’re seeing that policy being implemented to the nth degree, and many more Americans—on the battlefield, and perhaps at home—will pay the price for it. YB: In a chapter on “Just War Theory,” Alex and I discuss the moral ideas informing the policy you’re seeing unfold in Afghanistan. Those ideas—primarily the embrace of selflessness as a moral ideal—are why America today is unwilling to wage real war to defeat its enemies. Americans used to fight to win; think of General Sherman during the U.S. Civil War or Patton or MacArthur in World War II. But our policy in Afghanistan—seeking to win the love of Afghanis, rather than defeating the Islamists—can only serve to further embolden our enemies.  CB: With President Obama planning to pull most of our troops out of Iraq by next August and to increase the number of U.S. troops stationed in Afghanistan, politicians and pundits are mired in a debate as to whether or not this is the right course of action: Should we or should we not be pulling troops out of Iraq and deploying them to Afghanistan? How would you answer this question? YB: Just as Bush did on several occasions, Obama warns us not to expect “victory” in Afghanistan. And top U.S. military officials tell us the Taliban are winning. It is immoral to send any troops to fight in any war that our leaders believe to be—and through their policies have made—unwinnable. More broadly, it is outrageous that the mighty United States should find itself with two unresolved conflicts like these. In a sense we’re in an impossible fix, because neither option you mentioned is particularly good, nor is it clear which option is the least bad. This is precisely the kind of situation that our foreign policy should never get us into.  As for Iraq, what purpose do American troops serve there today? In what way does their presence make Americans safer or help in winning this war? Leaving the Middle East today would be horrible—it would embolden our enemies and make it more difficult to deal with future threats. But staying only places our troops in harm’s way, with no real benefit to U.S. security. 

Altruism destroys the moral fabric of human life; existing for someone else’s purpose degrades us to mere slaves to a collective.

Ayn Rand. (Author and Philosopher) 1962. (http://www.aynrand.org/site/PageServer?pagename=objectivism_intro)

My philosophy, Objectivism, holds that: Reality exists as an objective absolute—facts are facts, independent of man’s feelings, wishes, hopes or fears.  Reason (the faculty which identifies and integrates the material provided by man’s senses) is man’s only means of perceiving reality, his only source of knowledge, his only guide to action, and his basic means of survival.  Man—every man—is an end in himself, not the means to the ends of others. He must exist for his own sake, neither sacrificing himself to others nor sacrificing others to himself. The pursuit of his own rational self-interest and of his own happiness is the highest moral purpose of his life. 

Altruism inverts morality, promotes all forms of evil, and defies justice. 

Leonard Peikoff, professor of philosophy the founder of the Ayn Rand Institute and the legal heir to Ayn Rand's estate,  1991, Objectivism the philosophy of Ayn Rand, page 282

There is no greater obstacle to such a process than the theory of altruism. First, altruism inverts moral judgment, teaching people to admire self- sacrifice and to belittle self-preservation as amoral or worse. Then, since the theory cannot be practiced consistently, it leads people to hate the very fact of moral judgment. Moral estimates, such people explain, are cruel; a good man is really not evil (“he couldn’t help it!” ”they don’t mean it “). At the same time, since morality cannot be avoided and since consistent altruism is impossible, the theory prompts people, when they do judge, to condemn everybody indiscriminately. All these policies-moral inversion, moral neutrality, and sweeping condemnation-defy the virtue of justice. All work to promote the evil at the expense of the good. It is no hindrance to the concentration camp guard and no solace to his victim, if one defines torture as virtue; or if one averts ones gaze; or if one criticizes both men alike as “gray,” insisting that there must be some virtue in the whip-wielding fiend and some vice in the body writhing at his feet.

Altruism breeds self-sacrifice and makes us tools of a collective group; only adopting our ethics will create justice.

Ayn Rand, Objectivism’s creator. “Faith and Force; Destroyers of the Modern World” page. 61. Published in 1982
What is the moral code of altruism? The basic principle of altruism is that man has no right to exist for his own sake, that service to others is the only justification of his existence, and that self-sacrifice is his highest moral duty, virtue and value.  Do not confuse altruism with kindness, good will or respect for the rights of others. These are not primaries, but consequences, which, in fact, altruism makes impossible. The irreducible primary of altruism, the basic absolute, is self-sacrifice—which means; self-immolation, self-abnegation, self-denial, self-destruction—which means: the self as a standard of evil, the selfless as a standard of the good.
Moral law outweighs other considerations – integral to human nature.

Taylor, professor of philosophy @ Princeton.  2003. Robert.  “Rawl’s Defense of the Priority of Liberty: A Kantian Reconstruction.”  Princeton University Press.  Philosophy & Public Affairs 31, No. 3, Pg 13.  Project MUSE.
The Priority of Right over the Good and the Priority of Justice over Welfare and Efficiency are both expressions of our nature as reasonable beings, i.e., beings able to act in conformity with, and out of respect for, the moral law. In Kant’s terms, to sacrifice justice for the sake of welfare or excellence of character would be to sacrifice what is of absolute value (the good will) for what is of merely relative value (its complements). Rawls himself makes the same strong connection between reasonableness and these two kinds of priority: But the desire to express our nature as a free and equal rational being can be fulfilled only by acting on the principles of right and justice as having first priority. . . . Therefore in order to realize our nature we have no alternative but to plan to preserve our sense of justice as governing our other aims. This sentiment cannot be fulfilled if it is compromised and balanced against other ends as but one desire among the rest (TJ, p. 503, emphasis added). Just as reasonableness is a key facet of our autonomy, so the priorities of right and justice are expressions of our reasonableness: we best indicate our commitment to guide our actions by the principles of justice by refusing to compromise those principles for the sake of our other ends.
Altruism destroys the moral fabric of human life; existing for someone elses purpose degrades us to mere slaves to a collective.

