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Threats Real 
Threats real—default to expert consensus

Knudsen 1– PoliSci Professor at Sodertorn (Olav, Post-Copenhagen Security Studies, Security Dialogue 32:3)

Moreover, I have a problem with the underlying implication that it is unimportant whether states 'really' face dangers from other states or groups. In the Copenhagen school, threats are seen as coming mainly from the actors' own fears, or from what happens when the fears of individuals turn into paranoid political action. In my view, this emphasis on the subjective is a misleading conception of threat, in that it discounts an independent existence for what- ever is perceived as a threat. Granted, political life is often marked by misperceptions, mistakes, pure imaginations, ghosts, or mirages, but such phenomena do not occur simultaneously to large numbers of politicians, and hardly most of the time. During the Cold War, threats - in the sense of plausible possibilities of danger - referred to 'real' phenomena, and they refer to 'real' phenomena now. The objects referred to are often not the same, but that is a different matter. Threats have to be dealt with both ín terms of perceptions and in terms of the phenomena which are perceived to be threatening. The point of Waever’s concept of security is not the potential existence of danger somewhere but the use of the word itself by political elites. In his 1997 PhD dissertation, he writes, ’One can View “security” as that which is in language theory called a speech act: it is not interesting as a sign referring to something more real - it is the utterance itself that is the act.’24 The deliberate disregard of objective factors is even more explicitly stated in Buzan & WaeVer’s joint article of the same year.” As a consequence, the phenomenon of threat is reduced to a matter of pure domestic politics.” It seems to me that the security dilemma, as a central notion in security studies, then loses its foundation. Yet I see that Waever himself has no compunction about referring to the security dilemma in a recent article." This discounting of the objective aspect of threats shifts security studies to insignificant concerns. What has long made 'threats' and ’threat perceptions’ important phenomena in the study of IR is the implication that urgent action may be required. Urgency, of course, is where Waever first began his argument in favor of an alternative security conception, because a convincing sense of urgency has been the chief culprit behind the abuse of 'security' and the consequent ’politics of panic', as Waever aptly calls it.” Now, here - in the case of urgency - another baby is thrown out with the Waeverian bathwater. When real situations of urgency arise, those situations are challenges to democracy; they are actually at the core of the problematic arising with the process of making security policy in parliamentary democracy. But in Waever’s world, threats are merely more or less persuasive, and the claim of urgency is just another argument. I hold that instead of 'abolishing' threatening phenomena ’out there’ by reconceptualizing them, as Waever does, we should continue paying attention to them, because situations with a credible claim to urgency will keep coming back and then we need to know more about how they work in the interrelations of groups and states (such as civil wars, for instance), not least to find adequate democratic procedures for dealing with them.

***Neoliberalism GOOD
Neoliberalism Good Frontline

Neoliberalism solves global poverty.

Bandow 01 senior fellow at the CATO Institute [Doug Bandow, , March 25th, 2001 Globalization Serves the World's Poor, http://www.cato.org/dailys/04-25-01.html]

Indeed, the problems of globalization must always be "compared to what?" Yes, factories pay low wages in Third World countries. But workers in them have neither the education nor the skills to be paid at First World levels. Their alternative is not a Western university education or Silicon Valley computer job, but an even lower-paying job with a local firm or unemployment. The choice is clear: according to Edward Graham of the Institute of International Economics, in poor countries, American multinationals pay foreign citizens an average of 8.5 times the per capita GDP. Overall, the process of globalization has been good for the poor. During the 1980s, advanced industrialized countries grew faster than developing states. In the 1990s, as globalization accelerated, poor nations grew at 3.6 percent annually, twice that of their richer neighbors. Despite the illusion of left-wing activists that money falls from the sky, poverty has been the normal condition of humankind throughout most of history. As even Marx acknowledged, capitalism is what eliminated the overwhelming poverty of the pre- industrial world. That remains the case today. Resource endowment, population level and density, foreign aid transfers, past colonial status none of these correlate with economic wealth. Only economic openness does. The latest volume of the Economic Freedom in the World Report, published by the Cato Institute and think tanks in 50 other countries, finds that economic liberty strongly correlates with economic achievement. Policies that open economies strongly correlate with economic growth. By pulling countries into the international marketplace, globalization encourages market reforms. With them comes increased wealth.

Neoliberalism solves human rights – international coalitions.

Shelton, 02, Dinah, Professor of Law, Notre Dame Law School, Spring, 2002
GLOBALIZATION & THE EROSION OF SOVEREIGNTY IN HONOR OF PROFESSOR LICHTENSTEIN: Protecting Human Rights in a Globalized World”, 25 B.C. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 273, Lexis

The Article concludes that responses to globalization are significantly changing international law and institutions in order to protect persons from violations of human rights committed by non-state actors. To the extent that these changes have brought greater transparency to and participation in international organizations, globalization has  produced unintended benefits and further challenges to the democratic deficit in global governance.  At the same time, an emphasis on subsidiarity and a strengthening of weak states and their institutions may be necessary to ensure that globalization does not mean a decline in state promotion and protection of human rights. To ensure that such strengthening does not lead to further human rights violations, the international community should make concerted multilateral efforts to enhance its ability to respond to human rights violations, rather than unleashing each state to control what it views as the sins of the private sector.

Neoliberalism solves extinction and genocide.

Teune, 02, Henry, Political Science Department at the University of Pennsylvania, May, 2002
“Global Democracy”, The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, 581 Annals 22, Lexis

During the past three decades, social scientists and professional observers described an emerging global political economy, but without democracy.  It took most of the 1990s to grasp that without democracy, globalization could not continue in a peaceful, orderly fashion. Democracy began to become the bedrock of the prosperity promised by globalization. It may well turn out to be the best invention for human survival and the betterment of everyday living. Indeed, in time, democracy in large-scale societies may be judged the most important discovery of the twentieth century since vaccines. Governments systematically killing their own peoples and nearly nonstop international wars of scale marked the first half of the twentieth century (Rummel 1996).  The killing of masses of people by legitimate authorities may be the most important international fact of the first half of the twentieth century. But the most important fact of this era of globalization is that almost all  governments, save one or two, stopped doing that around the century's end, following the spread of democracy.  

Neoliberalism Good Frontline- War Module

Neoliberalism checks war through interdependence and democracy

Griswold 06 director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute [Daniel T. Griswold, , 2006 CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)]

First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high. Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war.  Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Those are assets that cannot be seized by armies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by trading away what they can produce best at home.

Global conflict leads to nuclear war.
Copley News Service, 99, Lexis
For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing  the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten  that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other  nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it
Neoliberalism Good Frontline- Democracy Module

Globalization solves democracy – political climate, multinational corporations, NGOs.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

Globalization advances democracy not only by raising overall wealth, but also by improving the political climate within nations. The ability of multinational corporations and skilled workers to adopt "fight or flight" strategies encourages governments to adopt transparent policies and to broaden political participation.  Businesses and nongovernmental organizations respond by cooperating with the government to form "transnational epistemic communities."  Even where they are despised as scourges against local businesses, multinational corporations introduce moral values in countries that have yet to realize globalization's full benefits.  At the opposite end of the ideological spectrum, even as unstable governments plunge into kleptocracy and anti-Western terrorists flourish, nongovernmental organizations have stepped into the resulting power vacuum in order to help police the morals of globalized society. 

Democracy is key to prevent extinction.

Diamond, 95, Larry, Senior Research Fellow at the Hoover Institute, 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, Online

Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.  LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. 

Neoliberalism Good Frontline- Environment Module
Neoliberalism solves environmental collapse.

Christmann and Taylor 01 American businessman and the head of a privately held multinational company, Professor Christmann specializes in research of the global economy (Petra and Glen, Globalization and the environment: Determinants of firm self-regulation in China. Journal of International business studies, 32(3), 439-458, ABI/INFORM) http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=277452]

In contrast, globalization proponents contend that lower barriers to trade and foreign investment encourage firms to transfer environmental technologies and managemement systems from countries with stricter environmental standards to developing countries, which lack access to environmental technologies and capabilities (Drezner, 2000).  Governmental failure to protect the environment, it is suggested in this line of argument, might also be ameliorated through self-regulation of environmental performance by firms in developing countries.  Self-regulation refers to a firm’s adoption of environmental performance standards or environmental management systems (EMS) beyond the requirements of governmental regulations.  Globalization can increase self-regulation pressures in several ways.  First, globalization increases MNEs’ investment in developing countries where their subsidiaries can be expected to self-regulate their environmental performance more than domestic firms do.  MNEs can transfer the more advanced environmental technologies and management systems developed in response to more stringent regulations in developed countries to their subsidiaries.  MNEs also face pressures from interest groups to improve their worldwide environmental performance.  Second, globalization might contribute to environmental performance as a supplier-selection criterion, which also pressures domestic firms in developing countries to self-regulate environmental performance…Globalization does not necessarily have negative effects on the environment in developing countries to the extend suggested by the pollution-haven and industrial-flight hypotheses.  Our study suggests that globalization increases institutional and consumer pressures on firms to surpass local requirements, even when they may be tempted by lax regulations and enforcement in countries offering themselves as pollution havens (Hoffman, 1999; Rugman and Verbeke, 1998).

Environment collapse leads to extinction.

Diner ‘94—Major David, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, United States Army, Military Law Review, Winter, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161

Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole."  n79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings,  n80 [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
Neoliberalism Good Frontline- Terror Module
Globalization solves terrorism – discourages the bandwagon effect.

Barber, 04, U.S. Managing Editor, Financial Times, International Economy Publications, Gale Group, “Is continued globalization of the world economy inevitable?” 2004, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2633/is_3_18/ai_n6276708/print

For all its merits, globalization must never be taken for granted. The continued integration of the world economy depends on support not only from rich beneficiaries in the west but increasingly from the still disadvantaged in Africa, India, and Latin America. Cultural barriers also pose increasingly powerful obstacles to globalization.  The rise of Islamic fundamentalism offers an alternative vision of society, one which will appeal to all those left behind in countries with exploding populations and persistent high unemployment among young people.  Yet there are still plenty of reasons for optimism. The benefits of globalization in terms of investment, jobs, and competition are there for all to see, on cable television screens as well as in the shops and soukhs. The forces in favor of globalization are far stronger than those pitted against. 

Terrorism causes extinction.

Sid-Ahmed, 04, Mohamed, Al-Ahram Weekly Online, August 26-September 1, 2004
http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm
A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagasaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.       
Neoliberalism Good Frontline- Euro Relations Module
Neoliberalism is key to US-EU relations

Cafruny, 08 (Alan, International Relations professor, “The ‘Imperial Turn’ and the Future of US Hegemony: ‘Terminal’ Decline or Retrenchment?.” March 25th, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/2/1/0/pages252105/p252105-3.php)

By proclaiming the limited utility of military force and the advantages of “soft power” in the contemporary era proponents of this concept seek to rescue the thesis of a “European challenge.” (Nye, 2003, 2004; McCormick, 2007). Yet, the dual track enlargements of NATO and the EU have entrenched the position of political elites and transnational business interests across Europe linked to the United States and to neoliberalism. Indeed, even if one grants the limited utility arising from “soft power,” the bargaining position that might, in principle, derive from the sheer weight of the European economy is compromised by the neoliberal context in which a (self-limiting) socio-economic project demands adherence to Washington and Wall Street. Europe’s geopolitical predicament precludes attempts to establish an autonomous EU power and marginalizes forces in “core Europe” that favor alternatives to U.S.-led neoliberalism.

Strong European relations key to sustainable multilateralism
Prodi, Verhofstadt, et al, 10 (Romano and Guy, co-chairs of Notre Europe, a think tank, former prime minister of Italy and former prime minister of Belgium, “Reshaping EU-US Relations: A Topic Paper”, http://www.notre-europe.eu/uploads/tx_publication/Etude75-EU-US_Relations-en.pdf)
On the contrary: the United States and the European Union are in a position to guide the process, and as leading players they have a special responsibility to do so: their policies, agendas and decisions will be as crucial to the course of globalization as those of the other players – Asia, international financial institutions, the private sector and civil society – if not more so. There is thus no more important goal for the Euro-American partnership, at the start of the 21st century, than to agree on the best possible way to manage globalisation. The US and the EU must cooperate to make it a success and achieve positive outcomes… In its 2003 Security Strategy, the European Union cited “effective multilateralism” as one of the vital prerequisites for future world security and prosperity. The challenges facing the planet and the simultaneous occurrence of three major crises – the financial crisis, the environmental crisis and the geopolitical crisis in the Middle East – at the start of this century make the invention of multilateral governance urgent and necessary. In his speeches and in his diplomatic overtures, President Barack Obama has indicated that recourse to multilateral forums such as the G20 (on the economic crisis) and the UN (on the Iranian issue) is in the interest of the United States. The time has therefore come to make the promotion of a multilateral world order a primary goal of the Euro-American partnership
Neoliberalism Good- Poverty Extension

Extend neoliberalism solves poverty—our evidence subsumes theirs—most comprehensive report concludes that economic liberty directly correlates with economic advancement because it encourages market reforms—that’s Bandow 01.

Prefer our evidence, it’s from a senior fellow at the CATO institute with a high understanding of neoliberalism’s effects on world poverty 

Statistics prove that neoliberalism dramatically decreases poverty problems
Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2k
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

The antiglobalization movement has made some extraordinary claims. Let us transplant a precept of natural science into this social realm: extraordinary claims demand extraordinary proof. From Seattle to Prague, protesters have argued that the organs of international economic law conspire with multinational corporations to sap national and local governments of legitimate power, to destabilize global security, and to poison workplaces as well as ecosystems. That case has not met even the most generous standard of proof. The antiglobalization movement has failed to refute the following: Dramatic improvements in welfare at every wealth and income level.  Since 1820 global wealth has expanded tenfold, thanks largely to technological advances and the erosion of barriers to trade. The world economic order, simply put, is lifting people out of poverty. According to the World Bank, the percentage of the world's population living in extreme poverty fell from 28.3 to 23.4% between 1987 and 1998. n182 (The World Bank defines extreme and absolute poverty according to "reference lines set at $ 1 and $ 2 per day" in 1993 terms, adjusted for "the relative purchasing power of currencies across countries.") A more optimistic study has concluded that "the share of the world's population earning less than US$ 2 per day shrank by more than half" between 1980 and 1990, "from 34 to 16.6 percent." In concrete terms, "economic growth associated with globalization" over the course of that decade helped lift 1.4 billion people out of absolute poverty.  Whatever its precise magnitude, this improvement in global welfare has taken place because of, not in spite of, flourishing world trade.

Neoliberalism Good- Human Rights/Genocide Extension
Extend that neoliberalism prevents human rights violations and genocide- our evidence subsumes theirs- uses empirical examples that governments influenced by neoliberalism don’t allow human rights violations or genocides against their citizens.
Globalization solves human rights and genocide – intervention.

Vachon, 98, Christyne J., Summer, 1998
Denver Journal of International Law and Policy, “Sovereignty Versus Globalization: The International Court of Justice's Advisory Opinion on the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons”, 26 Denv. J. Int'l L. & Pol'y 691, Lexis

The international community has become more sensitive to global human rights.  The number of international institutions providing for the safeguard of human rights has increased.  Sovereignty and the principles of nonintervention may excuse countries that violate international human rights laws.  However, the international unveiling of violations of human rights (especially genocide) has greatly reduced the nation-state's ability to claim, in the name of sovereignty, immunity from international accountability for domestic actions upon their own citizens.  In fact, the majority of threats to human rights occurs at the state or local level. It is argued that states should take collective action in favor of supporting human rights, even if that action may cause some controversy; instead of remaining inactive and thus incapable of providing assistance to combat brutality or towards achieving democracy.  If older notions of nation-state sovereignty and non intervention are abandoned in favor of a more globalist perspective, the international community will be better enabled to aid peoples in need of assistance. 

Genocide leads to extinction

Campbell, 01 (Kenneth J Campbell, Professor of Political Science & International Relations at the University of Delaware, '1,
Genocide and the Global Village, p. 15-6) 


Regardless of where or on how small a scale it begins, the crime of genocide is the complete ideological repudiation of, and a direct murderous assault upon. the prevailing liberal international order. Genocide is fundamentally incompatible with, and destructive of, an open, tolerant. democratic, free market international order As genocide scholar Herbert Hirsch has explained. The unwillingness of the world community to take action to end genocide and political massacres is not only immoral but also impractical … [W]ithout some semblance of stability, commerce, travel, and the international and intranational interchange of goods and information are subjected to severe disruptions.3 Where genocide is permitted to proliferate, the liberal international order cannot long survive. No group will be safe: every group will wonder when they will be next. Left unchecked, genocide threatens to destroy whatever security, democracy, and prosperity exists in the present international system. As Roger Smith notes : Even the most powerful nations- those armed with nuclear weapons may end up in struggles that will lead (accidentally, intentionally. insanely) to the ultimate genocide in which they destroy not only each other. but (hu)mankind itself, sewing the fate of the earth forever with a final genocidal effort.4 In this sense, genocide is a grave threat to the very fabric of the international system and must be stopped, even at some risk to lives and treasure.
Neoliberalism Good- War Extension
Extend neoliberalism deters war by promoting trade and democracy, and increases the cost of war which deters all future conflict.  The impact is nuclear war, that’s Griswold 06 and Copley News Service 99.  This solves and outweighs all of their war offense.

Globalization solves war – cross-cultural understanding and wealth.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

To be sure, a causal link between trade and peace eludes easy empirical verification. Nevertheless, the Golden Arches hypothesis rests on a sound theoretical foundation. At the simplest level, interaction across borders enhances cross-cultural understanding and reduces xenophobia.  Trade's social and economic effects compound over time. Groups with a stake in the  peaceable maintenance of open borders and open markets gain leverage over their parochial counterparts. Wealth decreases the taste for war, just as wealth increases the taste for environmental amenities.  Finally, trade appears to be a one-way ratchet: once a country commits itself to the economic specialization implicit in the theory of comparative advantage, reverting to autarky and closed markets becomes prohibitively expensive.

Neoliberalism Good- Democracy Extension

Extend neoliberalism is key to create transparent governments and broaden political participation to sustain democracy.  Collapse of democracy would lead to extinction, that’s Chen 2K and Diamond 95.  

This outweighs and solves their terminal impact—promoting democracy solves the root cause of conflicts by increasing accountability.

Globalization solves democracy by promoting civil freedoms and reform.

Griswold, 06, Daniel T., director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, 2006
CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)

As theory would predict, trade, development, and political and civil freedom appear to be tied together in the real world. Everyone can agree that the world is more globalized than it was 30 years ago, but less widely appreciated is the fact that the world is much more democratized than it was 30 years ago. According to the most recent survey by Freedom House, the share of the world's population enjoying full political and civil freedoms has increased substantially in the past three decades, as has the share of the world's governments that are democratic. This compares to the 35 percent of mankind that enjoyed a similar level of freedom in 1973. The percentage of people in countries that are "Not Free," where political and civil liberties are systematically oppressed, dropped during the same period from 47 percent to 36 percent. The percentage of the population in countries that are "Partly Free" has remained at 18 percent. Meanwhile, the percentage of the world's governments that are democracies has reached 64 percent, the highest in the 33 years of Freedom House surveys. Thanks in good measure to the liberating winds of globalization, the shift of 11 percentage points of the world's population in the past three decades from "Not Free" to "Free" means that another 650 million human beings today enjoy the kind of civil and political liberties taken for granted in such countries as the United States, Japan, and Belgium, instead of suffering under the kind of tyranny we still see in the most repressive countries. Within individual countries, economic and political freedoms also appear to be linked. A 2004 study by the Cato Institute, titled "Trading Tyranny for Freedom," found that countries that are relatively open to the global economy are much more likely to be democracies that respect civil and political liberties than those that are relatively closed. And relatively closed countries are far more likely to deny systematically civil and political liberties than those that are open.

Neoliberalism Good- Environment Extension

Extend neoliberalism provides the only climate to solve environment problems.  The impact is extinction, that’s Christmann and Taylor 01 and Diner 94.

Neoliberalism solves the environment – policies fail.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

"Across-the-board globalism" is the best way of coordinating free trade and environmental protection as "complementary" policies.  Admittedly, simultaneously advocating free trade and environmental integrity typically earns a deluxe suite at the "very small hotel" that will be hosting the next "global convention of rabid free trade environmentalists."  Yet this jarring juxtaposition is unavoidable in a world of falling frontiers. The creation of "transboundary communities" causes "environmental interconnection" and in turn the "inevitable" abandonment of "localism in all spheres."  Strictly localist solutions will not suffice; "haphazard local encouragement" cannot replace coordinated responses to "diffuse, cross-jurisdictional" problems such as mobile source emissions and nonpoint-source runoff. 
Neoliberalism Good- Terror Extension
Extend neoliberalism decreases terrorism by increasing integration through jobs, investment, and competition—this fosters acceptance which solves root cause of terrorism—that’s Barber 04 and Sid-Ahmed 04
This outweighs their offense—the large scale of terrorism mean an attack would spark rising regional tension, an arms race, and a crackdown on human rights.
Neoliberalism solves terrorism by increasing opportunity.
Griswold, 06, Daniel T, director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, 2006
CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)
In the past two decades, a number of economies have followed the path of economic and trade reform leading to political reform. South Korea and Taiwan as recently as the 1980s were governed by authoritarian regimes that did not permit much open dissent. Today, after years of expanding trade and rising incomes, both are multiparty democracies with full political and civil liberties. Other countries that have most aggressively followed those twin tracks of reform include Chile, Ghana, Hungary, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Portugal, and Tanzania. In other words, governments that grant their citizens a large measure of freedom to engage in international commerce find it increasingly difficult to deprive them of political and civil liberties, while governments that "protect" their citizens behind tariff walls and other barriers to international commerce find it much easier to deny those same liberties. Of course, the correlation between economic openness and political freedom across countries is not perfect, but the broad trends are undeniable. The application for U.S. foreign policy is that trade and development, along with its economic benefits, can prove to be powerful tools for spreading broader freedoms and democracy around the world. In mainland China, for example, economic reform and globalization give reason to hope for political reforms. After 25 years of reform and rapid growth, an expanding middle class is experiencing for the first time the independence of home ownership, travel abroad, and cooperation with others in economic enterprise free of government control. The number of telephone lines, mobile phones, and Internet users has risen exponentially in the past decade. Millions of Chinese students and tourists travel abroad each year. That can only be good news for individual freedom in China, and a growing problem for the government. Free trade and globalization can also play a role in promoting democracy and human rights in the Middle East. In a May 2003 address outlining his plan for a Middle East free trade area, President Bush said, "The Arab world has a great cultural tradition, but is largely missing out on the economic progress of our time. Across the globe, free markets and trade have helped defeat poverty, and taught men and women the habits of liberty." Economic stagnation in the Middle East feeds terrorism, not because of poverty but because of a lack of opportunity and hope for a better future, especially among the young. Young people who cannot find meaningful work and who cannot participate in the political process are ripe pickings for religious fanatics and terrorist recruiters. Any effort to encourage greater freedom in the Middle East must include an agenda for promoting economic liberty and openness.

Neoliberalism Good- Euro Relations Extension

Extend that neoliberalism is key to strong US-EU relations because it helps sustain the European economies and makes Europe more inclined to cooperate with the US.  Strong relations key to multilateralism– that’s Cafruny 08 and Prodi, Verhodaf, et al 10 .
Hegemony Key to Neoliberalism
The neoliberal order is held up by US hegemony—key justification for continued dominance 

Cafruny, 08, IR prof, 8—Henry Platt Bristol Professor of International Affairs. Ph.D. (Alan, The ‘Imperial Turn’ and the Future of Us Hegemony: ‘Terminal’ Decline or Retrenchment?, 25 March 2008, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/2/1/0/pages252105/p252105-3.php)
The role played by U.S. structural financial power in the construction of Europe’s neoliberal project has been analyzed by many scholars (Helleiner, 1994; Gowan, 1999; Seabrooke, 2001; Baker, 2003); Panitch and Gindin, 2005; Cafruny and Ryner, 2007a; Ryner, 2007). However, the relationship between neoliberalism and geopolitics has received less attention. In the first part of this chapter I discuss the role of U.S. military power as it has served, in tandem with U.S. structural financial power, to consolidate the turn to neoliberalism in Europe. Beginning in the mid-1990s the United States transformed NATO from a containment-oriented and defensive alliance to an instrument designed to promote the forward expansion of American power across the European continent and into central Asia. This reinforced Europe’s geopolitical dependence on the United States and buttressed neoliberal social forces across the continent. In the second part of the chapter I consider the long-range possibilities for the United States and Europe in view of growing challenges to U.S. power in both its geoeconomic and geopolitical dimensions. The uncertain status of the dollar is the natural accompaniment to relative industrial decline and the transnationalization of production even as U.S. hegemony has been prolonged through financial deregulation and a resultant series of bubbles. In this context the Bush administration’s policy of geopolitical advance and militarization, designed in part to maintain its hold over global energy resources, is a compensatory strategy (Harvey, 2003) that has, however, encountered substantial costs and risks. Notwithstanding the deepening crisis of the U.S. imperium, the possibilities for a European challenge are sharply circumscribed by its subordinate participation within a U.S.-led neoliberal transnational financial order and its related inability to develop an autonomous regional security structure. U.S. power in both its structural financial and military dimensions has been central to the construction and consolidation of a European neoliberalism. It has not, however, led to transnational class formation or the suppression of inter-imperialist rivalry either at the Atlantic level or within the European Union. Neoliberal ideology cements national capitalist classes together in an organic alliance under a declining but still minimally hegemonic U.S. superpower. From within the framework of this intersubjective agreement the United States continues to provide collective goods in the form of liquidity, trade openness, and military security, albeit very much on its own terms as it externalizes its own problems and social contradictions into the international system. In the eurozone mercantilist rivalry has been displaced from the sphere of national monetary policy to “structural labor reform” and, intermittently, fiscal policy 

Neoliberalism High Now
Neoliberalism is on the rise.

Lindsey 2K Cato's vice president for research and a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies [Brink Lindsey 11-1-00 (“Trade Winds” http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/reviews/wooldridge.html) Brink Lindsey is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies]

But the initial burst of globalization did not last. It was destroyed by the outbreak of World War I and the ensuing calamities of totalitarianism, the Great Depression, and World War II. In the postwar era international trade gradually resumed and expanded, but a truly global economy remained an impossibility: The communist nations sealed themselves off from international markets, as did much of the Third World. It is only in the past couple of decades-with the opening of China, the fall of the Soviet empire, and the abandonment by many developing countries of isolationist "import substitution" policies-that a global division of labor has reasserted itself. Micklethwait and Wooldridge cleverly encapsulate what they call "the fall and rise of globalization" by reviewing the twists and turns of John Maynard Keynes' posture toward the international economy. Keynes burst onto the scene in 1919 with his The Economic Consequences of the Peace, in which he rhapsodized about the prewar international order and warned (correctly) that the draconian provisions of the Versailles treaty were antithetical to the reestablishment of that order. By 1933, Keynes' faith in the possibility of a stable, peaceful international system was so badly shaken that he called for a turn toward "national self-sufficiency." "I sympathise," he wrote, "with those who would minimise rather than maximise economic entanglements between nations." Yet by 1944 Keynes' faith was sufficiently restored that he played a leading role in creating the Bretton Woods institutions (the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade). Those bodies, for all their flaws, provided a framework for restoring "economic entanglements," at least among the nations of what came to be known as the Free World. What we call globalization today has resulted in large part from the collapse of the communist and Third World alternatives to that Free World international order. This historical background puts the world economy in a very different light than the one that colors most people's understanding. Globalization is commonly portrayed, by friends and foes alike, as a process whereby market forces-turbo-charged by the microchip and the Internet-inexorably bend weakened governments to their will. But until relatively recently, most people in the world lived under governments that flatly rejected the verdicts of the marketplace. Why do they now pay attention? Yes, new information and communications technologies allow markets to operate more effectively, but that hardly matters when governments ban markets from operating at all. Why did many of them stop doing so?

A2: Neoliberalism Oppressive
Neoliberalism not oppressive or exploitive – empirically proven

Bhagvati 04 University Professor at Columbia University and Senior Fellow in International Economics at the Council on Foreign Relations [Jagdish Bhagwati, “In Defense of Globalization”. 2004. Overview, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6769/in_defense_of_globalization.html]

Jagdish Bhagwati takes conventional wisdom—that globalization is the cause of several social ills—and turns it on its head. Properly regulated, globalization, he says, is the most powerful force for social good in the world. Drawing on his unparalleled knowledge of international economics, Bhagwati dismantles the antiglobalization case. He persuasively argues that globalization often leads to greater general prosperity in an underdeveloped nation: it can reduce child labor, increase literacy, and enhance the economic and social standing of women. And to counter charges that globalization leads to cultural hegemony, to a bland “McWorld,” Bhagwati points to several examples, from literature to movies, in which globalization has led to a spicy hybrid of cultures. Often controversial and always compelling, Bhagwati cuts through the noise on this most contentious issue, showing that globalization is part of the solution, not part of the problem. Anyone who wants to understand what’s at stake in the globalization wars will want to read In Defense of Globalization. The first edition of In Defense of Globalization addressed the critiques that concerned the social implications of economic globalization. Thus, it addressed questions such as the impact on women’s rights and equality, child labor, poverty in the poor countries, democracy, mainstream and indigenous culture, and the environment. Professor Bhagwati concluded that globalization was, on balance, a force for advancing these agendas as well. Thus, whereas the critics assumed that globalization lacked a human face, it actually had a human face. He also examined in depth the ways in which policy and institutional design could further advance these social agendas, adding more glow to the human face. 

***Deterrence GOOD
Deterrence Prevents Escalation
Strong nuclear deterrent key to power projection and prevent nuclear escalation.
Lieber Security Studies- Georgetown, 09 department of Security Studies and International Affairs at Georgetown University (“The Nukes We Need” Vol. 88 #6 Foreign Affairs Nov/Dec, http://www.afa.org/Edop/PDFs/Nukes_We_Need_Lieber&Press.pdf )

Unfortunately, deterrence in the twenty-first century may be far more difficult for the United States than it was in the past, and having the right mix of nuclear capabilities to deal with the new challenges will be crucial. The United States leads a global network of alliances, a position that commits Washington to protecting countries all over the world. Many of its potential adversaries have acquired, or appear to be seeking, nuclear weapons. Unless the world’s major disputes are resolved—for example, on the Korean Peninsula, across the Taiwan Strait, and around the Persian Gulf—or the U.S. military pulls back from these regions, the United States will sooner or later find itself embroiled in conventional wars with nuclear-armed adversaries. Preventing escalation in those circumstances will be far more difficult than peacetime deterrence during the Cold War. In a conventional war, U.S. adversaries would have powerful incentives to brandish or use nuclear weapons because their lives, their families, and the survival of their regimes would be at stake. Therefore, as the United States considers the future of its nuclear arsenal, it should judge its force not against the relatively easy mission of peacetime deterrence but against the demanding mission of deterring escalation during a conventional conflict, when U.S. enemies are fighting for their lives. Debating the future of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is critical now because the Obama administration has pledged to pursue steep cuts in the force and has launched a major review of U.S. nuclear policy. (The results will be reported to Congress in February 2010.) The administration’s desire to shrink the U.S. arsenal is understandable. Although the force is only one-fourth the size it was when the Cold War ended, it still includes roughly 2,200 operational strategic warheads—more than enough to retaliate against any conceivable nuclear attack. Furthermore, as we previously argued in these pages (“The Rise of U.S.Nuclear Primacy,”March/April 2006), the current U.S. arsenal is vastly more capable than its Cold War predecessor, particularly in the area of “counterforce”—the ability to destroy an adversary’s nuclear weapons before they can be used. Simply counting U.S. warheads or measuring Washington’s counterforce capabilities will not, however, reveal what type of arsenal is needed for deterrence in the twenty-first century. The only way to determine that is to work through the grim logic of deterrence: to consider what actions will need to be deterred, what threats will need to be issued, and what capabilities will be needed to back up those threats. The Obama administration is right that the United States can safely cut its nuclear arsenal, but it must pay careful attention to the capabilities it retains. During a war, if a desperate adversary were to use its nuclear force to try to coerce the United States—for example, by threatening a U.S. ally or even by launching nuclear strikes against U.S. overseas bases—an arsenal comprised solely of high-yield weapons would leave U.S. leaders with terrible retaliatory options. Destroying Pyongyang or Tehran in response to a limited strike would be vastly disproportionate, and doing so might trigger further nuclear attacks in return. A deterrent posture based on such a dubious threat would lack credibility. Instead, a credible deterrent should give U.S. leaders a range of retaliatory options, including the ability to respond to nuclear attacks with either conventional or nuclear strikes, to retaliate with strikes against an enemy’s nuclear forces rather than its cities, and to minimize casualties. The foundation for this flexible deterrent exists. The current U.S. arsenal includes a mix of accurate high- and low-yield warheads, offering a wide range of retaliatory options—including the ability to launch precise, very low-casualty nuclear counterforce strikes. The United States must preserve that mix of capabilities—especially the low-yield weapons—as it cuts the size of its nuclear force. The primary purpose of U.S. nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks on the United States and its allies. During peacetime, this is not a demanding mission. The chance that leaders in Beijing, Moscow, or even Pyongyang will launch a surprise nuclear attack tomorrow is vanishingly small. But peacetime deterrence is not the proper yardstick for measuring the adequacy of U.S. nuclear forces. Rather, the United States’ arsenal should be designed to provide robust deterrence in the most difficult of plausible circumstances: during a conventional war against a nuclear-armed adversary. In the coming decades, the United States may find itself facing nuclear-armed states on the battlefield. U.S. alliances span the globe, and the United States is frequently drawn into regional conflicts. Washington has launched six major military operations since the fall of the Berlin Wall: in Panama, Somalia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and twice in Iraq. Furthermore, most of the United States’ potential adversaries have developed—or seem to be developing—nuclear weapons. Aside from terrorism, the threats that dominate U.S. military planning come from China, North Korea, and Iran: two members of the nuclear club, and one intent on joining it.

Deterrence has checked conflict through the deep rooted fear of nuclear weapons

Rajaraman 2002 (Professor of Theoretical Physics at JNU, 2002, R., “Ban battlefield nuclear weapons,” 4/22/2, The Hindu, http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2002/04/22/stories/2002042200431000.htm)
Advocates of such battlefield nuclear weapons argue that with their relatively low yield they need not be viewed as such horrendous things since they would not cause significantly more damage than a barrage of giant conventional bombs. But there are very sound reasons for vigilantly opposing these battlefield nuclear weapons which pose a grave danger of a different sort, no matter how low their yield. That danger stems from opening, after a very long gap, the nuclear Pandora's box. It should be remembered that subsequent to the two atom bombs dropped on Japan in rapid succession at the end of World War II, there has been no known incidence of nuclear weapon usage except for tests. This despite the fact thatthe nuclear arsenals have grown from a handful of weapons in the hands of the Americans to tens of thousands of far more powerful bombs spread among a half a dozen countries. It is not as if there has been a shortage of major conflicts involving countries possessing nuclear weapons. We have had, among others, the Korean War, the Vietnam war, the Soviet war in Afghanistan, the Iraqi war, the Sino-Soviet border skirmishes and most pertinently for us, the Kargil conflict. Some of these were long drawn out wars with heavy casualties.The U.S. in Vietnam and the Soviets in Afghanistan had to bear the ignominy of losing the wars to smaller and technologically less developed antagonists. One might have imagined that under such severe circumstances nations would employ all available weapons in their power to turn defeat into victory. Yet, none of these countries used a nuclear bomb even once.There were a variety of different reasons behind each of these examples of abstinence from using nuclear weapons. But one major common factor contributing to all of them has been an ingrained terror of nuclear devastation. The well documented images of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the awesome photographs of giant mushroom clouds emerging from nuclear tests in the Pacific and the numerous movies based on nuclear Armageddon scenarios have all contributed to building up a deep rooted fear of nuclear weapons. This is not limited just to the abhorrence felt by anti-nuclear activists.It permeates to one extent or another the psyche of all but the most pathological of fanatics. It colours the calculations, even if not decisively,of the most hardened of military strategists. The unacceptability of nuclear devastation is the backbone of all deterrence strategies. There is not just a fear of being attacked oneself, but also a strong mental barrier against actually initiating nuclear attacks on enemy populations, no matter how much they may be contemplated in war games and strategies. As a result a taboo has tacitly evolved over the decades preventing nations, at least so far, from actually pressing the nuclear button even in the face of serious military crises. It is this taboo which will be broken if battlefield nuclear weapons, however small, begin to be used. 

Deterrence Good- General
The alt locks in the war system – infinite number of non-falsifiable ‘root causes’ means only deterrence solves

Moore, 04 Walter L. Brown Professor of Law at the University of Virginia School of Law (John Norton Moore, “Solving the War Puzzle: beyond the democratic peace,” pg 41-43)

If major interstate war is predominantly a product of a synergy between a potential nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence, what is the role of many traditional “causes” of war? Past and many contemporary, theories of war and religious differences, arms races, poverty or social injustice, competition for resources, incidents and accidents, greed, fear, and perceptions of “honor”, or many other such factors.  Such factors may well play a role in motivating aggression or in serving as a means for generating fear and manipulating public opinion.  The reality, however, is that while some of these may have more potential to contribute to war than others, there may well be an infinite set of motivating factors, or human wants, motivating aggression.  It is not the independent existence of such motivating factors for war but rather the circumstances permitting or encouraging high risk decisions leading to war that are the key to most effectively controlling war….Yet another way to conceptualize the importance of democracy and deterrence in war avoidance is to note that each in its own way internalizes the costs to decision elites of engaging in high risk aggressive behavior.  Democracy internalizes these costs in a variety of ways including displeasure of the electorate at having war imposed upon it by its own government.  And deterrence either prevents achievement of the objective altogether or imposes punishing costs making the gamble not worth the risk.

It’s empirically verifiable

Moore, 04 Walter L. Brown Professor of Law at the University of Virginia School of Law (John Norton Moore, “Solving the War Puzzle: beyond the democratic peace,” pg 30-31)

As so broadly conceived, there is strong evidence that deterrence, that is, the effect of external factors on the decision to go to war, is the missing link in the war/peace equation.  In my War & Peace Seminar, I have undertaken to examine the level of deterrence before the principal wars of the twentieth century.  This examination has led me to believe that in every case the potential aggressor made a rational calculation that the war would be won, and won promptly…Indeed, virtually all principals wars in the twentieth century, at least those involving conventional invasion, were preceded by what I refer to as a “double deterrence absence.” That is, the potential aggressor believed that they had the military force in place to prevail promptly and that nations that might have the military or diplomatic power to prevent this were not inclined to intervene…This well-known correlation between war and territorial contiguity seems also to underscore the importance of deterrence and is likely principally a proxy for levels of perceived profit and military achievability of aggression in many such settings.