Ayn Rand. (Author and Philosopher) 1962. (http://www.aynrand.org/site/PageServer?pagename=objectivism_intro)

My philosophy, Objectivism, holds that: Reality exists as an objective absolute—facts are facts, independent of man’s feelings, wishes, hopes or fears.  Reason (the faculty which identifies and integrates the material provided by man’s senses) is man’s only means of perceiving reality, his only source of knowledge, his only guide to action, and his basic means of survival.  Man—every man—is an end in himself, not the means to the ends of others. He must exist for his own sake, neither sacrificing himself to others nor sacrificing others to himself. The pursuit of his own rational self-interest and of his own happiness is the highest moral purpose of his life.
Freedom comes before all other impacts

Sylvester Petro, professor of law at Wake Forest, Spring 1974, Toledo Law Review, p480

However, one may still insist on echoing Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenstyn, Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value and proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

It’s our moral claims versus the current self-sacrifice ethics- the neg can only defend the status quo.

Yaron Brook, president of the Ayn Rand Institute and Elan Journo,  resident fellow focusing on foreign policy issues at the Ayn Rand Center, Spring 2007, “The “Forward Strategy” for Failure, http://www.theobjectivestandard.com/issues/2007-spring/forward-strategy-for-failure.asp
Our leaders insist that the forward strategy is indispensable to victory. They claim that only this strategy is noble, because it is self-sacrificial, and that only it is practical, because it will somehow protect our lives. We are asked to believe that in slitting our own throats, we will do ourselves no real harm, that this is actually the cure for our affliction. What the strategy’s advocates would like us to believe is that there is no alternative to the ideal of selflessness. But we are confronted by a choice—and the alternatives are mutually exclusive. The choice is between self-sacrifice—and self-interest. There is no middle ground. There is no way to unite these alternatives. We must choose one or the other. If we are to make our lives safe, we must embrace the ideal of America’s self-interest. Though largely unknown and misconceived, this moral principle is necessary to the achievement of America’s national security. Let us briefly consider what it stands for and what it would mean in practice.49 If we are to pursue America’s self-interest, we must above all be passionate advocates for rational moral ideals. We need to recognize that embracing the right ideals is indispensable to achieving our long-term, practical goal of national security. Key to upholding our national self-interest is championing the ideal of political freedom—not crusading for democracy. Freedom, as noted earlier, is a product of certain values and moral premises. Fundamentally, it depends on the moral code of rational egoism. Whereas the morality of self-sacrifice punishes the able and innocent by commanding them to renounce their values, egoism, as defined in the philosophy of Ayn Rand, holds that the highest moral purpose of man’s life is achieving his own happiness. Egoism holds that each individual has an unconditional moral right to his own life, that no man should sacrifice himself, that each must be left free from physical coercion by other men and the government. Politically, this entails a government that recognizes the individual as a sovereign being and upholds his inviolable right to his life and possessions. This is the implicit moral basis of the Founders’ original system of government as the protector of the rights of individuals. 

Their survival-based claims destroy any value to life.

Daniel Callahan, Co-founder and former director of The Hastings Institute, PhD in philosophy from Harvard University, 

“The Tyranny of Survival” 1973, p 91-93

The value of survival could not be so readily abused were it not for its evocative power. But abused it has been. In the name of survival, all manner of social and political evils have been committed against the rights of individuals, including the right to life. The purported threat of Communist domination has for over two decades fueled the drive of militarists for ever-larger defense budgets, no matter what the cost to other social needs. During World War II, native Japanese-Americans were herded, without due process of law, to detention camps. This policy was later upheld by the Supreme Court in Korematsu v. United States (1944) in the general context that a threat to national security can justify acts otherwise blatantly unjustifiable. The survival of the Aryan race was one of the official legitimations of Nazism. Under the banner of survival, the government of South Africa imposes a ruthless apartheid, heedless of the most elementary human rights. The Vietnamese war has seen one of the greatest of the many absurdities tolerated in the name of survival: the destruction of villages in order to save them. But it is not only in a political setting that survival has been evoked as a final and unarguable value. The main rationale B. F. Skinner offers in Beyond Freedom and Dignity for the controlled and conditioned society is the need for survival. For Jacques Monod, in Chance and Necessity, survival requires that we overthrow almost every known religious, ethical and political system. In genetics, the survival of the gene pool has been put forward as sufficient grounds for a forceful prohibition of bearers of offensive genetic traits from marrying and bearing children. Some have even suggested that we do the cause of survival no good by our misguided medical efforts to find means by which those suffering from such common genetically based diseases as diabetes can live a normal life, and thus procreate even more diabetics. In the field of population and environment, one can do no better than to cite Paul Ehrlich, whose works have shown a high dedication to survival, and in its holy name a willingness to contemplate governmentally enforced abortions and a denial of food to surviving populations of nations which have not enacted population-control policies. For all these reasons it is possible to counterpoise over against the need for survival a "tyranny of survival." There seems to be no imaginable evil which some group is not willing to inflict on another for sake of survival, no rights, liberties or dignities which it is not ready to suppress. It is easy, of course, to recognize the danger when survival is falsely and manipulatively invoked. Dictators never talk about their aggressions, but only about the need to defend the fatherland to save it from destruction at the hands of its enemies. But my point goes deeper than that. It is directed even at a legitimate concern for survival, when that concern is allowed to reach an intensity which would ignore, suppress or destroy other fundamental human rights and values. The potential tyranny survival as value is that it is capable, if not treated sanely, of wiping out all other values. Survival can become an obsession and a disease, provoking a destructive singlemindedness that will stop at nothing. We come here to the fundamental moral dilemma. If, both biologically and psychologically, the need for survival is basic to man, and if survival is the precondition for any and all human achievements, and if no other rights make much sense without the premise of a right to life—then how will it be possible to honor and act upon the need for survival without, in the process, destroying everything in human beings which makes them worthy of survival. 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.