Deterrence Good- General 
Abandoning deterrence invites nuclear prolif and first strikes on the US. Attempts to move away from deterrence are utopian dreams.
Monroe, 09, former VADM in the United States Navy (Robert, Air and Space Power Journal Spring 2009, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/apjinternational/apj-c/2009/win09/Deterrent.pdf)
In conclusion, the nation must decide between weakness and strength now. Adopting the former by continuing the 18-year-long post–Cold War status quo can only lead to dangerous, unilateral US nuclear disarmament. We would be ill advised to adopt the agenda for accelerated dismantling of our nuclear arsenal now promoted as a way to “reinvigorate” the moribund nonproliferation regime. Champions of the latter idea propose, among other things, that we (1) cut our nuclear stockpile below its already vastly reduced level, (2) commit irrevocably (by treaty) to forgo necessary testing, and (3) refrain from all essential nuclear modernization or replacement activities. They believe that doing so will cause our adversaries to reduce their arsenals and motivate the entire world eventually to abandon nuclear weapons.3 Regrettably, there is no basis in past experience or in logic for these lofty hopes. To the contrary, history has clearly shown that unilateral US reductions, far from causing a similar response, actually stimulate nuclear buildups by adversaries. Second, as a practical matter, it would be impossible to verify the elimination of all nuclear weapons. Third, reduced numbers encourage first strikes designed to disarm. Fourth, and most importantly, the ultimate goal of a world without nuclear arms is not only unachievable but also a utopian delusion. Nuclear weapons cannot be “uninvented.” Pursuit of such a goal by the United States would constitute a formula for the further evisceration of America’s deterrent and for a world in which only the most dangerous states and perhaps nonstate actors have these weapons—a world of unimaginable horror and chaos. For these reasons, the United States has no real choice other than adopt a policy of peace through abiding nuclear strength. The foregoing eight measures will assure that such strength continues far into the future and, with it, will enhance the prospects for a world free of either nuclear war or global conventional conflagrations.

A2: Deterrence Doesn’t Assume Wars

Deterrence theory accurately accounts for all wars in the last 100 years

Moore 04 Walter L. Brown Professor of Law at the University of Virginia School of Law (john Norton, Solving the War Puzzle: beyond the democratic peace,” pg 45-50)

Running the hypothesis for the principal wars of the twentieth century does seem to provide support.  While until recently the origins of World War I were more actively debated, there seems increasing support for the proposition, deeply believed by President Wilson and enshrined in the Versailles Treaty, that nondemocratic Germany and Austria were the aggressors…World War II is, on the Western front, a poster boy for the paradigm.  The fascist government of Adolf Hitler set out intentionally to expand by the use of force, and its thrust into Poland was the final straw.  The international system projected only low levels of pre-war deterrence, with the classic Munich appeasement from the British and the French, the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact to divide the spoils as the answer from Stalin, and a powerful isolationist movement in the United States…Whatever the debate about the comparative roles of Stalin and Kim Il Sung in the Korean invasion, it is clear that there was almost no deterrence before the attack…The Iran-Iraq War and the Gulf War also closely fit the hypothesis.  In both, an aggressive Saddam Hussein, sensing an absence of effective deterrence, initiated an attack…Conversely, the Gulf War illustrates yet another example as to how effective deterrence may have worked to prevent Saddam Hussein from using chemical weapons against the coalition to liberate Kuwait, despite his earlier use of such weapons against Iran and even his own people…And NATO, where substantial levels of conventional and nuclear deterrence are present, is a tight alliance that may well have avoided major war wherever its precommitments were clear, as was certainly true for any conventional invasion in the core of NATO.

Deterrence Solves Allied Prolif
U.S. policy of extended deterrence stops proliferation among enemies and allies

CCSPUS 09 Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States ( “America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States,” p146, 2009,http://www.usip.org/files/file/strat_posture_report_adv_copy.pdf] 

Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon US extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite US security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term US superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The US deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.

Deterrence Prevents Adventurism

Fear of nuclear war is key to stopping WMD use and prevents military adventurism.

Futterman 1991(JAH, Livermore lab researcher, 1995, Mediation of the Bomb, online, http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke)
I could say that if I didn't do it, someone else would, but that answer was rejected at Nuremberg. (It's also a better reason to leave the weapons program than to stay.) I continue to support the nuclear weapons business with my effort for many reasons, which I discuss throughout this piece. But mostly, I do it becausethe fear of nuclear holocaust is the only authority my own country or any other has respected so far when it comes to nationalistic urges to make unlimited war. As William L. Shirer states in his preface to The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich (Touchstone Books, New York, 1990), "Adolf Hitler is probably the last of the great adventurer-conquerors in the tradition of Alexander, Caesar, and Napoleon, and the Third Reich the last of the empires which set out on the path taken earlier by France, Rome and Macedonia. The curtain was rung down on that phase of history,at least, by the sudden invention of the hydrogen bomb, of the ballistic missile, and of rockets which can be aimed to hit the moon." Now this contrasts with the argument of those who would "reinvent government" by putting up bureaucratic roadblocks to maintaining the reliability of the US nuclear arsenal through research and testing. They reason that if the reliability of everyone's nuclear arsenals declines, everyone will be less likely to try using them. The problem is that some "adventurer-conqueror" may arise and use everyone's doubt about their arsenals to risk massive conventional war instead. An expansionist dictatorship might even risk nuclear war with weapons that are simpler, cruder, less powerful, much riskier (in terms of the possibility of accidental detonation) but much more reliable than our own may eventually become without adequate "stockpile stewardship."[14] But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view. Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war?Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhapshorror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus,the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.[16] In other words, when the peace movement tells the world that we need to treat each other more kindly, I and my colleagues stand behind it (like Malcolm X stood behind Martin Luther King, Jr.) saying, "Or else." We provide the peace movement with a needed sense of urgency that it might otherwise lack. Now I admit that scaring people into becoming more peaceful smacks of terrorism. After all, using fear to coerce behavior is what terrorism is about. But if scaring people enough to stop them from making world war is terrorism, it's of a paradoxical sort, considering the terror of world war itself. It's similar to the 1994 "terrorism" of UN troops stopping the war in Somalia long enough to feed people. That is, the difference between deterrence and terrorism is the difference between forcefully confronting a bully and being one. Further, I suggest that those who deny the existence of such a distinction may be part of the problem of war rather than part of its solution. Some people may think I have failed to put enough distance between my livelihood and terrorism — that hated word. To them I say that sometimes people become hated by some of their brothers and sisters in order to stimulate them to achieve a greater level of self-insight. Since I began this discussion with a friend comparing me to a whore, I mention for example the Hebrew prophet Hosea, who married a whore to make a point about the behavior of his community. I will return to this theme later. For now I condemn real terrorism in the strongest terms — nuclear weapons work is what activities like terrorism lead to, more than it is terrorism itself. I also note that terrorism never achieves positive change. Such change is brought by peace-making initiatives that address the situation in which the terrorism arose, and that ultimately erode its popular support. Similarly, the threat of nuclear annihilation will change the course of history only if we, the people, respond to it by making peace. Otherwise we will continue on a path of self-destruction, whether we do it with nuclear weapons, or with some technology yet to be discovered.

Deterrence Moral
Critique of deterrence argues the avoidance of the immoral is immoral – moral tautology means you err on the side of deterrence to prevent the greater form of immorality – thousands of civilian deaths in nuclear conflict
Abrams 1983(Elliott, American lawyer and foreign policy analyst that served under two presidents, "Deterrence as moral response", Society, Volume 20, Number 6 / September, p. 28)
These facts constitute a genuine paradox: the moral result of avoiding nuclear war was achieved through certain weapons. I believe we must face this paradox squarely. Many members of the antinuclear movementwill not face it at all. These people argue that it is immoral even to have nuclear weapons. In the words of one churchman: "It is morally wrong to threaten to use nuclear weapons as a deterrent." But the very purpose of a nuclear deterrent is to prevent nuclear war. This argument--that deterrence is morally wrong-- is tantamount to saying that the avoidance of the immoral is immoral.Such reasoning would finally sever the link between morality and human reason. It is simplistic because it ignores half of morality--that the good man must be concerned about achieving a good result through his actions. It is based on an extreme exaggeration of the morality of intention, and it flies in the face of the moral experience of our country. When we try to decide whether it is fight to use nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence to prevent nuclear war, we face a dilemma similar to that faced by opponents of slavery in the 1840s. They had to decide whether it was right to prevent the extension of slavery by voting for Henry Clay, a slaveholder.The extreme abolitionists argued on the basis of the principle "We are not to do evil that good may come." To this argument Abraham Lincoln wroteto the abolitionist Williamson Durley: This general proposition is doubtless correct; but did it apply? If by your votes you could have prevented the extension… of slavery would it not have been good, and not evil, so to have used your votes, even though it involved the casting of them for a slaveholder? By the fruit the tree is to be known. An evil tree cannot bring forth good fruit. At any given time, it is hard to know who is right in such a dilemma. But in retrospect we know that Lincoln was fight. The extreme abolitionist position was as highly moral as it was impractical, and it was Lincoln who succeeded in freeing black Americans from bondage. The same sort of choice faces members of the antinuclear movement today. Theirs is the choice between a moralism that is ultimately self-indulgent, on the one hand, and working with their government to devise practical steps that will prevent nuclear war, on the other.
Deterrence based on balance is moral – the alternative is a world of unimaginable suffering

Abrams 1983(Elliott, American lawyer and foreign policy analyst that served under two presidents, "Deterrence as moral response", Society, Volume 20, Number 6 / September, p. 28)
When you look at the freeze concept, you see that it ignores complexities inherent in deterrence.It is not a policy but a slogan. I deeply believe that the question of nuclear arms control is too serious to allow for moral posturing or simplistic sloganeering. As Pope John Paul 1I noted, in his message to the UN Special Session on Disarmament: In this context there is what I would call the phenomenon of rhetoric. In an area so tense and fraught with unavoidable dangers, there is no place for any type of exaggerated speech or provocative posture. Indulgence in rhetoric, in inflamed and impassioned vocabulary, in veiled threat and counterthreat or dishonest means can only exacerbate a problem that requires sober and attentive examination. When we see the dismaying alternatives, we are forced to be serious. To be serious is to see that our immediate task is nuclear deterrence. Deterrence is moral.To borrow again words of Pope John Paul II, "In current conditions, deterrence based on balance---certainly not as an end in itself but as a stage on the way to progressive disarmament--may still be deemed to be morally acceptable." In our era,it is deterrence that preserves human civilization and prevents unimaginable suffering.The United States, as the first nation to understand the requirements of stable deterrence and to develop a true deterrent, has continued its tradition of practical, appropriate solutions to the most terrifying moral problems. By developing this tradition, we will someday be able to banish the threat of nuclear war altogether.

Deterrence Moral 
Political pressures prevent irresponsible use of nuclear weapons
Wittner 2009(Lawrence S., Professor of History at the State University of New York/Albany, “What Has Prevented Nuclear War?”, 7/6/2009, http://hnn.us/articles/97229.html)
An alternative explanation for nuclear restraint is that public opposition to nuclear war has caused government officials to step back from the brink.After all, peace groups have agitated vigorously against nuclear war and opinion polls over the years have shown that the public has viewed nuclear war with revulsion—two factors that government leaders have viewed with alarm.In addition, there is substantial evidence that underscores the decisive role of public pressure. In 1945, U.S. President Harry Truman had launched the atomic bombing of Japan without apparent moral qualms or influence by the public (which knew nothing of the government's atomic bomb program). This use of nuclear weapons, Truman declared jubilantly, was "the greatest thing in history." Consequently, five years later,when the Korean War erupted, there could well have been a repeat performance in that bloody conflict. Certainly, there seemed good military reasons for the use of nuclear weapons.On two occasions, U.S. troops were close to military defeat at the hands of non-nuclear powers. Also, there was no prospect of a nuclear counterattack by the Soviet Union, which was not participating directly in the war, had only recently developed an atomic bomb, and lacked an effective delivery system for it. But, thanks to burgeoning antinuclear sentiment, employing the atomic bomb in the war had become politically difficult. U.S. intelligence reported that, in Britain, there existed "widespread popular alarm concerning the possible use of the A-bomb." From the State Department's specialist on the Far East came a warning that use of the Bomb would cause a "revulsion of feeling" to "spread throughout Asia. . . . Our efforts to win the Asiatics to our side would be cancelled and our influence in non-Communist nations of Asia would deteriorate to an almost non-existent quantity." Paul Nitze, the chair of the State Department's policy planning staff, argued that, in military terms, the Bomb probably would be effective. But using it would "arouse the peoples of Asia against us." Ultimately, then, political considerations overwhelmed military considerations, and Truman chose to reject calls by U.S. military commanders, such as General Douglas MacArthur, to win the war with nuclear weapons.The Eisenhower administration, too, began with a breezy sense of the opportunities afforded by U.S. nuclear weapons, promising "massive retaliation" against any outbreak of Communist aggression. But it soon came up against the limits set by popular loathing for nuclear war. According to the record of a 1956 National Security Council (NSC) meeting, when the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other administration officials called for greater flexibility in the employment of nuclear weapons, the President responded: "The use of nuclear weapons would raise serious political problems in view of the current state of world opinion." The following May, countering ambitious proposals by Lewis Strauss (chair of the Atomic Energy Commission) and the Defense Department for nuclear war-fighting, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles told another NSC meeting, according to the minutes, that "world opinion was not yet ready to accept the general use of nuclear weapons. . . . If we resort to such a use of nuclear weapons we will, in the eyes of the world, be cast as a ruthless military power." Dulles predicted, hopefully, "that all this would change at some point in the future, but the time had not yet come." Although the Secretary of Defense renewed his pleas for use of nuclear weapons, Dulles remained adamant that the United States must not "get out of step with world opinion." The Kennedy administration also found its options limited by the public's distaste for nuclear war.A late 1960 Defense Department report to the President-elect, recalled one of its drafters, argued that "the political mood of the country" weighed heavily against developing a U.S. "`win' capability" for a future nuclear war. This fear of the public response also tempered administration policy during the Cuban missile crisis, when Kennedy—as Secretary of State Dean Rusk recalled—worried about "an adverse public reaction," including "demonstrations, peace groups marching in the streets, perhaps a divisive public debate."In addition, even in conflicts with non-nuclear powers, U.S. policymakers felt it necessary to rule out nuclear war thanks to the stigma attached to it by the public. A nuclear power,Rusk explained years later, "would wear the mark of Cain for generations to come if it ever attacked a non-nuclear country with nuclear weapons." The Vietnam War provided a particularly attractive opportunity for the U.S. government's use of its nuclear might.Here, once more, U.S. military forces were engaged in a war with a non-nuclear nation—and, furthermore, were losing that war.And yet, as Rusk recalled, the Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon administrations deliberately "lost the war rather than 'win' it with nuclear weapons."McGeorge Bundy, who served as the national security advisor to Kennedy and Johnson, maintained that the U.S. government's decision to avoid using nuclear weapons in the Vietnam conflict did not result from fear of nuclear retaliation by the Soviet and Chinese governments, but from the terrible public reaction that a U.S. nuclear attack would provoke in other nations.Even more significant, Bundy maintained, was the prospect of public upheaval in the United States, for "no President could hope for understanding and support from his own countrymen if he used the bomb." Looking back on the war, Richard Nixon complained bitterly that, had he used nuclear weapons in Vietnam, "the resulting domestic and international uproar would have damaged our foreign policy on all fronts." And so it went in the following decades. Even the remarkably hawkish officials of the Reagan administration came up sharply against political realities. Entering office talking glibly of fighting and winning nuclear wars, they soon confronted a worldwide antinuclear uprising, undergirded by public opinion. In April 1982, shortly after a Nuclear Freeze resolution began wending its way through Congress, the President began declaring publicly: "A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought." He added, on that first occasion: "To those who protest against nuclear war, I'm with you." Cynics might argue that Reagan's rejection of nuclear war was no more than rhetoric. Nevertheless, rhetoric repeated often enough inhibits a policy reversal. And, in fact, although the Reagan administration sponsored wars in numerous places, it does not appear to have factored nuclear weapons into its battle plans. Kenneth Adelman, who directed the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for most of the Reagan years, claimed that he "never heard anyone broach the topic of using nuclear weapons. Ever. In any setting, in any way." 
Deterrence is more ethical than disarmament because it is comparatively safer for humankind
Lewis 2006(Julien, British Conservative Party politician who has been the Member of Parliament, “Nuclear disarmament versus peace in the 21th century,” International Affairs: Volume 86; Issue 4) 
The dawning of the atomic age was thus accompanied bywhat seemed to be anextreme ethical paradox: peace could apparently best be maintained by the possession of, and the threat to use, weapons which could obliterate tens of thousands of people in an instant.Simplybecause nuclear weapons, if used, would cause hideous destruction and loss of life, it has often been argued that there is something immoral in their very possession. Yet no weapon is moral or immoral in itself.Ethics enter the equation only when one considers the motivation for possessing weapons and the uses to which they are put. If the consequence of possessing a lethal weapon is that nobody uses lethal weapons, while the consequence of not possessing a lethal weapon is that someone else uses his lethal weapons against you, which is the more moral thing to do: to possess the weapons and avoid anyone being attacked, or to renounce them and lay yourself open to aggression? The central problem that has to be faced by those who argue that the mere possession of nuclear weapons, or the threat to use them in retaliation, is morally unacceptable is the extreme level of destructiveness that conventional warfare had reached before the atomic bomb was invented. If it is the case that possessing a deadly weapon or being willing to threaten to use it in retaliation will avert a conflict in which millions would otherwise die, can it seriously be claimed that the more ethical policy is to renounce the weapon and let the millions meet their fate? Even if one argues that the threat to retaliate is itself immoral, is it as immoral as the failure to forestall so many preventable casualties?This is, in reality, a variation on the argument against absolute pacifism which the late Leonard Cheshire illustrated when such issues were being debated 20 years ago. He set out the scenario of a security guard who is the only person in a position to prevent a terrorist from opening fire on a queue of passengers in an airport lounge. According to most people’s values, not only is it morally correct for him to shoot the armed terrorist, it would be profoundly unethical for him to decline to do so. This is without prejudice to the fact that the security guard might well be right to feel that it was a tragedy that he had to take anyone’s life at all. 

Deterrence Moral 
Deterrence is moral because it prevents greater evils – evaluation of nuclear ethics necessitates a consideration of likely consequences because the lives of billions are at stake
Kavka 1987(Gregory S., prominent and influential figure in contemporary moral and political philosophy, Moral paradoxes of nuclear deterrence, pg. 5)
The choice among possible nuclear defense policies of a superpower may affect the survival and happiness of billions of people. With so much at stake, it is plausible to suppose that consideration of the likely consequences of various policies should play a decisive role in their moral evaluation.In Chapters 1 and 2, it is emphasized that the utilitarian costs and benefits of making deterrent nuclear threats may be very different from the costs and benefits of carrying out those threats if deterrence fails.Given this divergence, and the importance of what is at stake, we should not apply absolute deontological prohibitions in evaluating the moral status of nuclear deterrence.More specifically, even if it is wrong under any circumstances to deliberately kill many innocent civilians, it is not necessarily wrong to threaten(or intend or risk) such killings, provided such threats are necessary to deter great evils and a valid utilitarian justification for making them exists. In Chapter 3 it is pointed out that, because of great uncertainty about the outcomes of the two policies, a utilitarian comparison between nuclear deterrence and unilateral nuclear disarmament is not an easy one to make. Practicing deterrence risks a greater disaster, an all-out superpower nuclear war. But disarming unilaterally would risk, with greater probability, lesser disasters such as world domination by the rival superpower,a nuclear strike b the rival superpower, or a smaller nuclear war between the rival superpower and one or more of the remaining nuclear powers. Since it is not irrational to prefer the less probable risk under these circumstances, a utilitarian defense of nuclear deterrence is possible.