Nuclear war won’t escalate; the US could disarm any nuclear opponent before they could retaliate 

Keir Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania 2006 (Keir Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2006, International Security, The End of Mad The Nuclear dimension of US Primacy http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.7) 
For nearly half a century, the world’s most powerful nuclear-armed countries have been locked in a military stalemate known as mutual assured destruction (MAD). By the early 1960s, the United States and the Soviet Union possessed such large, welldispersed nuclear arsenals that neither state could entirely destroy the other’s nuclear forces in a ªrst strike. Whether the scenario was a preemptive strike during a crisis, or a bolt-from-the-blue surprise attack, the victim would always be able to retaliate and destroy the aggressor. Nuclear war was therefore tantamount to mutual suicide. Many scholars believe that the nuclear stalemate helped prevent conºict between the superpowers during the Cold War, and that it remains a powerful force for great power peace today.1 The age of MAD, however, is waning. Today the United States stands on the verge of attaining nuclear primacy vis-à-vis its plausible great power adversaries. For the frst time in decades, it could conceivably disarm the long-range nuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a nuclear first strike. A preemptive strike on an alerted Russian arsenal would still likely fail, but a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of success. Furthermore, the Chinese nuclear force is so vulnerable that it could be destroyed even if it were alerted during a crisis. 
Deontology key to giving human life dignity. 

Kamm  92 [ FM Kamm is Littauer Professor of Philosophy and Public Policy, Kennedy School Non-consequentialism, the person as an end-in-itself, and the significance of status.”, Philosophy and Public Affairs, “ p. 390 JSTOR]

If we are inviolable in a certain way, we are more important creatures than violable ones; such a higher status is itself a benefit to us. Indeed, we are creatures whose interests as recipients of such ordinary benefits as welfare are more worth serving. The world is, in a sense, a better place, as it has more important creatures in it.3' In this sense the inviolable status (against being harmed in a certain way) of any potential victim can be taken to be an agent-neutral value. This is a nonconsequential value. It does not follow (causally or noncausally) upon any act, but is already present in the status that persons have. Ensuring it provides the background against which we may then seek their welfare or pursue other values. It is not our duty to bring about the agent-neutral value, but only to respect the constraints that express its presence. Kagan claims that the only sense in which we can show disrespect for people is by using them in an unjustified way. Hence, if it is justified to kill one to save five, we will not be showing disrespect for the one if we so use him. But there is another sense of disrespect tied to the fact that we owe people more respect than animals, even though we also should not treat animals in an unjustified way. And this other sense of disrespect is, I believe, tied to the failure to heed the greater inviolability of persons. 

A utilitarian frame of ethics and ‘duty’ corrupt morality, reason, and reality. Only believing we have no ethical obligation to another can we conceptualize true morality.

Ayn Rand. Author and Philosopher on Objectivism 1982. “Philosophy: Who Needs It?” 
One of the most destructive anti-concepts in the history of moral philosophy is the term “duty.”  An anti-concept is an artificial, unnecessary and rationally unusable term designed to replace and obliterate some legitimate concept. The term “duty” obliterates more than single concepts; it is a metaphysical and psychological killer: it negates all the essentials of a rational view of life and makes them inapplicable to man’s actions . . . .  The meaning of the term “duty” is: the moral necessity to perform certain actions for no reason other than obedience to some higher authority, without regard to any personal goal, motive, desire or interest.  It is obvious that that anti-concept is a product of mysticism, not an abstraction derived from reality. In a mystic theory of ethics, “duty” stands for the notion that man must obey the dictates of a supernatural authority. Even though the anti-concept has been secularized, and the authority of God’s will has been ascribed to earthly entities, such as parents, country, State, mankind, etc., their alleged supremacy still rests on nothing but a mystic edict. Who in hell can have the right to claim that sort of submission or obedience? This is the only proper form—and locality—for the question, because nothing and no one can have such a right or claim here on earth.  The arch-advocate of “duty” is Immanuel Kant; he went so much farther than other theorists that they seem innocently benevolent by comparison. “Duty,” he holds, is the only standard of virtue; but virtue is not its own reward: if a reward is involved, it is no longer virtue. The only moral motivation, he holds, is devotion to duty for duty’s sake; only an action motivated exclusively by such devotion is a moral action . . . .  If one were to accept it, the anti-concept “duty” destroys the concept of reality: an unaccountable, supernatural power takes precedence over facts and dictates one’s actions regardless of context or consequences.  “Duty” destroys reason: it supersedes one’s knowledge and judgment, making the process of thinking and judging irrelevant to one’s actions.  “Duty” destroys values: it demands that one betray or sacrifice one’s highest values for the sake of an inexplicable command—and it transforms values into a threat to one’s moral worth, since the experience of pleasure or desire casts doubt on the moral purity of one’s motives.  “Duty” destroys love: who could want to be loved not from “inclination,” but from “duty”?  “Duty” destroys self-esteem: it leaves no self to be esteemed.  If one accepts that nightmare in the name of morality, the infernal irony is that “duty” destroys morality. A deontological (duty-centered) theory of ethics confines moral principles to a list of prescribed “duties” and leaves the rest of man’s life without any moral guidance, cutting morality off from any application to the actual problems and concerns of man’s existence. Such matters as work, career, ambition, love, friendship, pleasure, happiness, values (insofar as they are not pursued as duties) are regarded by these theories as amoral, i.e., outside the province of morality. If so, then by what standard is a man to make his daily choices, or direct the course of his life?  In a deontological theory, all personal desires are banished from the realm of morality; a personal desire has no moral significance, be it a desire to create or a desire to kill. For example, if a man is not supporting his life from duty, such a morality makes no distinction between supporting it by honest labor or by robbery. If a man wants to be honest, he deserves no moral credit; as Kant would put it, such honesty is “praiseworthy,” but without “moral import.” Only a vicious represser, who feels a profound desire to lie, cheat and steal, but forces himself to act honestly for the sake of “duty,” would receive a recognition of moral worth from Kant and his ilk.  This is the sort of theory that gives morality a bad name

Utilitarianism fails to take into account prima facie rights– moral resolution of conflicts necessary.