***Security

Perm Solves

The alternative isn’t responsive to how policymakers calculate threat – only the permutation solves
Lott 2004(Anthony, professor of political science at St. Olaf College, Creating Insecurity, p. 157)

Similarly, studies employing political constructivism cannot be considered complete renditions of national security issues. Their emphasis on identity and culture, and their alternative forms of analysis, provide a necessary understanding of ideational threats and an emancipatory moment for changing state securitization. However, these reflexive critiques do not demonstrate an understanding of the role that material threats play in national security matters or the negative consequences of ignoring those material threats. Their alternative analytic focus often rejects the traditional state ‘security dilemma’ and its corresponding policy needs.The consistent deconstruction of identity performances and cultural givens may provide an opportunity for the emergence of a more democratic ethos, but the state is often marginalized in the process, Such an occurrence does not fulfill the requirements of a security framework that seeks theoretical rigor and policy relevance. It is a necessary (but insufficient) component of a more comprehensive understanding of security. The potentially positive political vision that emerges from political constructivism balances the negative vision provided by realism and suggests an opportunity to overcome culturally constructed threats.

Our world-views aren’t mutually exclusive. View the 1AC as the starting point for the alternative – recognizing our socially accepted securitization allows for resistance

Sterling-Folker 2002(Jennifer, political science professor, Realism and the Constructivist Challenge, International Studies Review 4.1, pg. 74-

There is blame to dispenseall around here in the refusal toseriouslyengage in the concerns of the other. But the point of this essay is not to blame; rather it is to highlight an essential irony. Realism and constructivism need one another to correct their own worst excesses.Without some degree of realist structural-ism, constructivism is in real danger of becoming what Fred Halliday calls "presentism (everything is new)"; and without some degree of constructivist historicism, realism seems to have already fallen prey to "transhistorical com-placency(nothing is new).” Reconciling the two approaches so that both stasis and change in global social order are explained simultaneously seems desirable. The problem is how to do so while remaining consistent with what scholars from both approaches consider their core assumptions. The reason why cross-paradigmatic conversations so often degenerate into what James Der Derian observes is "a dialogue of the deaf between opposing schools" may be the failure to follow R. B. J. Walker's advice that "differences among approaches to world politics must be addressed at the level of basic ontological assumptions."5 In this regard, even the most encouraging gestures toward bridge building must confront the dilemma that a reconstruction acceptable to one approach may not be acceptable to the other. Theoretical reconciliations are difficult to accomplish because what differentiates approaches are the particular ontological givens to which they subscribe.Steve Smith succinctly puts it, different choices are made regarding "what is the world like and what is its furniture?," as well as about the relationship among that furniture. Richard Little notes that attempts at reconciliation too often "gloss over fundamental differences," which "necessarily rest on judgements derived from deep-seated and ultimately untest-able beliefs about reality."7 This view suggests that a theoretical collaboration between seemingly con-tradictory approaches like realism and constructivism can only be achieved if there is already an ontological common ground.Establishing this common ground demands comparisons that focus on their most contradictory elements and the ontological sources for those elements.Italsodemands adoptingwhat Ernst B. Haas and Peter Haas refer to as a pragmatic version of theoretical tolerance, which acknowledges, accepts, and respects difference on the grounds that one's own "social construction of reality cannot be proved superior to anyone else's." 8 This essay undertakes such a comparison, and I argue that common ontological ground is possible, depending on the tolerance exercised and ontological choices made by realists and constructivists. To reach that conclusion, we must wade into choppy theoretical waters because I believe realism's commit-ment to transhistorical limitations on the human capacity to affect desirable, intended, or rational change derives from its ontological insistence that there is an ongoing causal relationship between biology and human political and social activities. Since most American social scientists tend to recoil from any discussion about biology, there are dangers in considering realist ontology so candidly. Yet there are also advantages to derive from realism's insistence that the transformation to human identities and social practices occurs within broadly proscribed biological boundaries that are determined before the act of social construction. This enables us to reread realism as an explanation of the process of global institutional transformation itself, but also simultaneously confirms that realism cannot serve as an explanation for the content of institutional trans-formation. To complete its narratives of social reality, realism must collaborate instead with an approach like constructivism, which is capable of addressing the evolution of particular social content. Conversely, as Ted Hopf observes, because constructivism has an "open ontology," it provides no theoretically proscribed boundaries about when to expect stasis and change in the identities and social practices that constitute any global order.In response to this obvious drawback, some constructivists have posited particular boundaries to what is socially constructable. Such bound-aries need not approximate those defined by realists, but the open ontology of constructivists does allow them to make alternative choices about the ontological givens from which realism's transhistoricism derives. The proposition that there may be limitations on how human beings construct their social realities opens the theoretical space necessary for a potential dialogue with realists about the subject. It may be theoretically possible to build a bridge from both sides of the river and, in so doing, correct the explanatory errors of "presentism" that are common to the constructivist literature, while reducing the transhistorical complacency of realist theorizing. 

AT: insecurity inevitable

Securing world order is possible

Lieber and Alexander 2005 (Keir and Gerard “Waiting for Balancing: Why the World is not Pushing Back” International Security 30.1, projectmuse)
The major powers are not balancing against the United States because of the nature of U.S. grand strategy in the post–September 11 world. There is no doubt that this strategy is ambitious, assertive, and backed by tremendous offensive military capability. But it is also highly selective and not broadly threatening. Specifically, the United States is focusing these means on the greatest threats to its interests—that is, the threats emanating from nuclear proliferator states and global terrorist organizations. Other major powers are not balancing U.S. power because they want the United States to succeed in defeating these shared threats or are ambivalent yet understand they are not in its crosshairs. In many cases, the diplomatic friction identiªed by proponents of the concept of soft balancing instead reflects disagreement about tactics, not goals, which is nothing new in history. To be sure, our analysis cannot claim to rule out other theories of great power behavior that also do not expect balancing against the United States. Whether the United States is not seen as a threat worth balancing because of shared interests in nonproliferation and the war on terror (as we argue), because of geography and capability limitations that render U.S. global hegemony impossible (as some offensive realists argue), or because transnational democratic values, binding international institutions, and economic interdependence obviate the need to balance (as many liberals argue) is a task for further theorizing and empirical analysis. Nor are we claiming that balancing against the United States will never happen. Rather, there is no persuasive evidence that U.S. policy is provoking the kind of balancing behavior that the Bush administration’s critics suggest. In the meantime, analysts should continue to use credible indicators of balancing behavior in their search for signs that U.S. strategy is having a counterproductive effect on U.S. security. Below we discuss why the United States is not seen by other major powers as a threat worth balancing. Next we argue that the impact of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq on international relations has been exaggerated and needs to be seen in a broader context that reveals far more cooperation with the United States than many analysts acknowledge. Finally, we note that something akin to balancing is taking place among would-be nuclear proliferators and Islamist extremists, which makes sense given that these are the threats targeted by the United States. the united states’ focused enmity Great powers seek to organize the world according to their own preferences, looking for opportunities to expand and consolidate their economic and military power positions. Our analysis does not assume that the United States is an exception. It can fairly be seen to be pursuing a hegemonic grand strategy and has repeatedly acted in ways that undermine notions of deeply rooted shared values and interests. U.S. objectives and the current world order, however, are unusual in several respects. First, unlike previous states with preponderant power, the United States has little incentive to seek to physically control foreign territory. It is secure from foreign invasion and apparently sees little benefit in launching costly wars to obtain additional material resources. Moreover, the bulk of the current international order suits the United States well. Democracy is ascendant, foreign markets continue to liberalize, and no major revisionist powers seem poised to challenge U.S. primacy. This does not mean that the United States is a status quo power, as typically defined. The United States seeks to further expand and consolidate its power position even if not through territorial conquest. Rather, U.S. leaders aim to bolster their power by promoting economic growth, spending lavishly on military forces and research and development, and dissuading the rise of any peer competitor on the international stage. Just as important, the confluence of the proliferation of WMD and the rise of Islamist radicalism poses an acute danger to U.S. interests. This means that U.S. grand strategy targets its assertive enmity only at circumscribed quarters, ones that do not include other great powers. The great powers, as well as most other states, either share the U.S. interest in eliminating the threats from terrorism and WMD or do not feel that they have a significant direct stake in the matter. Regardless, they understand that the United States does not have offensive designs on them. Consistent with this proposition, the United States has improved its relations with almost all of the major powers in the post–September 11 world. This is in no small part because these governments—not to mention those in key countries in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, such as Egypt, Jordan, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia— are willing partners in the war on terror because they see Islamist radicalism as a genuine threat to them as well. U.S. relations with China, India, and Russia, in particular, are better than ever in large part because these countries similarly have acute reasons to fear transnational Islamist terrorist groups. The EU’s official grand strategy echoes that of the United States. The 2003 European security strategy document, which appeared months after the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, identifies terrorism by religious extremists and the proliferation of WMD as the two greatest threats to European security. In language familiar to students of the Bush administration, it declares that Europe’s “most frightening scenario is one in which terrorist groups acquire weapons of mass destruction.” 60 It is thus not surprising that the major European states, including France and Germany, are partners of the United States in the Proliferation Security Initiative. Certain EU members are not engaged in as wide an array of policies toward these threats as the United States and other of its allies. European criticism of the Iraq war is the preeminent example. But sharp differences over tactics should not be confused with disagreement over broad goals. After all, comparable disagreements, as well as incentives to free ride on U.S. efforts, were common among several West European states during the Cold War when they nonetheless shared with their allies the goal of containing the Soviet Union.61 

predictions good / AT: insecurity inevitable

Insecurity and disorder aren’t inevitable, future planning has been effective. Debates amongst citizens are key to assessing probability and effectively planning

Kurasawa 2004 (Constellations Volume 11 Number 4, 2004) 
Moreover, keeping in mind the sobering lessons of the past century cannot but make us wary about humankind’s supposedly unlimited ability for problemsolving or discovering solutions in time to avert calamities. In fact, the historical track-record of last-minute, technical ‘quick-fixes’ is hardly reassuring. What’s more, most of the serious perils that we face today (e.g., nuclear waste, climate change, global terrorism, genocide and civil war) demand complex, sustained, long-term strategies of planning, coordination, and execution. On the other hand, an examination of fatalism makes it readily apparent that the idea that humankind is doomed from the outset puts off any attempt to minimize risks for our successors, essentially condemning them to face cataclysms unprepared. An a priori pessimism is also unsustainable given the fact that long-term preventive action has had (and will continue to have) appreciable beneficial effects; the examples of medical research, the welfare state, international humanitarian law, as well as strict environmental regulations in some countries stand out among many others. The evaluative framework proposed above should not be restricted to the critique of misappropriations of farsightedness, since it can equally support public deliberation with a reconstructive intent, that is, democratic discussion and debate about a future that human beings would freely self-determine. Inverting Foucault’s Nietzschean metaphor, we can think of genealogies of the future that could perform a farsighted mapping out of the possible ways of organizing social life. They are, in other words, interventions into the present intended to facilitate global civil society’s participation in shaping the field of possibilities of what is to come. Once competing dystopian visions are filtered out on the basis of their analytical credibility, ethical commitments, and political underpinnings and consequences, groups and individuals can assess the remaining legitimate catastrophic scenarios through the lens of genealogical mappings of the future. Hence, our first duty consists in addressing the present-day causes of eventual perils, ensuring that the paths we decide upon do not contract the range of options available for our posterity.42 Just as importantly, the practice of genealogically inspired farsightedness nurtures the project of an autonomous future, one that is socially self-instituting. In so doing, we can acknowledge that the future is a human creation instead of the product of metaphysical and extra-social forces (god, nature, destiny, etc.), and begin to reflect upon and deliberate about the kind of legacy we want to leave for those who will follow us. Participants in global civil society can then take – and in many instances have already taken – a further step by committing themselves to socio-political struggles forging a world order that, aside from not jeopardizing human and environmental survival, is designed to rectify the sources of transnational injustice that will continue to inflict needless suffering upon future generations if left unchallenged. 

AT: environmental security

Our environmental security rhetoric internal link turns their impacts—it prompts a re-conceptualization and shift in value structures that is a prerequisite to the alt

Dyer 8 [Dr. H.C. Dyer, School of Politics & International Studies (POLIS) @ University of Leeds, “The Moral Significance of 'Energy Security' and 'Climate Security” Paper presented at WISC 2nd Global International Studies Conference, ‘What keeps us apart, what keeps us together? International Order, Justice, Values’ http://www.wiscnetwork.org/ljubljana2008/getpaper.php?id=60]