Raymond Frey. Author of the book “Utility and rights”. 1984. “Utility and rights” p. 133

The theory of prima facie human rights that is outlined here is one in terms of prima facie rights, many of which are rights of recipience, in  which the rights create obligations and claims that collide with one  another and with the moral demands created by other values. Many of these conflicts are to be resolved without reference, or with only negative reference, to consequences. When the consequences do enter seriously into the resolution of the conflicts, the solution arrived at is often very different from that which would be dictated by utilitarian considerations. The points made in the preceding section may be illustrated by reference to conflicts of prima facie human rights such as the right to life, viewed as a right of recipience, the right to moral autonomy and integrity- and  values such as pleasure and happiness, and the absence of pain and suffering. A consideration of the morally rightful resolution of such conflicts brings out the inadequacy of the utilitarian calculus as a basis for determining the morally right response to such situations and conflicts.
Deontology key to giving human life value. 

Kamm  92 [ FM Kamm is Littauer Professor of Philosophy and Public Policy, Kennedy School Non-consequentialism, the person as an end-in-itself, and the significance of status.”, Philosophy and Public Affairs, “ p. 390 JSTOR]

If we are inviolable in a certain way, we are more important creatures than violable ones; such a higher status is itself a benefit to us. Indeed, we are creatures whose interests as recipients of such ordinary benefits as welfare are more worth serving. The world is, in a sense, a better place, as it has more important creatures in it.3' In this sense the inviolable status (against being harmed in a certain way) of any potential victim can be taken to be an agent-neutral value. This is a nonconsequential value. It does not follow (causally or noncausally) upon any act, but is already present in the status that persons have. Ensuring it provides the background against which we may then seek their welfare or pursue other values. It is not our duty to bring about the agent-neutral value, but only to respect the constraints that express its presence. Kagan claims that the only sense in which we can show disrespect for people is by using them in an unjustified way. Hence, if it is justified to kill one to save five, we will not be showing disrespect for the one if we so use him. But there is another sense of disrespect tied to the fact that we owe people more respect than animals, even though we also should not treat animals in an unjustified way. And this other sense of disrespect is, I believe, tied to the failure to heed the greater inviolability of persons.

AT: Capitalism Bad

1. Altruism is the root of evil- self-sacrifice makes one makes sure that one person’s existence is devoted to the duty of anothers. The market system solves because it eliminates the need to work on behalf of another person- that’s our Peikoff ’91. 

2. Capitalism is the only economic system that has respect for freedodm and individual rights

Ayn Rand. Philosopher of Objectivsm. 1967. Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal

If one upholds freedom, one must uphold man’s individual rights; if one upholds man’s individual rights, one must uphold his right to his own life, to his own liberty, to the pursuit of his own happiness—which means: one must uphold a political system that guarantees and protects these rights—which means: the politico-economic system of capitalism.

3. Cross Apply our Petro ‘74 evidence- freedom comes before all other impacts because it sites that all invasions of freedom must be resisted. 

4. We are given reason, and the faculty of volition to compete within the capitalist system- disabilities don’t exist and are a reason for altruism

AT: Rothbard

1. Morality is a prior issue- before determining what may or may not cause extinction, we have to examine the ethical implications attached

2. Rothbard’s claims destroy value to life- ext. our Callahan ’73 evidence that nuclear holocaust survival based impact Rothbard makes destroys our rights and liberties.

3. The evidence doesn’t comply to our ethics- This article’s moral stance is incorrect- it’s predicated off having a duty to a collective since the beginning of time ignoring the fact that we are a sovereign entity.

AT: Taxation

1. Capitalism solves- in providing the ideal settings for capitalism, the private industry thrive enabling business to solve. For example, if it’s advantageous for a company’s competitiveness to hire more educated people, they would create academic institutions to educate the masses

2. Altruism is the root of evil- self-sacrifice makes one makes sure that one person’s existence is devoted to the duty of anothers. The market system solves because it eliminates the need to work on behalf of another person- that’s our Peikoff ’91. 

AT: Utilitarianism/Consequentialism

1. Morality is a prior issue- before determining what may or may not cause extinction, we have to examine the ethical implications attached

2. Utilitarianism is the ethical framework for egalitarianism- it’s man vs. metaphysics
Ayn Rand. Objectivism philosopher.    b 999. “Return of the Primative: The Anti-Industrial Revolution”.

But this is not the meaning that the altruists ascribe to the word “equality.”  They turn the word into an anti-concept: they use it to mean, not political, but metaphysical equality—the equality of personal attributes and virtues, regardless of natural endowment or individual choice, performance and character. It is not man-made institutions, but nature, i.e., reality, that they propose to fight—by means of man-made institutions.  Since nature does not endow all men with equal beauty or equal intelligence, and the faculty of volition leads men to make different choices, the egalitarians propose to abolish the “unfairness” of nature and of volition, and to establish universal equality in fact—in defiance of facts. Since the Law of Identity is impervious to human manipulation, it is the Law of Causality that they struggle to abrogate. Since personal attributes or virtues cannot be “redistributed,” they seek to deprive men of their consequences—of the rewards, the benefits, the achievements created by personal attributes and virtues. It is not equality before the law that they seek, but inequality: the establishment of an inverted social pyramid, with a new aristocracy on top—the aristocracy of non-value. 
3. Utilitarian thinking justifies us existing for others- ext. our Rand ’62 evidence indicates that we are free and sovereign entities. Their ethical understanding destroys morality- it supposes that we have a duty to a collection of other sovereign individuals.
4. Deontology precludes util- the values of deontology come first

Mcnaughton and Rawling 98 [David McNaughton and Piers Rawling are professors  of philosophy at Keele University and the University of Missouri-St. Louis. Ratio, “On Defending Deontology”, issue 11, p. 48-49 Ebsco]