There is already considerable concern and cooperative activity, but it must also cope with predominately structural obstacles.  Beyond the practical problem of coping with existing structures, or changing them, is the deeper problem of assuming foundational points of reference for any given structural reality such that challenging or changing it is difficult or impossible.  So there is an intellectual, or attitudinal, hurdle to leap at the outset – we’d have to accept that some deeply held assumptions are simply not viable (sustainable), and learn to let them go.  I have suggested elsewhere that while ‘perspectives on politics in the absence of immutable external foundations may be quite widely accepted… there is a great temptation in public discourses to deal with uncertainty by positing certainties, and to play fundamentalist trump cards of different kinds’ (Dyer, 2008).  Switching from one foundational reference to another is not likely to work, and the anti-foundational perspective taken here suggests a pragmatic approach to developing the most effective social practices as we learn them, and adjusting structures to support them. An institutional context illustrates the discourse, in so far as ‘some controversial principles, such as whether to approach from an anthropocentric perspective or from a biocentric approach, or whether the viewpoint was from the individual or community, were the focus of considerable debate’.  Not surprisingly, there is an air of realism about the application of ethical principles on renewable energy: ‘although a normative declaration would be nice, it was not feasible in the current political environment’ (UNESCO 2007; 7).  The pragmatism is, nevertheless, appropriate since there is no progress to be made by assuming that an appreciation of the moral significance of energy and climate security only bears on abstractions – the point is that the underlying values reflected in political agendas should be flushed out, and the most appropriate values promoted and acted upon in a pragmatic fashion as interests.  For example, it was noted that ‘barriers to renewable energy systems were institutional, political, technical and financial’ and also that there is ‘potential conflict between bioregional, potentially unstable energy systems and countries’ desires for energy independence and self-reliance’; this suggests the need for a ‘global eco-ethics’ (UNESCO 2007; 8).  Pragmatism is inherent in thinking through the moral significance of such challenges: ‘From the ethical point of view, nuclear power presented many problems at each point of the complex supply chain, including uranium mining, enrichment, and risk management in a functioning plant. It was a highly centralized and state-controlled source of energy that did not promote participatory democracy’.  It can also be seen that ‘nuclear and fossil-fuel based power also triggered international conflicts’.  By contrast, ‘renewable energies such as solar, wind, small hydro, biomass, geothermal and tidal energy are often decentralized and can be used in remote areas without a solid energy supply system’ (UNESCO 2007; 8-9). The moral significance of energy security and climate security dilemmas is that they cause us to see change as a challenge, rather than impossible; a challenge to be met by reconsidering our value-orientations – which changes everything.  Elsewhere I’ve noted that goals which the state purports to serve (health, wealth, security) are seen differently in an environmental light, and this could lead to substantial change in political practices (Dyer, 2007).  Another pragmatist, John Dewey, ‘argued that the public interest was to be continuously constructed through the process of free, cooperative inquiry into the shared good of the democratic community’ and Minteer suggests that this is a necessary approach ‘in making connections between normative arguments and environmental policy discourse’ (Minteer, 2005).  This reflects Hayward’s argument that environmental values are supported by enlightened human interests, and furthermore this link must exist to promote ecological goods, and that consequently there are serious implications in fully integrating environmental issues into our disciplinary concerns (Hayward, 1998).  I’ve argued before that environmental politics dislodges conventional understandings of moral and political agency, and in ‘this wider socio-political-economic context, ecological significance may be the determining factor in the end’ (Dyer, 2007).  Hargrove (1989) makes an argument for anthropocentric, aesthetic sources of modern environmental concern by identifying attitudes that constrained (‘idealism’, ‘property rights’) and supported (scientific and aesthetic ideals) our environmental perspectives.   If this argument doesn’t stretch us much beyond ourselves, there is no reason these anthropocentric orientations couldn’t be built upon as a foundation for more specifically ecocentric perspectives. The key here is to identify the underlying ‘security’ assumptions which thwart efforts to cope with energy and climate issues coherently and effectively, and to advocate those assumptions that serve genuine long-term human security interests (inevitably, in an ecological context).  In this way can we take stock of the existing structures that constrain and diminish human agency – while conceiving of those that would liberate and secure it in sustainable ways.  As the reality of the situation slowly dawns on us, various moral, political, economic and social actors are beginning to consider and test new strategies for coping – the real question is whether they are just playing to beat the clock, or if they’ve stopped long enough to reconsider the rules and purposes of the strategic context in which they act. 'Security' as cause and effect of a moral turn Security is central to understandings of the responsibilities of states, even definitional in their self-conception as defenders of the nation, with moral obligations to their own population which include defending them from external threats of all kinds (even if threats to nationals commonly emanate from their own state, per Booth’s ‘protection racket’, 1995).  Security is usually the first concern of individuals as well, even extending to protective self-sacrifice (if sometimes greed or pleasure usurps this priority).  The boundaries of concern and felt responsibility for security are nevertheless potentially flexible, and moral obligations may vary over time and space (who’s included, who’s not; when, where).  The rationale for those obligations may now be extending over wider ranges of time and space, especially within an ecological perspective on how ‘security’ might be obtained.  In this way, alertness to the security implications of climate and energy drives moral development, while at the same time a developed sense of moral obligation prompts a recasting of these issues in more urgent security terms. The insecurity of the status quo with respect to both energy and climate is enough to warrant serious consideration of how relative security might be obtained, and yet the most obvious dimension of insecurity is the collective failure to plan and act for the inevitable change that will be forced upon us, sooner or later.  At every periodic assessment it seems sooner, rather than later, as IPCC and other government reports confirm our worst fears and the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists sets the doomsday clock ever nearer to midnight.  On the assumption that justice and equity will underwrite the feasibility of any international climate strategies, Grasso (2007) attempts to ‘identify a pluralistic normative ethical framework for climate mitigation and adaptation’ which includes ‘the criterion of lack of human security’ as regards the allocation of adaptation resources. The pursuit of any meaningful energy and climate security policy will require anticipation of future post-carbon scenarios.  In offering a convincing perspective on ‘the age of petroleum’ as merely a recent blip in the long run of human energy supply (until the late 19th century provided by biomass and animate labour, and from the 21st century by renewables) the Nuclear Energy Agency argues that the ‘critical path structure’ should include ‘concurrent risk, economic, and environmental impact analyses… for all technologies and proposed actions for the transition to a post-petroleum economy’ (Nuclear Energy Agency, 2004; 37).  While nuclear power remains under consideration, and hydrogen technology emerges as a potential portable fuel (though electricity intensive in production), there are many more positive solutions to the challenge.  The alternatives to fossil fuels clearly exist, though it ‘will take a new industrial revolution’ (Scheer, 2002) or an ‘energy revolution’ (Geller, 2002).  A wide range of innovations include ‘a fuel cell battery that runs on virtually any sugar source’ (African Technology Development Forum 27 March 2007).  The Renewables 2007 Global Status Report (REN21) offers evidence of ‘the undeterred growth of electricity, heat, and fuel production capacities from renewable energy sources, including solar PV, wind power, solar hot water/heating, biofuels, hydropower, and geothermal’.  Heinberg notes that the 21st century ushered in an era of declines, in a number of crucial parameters: Global oil, natural gas and coal extraction; Yearly grain harvests; Climate stability; Population; Economic growth; Fresh water; Minerals and ores, such as copper and platinum.  ‘To adapt to this profoundly different world, we must begin now to make radical changes to our attitudes, behaviors and expectations’ – he seeks to address ‘the cultural, psychological and practical changes we will have to make as nature rapidly dictates our new limits’ (Heinberg, 2007).  Thus moral issues arise as the idea of a post-petroleum economy gains new currency as a security issue.  Decades ago, conventional intergovernmental bureaucracies (e.g. FAO, 1982, ‘Planning for the post-petroleum economy’) were addressing what now seems a novel and urgent issue, perhaps because the sense of urgency or emergency has re-emerged in the confluence of energy and climate concerns.   Both producers and consumers of energy have already taken some steps to reflect concern with energy and climate insecurity, by experimenting with different practices (recycling, improving efficiency, slowly introducing new technologies, attempting to manage the energy situation collectively, etc), and yet a remaining element of denial is reflected in a slow pace of change limited to the margins rather than the centre of planning.  It seems fairly clear that maintaining current assumptions about economic growth while addressing climate change will at the very least require prompt application of new technologies and a regulatory and fiscal environment to support them (Sachs, J., 2008).  This implies a radical shift of practices, and it remains to be seen whether currently familiar assumptions about economic growth will survive. Dabelko notes the considerable history of environmental security thinking, which figured in the landmark Brundtland Report (‘Our Common Future’, 1987) twenty years ago, including extensive discussions of energy, food security, and sustainable development in general (Dabelko, 2008).  However, the Brundtland account of environmental security (and sustainable development) may be too conventional and insufficiently radical for current purposes, as the contemporaneous critiques and events of the intervening decades suggest.  The present challenges require a more holistic 'ecological security' perspective for achieving climate security and energy security in a coordinated manner, reflecting an evolving morality-security relationship. Pirages and De Geest offer an ‘eco-evolutionary’ approach to environmental security, ‘to anticipate and analyze emerging demographic, ecological and technological discontinuities and dilemmas associated with rapid globalization’ (Pirages and De Geest, 2003), while Kütting highlights the distinctions between environmental security and ecological security, suggesting that ecological security addresses local environment/society relations rather than state-centric concerns with environmental threats – though she does argue that ecological security is still focussed on the issue of violence and conflict as security references, rather than inequality per se; an issue that development of the concept is addressing.  She also notes Peluso and Watt’s (2001) political ecology critique of the concept of environmental security: ‘[their] ecological security approach combines structural political economy approaches with cultural and ecological studies’ (Kütting, 2007; 52-53).  Among the conclusions Kütting arrives at is that the breadth and inclusiveness of ‘ecological security’ which gives it great qualitative and normative analytical power can also diffuse the meaning and reference of the concept.  A broad concept, to be sure, and yet the breadth of ‘ecological security’ may provide the framework for research into narrower policy topics which is otherwise thrown into a competitive relationship.  For each society, economy, or country, or collective actor (such as the EU), competing political and economic demands may undermine the attempt to address climate and energy security priorities in a coordinated, consistent, and complementary manner.  It is already clear that energy and climate create a nexus that invokes long-term security concerns for major actors (Hart, 2007), but not so clear that they have been understood as interconnected strategic goals in a moral context.  Achieving such strategic goals rests heavily on global cooperation and the success of any such endeavours would seem to rest in having a commonly accepted framework – such as ecological security – to underwrite agreement in principle and policy.  Sayre identifies as the critical factor our choice of values: ‘we have a clear and urgent need to set aside the values of consumerism and to replace them with other values …’ (Sayre, 2007; Chapter 18).  It is this underlying set of values that has not yet been seriously addressed in energy and climate security discussions, not least because it presents profound challenges to almost everything we currently do, and the way we do it.  To meet such challenges it will be necessary to internalize an ecological understanding of human security in our moral, political, economic, and social systems and structures.  Such an ecological understanding would encompass the widest scope of moral community.The emergence of ‘energy security’ and ‘climate security’ reflects an increased sense of urgency around these issues at the heart of state interests and the global political economy, and may yet represent the tipping point at which the remnants of denial and resistance are abandoned in favour of structural adjustments of the ecological kind.   While practical issues (such as developing alternative portable fuels) may carry moral implications, the real normative weight of pursuing energy and climate security arises from the wider structural implications of securing a sustainable future.  Viewing such developments as a moral turn allows us to appreciate that a sense of insecurity can cause us to question our assumptions and adjust our values, and that changing values can underwrite our efforts to change everything else – including the socio-political-economic structures that influence our practices.Conclusions: more than instrumental adjustmentThese recent climate and energy security terms reflect more than mere instrumental adjustment to practical challenges, within the framework of existing moral conceptions and commitments; that is, within the framework of the existing international system.  Our attention should be turned to the systemic and structural implications of this shifting discourse, as it may reflect substantial underlying change.  Furthermore, any opportunity to build on momentum or dynamics that would address the fundamental issues of energy and climate should be identified and capitalised on – while mere instrumental short-term adjustments may advantage some actors, it is of course necessary to go far beyond such superficial instrumentality and to appreciate the deeper significance of the energy-climate scenario.  In viewing shifts in the security discourse as morally significant, we are better able to appreciate the structural consequences. In light of these evolving security concepts we should attempt the further development of an 'ecological security' concept as a holistic perspective of some practical and normative significance.  This should be informed by an anti-foundational interpretation of the discourses in which these security terms are deployed, with no fixed assumptions about moral, political, economic or social points of reference – this is new territory, which demands open-mindedness.  As Cerny (1990) concluded in respect of structure and agency, our inherited ideas are imperfect guides to the future, and a critical report on biofuels (Santa Barbara, 2007) concludes that energy security and climate change demand a new paradigm and cites Einstein:  ‘We can’t solve problems by using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them’. Oversimplification of the issues under convenient ‘security’ labels is risky – in doing this states signal high priority ‘national interests’ and the threat of extraordinary measures.  However, a moral perspective on security could lead to even more extraordinary measures: global cooperation in the long-term pursuit of human interest, bringing urgency to what is obviously important.  Thus some conformity around ecological values may yet help us cope with the challenges of energy and climate security.

Violence = human nature

Violence isn’t cultural. It’s grounded in human nature not western culture

Buss and Shackelford 1997 (David, “Human aggression in evolutionary psychological perspective” 17: 6, online) 

ANCIENT HOMINID skeletal remains have been discovered that contain cranial and rib fractures that appear inexplicable except by the force of clubs and weapons that stab (Trinkaus & Zimmerman, 1982). Fragments from the weapons are occasionally found lodged in skeletal rib cages. As paleontological detective work has become increasingly sophisticated, evidence of violence among our ancestors has mushroomed (Daly & Wilson, 1988). Humans apparently have a long evolutionary history of violence. Contemporary psychological theories of aggression often invoke domain-general learning mechanisms in conjunction with explanations specifying the plagues of modern living - violence in movies and TV, teachings in Western society, the purchase by parents of toy weapons for their children (Berkowitz, 1993). By watching aggressive models on TV, for example, children are said to acquire aggressive dispositions through observational learning (Berkowitz, 1993; Eron, 1982; Huesmann & Eron, 1986; but see Huesmann & Eron, 1989, for recent work on the interactions among and between learning, cognitive scripts, and genetic predispositions). Although these factors undoubtedly play a causal role in the ontogeny of aggression, they run aground as complete explanations when confronted with the historical and cross-cultural records. They have trouble explaining the paleontological data, which reveal a long history of human violence thousands of years before the inventions of guns or television, or even the rise of Western civilization. They have trouble explaining the prevalence of violence among traditional societies uninfluenced by Western civilization and entirely lacking exposure to television (e.g., Chagnon, 1983). Among the Yanomamo of Venezuela, for example, one in four adult males die at the hands of other humans, either from within their local tribe or as a result of wars with neighboring tribes (Chagnon, 1988). Although the Yanomamo may be unusually violent as a group, rates of homicide are commonly high among traditional societies, such as the Ache of Paraguay (Hill & Hurtado, 1996) and the Tiwi of northern Australia (Hart & Pilling, 1960). A deeper set of explanatory principles is needed, one that does not rely primarily on modern phenomena such as violence on television, the mass media, Western society, toys, current crowding, or the alienation of modern living. 
***Racism

Racism Weighed Consequentially

Racism should be weighed alongside other consequences

Barndt 07 – director of Crossroads, a ministry to dismantle racism (Joseph, “Understanding and Dismantling Racism”, p 10)
While dealing with the subject of racism, we need to be aware that racism is not the only social problem of our society. The dross of our Happiness Machines produce other “isms” such as sexism, heterosexism, classism, nationalism, militarism, anti-Semitism, and environmental pollution- all of which cause tremendous suffering and endanger humanity’s existence.  The same fable could be used to describe the social reality of poverty-stricken people, women and children, gays and lesbians, oppressed religions, and political domination throughout the world.  All of these social problems are interwoven into a single fabric of oppression, and they are not easily disentangled from each other.  However, it is not possible to simply analyze and resist "oppression in general." Just as this book addresses racism, each of these other "isms" must be separately analyzed and addressed.

Single decisions for institutional change only mask racism

Barndt 07 – director of Crossroads, a ministry to dismantle racism (Joseph, “Understanding and Dismantling Racism”, p 231)

Just as "nonracism" is impossible for individuals, so also there can be no such thing as a "nonracist institution." A racist institution cannot just simply decide not to be racist anymore.  A declaration by an institution that it is not racist or will no longer be racist without a long-term plan of implementation will inevitably be crippling and paralyzing, making true change impossible.  The inherited designs and structures of our institutions ensure the preservation of white power and privilege.  So long as those designs and structures remain in place, a single decision or even repeated pledges to act otherwise will only provide new cover for the original disease.

Ignoring consequences is the logic of racism

Barndt 7 – director of Crossroads, a ministry to dismantle racism (Joseph, Understanding and Dismantling Racism, p 150, AG)

We can understand this better if we compare our experiences as white people with experiences of people of color on the receiving end of educational, housing, welfare, police, labor, political, and economic institutional activity. Then we will see that racism is far more than the occasional actions of an individual teacher, real estate agent, social worker, police officer, ward leader, or bank load officer. Rather, it is the product of the structure, organization, policies, and practices of the institutions that these individual people represent. People of color have almost no power in comparison with white people to direct and control these institutions. Moreover, most institutions have virutally no accountability relationship to people of color. And when institutions have virtually no accountability relationship to their constituency, they can do as they please without fear of the consequences
Racism Low
Racism has substantially declined – a sole focus on it in present times is counterproductive

McWhorter 2008(John, linguistics professor at Standford, senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, “Racism in Retreat,” The Sun, http://www.nysun.com/opinion/racism-in-retreat/79355/)
His victory demonstrates the main platform of my race writing. The guiding question in everything I have ever written on race is: Why do so many people exaggerate about racism?This exaggeration is a nasty hangover from the sixties, and the place it has taken as a purported badge of intellectual and moral gravitas is a tire-block on coherent, constructive sociopolitical discussion. Here's a typical case for what passes as enlightenment. On my desk(top) is an article from last year's American Psychologist. The wisdom imparted?To be a person of color these days is to withstand an endless barrage of racist "microaggressions."Say to someone, "When I look at you, I don't see color" and you "deny their ethnic experiences." You do the same by saying, "As a woman, I know what you go through as a racial minority," as well as with hate speech such as "America is a melting pot." Other "microaggressions" include college buildings being all named after straight, white rich men (I'm not kidding about the straight part). This sort of thing will not do. Why channel mental energy into performance art of this kind? Some may mistake me as implying that it would be okay to stop talking about racism. But that interpretation is incorrect: I am stating that it would be okay to stop talking about racism. We need to be talking about serious activism focused on results. Those who suppose that the main meal in the aforementioned is to decry racism are not helping people. At this point, if racism was unattended to for 10 years, during that time it would play exactly the same kind of role it does in America now — elusive, marginal, and insignificant. Note that I did not say that there was no racism. There seems to be an assumption that when discussing racism, it is a sign of higher wisdom to neglect the issue of its degree. This assumption is neither logical nor productive.I reject it, and am pleased to see increasing numbers of black people doing same. Of course there is racism. The question is whether there is enough to matter. All evidence shows that there is not. No, the number of black men in prison is not counterevidence: black legislators were solidly behind the laws penalizing possession of crack more heavily than powder. In any case, to insist that we are hamstrung until every vestige of racism, bias, or inequity is gone indicates a grievous lack of confidence, which I hope any person of any history would reject.Anyone who intones that America remains permeated with racism is, in a word, lucky. They have not had the misfortune of living in a society riven by true sociological conflict, such as between Sunnis and Shiites, Hutus and Tutsis — or whites and blacks before the sixties. It'd be interesting to open up a discussion with a Darfurian about "microaggressions." To state that racism is no longer a serious problem in our country is neither ignorant nor cynical. Warnings that such a statement invites a racist backlash are, in 2008, melodramatic. They are based on no empirical evidence. Yet every time some stupid thing happens — some comedian says a word, some sniggering blockhead hangs a little noose, some study shows that white people tend to get slightly better car loans — we are taught that racism is still mother's milk in the U.S. of A. "Always just beneath the surface."Barack Obama's success is the most powerful argument against this way of thinking in the entire four decades since recreational underdoggism was mistaken as deep thought.A black man clinching the Democratic presidential nomination— and rather easily at that — indicates that racism is a lot further "beneath the surface" than it used to be. And if Mr. Obama ends up in the White House, then it might be time to admit that racism is less beneath the surface than all but fossilized. 
Util Outweighs Racism
Voting on racism is counterproductive – policymakers and citizens have obligations to the greater good 

Bradley 2009(Anthony, visiting professor of theology at the King’s College and doctor and philosophy degree from Westerminster Theological Seminary, The Enduring Foolishness of Racial Politics, http://www.acton.org/commentary/480_foolishness_of_racial_politics.php) 

With only a few weeks to Election Day, racial politics has reared its pathetic head as pundits attempt to decipher poll numbers and audience comments at political rallies. It seems silly to imagine that adults in America may vote along racial lines but it should come as no surprise. Many people on the ideological margins of society vote irrationally.In fact, voting along racial lines says less about racism than it does about the lack of mature civic responsibility among voters who are indifferent to the nation’s common good.While using race as an ultimate criterion for supporting or rejecting a candidate is equally unjustifiable and shallow, the possibility of doing exactly that is one of the trade-offs of being free. Positively, freedom permits us to choose a candidate according to important issues such as his or her positions on abortion, the role of government in meeting the needs of the poor, foreign policy, and education. I am happy to live in a country with this type of liberty rather than a regime where I have no role in choosing leaders to represent me.When I hear African Americans, Latinos, and Asians lament, “It’s 2008 and racism still exists in America,” I want to shout, “What fairytale were you reading that said racism would ever cease?” One of the historic tenets of Judeo-Christianity, along with many other religions, is that evil exists in the world.As long as people lack the moral formation to escape it, there will always be racism.What is most alarming about the media’s recent displays of racial politics is that many American votersdo not have the civic virtue to put their personal racial views aside for the sake of what is best for the nation. Race does not determine a person’s position on issues.Do Maxine Waters and Condoleezza Rice think alike simply because they are both black women? Shallow voting is the art of the imperceptive.In light of the gargantuan issues facing the nation—the conflicts in the Middle East, the nationalization of American banking, transitions in our use of energy, new international partnerships among socialistregimes in Europe, Latin America, and Asia, and the multi-layered issues in Africa—we should be embarrassed as a nation for the world to see people downgrade the presidential election to gene preferences.What Americans must embrace is their responsibility as virtuous citizens concerned about the common good. This means that we put non-essential issues like race aside, to choose a candidate with the character and competence necessary to offer leadership on the pressing issues of our times.
***AT: BIAS 
AT: you’re authors are biased

This is a logical fallacy:

A. Guilt by association 

Curtis, 09, Ph.D in philosophy from Indiana University in Bloomington (Gary, Fallacy Files,‘9 (http://www.fallacyfiles.org/guiltbya.html) 

Guilt by Association is the attempt to discredit an idea based upon disfavored people or groups associated with it. This is the reverse of an Appeal to Misleading Authority, and might be justly called "Appeal to Anti-Authority". An argument to authority argues in favor of an idea based upon associating an authority figure with the idea, whereas Guilt by Association argues against an idea based upon associating it with disreputable people or groups. McCarthyism was a specific version of Guilt by Association in which an individual, organization, or idea was associated in some way with communism. An association was made between the target of McCarthyism and communism by linking both through some shared idea. For instance, in the 1960s some anti-communists attacked support for civil rights by pointing out that the Communist Party of the United States also supported the civil rights movement. It was then argued that anyone who supported civil rights was thereby supporting communism, whether they intended to or not. Here is the form of the argument:  All communists are civil rights supporters. Martin Luther King, Jr. is a civil rights supporter.  Therefore, Martin Luther King, Jr. is a communist.  This argument commits a syllogistic fallacy, and many other instances of Guilt by Association commit the same fallacy. 
B. Ad Hominem 

The Nizkor Project, 09, site intended for educational purposes to teach about the Holocaust and to combat hatred,‘9 (http://www.nizkor.org/features/fallacies/ad-hominem.html) 

An Ad Hominem is a general category of fallacies in which a claim or argument is rejected on the basis of some irrelevant fact about the author of or the person presenting the claim or argument. Typically, this fallacy involves two steps. First, an attack against the character of person making the claim, her circumstances, or her actions is made (or the character, circumstances, or actions of the person reporting the claim). Second, this attack is taken to be evidence against the claim or argument the person in question is making (or presenting). This type of "argument" has the following form: 1. Person A makes claim X. 2. Person B makes an attack on person A. 3. Therefore A's claim is false.  The reason why an Ad Hominem (of any kind) is a fallacy is that the character, circumstances, or actions of a person do not (in most cases) have a bearing on the truth or falsity of the claim being made (or the quality of the argument being made). 