Nagel effectively accepts the consequentialist view that a system of moral rules can only be defended by showing that their adoption brings about some good that could not otherwise be realized, and then seeks to show that deontology is such a system. The claim is not, of course, that agent-relative reasons rest directly on considerations of value in a manner obviously susceptible to the CVC; rather, the grounding is indirect – the notion is that worlds in which there are agent-relative reasons are better than worlds in which there are not. Nagel argues that an agent relative morality, qua moral system, is intrinsically valuable. Thus we concur with Hooker (1994), then, pace Howard-Snyder (1993), that rule consequentialism is not a 'rubber duck'. Thus rights (the obverse of constraints) have value, and are, therefore, part of the basic structure of moral theory. ‘A right is an agent-relative, not an agent-neutral, value’, says Nagel (1995, p.88). This is precisely because it is supposed to resist the CVC (one is forbidden to violate a right even to minimize the total number of such violations). So Nagel faces the Scheffler problem: ‘How could it be wrong to harm one person to prevent greater harm to others? How are we to understand the value that rights assign to certain kinds of human inviolability, which makes this consequence morally intelligible?’ (p.89, our emphasis – note the presumption inherent in the question). The answer ‘focuses on the status conferred on all human beings by the design of a morality which includes agent-relative constraints’ (p.89). That status is one of being inviolable (which is not, of course, to say that one will not be violated, but that one may not be violated – even to minimize the total number of such violations). A system of morality that includes inviolability encapsulates a good that its rivals cannot capture. For, ‘not only is it an evil for a person to be harmed in certain ways, but for it to be permissible to harm the person in those ways is an additional and independent evil’ (p.91). So there is a sense in which we are better off if there are rights (they are a ‘kind of generally disseminated intrinsic good’ (p.93)). Hence there are rights. In short, we are inviolable because  
5. Utilitarian assertions create a tyranny of survival ext. our Callahan ’73 evidence that in the name of survival countless atrocities have been committed.

6. We replace survival as the sole aspect of decision making

Moore, Cambridge University Press, 75 Harold Moore, The Review of Politics, Vol. 37, No. 3 (Jul., 1975), Cambridge University Press, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1406214
If the solution does not lie in the development of more efficient technology, then contemporary society needs a new basis for analyzing the moral problems precipitated by recent technological developments. Callahan claims that two extremes are to be avoided in forging a responsible perspective: the "tyranny of survival" on the one hand and the "tyranny of individualism" on the other. He very effectively points out that there is almost nothing people won't do once they are convinced that survival (of a group, life or kind of life) is at stake. The moral difficulty is obvious: the social concern with survival as the only or as the decisive variable in making decisions on technological utilization is decision-making at a level well below any acceptable moral minimum. If survival is the only value, then indeed just about anything is permitted. The "survival only" thesis fails by overemphasizing one value. The thesis of "individualism" errs in another way: in making the satisfaction of individual needs and desires the locus of morality it offers no real hope of coping with either man's communal life or the moral problems that ineluctably follow from man's social nature. Given the failure of the extreme positions, Callahan argues for the development of a public morality, one that is capable of integrating values other than mere survival.
7. Utilitarian thinking provokes war- stating some should die so that we can live creates a probable assertion for war. 

AT: Egalitarianism

1. Utilitarianism is the ethical framework for egalitarian claims- it’s man vs. the metaphysical
Ayn Rand. Objectivism philosopher.    b 1999. “Return of the Primative: The Anti-Industrial Revolution”.

But this is not the meaning that the altruists ascribe to the word “equality.”  They turn the word into an anti-concept: they use it to mean, not political, but metaphysical equality—the equality of personal attributes and virtues, regardless of natural endowment or individual choice, performance and character. It is not man-made institutions, but nature, i.e., reality, that they propose to fight—by means of man-made institutions.  Since nature does not endow all men with equal beauty or equal intelligence, and the faculty of volition leads men to make different choices, the egalitarians propose to abolish the “unfairness” of nature and of volition, and to establish universal equality in fact—in defiance of facts. Since the Law of Identity is impervious to human manipulation, it is the Law of Causality that they struggle to abrogate. Since personal attributes or virtues cannot be “redistributed,” they seek to deprive men of their consequences—of the rewards, the benefits, the achievements created by personal attributes and virtues. It is not equality before the law that they seek, but inequality: the establishment of an inverted social pyramid, with a new aristocracy on top—the aristocracy of non-value. 
2. Egalitarianism prevents growth- in limiting one in the attempt to equalize one another, we can not grow to be our best- we’ve all been equipped with reason and the faculty of volition.
AT: Altruism Good

Altruism is less about kindness and more about a right to exist independently.

Ayn Rand. Objectivist Philosopher. 1982. “Philosophy: Who Needs It?”
What is the moral code of altruism? The basic principle of altruism is that man has no right to exist for his own sake, that service to others is the only justification of his existence, and that self-sacrifice is his highest moral duty, virtue and value.  Do not confuse altruism with kindness, good will or respect for the rights of others. These are not primaries, but consequences, which, in fact, altruism makes impossible. The irreducible primary of altruism, the basic absolute, is self-sacrifice—which means; self-immolation, self-abnegation, self-denial, self-destruction—which means: the self as a standard of evil, the selfless as a standard of the good.  Do not hide behind such superficialities as whether you should or should not give a dime to a beggar. That is not the issue. The issue is whether you do or do not have the right to exist without giving him that dime. The issue is whether you must keep buying your life, dime by dime, from any beggar who might choose to approach you. The issue is whether the need of others is the first mortgage on your life and the moral purpose of your existence. The issue is whether man is to be regarded as a sacrificial animal. Any man of self-esteem will answer: “No.” Altruism says: “Yes.”
AT: DA

1. Ethics are a prior question- it’s either you embrace our ethics or self-sacrifice of the status quo- that’s the Brooks and Journo ‘7.  In adopting the status quo’s ethics, you become a part of a collective where there is no individualism or value to life

2. Case outweighs

a. Utilitarian assertions create a tyranny of survival ext. our Callahan ’73 evidence that in the name of survival countless atrocities have been committed.

b. Freedom comes before all other impacts, that’s Petro ‘74 evidence- because it sites that all invasions of freedom must be resisted 

c. No probability- ext our Liber ‘6 indicates that nuclear war extinction won’t happen, 2 reasons - mutually assured destruction checks any aggression and there won’t be escalation beyond the first nuke.

d. Human dignity outweighs life- in the absence of our dignity; our lives are worthless tools to a collective- that’s our Rand ’62 evidence

That’s 3 comparative, independent reasons why our aff. outweighs

3. We have only an obligation to ourselves- their adoption of a utilitarian framework means we exist for another person and not by our own means. Cross apply the Petro evidence here as well.
AT: CP

1. Solvency deficit- The counterplan adopts ethics between self-interest and altruism means they can’t solve the aff- that’s our Brooks and Journo ‘7 evidence.

2. They’ve conceded our internal links that means we gain full access to our morality claims- if there’s a chance that the CP doesn’t solve you automatically vote aff.

AT: Ks

1. Ethics are a prior question- it’s either you embrace our ethics or altruism of the status quo- that’s the Brooks and Journo ‘7.  In adopting the status quo’s ethics, you become a part of a collective where there is no individualism or value to life

2. The kritik is wrong- the negative has established their political assertions before contemplation of ethics. Don’t vote for the kritik until they can justify their politics with ethics, metaphysics and epistemology.

3. Case outweighs

a. Utilitarian assertions create a tyranny of survival ext. our Callahan ’73 evidence that in the name of survival countless atrocities have been committed.

b. Freedom comes before all other impacts, that’s Petro ‘74 evidence- because it sites that all invasions of freedom must be resisted 

c. No probability- ext our Liber ‘6 indicates that nuclear war extinction won’t happen, 2 reasons - mutually assured destruction checks any aggression and there won’t be escalation beyond the first nuke.

d. Human dignity outweighs life- in the absence of our dignity; our lives are worthless tools to a collective- that’s our Rand ’62 evidence

Ron Paul Likes Plan

Ron paul likes the plan and makes it appear bi-partisan 

Cliff Kincaid, Editor of the AIM (Acuracy in Media) Report, 7,15, 2010, “Ron Paul Helps Obama Slash National Defense”, http://www.aim.org/aim-column/ron-paul-helps-obama-slash-national-defense/
Playing a critical role in the effort is Rep. Ron Paul, who is generally considered by his followers to be an opponent of Obama’s liberal agenda. His son Rand Paul is running for the Senate in Kentucky as a libertarian Republican who believes in a strong national defense. Rep. Paul has called for a U.S. military withdrawal from Afghanistan and has joined with the far-left in Congress to urge reductions in funding for the war effort there. He calls the U.S. military effort to defeat Al Qaeda and the Taliban an “occupation” of the country and “an ill-advised quagmire with no end in sight.” He says the effort is too expensive and won’t be successful. “It is time to leave Afghanistan to the Afghans to sort out,” he says. President Obama has already appointed a National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform to look at long-term budgetary trends and vote on a final report no later than December 1. The proposals are likely to include massive tax increases, some minor spending cuts in domestic spending programs, and major reductions to the U.S. national defense budget. The plan is being presented by the media as a bipartisan effort to make “substantial cuts” to the national defense budget.

Libertarians and the left right coalitions loves the plan

Cliff Kincaid, Editor of the AIM (Acuracy in Media) Report, 7,15, 2010, “Ron Paul Helps Obama Slash National Defense”, http://www.aim.org/aim-column/ron-paul-helps-obama-slash-national-defense/
The “left-right coalition” making up the membership of the group included people from the Center for American Progress and the Cato Institute, both of them funded by George Soros.  Another member came from the pro-Marxist Institute for Policy Studies. Its members included: Carl Conetta, Co-Director, Project on Defense Alternatives (Commonwealth Institute) Benjamin Friedman, Cato Institute William Hartung, New America Foundation Chris Hellman, National Priorities Project Heather Hurlburt, National Security Network John Isaacs, Executive Director, Council for a Livable World Charles Knight, Co-Director, Project on Defense Alternatives (Commonwealth Institute) Larry Korb, Center for American Progress Paul Martin, PeaceAction Laicie Olsen, Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation Prasannan Parthasarathi, Boston College Miriam Pemberton, Foreign Policy in Focus, Institute for Policy Studies Laura Peterson, Taxpayers for Common Sense Christopher Preble, Director of Foreign Policy Studies, Cato Institute Winslow Wheeler, Center for Defense Information. The involvement of two officials of the libertarian Cato Institute confirms our fears about the influence of what we called the “Progressive Libertarians.” These libertarians, sometimes mistakenly referred to as conservatives, have often collaborated with left-wing organizations and individuals, especially on cuts to national defense and on the liberal social agenda. We noted, “The seeds of this strange collaboration of interests were planted decades ago, when the pro-Marxist Institute for Policy Studies (IPS) held a seminar under the title of ‘Left and Right,’ featuring Marcus Raskin of IPS and Karl Hess, then an IPS fellow. The speakers at this 1969 event included economist Murray Rothbard and Jeff Liebling, the latter identified as ‘former Youth for Goldwater’ and ‘SDS member.’ Hess, a former Barry Goldwater speechwriter who died in 1994, traveled easily between left and right.” A September 1970 IPS seminar on “U.S. Strategy in Asia” was organized by Earl C. Ravenal, then an IPS Associate Fellow, who would later join the Cato Institute as a distinguished senior fellow in foreign policy studies. A book featuring the proceedings of the event reveals the participation of Morton Halperin, then with the liberal Brookings Institution and now a top employee of George Soros. We noted that Justin Logan of the Cato Institute had appeared on the Glenn Beck show along with another Cato scholar, Chris Edwards, who said that we should “pull back the foreign troops” and drastically reduce the U.S. defense budget. This will produce “higher security” for the U.S., he claimed. Sounding like an anti-war progressive, Edwards charged that sinister arms manufacturers were pushing funding for unneeded weapons.Obama had already cancelled the F-22 Raptor, the most advanced air superiority fighter in the U.S. inventory, at a time when the Russians are developing their own version of a fifth generation fighter. The Cato Institute favored the Obama policy of killing the F-22.