C. Not biased 

Postrel, 99, Virginia, Former Editor of Reason Magazine, ‘99 (http://www.reason.com/news/show/31174.html) 

There are many examples of such objections, which are particularly virulent when Europeans start denouncing the "American" openness of the Internet, but one of the best is from Arthur Schlesinger Jr., who defined the postwar "vital center" in the United States. Writing in the 75th anniversary issue of Foreign Affairs, Schlesinger condemns the "onrush of capitalism" for its "disruptive consequences." He warns of dire results from the dynamism of global trade and new technologies: "The computer," he writes, "turns the untrammeled market into a global juggernaut crashing across frontiers, enfeebling national powers of taxation and regulation, undercutting national management of interest rates and exchange rates, widening disparities of wealth both within and between nations, dragging down labor standards, degrading the environment, denying nations the shaping of their own economic destiny, accountable to no one, creating a world economy without a world polity." Meanwhile, over on the right we find two major objections to market dynamism. Like their counterparts on the left, some on the stasist right attack trade, immigration, technology, large-scale retailers like Wal-Mart, and other elements of market dynamism that upset "settled ways." In these attacks, stasist conservatives often make alliances with environmentalists pursuing the same goals. Sometimes it's easy to apply the old left-right distinction--Pat Buchanan is clearly a man of the right--but not always. I would certainly put Prince Charles on the right--he's a hereditary aristocrat, after all--but many people consider his stasist views, especially his views of technology, to be versions of left-wing environmentalism. At least in the United States, however, the more common right-wing objection is that by serving diverse individual desires, markets undermine a central notion of the good. Thus some conservatives, notably David Brooks and Bill Kristol of The Weekly Standard, have called for federal programs to serve the ideal of a "national purpose." More often, we hear markets subjected to conservative attack when they produce goods or institutions--from violent movies to domestic-partner benefits to in vitro fertilization--that do not fit conservative goals. Even on education policy, where the conservative "line" is support for school choice, there are signs of disquiet. Choice is a useful political tool against the teachers unions tied to the Democratic Party and against secular public schools, but its premises of variety, competition, and tolerance cut against many conservatives' views of good education. When California conservative Ron Unz editorialized against vouchers in the left-wing Nation, he shocked many on both the left and the right. But he was only expressing a worldview he absorbed over years of reading neoconservative publications: We know the right answer already; there is no need for a discovery process in education  The good news is that just as the breakdown of socialism has created new alliances against markets, it has also created new alliances in support of them. The idea that markets produce not chaos and disruption but positive, emergent order has become common in the same circles where a generation ago socialism, or at least technocratic planning, was all the rage. Some of you may have seen, for instance, this endorsement of market dynamism from a noted economist: "What's the single most important thing to learn from an economics course today? What I tried to leave my students with is the view that the invisible hand is more powerful than the hidden hand. Things will happen in well-organized efforts without direction, controls, plans. That's the consensus among economists. That's the Hayek legacy." The source of that upbeat assessment of markets was Larry Summers, now U.S. secretary of the treasury and the epitome of a Cambridge economist. If Schlesinger's hysteria exemplifies the attitudes of centrist stasists, Summers' optimism represents a new centrist coalition on the side of dynamism. That does not mean that Summers is a classical liberal, of course. It simply makes him, and other centrist dynamists, the sort of ally on behalf of markets that anti-socialist conservatives were in an earlier time. The American center (and, I suspect, Britain's New Labour) is full of chastened technocrats who have come to accept the practical limitations of state action and the practical advantages of economic freedom. There are also many political "moderates"--journalists, scholars, technologists, scientists, artists, and business people, all far less famous than Summers--whose intellectual appreciation for self-organizing systems has come from outside economics: from complexity theory, from the decentralized evolution of the Internet, from the process of scientific discovery, from ecological science, from cross-cultural exchange, from organization theory. These centrist dynamists share an appreciation for dispersed knowledge and trial-and-error evolution that spills over into their attitudes toward markets. They do not always prefer markets to government, but they usually do. They lack the reflex that says a single, government-imposed approach is the best solution to public problems. They are more concerned with finding mechanisms to encourage innovation, competition, choice, and feedback. One thing that makes our political discourse confusing is that the term moderate does not distinguish between those whose moderation implies an appreciation for market processes and those whose moderation suggests just the opposite--a long list of schemes for small-scale government tinkering.
D. Peer review sucks 

Horton, 2K, Editor of The Lancet, 2K (Richard, http://www.mja.com.au/public/issues/172_04_210200/horton/horton.html) 

The mistake, of course, is to have thought that peer review was any more than a crude means of discovering the acceptability -- not the validity -- of a new finding. Editors and scientists alike insist on the pivotal importance of peer review. We portray peer review to the public as a quasi-sacred process that helps to make science our most objective truth teller. But we know that the system of peer review is biased, unjust, unaccountable, incomplete, easily fixed, often insulting, usually ignorant, occasionally foolish, and frequently wrong. A recent editorial in Nature was right to conclude that an over-reliance on peer-reviewed publication "has disadvantages that should be countered by adequate provision of time and resources for independent assessment and, in the midst of controversies, publicly funded agencies providing comprehensive, reliable and prompt complementary information".

XT: AT: Bias 
Dismissing authors based on their background makes discussion impossible

Martyn Hammersley, September 1993, British Journal of Sociology, “Research and anti-racism: the case of Peter foster and his critics”, 44.3, JSTOR The second view I want to consider is sometimes associated with versions of the first, but must be kept separate because it involves a quite distinctive and incompatible element. I will refer to this as standpoint theory. Here people's experience and knowledge is treated as valid or invalid by dint of their membership in some social category.'7 Here again Foster's arguments may be dismissed because they reflect his background and experience as a white, middle class, male teacher. However, this time the implication is that reality is obscured from those with this background because of the effects of ideology. By contrast, it is suggested, the oppressed (black, female and/or working class people) have privileged insight into the nature of society. This argument produces a victory for one side, not the stalemate that seems to result from relativism; the validity of Foster's views can therefore be dismissed. But in other respects this position is no more satisfactory than relativism. We must ask on what grounds we can decide that one group has superior insight into reality. This cannot be simply because they declare that they have this insight; otherwise everyone could make the same claim with the same legitimacy (we would be back to relativism). This means that some other form of ultimate justification is involved, but what could this be? In the Marxist version of this argument the working class (or, in practice, the Communist Party) are the group with privileged insight into the nature of social reality, but it is Marx and Marxist theorists who confer this privilege on them by means of a dubious philosophy of history.l8 Something similar occurs in the case of feminist standpoint theory, where the feminist theorist ascribes privileged insight to women, or to feminists engaged in the struggle for women's emanci-pation.l9 However, while we must recognise that people in different social locations may have divergent perspectives, giving them distinctive insights, it is not clear why we should believe the implausible claim that some people have privileged access to knowledge while others are blinded by ideology.20 

Kills discussion
Dismissing authors based on their background makes discussion impossible

Martyn Hammersley, September 1993, British Journal of Sociology, “Research and anti-racism: the case of Peter foster and his critics”, 44.3, JSTOR The second view I want to consider is sometimes associated with versions of the first, but must be kept separate because it involves a quite distinctive and incompatible element. I will refer to this as standpoint theory. Here people's experience and knowledge is treated as valid or invalid by dint of their membership in some social category.'7 Here again Foster's arguments may be dismissed because they reflect his background and experience as a white, middle class, male teacher. However, this time the implication is that reality is obscured from those with this background because of the effects of ideology. By contrast, it is suggested, the oppressed (black, female and/or working class people) have privileged insight into the nature of society. This argument produces a victory for one side, not the stalemate that seems to result from relativism; the validity of Foster's views can therefore be dismissed. But in other respects this position is no more satisfactory than relativism. We must ask on what grounds we can decide that one group has superior insight into reality. This cannot be simply because they declare that they have this insight; otherwise everyone could make the same claim with the same legitimacy (we would be back to relativism). This means that some other form of ultimate justification is involved, but what could this be? In the Marxist version of this argument the working class (or, in practice, the Communist Party) are the group with privileged insight into the nature of social reality, but it is Marx and Marxist theorists who confer this privilege on them by means of a dubious philosophy of history.l8 Something similar occurs in the case of feminist standpoint theory, where the feminist theorist ascribes privileged insight to women, or to feminists engaged in the struggle for women's emanci-pation.l9 However, while we must recognise that people in different social locations may have divergent perspectives, giving them distinctive insights, it is not clear why we should believe the implausible claim that some people have privileged access to knowledge while others are blinded by ideology.20 

***AT: epistemology
Epistemology 2ac

They link to their epistemology arguments—their authors face the same ideological constraints

Jef Huysmans 2002 Alternatives January-March 27:1 Infotrac

The critical quality rests on the assumption that representations of the world make a difference (performative force of language) and that there is no natural or neutral arbiter of a true representation. Consequently, any representation, to become true, has to establish itself as hegemonic (often by claiming it is a true representation, while the others are false) at the cost of silencing alternative representations. This is shown by indicating how alternative options “circulated”–and still are around–in the political struggle for founding a hegemonic discourse and how they were silenced by the now dominant discourse. Although the critical edge of this literature cannot be ignored, denaturalizing security fields is not necessarily successful in moderating the normative dilemma. The research continues to map the security discourses, therefore repeating, in an often highly systematic way, a security approach to, for example, migration or drugs. Demonstrating the contingent character of the politicization does question the foundational character of this contingent construction, but it does not necessarily undermine the real effects. It does this only when these discourses rely heavily for their effects on keeping the natural character of its foundations unquestioned. This points to a more general issue concerning this kind of analysis. Although it stresses that language makes a difference and that social relations are constructed, it leaves underdeveloped the concept of security formation that heavily prestructures the possibilities to “speak” differently through rarifying who can speak security, what security can be spoken about, how one should speak about security, and so on. (27) Another related problem is that the approach assumes that indicating the mere existence of alternative practices challenges the dominance of the dominant discourse. This is problematic since the alternative constructions do not exist in a vacuum or in a sheltered space. To be part of the game, they must, for example, contest political constructions of migration. Alternative practices are thus not isolated but engage with other, possibly dominant, constructions. This raises the question of how the “engagement” actually works. It involves relations of power, structuring and restructuring the social exchanges. Staging alternative practices does not necessarily challenge a dominant construction. The political game is more complex, as Foucault’s interpretation of the “sexual revolution”– the liberation from sexual repression–of the second half of the twentieth century showed. (28) In a comment on human-rights approaches of migration, Didier Bigo raises a similar point–that opposing strategies do not necessarily radically challenge established politicizations: “It is often misleading to counterpose the ideology of security to human rights because they sometimes have more in common than their authors would like to admit. They often share the same concept of insecurity and diverge only in their solutions.” (29) The main point is that alternative discourses should not be left in a vacuum. The way they function in the political struggle should be looked at. How are the alternative discourses entrenched in a specific political game? Are they possibly a constitutive part of the mastery of the dominant construction? The critical remarks on the oscillating research strategy and the deconstruction of threat constructions are not meant to devalue the contributions of these research agendas but are used as stepping-stones to help introduce another agenda that approaches the dilemma via a theorization of the structuring work of the discursive formation. Theorization means that the performative work of language and its generic dimension is embedded in “underlying” social processes that could explain the specific ways in which security language arranges social relations in contemporary societies. Basically, this implies two dimensions: (1) a political sociology of security in which one looks at how the mobilization of security expectations is bound to an institutional context or a field structured around a particular stake; and (2) an interpretation of differences in the political rationality of security in which one deals with the wider symbolic order within which security practice is entrenched.

Empiricism good
Our args are grounded in empiricism – accurate way of viewing the world

Walt 05 annu rev polit sci 8 23-48 (“the relationship between theory and policy in international relations”) Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent's forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation—it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. At the most general level, theoretical IR work consists of “efforts by social scientists…to account for interstate and trans-state processes, issues, and outcomes in general causal terms” (Lepgold & Nincic 2001, p. 5; Viotti & Kauppi 1993). IR theories offer explanations for the level of security competition between states (including both the likelihood of war among particular states and the war-proneness of specific countries); the level and forms of international cooperation (e.g., alliances, regimes, openness to trade and investment); the spread of ideas, norms, and institutions; and the transformation of particular international systems, among other topics. In constructing these theories, IR scholars employ an equally diverse set of explanatory variables. Some of these theories operate at the level of the international system, using variables such as the distribution of power among states (Waltz 1979, Copeland 2000, Mearsheimer 2001), the volume of trade, financial flows, and interstate communications (Deutsch 1969, Ruggie 1983, Rosecrance 1986); or the degree of institutionalization among states (Keohane 1984, Keohane & Martin 2003). Other theories emphasize different national characteristics, such as regime type (Andreski 1980, Doyle 1986, Fearon 1994, Russett 1995), bureaucratic and organizational politics (Allison & Halperin 1972, Halperin 1972), or domestic cohesion (Levy 1989); or the content of particular ideas or doctrines (Van Evera 1984, Hall 1989, Goldstein & Keohane 1993, Snyder 1993). Yet another family of theories operates at the individual level, focusing on individual or group psychology, gender differences, and other human traits (De Rivera 1968, Jervis 1976, Mercer 1996, Byman & Pollock 2001, Goldgeier & Tetlock 2001, Tickner 2001, Goldstein 2003), while a fourth body of theory focuses on collective ideas, identities, and social discourse (e.g., Finnemore 1996, Ruggie 1998, Wendt 1999). To develop these ideas, IR theorists employ the full range of social science methods: comparative case studies, formal theory, large-N statistical analysis, and hermeneutical or interpretivist approaches.

***AT: reps
Reps focus bad

Focus on discourse  forces emotional disconnection, guaranteeing domination by hegemonic forms of thought.

kidner, professor of psychology at Nottingham Trent University and internationally renowned scholar on nature-culture relationships. 00 (nature and psyche p. 65-7) In addition, the deconstructive bent of discursive approaches limits their capacity to challenge the structure of modern industrialism. Just as science has been reluctant to recognize the holistic qualities of nature, so we have been slow to appreciate that the power of industrialism and its resultant near-hegemony in the modern world is largely the result of its ability to integrate science, politics, and everyday social life within a structure that appears complete and self-sufficient. This structure cannot be challenged without reference to alternative structures. To celebrate choice and free play without also celebrating the frames of meaning within which they take place is simply to guarantee our assimilation to and absorption within industrialism, and so represents a philosophy of surrender. For example, “freedom” has little meaning in the absence of a framework of democratic laws which protect the vulnerable against the “freedom” of the powerful to exploit, intimidate, and mislead. Similarly, my freedom to explore an area of wilderness is negated if energy companies and off-road vehicle clubs also have the freedom to use the area as they see fit. Freedom is all to often interpreted as the absence of structure; and structure gives meaning and implies responsibilities and limitations. One of the most insidious aspects of the colonization of the world is industrialism's silent but lethal elimination of structures that could challenge it. The widespread lack of appreciation within academia of the way in which postmodern approaches involving deconstruction promote this insidious conceptual assimilation to industrialism is an index of the urgent need to develop a psychocultural dimension to our environmental understanding. Finally, we should not ignore the possibility that an emphasis on language serves particular defensive functions for the social scientist. Noam Chomsky has noted that it”it's too hard to deal with real problems,” some academics tend to “go off on wild goose chases that don't matter . . . [or] get involved in academic cults that are very divorced from any reality  and that provide a defense against dealing with the world as it actually is.”71 An emphasis on language can serve this sort of defensive function; for the study of discourse enables one to stand aside from issues and avoid any commitment to a cause or idea, simply presenting all sides of a debate and pointing out the discursive strategies involved. As the physical world appears to fade into mere discourse, so it comes to seem less real than the language used to describe it; and environmental issues lose the dimensions of urgency and tragedy and become instead the proving grounds for ideas and attitudes. Rather than walking in what Aldo Leopold described as a “world of wounds,” the discursive theorist can study this world dispassionately, safely insulated from the emotional and ecological havoc that is taking place elsewhere. Like experimentalism, this is a schizoid stance that exemplifies rather than challenges the characteristic social pathology of out time; and it is one that supports Melanie Klein's thesis that the internal object world can serve as a psychotic substitute for an external “real” world that is either absent or unsatisfying.72 Ian Craib's description of social construction as a “social psychosis”73 therefore seems entirely apt. But what object relations theorists such as Klein fail to point out is the other side of this dialectic: that withdrawing from the external world and substituting an internal world of words or fantasies, because of the actions that follow from this state of affairs, makes the former even less satisfying and more psychologically distant, so contributing to the vicious spiral that severs the “human from the “natural” and  abandons nature to industrialism.
***AT: dirty word K
Dirty word 2ac

Abstaining from bad words fails – the quest for linguistic purity is totalitarian. It lets others fill in the blanks and paralyzes politics. 

Schram, 95, prof social theory and policy @ Bryn Mawr College, ‘95 (Sanford F. Schram, professor of social theory and policy at Bryn Mawr College, 1995, words of welfare: The Poverty of Social Science and the Social Science of Poverty, pg. 20-26 

The sounds of silence are several in poverty research. Whereas many welfare policy analysts are constrained by economistic-therapeutic-manage- na1 discourse, others find themselves silenced by a politics of euphemisms. The latter suggests that if only the right words can be found, then political change will quickly follow. This is what happens when a good idea goes bad, when the interrogation of discourse collapses into the valorization of terminological distinctions.' Recently, I attended a conference of social workers who were part of a network of agencies seeking to assist homeless youths. A state legislator addressed the group and at one point in the question-and-answer period commiserated with one professional about how the by then well- accepted phrase children at risk ought to be dropped, for it is pejorative. The legislator preferred children under stress as a more "politically correct" euphemism. Much discussion ensued regarding how to categorize clients so as to neither patronize nor marginalize them. No one, however, mentioned the reifying effects of all categorization, or how antiseptic language only exacerbates the problem by projecting young people in need onto one or another dehumanizing dimension of therapeutic discourse.' No one suggested that although isolated name changes may be a necessary part of political action, they are insufficient by themselves. No one emphasized the need for renamings that destabilize prevailing institutional practices.' Instead, a science of renaming seemed to displace a politics of interrogation. A fascination with correcting the terms of interpersonal communication had replaced an interest in the critique of structure. A comfort in dealing with discourse in the most narrow and literal sense had replaced an interest in the broader discursive structures that set the terms for reproducing organized daily life. I was left to question how discourse and structure need to be seen as connected before reflection about poverty can inform political action.' The deconstruction of prevailing discursive structures helps politicize the institutionalized practices that inhibit alternative ways of constructing social relations.5 Isolated acts of renaming, however, are unlikely to help promote political change if they are not tied to interrogations of the structures that serve as the interpretive context for making sense of new terms.' This is especially the case when renamings take the form of euphemisms designed to make what is described appear to be consonant with the existing order. In other words, the problems of a politics of renaming are not confined to the left, but are endemic to what amounts to a classic American practice utilized across the political spectrum.' Homeless, welfare, and family planning provide three examples of how isolated in- stances of renaming fail in their efforts to make a politics out of sanitizing language. Reconsidering the Politics of Renaming Renaming can do much to indicate respect and sympathy. It may strategically recast concerns so that they can be articulated in ways that are more appealing and less dismissive. Renaming the objects of political contestation may help promote the basis for articulating latent affinities among disparate political constituencies. The relentless march of renamings can help denaturalize and delegitimate ascendant categories and the constraints they place on political possibility. At the moment of fissure, destabilizing renamings have the potential to encourage reconsideration of how biases embedded in names are tied to power relations." Yet isolated acts of renaming do not guarantee that audiences will be any more predisposed to treat things differently than they were before. The problem is not limited to the political reality that dominant groups possess greater resources for influencing discourse. Ascendant political economies, such as liberal postindustrial capitalism, whether understood structurally or discursively, operate as institutionalized systems of interpretation that can subvert the most earnest of renamings." It is just as dangerous to suggest that paid employment exhausts possibilities for achieving self-sufficiency as to suggest that political action can be meaningfully confined to isolated renamings.'° Neither the workplace nor a name is the definitive venue for effectuating self-worth or political intervention." Strategies that accept the prevailing work ethos will continue to marginalize those who cannot work, and increasingly so in a post- industrial economy that does not require nearly as large a workforce as its industrial predecessor. Exclusive preoccupation with sanitizing names over- looks the fact that names often do not matter to those who live out their lives according to the institutionalized narratives of the broader political economy, whether it is understood structurally or discursively, whether it is monolithically hegemonic or reproduced through allied, if disparate, practices. What is named is always encoded in some publicly accessible and ascendent discourse." Getting the names right will not matter if the names are interpreted according to the institutionalized insistences of organized society." Only when those insistences are relaxed does there emerge the possibility for new names to restructure daily practices. Texts, as it now has become notoriously apparent, can be read in many ways, and they are most often read according to how prevailing discursive structures provide an interpretive context for reading diem. 14 The meanings implied by new names of necessity overflow their categorizations, often to be reinterpreted in terms of available systems of intelligibility (most often tied to existing institutions). Whereas re- naming can maneuver change within the interstices of pervasive discursive structures, renaming is limited in reciprocal fashion. Strategies of containment that seek to confine practice to sanitized categories appreciate the discursive character of social life, but insufficiently and wrongheadedly. I do not mean to suggest that discourse is dependent on structure as much as that structures are hegemonic discourses. The operative structures reproduced through a multitude of daily practices and reinforced by the efforts of aligned groups may be nothing more than stabilized ascendent discourses." Structure is the alibi for discourse. We need to destabilize this prevailing interpretive context and the power plays that reinforce it, rather than hope that isolated acts of linguistic sanitization will lead to political change. Interrogating structures as discourses can politicize the terms used to fix meaning, produce value, and establish identity. Denaturalizing value as the product of nothing more than fixed interpretations can create new possibilities for creating value in other less insistent and injurious ways. The discursively/structurally reproduced reality of liberal capitalism as deployed by power blocs of aligned groups serves to inform the existentially lived experiences of citizens in the contemporary postindustrial order." The powerful get to reproduce a broader context that works to reduce the dissonance between new names and established practices. As long as the prevailing discursive structures of liberal capitalism create value from some practices, experiences, and identities over others, no matter how often new names are insisted upon, some people will continue to be seen as inferior simply because they do not engage in the same practices as those who are currently dominant in positions of influence and prestige. Therefore, as much as there is a need to reconsider the terms of debate, to interrogate the embedded biases of discursive practices, and to resist living out the invidious distinctions that hegemonic categories impose, there are real limits to what isolated instances of renaming can accomplish. 