Plan Bi-Partisan

Ron Paul causes bi-partisanship in congress

Ryan Jaroncyk, THL (the humble limbertarian) Contributor, NOVEMBER 23, 2009 “Ron Paul, Bipartisanship's Quiet Champion”, http://www.humblelibertarian.com/2009/11/ron-paul-bipartisanships-quiet-champion.html
More and more Americans are growing tired of the bitter partisanship that has come to define our nation's politics. Republicans hate the Democrats, and Democrats hate the Republicans.  George W. Bush was supposed to be a "uniter, not a divider," yet he ended up bitterly dividing a nation. President Obama was supposed to heal those divisions, yet the nation seems even more polarized than ever under his leadership so far.  There is however, one individual who continues to buck the trend. This individual has demonstrated an uncanny ability to unite diverse political factions on a slew of critical issues. If there was ever a model for effective and principled bipartisanship, this individual fits the mold. Most recently, this individual has united over 300 Republicans and Democrats on monetary policy reform. This individual has united two Democrats and two Republicans on potential war legislation. This individual has united diverse individuals, from the right and left, to consider an alternative strategy in Afghanistan. Who is this mystery individual? Dr. Ron Paul. His Audit the Fed bill, H.R 1207 has garnered the support of every single House Republican, as well as over 100 Democrats in both the House and Senate. On Afghanistan, he has joined one other Republican and two Democrats, so far, in proposing legislation for an immediate withdrawal. In addition, his concerns about the war in Afghanistan have inspired bipartisan criticism of the protracted effort. For example, conservative commentator, George Will has issued a call for a much more limited and narrowly focused mission. Conservative Ret. Lieutenant Colonel, Ralph Peters has argued against further troop increases and has recommended far more limited objectives. Richard Haas, a former Bush State Department official, has questioned the wisdom of committing more troops to an open-ended occupation. Robert Baer, a former CIA field operative, has called for a different strategy. On the Democratic side, Vice President Biden appears to be offering significant resistance to more troops, and Arianna Huffington, the uber-"liberal", wrote an elegant, thought-provoking piece questioning the necessity of more troops and open-ended nation building. On two of the most critical issues to our national security, Dr. Ron Paul has united individuals on the right and the left. On the issue of saving the U.S. Dollar, he has earned the support of over 200 Republicans and over 100 Democrats thus far. On Afghanistan, he has served as a catalyst for sparking a truly bipartisan critique of an eight-year war with no end in sight. Now, many people disagree with Ron Paul. But, like or dislike him, his principled stands and ability to unite Republicans and Democrats on key issues are a breath of fresh air in a world dominated by rancorous, ineffective partisanship.

Plan Bi-Partisan

Ron Paul loves the plan
CHUCK/HUB PAGES, college program coordinator and economics instructor, NO date given “Views of Ron Paul and Libertarians on Education and Other Issues”, http://hubpages.com/hub/Views_of_Ron_Paul_and_Libertarians_on_Education_and_Other_Issues
Ron Paul's Views on War and Foreign Affairs In the area of foreign affairs he is opposed to the U.S. assuming responsibility for being a global police force and feels we should disengage from military commitments abroad that are not directly related to the defense of the U.S. homeland. He is not a pacifist and not opposed to the use of military force for the defense of the U.S. However, he is opposed to preemptive actions such as Iraq and Afghanistan. In this he is in the same tradition as George Washington warning against foreign entanglements in his farewell address, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge Sr. in his opposition to the ill fated Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations and President Dwight Eisenhower's farewell address warning against the growing power of the military-industrial complex.
Libertarians are the key swing vote in mid-terms
Veronique de Rugy, senior research fellow @ the Mercatus Center, frmr resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, a policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and a research fellow at the Atlas Economic Research Foundation, 1, 21, 2010, “Where Is the Libertarian Vote Going These Days?”, http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=NTNjMDBmN2JmMjQ0MWQ5M2RiYTU1YTlmZGU3NWIwZWE=
Scott Brown's victory in Massachusetts seems to confirm some of the points made by David Kirby and David Boaz of the Cato Institute in their new study, "The Libertarian Vote in the Age of Obama," released today. Among other things, and based on official data, the authors show that the libertarian-leaning voters have become the swing voters. Once again, using ANES data, we found that libertarians are about 14 percent of the electorate. Libertarian voters swung away from Bush and the GOP in 2004 and 2006, but in 2008 they swung back, voting for McCain by 71 to 27 percent. Other analysts find larger estimates of the libertarian vote: Gallup and Washington Post polls suggest 23 to 25 percent, and a Zogby poll found 59 percent of respondents agreeing that they are "fiscally conservative and socially liberal," and 44 percent agreed that made them "libertarian." What are their predictions for the November elections? Before the 2006 elections, we predicted that if the swing away from the Republicans continued, “Republicans will lose elections they would otherwise win.”  Now we offer the reverse prediction: if libertarians continue to lead the independents away from Obama, Democrats will lose 2010 midterm elections they would otherwise win. If you are the type who counts votes and follows political races closely, or if you are just hoping for a more libertarian world like I am, this study is worth reading.

Libertarians are Swing Vote
Libertarians are the critical vote this election and they are siding with republicans now 