Speech suppression fails and re-entrenches discriminatory practices – empirics prove. 
Strossen, 90, Nadine, Prof. Law @ NYU, General Counsel to the ACLU, 1990 (“FRONTIERS OF LEGAL THOUGHT II THE NEW FIRST AMENDMENT: REGULATING RACIST SPEECH ON CAMPUS: A MODEST PROPOSAL?” 1990 Duke L.J. 484) 

First, there is no persuasive psychological evidence that punishment for name-calling changes deeply held attitudes. To the contrary, psychological studies show that censored speech becomes more appealing and persuasive to many listeners merely by virtue of the censorship. n358 Nor is there any empirical evidence, from the countries that do outlaw racist speech, that censorship is an effective means to counter racism. For example, Great Britain began to prohibit racist defamation in [*555] 1965. n359 A quarter century later, this law has had no discernible adverse impact on the National Front and other neo-Nazi groups active in Britain. n360 As discussed above, n361 it is impossible to draw narrow regulations that precisely specify the particular words and contexts that should lead to sanctions. Fact-bound determinations are required. For this reason, authorities have great discretion in determining precisely which speakers and which words to punish. Consequently, even vicious racist epithets have gone unpunished under the British law. n362 Moreover, even if actual or threatened enforcement of the law has deterred some overt racist insults, that enforcement has had no effect on more subtle, but nevertheless clear, signals of racism. n363 Some observers believe that racism is even more pervasive in Britain than in the United States. n364 C. Banning Racist Speech Could Aggravate Racism For several reasons banning the symptom of racist speech may compound the underlying problem of racism. Professor Lawrence sets up a false dichotomy when he urges us to balance equality goals against free speech goals. Just as he observes that free speech concerns should be weighed on the pro-regulation, as well as the anti-regulation, side of the balance, n365 he should recognize that equality concerns weigh on the anti-regulation, as well as the pro-regulation, side. n366 [*556] The first reason that laws censoring racist speech may undermine the goal of combating racism flows from the discretion such laws inevitably vest in prosecutors, judges, and the other individuals who implement them. One ironic, even tragic, result of this discretion is that members of minority groups themselves -- the very people whom the law is intended to protect -- are likely targets of punishment. For example, among the first individuals prosecuted under the British Race Relations Act of 1965 n367 were black power leaders. n368 Their overtly racist messages undoubtedly expressed legitimate anger at real discrimination, yet the statute drew no such fine lines, nor could any similar statute possibly do so. Rather than curbing speech offensive to minorities, this British law instead has been regularly used to curb the speech of blacks, trade unionists, and anti-nuclear activists. n369 In perhaps the ultimate irony, this statute, which was intended to restrain the neo-Nazi National Front, instead has barred expression by the Anti-Nazi League. n370 The British experience is not unique. History teaches us that anti-hate speech laws regularly have been used to oppress racial and other minorities. For example, none of the anti-Semites who were responsible for arousing France against Captain Alfred Dreyfus were ever prosecuted for group libel. But Emile Zola was prosecuted for libeling the French clergy and military in his "J'Accuse," and he had to flee to England to escape punishment. n371 Additionally, closer to home, the very doctrines that Professor Lawrence invokes to justify regulating campus hate speech -- for example, the fighting words doctrine, upon which he [*557] chiefly relies -- are particularly threatening to the speech of racial and political minorities. n372 The general lesson that rules banning hate speech will be used to punish minority group members has proven true in the specific context of campus hate speech regulations. In 1974, in a move aimed at the National Front, the British National Union of Students (NUS) adopted a resolution that representatives of "openly racist and fascist organizations" were to be prevented from speaking on college campuses "by whatever means necessary (including disruption of the meeting)." n373 A substantial motivation for the rule had been to stem an increase in campus anti-Semitism. Ironically, however, following the United Nations' cue, n374 some British students deemed Zionism a form of racism beyond the bounds of permitted discussion. Accordingly, in 1975 British students invoked the NUS resolution to disrupt speeches by Israelis and Zionists, including the Israeli ambassador to England. The intended target of the NUS resolution, the National Front, applauded this result. However, the NUS itself became disenchanted by this and other unintended consequences of its resolution and repealed it in 1977. n375 The British experience under its campus anti-hate speech rule parallels the experience in the United States under the one such rule that has led to a judicial decision. During the approximately one year that the University of Michigan rule was in effect, there were more than twenty cases of whites charging blacks with racist speech. n376 More importantly, the only two instances in which the rule was invoked to sanction racist speech (as opposed to sexist and other forms of hate speech) involved the punishment of speech by or on behalf of black students. n377 Additionally, the only student who was subjected to a full-fledged disciplinary hearing [*558] under the Michigan rule was a black student accused of homophobic and sexist expression. n378 In seeking clemency from the sanctions imposed following this hearing, the student asserted he had been singled out because of his race and his political views. n379 Others who were punished for hate speech under the Michigan rule included several Jewish students accused of engaging in anti-Semitic expression n380 and an Asian-American student accused of making an anti-black comment. n381 Likewise, the student who recently brought a lawsuit challenging the University of Connecticut's hate speech policy, under which she had been penalized for an allegedly homophobic remark, was Asian-American. n382 She claimed that, among the other students who had engaged in similar expression, she had been singled out for punishment because of her ethnic background. n383 Professor Lawrence himself recognizes that rules regulating racist speech might backfire and be invoked disproportionately against blacks and other traditionally oppressed groups. Indeed, he charges that other university rules already are used to silence anti-racist, but not racist, speakers. n384 Professor Lawrence proposes to avoid this danger by excluding from the rule's protection "persons who were vilified on the basis of their membership in dominant majority groups." n385 Even putting aside the fatal first amendment flaws in such a radical departure from [*559] content- and viewpoint-neutrality principles, n386 the proposed exception would create far more problems of equality and enforceability than it would solve. n387 A second reason why censorship of racist speech actually may subvert, rather than promote, the goal of eradicating racism is that such censorship measures often have the effect of glorifying racist speakers. Efforts at suppression result in racist speakers receiving attention and publicity which they otherwise would not have garnered. As previously noted, psychological studies reveal that whenever the government attempts to censor speech, the censored speech -- for that very reason -- becomes more appealing to many people. n388 Still worse, when pitted against the government, racist speakers may appear as martyrs or even heroes. Advocates of hate speech regulations do not seem to realize that their own attempts to suppress speech increase public interest in the ideas they are trying to stamp out. Thus, Professor Lawrence wrongly suggests that the ACLU's defense of hatemongers' free speech rights "makes heroes out of bigots"; n389 in actuality, experience demonstrates that it is the attempt to suppress racist speech that has this effect, not the attempt to protect such speech. n390 There is a third reason why laws that proscribe racist speech could well undermine goals of reducing bigotry. As Professor Lawrence recognizes, [*560] given the overriding importance of free speech in our society, any speech regulation must be narrowly drafted. n391 Therefore, it can affect only the most blatant, crudest forms of racism. The more subtle, and hence potentially more invidious, racist expressions will survive. Virtually all would agree that no law could possibly eliminate all racist speech, let alone racism itself. If the marketplace of ideas cannot be trusted to winnow out the hateful, then there is no reason to believe that censorship will do so. The most it could possibly achieve would be to drive some racist thought and expression underground, where it would be more difficult to respond to such speech and the underlying attitudes it expresses. n392 The British experience confirms this prediction. n393 The positive effect of racist speech -- in terms of making society aware of and mobilizing its opposition to the evils of racism -- are illustrated by the wave of campus racist incidents now under discussion. Ugly and abominable as these expressions are, they undoubtedly have had the beneficial result of raising public consciousness about the underlying societal problem of racism. If these expressions had been chilled by virtue of university sanctions, then it is doubtful that there would be such widespread discussion on campuses, let alone more generally, about the real problem of racism. n394 Consequently, society would be less mobilized to attack this problem. Past experience confirms that the public airing of racist and other forms of hate speech catalyzes communal efforts to redress the bigotry that underlies such expression and to stave off any discriminatory conduct that might follow from it. n395 [*561] Banning racist speech could undermine the goal of combating racism for additional reasons. Some black scholars and activists maintain that an anti-racist speech policy may perpetuate a paternalistic view of minority groups, suggesting that they are incapable of defending themselves against biased expressions. n396 Additionally, an anti-hate speech policy stultifies the candid intergroup dialogue concerning racism and other forms of bias that constitutes an essential precondition for reducing discrimination. In a related vein, education, free discussion, and the airing of misunderstandings and failures of sensitivity are more likely to promote positive intergroup relations than are legal battles. The rules barring hate speech will continue to generate litigation and other forms of controversy that will exacerbate intergroup tensions. Finally, the censorship approach is diversionary. It makes it easier for communities to avoid coming to grips with less convenient and more expensive, but ultimately more meaningful, approaches for combating racial discrimination. 

***A2: GENERIC KRITIK

perm

Perm: Do Both. The refusal to incorporate critique furthers global violence in the name of academic purity. 

Rasch, 04, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘4 (“Sovereignty and its Discontents” p. 3-4) 
It is true, of course, that within the leftist tradition, especially as represented by the eschatological strains of Marxism, the political has often been thought of in ways similar to Milbank’s, as, that is, the vehicle by means of which social reality can be so altered as to match utopian expectation; and perhaps this nostalgia for infinite perfectibility accounts for the appeal of the ontological hope offered there and elsewhere in recent political philosophy. When viewed as a path to secularized salvation, the political must at least implicitly be thought of as a self-consuming artifact. Once imperfect reality and perfect expectation are ‘reconciled’, the purpose of this manner of imagining the political has been fulfilled and can cease to exist. On this more traditionally accepted view, then, even if the process of reconciliation is considered to be infinite and never to be completed, the political must be seen as a constitutively non-essential and negative feature of social life, a feature that reflects undesired imperfection. Thus, at the imagined fulfillment of reconciliation, politics, along with other sins of the world, simply vanishes. In a world that sees perfection as its goal, the end of politics is the end of politics. Given the experiences of the 20th century, both the totalitarian abolition of the political, and the more recent liberal legalization and moralization of politics, the non-Heideggerian and non-Deleuzian Left ought to be more than a little leery of the eschatological promise of a ‘completely new politics’ (Agamben, 1998, p 11). Dreams of a truer, more authentic ontology, of a more natural expression of human desire, a more spontaneous efflorescence of human productivity and re-productivity, feed rather than oppose the contemporary compulsive lurch toward universal pacification and total management of global economic and political life. Rather than dream those dreams, we should return to more sober insights about the ineluctability of conflict that not only calls the political into being but also structures it as a contingent, resilient, and necessary form of perpetual disagreement (Rancier 1999). To claim the primacy of ‘guilt’ over ‘innocence’ or disharmony over harmony does not imply a glorification of violence for its own sake. It merely registers a pragmatic insight, namely, that assuming incommensurate conflict as an ineradicable feature of social life leads to more benign human institutions than the impossible attempt to instantiate the shimmering City of God on the rocky hills and sodden valleys that form the environment of the various cities of men and women on this very real and insurmountable terrestrial plain. The political does not exist to usher in the good life by eliminating social antagonism; rather, it exists to serve as the medium for an acceptably limited and therefore productive conflict in the inevitable absence of any final, universally accepted vision of the good life. The political, therefore, can only be defined by a structure that allows for the perpetual production as well as contingent resolution of dissent and opposition. If conflict is its vocation, then maintaining the possibility of conflict and thus the possibility of opposition ought to be our vocation, especially in an age when the managers of our lives carry out their actions in the name of democracy, while the majority of their weary subjects no longer even register what those actions are. 

The alternative enables total violence. Their criticism of institutional reform unleashes unconditional violence in the name of cleansing those with dirty hands. William Rasch, Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘4 (Sovereignty and its Discontents p. 3-4) Now, if the triumph of a particular species of liberal pluralism denotes the de-politicization of society; one would think that theoretical opposition to this trend would seek to rehabilitate the political. But rather than asserting the value of the political as an essential structure of social life, the post-Marxist left seems intent on hammering the final nails into the coffin. In the most celebrated works of recent years, Giorgio Agamben’s Homo Sacer (1998) and Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire (2000), the political (denoted by the notion of sovereignty) is irretrievably identified with nihilism and marked for extinction. In both instances, the political is the cause of the loss of ‘natural innocence’ (Agamben, -1998, p 28), that flowering of human productivity that the Western metaphysical tradition has suppressed; and the logical paradox of sovereignty is to be overcome by the instantiation of a new ontology. In this way, violence, which is not thought of as part of the state of nature but is introduced into the human, condition by flawed or morally perverse social institutions, is to be averred. That is, the faulty supposition of ineluctable violence that guides political theory from Hobbes to Weber is to be replaced by a Heideggerian, Deleuzean, Spinozan or Christian ontology of original harmony. In the words of John Milbank, a Christian social theorist who currently enjoys a modest following among political thinkers on the Left, there is no ‘original violence’, but rather an originary ‘harmonic peace’ which is the ‘sociality of harmonious difference’. Thus violence ‘is always a secondary willed intrusion upon this possible infinite order’ (Milbank, 1990, p 5). This, then, is the great supposition that links the ascetic pessimism of an Adorno with the cheery Christian optimism of Milbank; the world as it is is as it is because of the moral perversity of (some) human agents who willfully construct flawed social institutions. To seek to remedy the perversity of the world as it is from within the flawed social and political structures as they are only increases the perversity of the world. One must, therefore, totally disengage from the world as it is before one can become truly engaged. Only a thorough, cataclysmic cleansing of the world will allow our activities to be both ‘innocent’ and ‘productive’. Clear, though only partially acknowledged, is the fact that this cleansing, which aims at ridding the world of intrusive violence, is itself an act of fierce and ultimate violence – ultimate in its purported finality, but also, certainly, in its extreme ferocity. What remains equally clear, though not acknowledged, is that whoever has the power to determine the nature of this harmonious sociality is the one who can determine which acts of violence are to be judged as intrusions into the placid domain and which acts of violence are to be condoned as necessary means of re-establishing the promise of perpetual peace. Determining the nature of this desired, nay, required originary peace is itself a sovereign act, not the abolition of such sovereignty. What our ultimate sovereign of harmonious peace will do with the willfully violent intruders can only be guessed, but it is certain that they will not be looked upon as legitimate political dissenters, and the unconditional violence that will be used to eliminate their presence will be justified by invoking the ‘harmonic peace’ or ‘natural innocence’ they have so deliberately and maliciously disturbed. 

Perm—do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative—if the alt overcomes the status quo, the perm overcomes the link. Solves best—our best hope is through an internal struggle

Dean 1 (Mitchell, Sociology Prof, Macquarie U, States of Imagination, p 61-2, AG)

There is no necessity that means that our most general rationalities of rule such as sovereignty and biopolitics will ineluctably lead to the truly demonic eventualities we have continued to witness right to the beginning of the twenty-first century. Nor, however, is there any guarantee that the appeal of the twenty-first century. Nor, however, is there any guarantee that the appeal to rights within liberal democracies and the international community of states will guard against such eventualities, as the contemporary confinement of illegal immigrants in camps in liberal democracies attests. Elements within sovereignty and biopolitics will continue to provide resources for political rationality and action in Weber's sense of the attempt to influence the government of organizations. But there can be no system of safeguards that offer us a zone of comfort when we engage in political action. When we do so, Foucault's position here seems to suggests, we enter a zone of uncertainty and danger here because of the governmental resources we have at our disposal. We might add that the price of not engaging in political action is equally great, if not greater. A condition of informed political action remains an analysis of the actors involved, the contexts of their action, the resources at hand, the tactics used, and the ends sought. Though handling this relation between biopolitics and sovereignty remains tricky, we must establish an analysis of the way ana implementation of progrmas of the administration of life opens up fresh areas of contestation, negotiation, and redefinition around citizenship, democracy, and rights. We must also be prepared to admit, nevertheless, that the appeal to rights must link this form of contestation to the powers it contests, particularly when such an appeal concerns the rights of those without any status but their mere existence.

Alt fails
Their fantasy of an escape from the dirty hands of institutional reform enables boundless violence – our evidence is comparative on timeframe, probability, and magnitude. 

Rasch, 05, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘5 (South Atlantic Quarterly 104:2, Spring, lexis) 

What Schmitt describes as an enviable achievement—that is, the balanced order of restrained violence within Europe—presupposed the consignment of unrestrained violence to the rest of the world. That is, desired restraint was founded upon sanctioned lack of restraint. If Schmitt, by concentrating on the development of European international law after the religious civil wars, highlights an admirable local result of a disagreeable global process, this can be attributed to his explicit Eurocentrism. But even non- Eurocentrics may be dismayed by the twentieth-century reintroduction of unrestricted violence within Europe itself. The epitome of this return of the repressed may be the midcentury death camp, as Giorgio Agamben maintains, 9 but its initial breakthrough is the Great War of the century’s second decade. For how else can one explain that a traditional European power struggle that started in 1914 as a war fought for state interest should end in 1918–19 as a war fought by ‘‘civilization’’ against its ‘‘barbarian’’ other? And how else can one explain that we have been so eager to replicate this distinction in every war we have fought ever since? If, in other words, we are rightly horrified by the distinction between civilized and uncivilized when it is used to describe the relationship of Old Europe and its colonial subjects, and if we are rightly horrified by the distinction between the human and the in- or subhuman when it is used to discriminate against blacks, Jews, Gypsies, and other so-called undesirables, then why do we persist today in using these very distinctions when combating our latest enemies? Is it merely ironic or in fact profoundly symptomatic that those who most vehemently affirm universal symmetry (equality, democracy) are also more often than not the ones who opt for the most asymmetrical means of locating enemies and conducting war—that is, just wars fought for a just cause? But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet find themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or, more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60).One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis. But as Max Weber observed firsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so effortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds;11 and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, pacification, or Americanization will mollify its effects, because democratization, pacification, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war. What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure, more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion. 
The alt is like a creepy Allegra commercial where French intellectuals run and laugh in the sunshine while the rest of the world burns. True criticism requires institutional engagement, not the moral hubris of their kritik. 