David Boaz, executive vice president of the Cato Institute  and David Kirby, journalist for NYT, April 19, 2010, Libertarians Lead Independent Shift from Obama, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11697
Who are these centrist, independent-minded voters who swung the elections in Virginia, New Jersey and Massachusetts to Republican candidates and are likely to be crucial in races this fall? Political analysts are searching for a name. They have tried "tea partier," "populist," "conservative," even "strange and unpredictable." None of these fits, however. These voters are neither populist nor conservative. But many may be libertarian — fiscally conservative but socially liberal or tolerant. Libertarians are emerging as a force within U.S. politics. A careful look at polling data shows these voters may be less mysterious than analysts think. Libertarians seem to be a leading indicator of this trend in centrist, independent-minded voters, based on an analysis of many years of polling data. We estimate that libertarians compose from 14 percent to 23 percent of voters nationally. They are among the few real swing voters in U.S. politics. Libertarian voters are often torn between their aversion to the Republicans' social conservatism and the Democrats' fiscal irresponsibility. These days, they are angry about spending, deficits and government takeovers — but less motivated by social issues. Libertarians are slightly more likely to be male, white, independent and moderate than the general public. In the past, libertarians often voted Republican as often as 70 percent of the time. But through the Bush years, Republicans expanded entitlements and spent taxpayers' money faster than Democrats. This gave libertarians less reason to stick with them. In fact, polls in 2004 and 2006 showed libertarian voters moving toward the Democrats. They may well have cost Republicans control of Congress. But then, according to our new data, libertarians voted against Barack Obama in 2008. They feared the combination of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress in a time of financial crisis. Massachusetts polls confirmed this libertarian shift among independents. A Washington Post-Kaiser Family Foundation-Harvard University poll found that Scott Brown won 65 percent of independents to Martha Coakley's 34 percent, just 14 months after Obama carried 57 percent of Massachusetts independents. In addition, 63 percent of 2008 Massachusetts voters agreed that government should do more to solve problems. That number was down to 50 percent in the January special election — with 47 percent saying government is doing too many things better left to businesses and individuals. David Kirby is an associate policy analyst, and David Boaz is executive vice president, at the Cato Institute. They are co-authors of the new study "The Libertarian Vote in the Age of Obama." More by David Boaz Most libertarians voted Republican in 2008. But younger libertarians joined other young voters in supporting Obama. This had shifted by the special election, however.A POLITICO/Insider Advantage poll showed Brown leading among voters younger than 30 by 61 percent to 30 percent. In contrast, the 2008 exit poll showed 18-to-29-year-olds in Massachusetts voting for Obama 78 percent to 20 percent. Though Brown is no libertarian, he made arguments that could appeal to them. Most notably, he campaigned against health care reform and tax increases. Brown argued that he'd be among the Senate opposition to the current governing agenda. But he played down social issues — his positions on abortion and gay marriage were more moderate than those of most Republicans elsewhere. Of course, many local issues figured prominently — from corruption on Beacon Hill to his opponent's poor campaign. But in many ways, Brown's campaign copied the winning strategy of Bob McDonnell in the race for Virginia governor — emphasizing fiscal issues and playing down social ones. This would appeal to libertarian voters. So, if many of these centrist, independent voters are indeed libertarians, why aren't libertarians better recognized? First, the word "libertarian" is still unfamiliar — even to many who hold "fiscally conservative, socially liberal" views. Pollsters rarely use it. So in polls, many libertarians call themselves "conservative," "independent" or "moderate" — making it hard for analysts to recognize them. In states such as Massachusetts, many of these voters likely call themselves Democrats — but don't always vote that way. For example, Massachusetts voters elected Republicans to the governor's mansion for 16 years before Democrat Deval Patrick's election in 2006. Second, libertarian voters have traditionally been less likely to organize. In the past three years, however, libertarians have become a more visible, organized force in politics — particularly as campaigns move online. Ron Paul's campaign demonstrated that libertarians can organize and raise large sums of money on the Internet. Meanwhile, tea party protests showed that libertarian-inspired anger can boil over into spontaneous, nationwide rallies. On Sept. 12, 2009, more than 100,000 people marched on Washington to protest federal spending and the growth of government — many carrying nerdy, libertarian-inspired signs such as "I Am John Galt," referring to the protagonist of Ayn Rand's "Atlas Shrugged." Libertarians are emerging as a force within U.S. politics. While political leaders such as Sarah Palin and Mike Huckabee and media stars like Glenn Beck and Rush Limbaugh are icons to a "conservative base," it is not yet clear what political leaders might represent these libertarian voters. But with candidates working to capitalize on voter angst in the 2010 midterms, there are sure to be many politicians angling to lead this libertarian vote. The 1994 GOP sweep of congressional elections was dubbed the "Republican Revolution." If Republicans make big gains in 2010 with libertarian votes, we could be hearing about a "libertarian revolution."
Political Capital is Immoral

Political capital is immoral- politicians try to acquire it not out of self-interest, but to use us for leverage violating our ethics.

D.R. Starr II, political activist, thinker, correspondent for the Nolan Chart.com political blog, (centrist),1/6, 2010,” Political Capital "How can I get some?"”, http://www.nolanchart.com/article7229.html
For the last 9 years I have been hearing about this new kind of capital, Now I've heard of investment capital, loan capital, reserve capital, but Political Capital that's new to me, and the way Bush and the Republicans seemed to be drunk on it, an eight year long party, hell bent on spending this political capital. I thought to my-self, "Self, That political capital must come easy, the way they are spending it."So I said to my-self "Self, I wonder where I can get some ?, I wonder what the exchange Rate is on the dollar?, Would it be better to use gold ? I wonder where the exchange is?," Self wasn't any help at all, so, I set out to get some somewhere. I checked all of the financial reports, periodicals, commodities, bullion, and gems. Nothing, not one hint of where to find it. After asking around to both friends and strangers, it seems that most didn't know, or couldn't explain it. ("It's complicated."), So, I ask them, "have you ever seen any?" "No", they answer. "Then how do you know it exists?", At this point, I usually get that look. You know the one, when they take a step back at the same time. (I get that quite a lot.) Now where do I go, Who can I ask ?, I never felt so lost. And when Pres. Obama was elected, he to was talking a lot about spending his political capital, and the Dem's were dancing in the streets flaunting theirs, almost as bad as, EPA liaisons at an OIL funded retreat. I noticed that all these guys talking about this political capital, were doing really well for themselves, and I became even more determined to get some, going over the a fore mentioned attempts with the same results, except, the looks are a little stranger, and the steps are a little farther back.), ( I get this quite a lot, also.) So now what ? I can't find it, although, they are spending it like they have a factory. No-body has seen it, but, everybody talks about it. It seems pretty valuable, yet no where to get it. What a conundrum. Well I never did discover how to get it, But it's traded through the Federal Reserve, and, after I found out what it was, I lost interest in trading it as a commodity. After speaking to some people who are experts on the subject, I can't explain it the way they did, but boiled down it goes like this, Political Capital is You and me, we are being bought, traded, spent, sold, and used as collateral for loans from the federal reserve. And leverage against opposition to pass Idealistic laws, and, to pack the Supreme Court. No, To me that seems like Slavery or Indentured servitude. No, I don't want to trade in human lives.
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