Rasch, 03, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘3 (Cultural Critique 54, Spring, lexis) 

For Schmitt, to assume that one can derive morally correct political institutions from abstract, universal norms is to put the cart before the horse. The truly important question remains: who decides?15 What political power representing which political order defines terms like human rights and public reason, defines, in fact, what it means to be properly human? What political power distinguishes between the decent and the indecent, between those who police the world and those who are outlawed from it? Indeed, what political power decides what is and what is not political? Habermas’s contention that normative legality neutralizes the moral and the political and that therefore Schmitt “suppresses” the “decisive point,” namely, “the legal preconditions of an impartial judicial authority and a neutral system of criminal punishment” (1998, 200), is enough to make even an incurable skeptic a bit nostalgic for the old Frankfurt School distinction between affirmative and critical theory. One could observe, for instance, that the “universality” of human rights has a very particular base. As Habermas says: Asiatic societies cannot participate in capitalistic modernization without taking advantage of the achievements of an individualistic legal order. One cannot desire the one and reject the other. From the perspective of Asian countries, the question is not whether human rights, as part of an individualistic legal order, are compatible with the transmission of one’s own culture. Rather, the question is whether the traditional forms of political and societal integration can be reasserted against—or must instead be adapted to—the hard-to-resist imperatives of an economic modernization that has won approval on the whole. (2001, 124) Thus, despite his emphasis on procedure and the universality of his so-called discourse principle, the choice that confronts Asiatic societies or any other people is a choice between cultural identity and economic survival, between, in other words, cultural and physical extermination. As Schmitt said, the old Christian and civilizing distinction between believers and nonbelievers (Gläubigern and Nicht- Gläubigern) has become the modern, economic distinction between “creditors and debtors” (Gläubigern and Schuldnern). But while affirmative theorists like Habermas and Rawls are busy constructing the ideological scaffolding that supports the structure of the status quo, what role is there for the “critical” theorist to play? Despite the sanguine hopes of Hardt and Negri (2000) that “Empire” will all but spontaneously combust as a result of the irrepressible ur-desire of the multitude, can we seriously place our faith in some utopian grand alternative anymore, or in some revolutionary or therapeutic result based on the truth of critique that would allow us all, in the end, to sing in the sunshine and laugh everyday? Do, in fact, such utopian fantasies not lead to the moralizing hubris of a Rawls or a Habermas?16 In short, it is one thing to recognize the concealed, particular interests that govern the discourse and politics of human rights and quite another to think seriously about how things could be different, to imagine an international system that respected both the equality and the difference of states and/or peoples. Is it possible—and this is Todorov’s question—to value Vitoria’s principle of the “free circulation of men, ideas, and goods” and still also “cherish another principle, that of self-determination and noninterference” (Todorov 1984, 177)? The entire “Vitorian” tradition, from Scott to Habermas and Rawls, thinks not. Habermas, for instance, emphatically endorses the fact that “the erosion of the principle of nonintervention in recent decades has been due primarily to the politics of human rights” (1998, 147), a “normative” achievement that is not so incidentally correlated with a positive, economic fact: “In view of the subversive forces and imperatives of the world market and of the increasing density of worldwide networks of communication and commerce, the external sovereignty of states, however it may be grounded, is by now in any case an anachronism” (150). And opposition to this development is not merely anachronistic; it is illegitimate, not to be tolerated. So, for those who sincerely believe in American institutional, cultural, and moral superiority, the times could not be rosier. After all, when push comes to shove, “we” decide—not only about which societies are decent and which ones are not, but also about which acts of violence are “terrorist” and which compose the “gentle compulsion” of a “just war.” What, however, are those “barbarians” who disagree with the new world order supposed to do? With Agamben, they could wait for a “completely new politics” to come, but the contours of such a politics are unknown and will remain unknown until the time of its arrival. And that time, much like the second coming of Christ, seems infinitely deferrable. While they wait for the Benjaminian “divine violence” to sweep away the residual effects of the demonic rule of law (Benjamin 1996, 248–52), the barbarians might be tempted to entertain Schmitt’s rather forlorn fantasy of an egalitarian balance of power. Yet if the old, inner-European balance of power rested on an asymmetrical exclusion of the non-European world, it must be asked: what new exclusion will be necessary for a new balance, and is that new exclusion tolerable? At the moment, there is no answer to this question, only a precondition to an answer. If one wishes to entertain Todorov’s challenge of thinking both equality and difference, universal commerce of people and ideas as well as self-determination and nonintervention, then the concept of humanity must once again become the invisible and unsurpassable horizon of discourse, not its positive pole. The word “human,” to evoke one Wnal distinction, must once again become descriptive of a “fact” and not a “value.” Otherwise, whatever else it may be, the search for “human” rights will always also be the negative image of the relentless search for the “inhuman” other. 

Cede the political
A refusal to engage politically will further the right- risks extinction. Reformism is necessary

Paul Wapner, director of the Global Environmental Politics Program in SIS. Feb 8 ( “the importance of critical environmental studies in the new environmentalism” project muse)

To many readers, such questions probably sound familiar. Efforts to rid the world of war, poverty, human rights abuses and injustice in general are perennial challenges that require heightened compassion and a commitment that transcends one’s time on earth. The questions are especially relevant, however, to environmentalists. They represent the kind of challenges we constantly pose to ourselves and to those we try to convince to join us. Environmental issues are some of the gravest dangers facing humanity and all life on the planet. At their most immediate, environmental problems undermine the quality of life for the poorest and are increasingly eroding the quality of life of even the affluent. At the extreme, environmental challenges threaten to fracture the fundamental organic infrastructure that supports life on Earth and thus imperil life’s very survival. What to do? Environmental Studies is the academic discipline charged with trying to figure this out. Like Feminist and Race Studies, it emerged out of a political movement and thus never understood itself as value-neutral. Coming on the heels of the modern environmental movement of the 1960s, environmental studies has directed itself toward understanding the biophysical limits of the earth and how humans can live sustainably given those limits. As such, it has always seen its normative commitments not as biases that muddy its inquiry but as disciplining directives that focus scholarship in scientifically and politically relevant directions. To be sure, the discipline’s natural scientists see themselves as objective observers of the natural world and understand their work as normative only to the degree that it is shaped by the hope of helping to solve environmental problems. Most otherwise remain detached from the political conditions in which their work is assessed. The discipline’s social scientists also maintain a stance of objectivity to the degree that they respect the facts of the social world, but many of them engage the political world by offering policy prescriptions and new political visions. What is it like to research and teach Environmental Studies these days? Where does the normative dimension of the discipline fall into contemporary political affairs? Specifically, how should social thinkers within Environmental Studies understand the application of their normative commitments? Robert Cox once distinguished what he calls “problem-solving” theory from “critical theory.” The former, which aims toward social and political reform, accepts prevailing power relationships and institutions and implicitly uses these as a framework for inquiry and action. As a theoretical enterprise, problem-solving theory works within current paradigms to address particular intellectual and practical challenges. Critical theory, in contrast, questions existing power dynamics and seeks not only to reform but to transform social and political conditions.1 Critical environmental theory has come under attack in recent years. As the discipline has matured and further cross-pollinated with other fields, some of us have become enamored with continental philosophy, cultural and communication studies, high-level anthropological and sociological theory and a host of other insightful disciplines that tend to step back from contemporary events and paradigms of thought and reveal structures of power that reproduce social and political life. While such engagement has refined our ability to identify and make visible impediments to creating a greener world, it has also isolated critical Environmental Studies from the broader discipline and, seemingly, the actual world it is trying to transform. Indeed, critical environmental theory has become almost a sub-discipline to itself. It has developed a rarefied language and, increasingly, an insular audience. To many, this has rendered critical theory not more but less politically engaged as it scales the heights of thought only to be further distanced from practice. It increasingly seems, to many, to be an impotent discourse preaching radical ideas to an already initiated choir. Critical Environmental Studies is also sounding ºat these days coming off the heels of, arguably, the most anti-environmentalist decade ever. The Bush Administration’s tenure has been an all-time low for environmental protection. The Administration has installed industry-friendly administrators throughout the executive branch, rolled back decades of domestic environmental law and international environmental leadership, politicized scientific evidence and expressed outright hostility to almost any form of environmental regulation.2 1. Cox 1996. 2. Gore 2007; and Pope and Rauber 2006. With the US as the global hegemon, it is hard to overestimate the impact these actions have had on world environmental affairs. Being a politically engaged environmental scholar has been difficult during the past several years. In the US, instead of being proactive, the environmental community has adopted a type of rearguard politics in which it has tried simply to hold the line against assaults on everything from the Endangered Species Act, New Source Review and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to the Kyoto Protocol and international cooperative efforts to curb deforestation and loss of biological diversity. Outside the US, the environmental community has had to struggle for pronounced relevance in similar issues as it has operated in the shadow of an environmentally-irresponsible hegemon. Much of the academic world has followed suit, as it were. In the US, it has found itself needing to argue for basics like the knowledge of environmental science, the wisdom of enforcing established law, the importance of holding violators accountable and the significance of the US to remain engaged in international environmental affairs. Outside the US, the academic community has fared only marginally better. For instance, many in Europe, who have long advanced analyses of the formation and implementation of regimes, found themselves backpedaling as they wrestled with the significance of international regimes absent hegemonic participation. The result is that the space for what was considered politically-relevant scholarship has shrunk dramatically; what used to be considered problemsolving theory has become so out of touch with political possibility that it has been relegated to the margins of contemporary thought. Put differently, the realm of critical theory has grown tremendously as hitherto reasonable ideas have increasingly appeared radical and previously radical ones have been pushed even further to the hinterlands of critical thought. As we enter the final stretch of the Bush Administration and the waning years of the millennium’s first decade, the political landscape appears to be changing. In the US, a Democratic Congress, environmental action at the municipal and state levels, and a growing sense that a green foreign policy may be a way to weaken global terrorism, enhance US energy independence and reestablish US moral leadership in the world, have partially resuscitated and reenergized environmental concern.3 Worldwide, there seems to be a similar and even more profound shift as people in all walks of life are recognizing the ecological, social and economic effects of climate change, corporations are realizing that environmental action can make business sense, and environmental values in general are permeating even some of the most stubborn societies. The “perfect storm” of this combination is beginning to put environmental issues ªrmly on the world’s radar screen. It seems that a new day is arising for environmentalism and, by extension, Environmental Studies. What role should environmental scholarship assume in this new climate? Specifically, how wise is it to pursue critical Environmental Studies at such an opportune moment? Is it strategically useful to study the outer reaches of environmental thought and continue to reflect on the structural dimensions of environmental degradation when the political tide seems to be turning and problem-solving theorists may once again have the ear of those in power? Is now the time to run to the renewed, apparently meaningful center or to cultivate more incisive critical environmental thought? Notwithstanding the promise of the new environmental moment for asking fundamental questions, many may counsel caution toward critical Environmental Studies. The political landscape may be changing but it is unclear if critical Environmental Studies is prepared to make itself relevant. Years of being distant from political influence has intensified the insularity and arcane character of critical environmental theory, leaving the discipline rusty in its ability to make friends within policy circles. Additionally, over the past few years, the public has grown less open to radical environmental ideas, as it has been fed a steady diet of questioning even the basics of environmental issues. Indeed, that the Bush Administration enjoyed years of bulldozing over environmental concern without loud, sustained, vocal opposition should give us pause. It suggests that we should not expect too much, too soon. The world is still ensconced in an age of global terror; the “high” politics of national security and economic productivity continue to over-shadow environmental issues; and the public needs to be slowly seasoned to the insights and arguments of critical theory before it can appreciate their importance—as if it has been in the dark for years and will be temporary blinded if thrown into the daylight too soon. From this perspective, so the logic might go, scholars should restrict themselves to problemsolving theory and direct their work toward the mainstream of environmental thought. Such prudence makes sense. However, we should remember that problemsolving theory, by working within existing paradigms, at best simply smoothes bumps in the road in the reproduction of social practices. It solves certain dilemmas of contemporary life but is unable to address the structural factors that reproduce broad, intractable challenges. Problem-solving theory, to put it differently, gets at the symptoms of environmental harm rather than the root causes. As such, it might slow the pace of environmental degradation but doesn’t steer us in fundamentally new, more promising directions. No matter how politically sensitive one wants to be, such new direction is precisely what the world needs. The last few years have been lost time, in terms of fashioning a meaningful, global environmental agenda. Nonetheless, we shouldn’t kid ourselves that we were in some kind of green nirvana before the Bush Administration took power and before the world of terror politics trumped all other policy initiatives. The world has faced severe environmental challenges for decades and, while it may seem a ripe time to reinvigorate problem-solving theory in the new political climate, we must recognize that all the problem-solving theory of the world won’t get us out of the predicament we’ve been building for years. We are all familiar with the litany of environmental woes. Scientists tell us, for example, that we are now in the midst of the sixth great extinction since life formed on the planet close to a billion years ago. If things don’t change, we will drive one-third to one-half of all species to extinction over the next 50 years.4 Despite this, there are no policy proposals being advanced at the national or international levels that come even close to addressing the magnitude of biodiversity loss.5 Likewise, we know that the build-up of greenhouse gases is radically changing the climate, with catastrophic dangers beginning to express themselves and greater ones waiting in the wings. The international community has embarked on signiªcant efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions but no policies are being debated that come even close to promising climate stabilization—including commitments to reduce the amount of carbon emissions per unit of GDP, as advanced by the US government, and to reduce GHG emissions globally by 5 percent below 1990 levels, as specified by the Kyoto Protocol. Scientists tell us that, to really make a difference, we need reductions on the order of 70–80 percent below 1990 levels.6 Such disconnects between high-level policy discussions and the state of the environment are legion. Whether one looks at data on ocean fisheries, fresh water scarcity or any other major environmental dilemma, the news is certainly bad as our most aggressive policies fall short of the minimum required. What is our role as scholars in the face of such a predicament? Many of us can and should focus on problem-solving theory. We need to figure out, for example, the mechanisms of cap and trade, the tightening of rules against trafficking in endangered species and the ratcheting up of regulations surrounding issues such as water distribution. We should, in other words, keep our noses to the grindstone and work out incremental routes forward. This is important not simply because we desperately need policy-level insight and want our work to be taken seriously but also because it speaks to those who are tone-deaf to more radical orientations. Most of the public in the developed world apparently doesn’t like to reflect on the deep structures of environmental affairs and certainly doesn’t like thought that recommends dramatically changing our lifestyles. Nonetheless, given the straits that we are in, a different appreciation for relevance and radical thought is due—especially one that takes seriously the normative bedrock of our discipline. Critical theory self-consciously eschews value-neutrality and, in doing so, is able to ask critical questions about the direction of current policies and orientations. If there ever were a need for critical environmental theory, it is now— when a thaw in political stubbornness is seemingly upon us and the stakes of avoiding dramatic action are so grave. The challenge is to fashion a more strategic and meaningful type of critical theory. We need to find ways of speaking that re-shift the boundary between reformist and radical ideas or, put differently, render radical insights in a language that makes clear what they really are, namely, the most realistic orientations these days. 4. Wilson 2006. 5. Meyer 2006. 6. Kolbert 2006. Realism in International Relations has always enjoyed a step-up from other schools of thought insofar as it proclaims itself immune from starry-eyed utopianism. By claiming to be realistic rather than idealistic, it has enjoyed a permanent seat at the table (indeed, it usually sits at the head). By analogy, problem-solving theory in Environmental Studies has likewise won legitimacy and appears particularly attractive as a new environmental day is, arguably, beginning to dawn. It has claimed itself to be the most reasonable and policyrelevant. But, we must ask ourselves, how realistic is problem-solving theory when the numbers of people currently suffering from environmental degradation—either as mortal victims or environmental refugees—are rising and the gathering evidence that global-scale environmental conditions are being tested as never before is becoming increasingly obvious. We must ask ourselves how realistic problem-solving theory is when most of our actions to date pursue only thin elements of environmental protection with little attention to the wider, deeper and longer-term dimensions. In this context, it becomes clear that our notions of realism must shift. And, the obligation to commence such a shift sits squarely on the shoulders of Environmental Studies scholars. That is, communicating the realistic relevance of environmental critical theory is our disciplinary responsibility. For too long, environmental critical theory has prided itself on its arcane language. As theoreticians, we have scaled the heights of abstraction as we have been enamored with the intricacies of sophisticated theory-building and philosophical reflection. In so doing, we have often adopted a discourse of high theory and somehow felt obligated to speak in tongues, as it were. Part of this is simply the difficulty of addressing complex issues in ordinary language. But another part has to do with feeling the scholarly obligation to pay our dues to various thinkers, philosophical orientations and so forth. Indeed, some of it comes down to the impulse to sound unqualifiedly scholarly—as if saying something important demands an intellectual artifice that only the best and brightest can understand. Such practice does little to shift the boundary between problemsolving and critical theory, as it renders critical theory incommunicative to all but the narrowest of audiences. In some ways, the key insights of environmentalism are now in place. We recognize the basic dynamic of trying to live ecologically responsible lives. We know, for example, that Homo sapiens cannot populate the earth indefinitely; we understand that our insatiable appetite for resources cannot be given full reign; we know that the earth has a limit to how much waste it can absorb and neutralize. We also understand that our economic, social and political systems are ill-fitted to respect this knowledge and thus, as social thinkers, we must research and prescribe ways of altering the contemporary world order. While we, as environmental scholars, take these truths to be essentially self-evident, it is clear that many do not. As default critical theorists, we thus need to make our job one of meaningful communicators.We need to find metaphors, analogies, poetic expressions and a host of other discursive techniques for communicating the very real and present dangers of environmental degradation. We need to do this especially in these challenging and shadowy times. Resuscitating and refining critical Environmental Studies is not simply a matter of cleaning up our language. It is also about rendering a meaningful relationship between transformational, structural analysis and reformist, policy prescription. Yes, a realistic environmental agenda must understand itself as one step removed from the day-to-day incrementalism of problem-solving theory. It must retain its ability to step back from contemporary events and analyze the structures of power at work. It must, in other words, preserve its critical edge. Nonetheless, it also must take some responsibility for fashioning a bridge to contemporary policy initiatives. It must analyze how to embed practical, contemporary policy proposals (associated with, for example, a cap-and-trade system) into transformative, political scenarios.Contemporary policies, while inadequate themselves to engage the magnitude of environmental challenges, can nevertheless be guided in a range of various directions. Critical Environmental Studies can play a “critical” role by interpreting such policies in ways that render them consonant with longer-range transformative practices or at least explain how such policies can be reformulated to address the root causes of environmental harm. This entails radicalizing incrementalism—specifying the relationship between superstructural policy reforms and structural political transformation.

Governmental action is key

Raco, PhD, 3 (Mike, Ph.D Department of Geography, Royal Holloway, University of London, Reader in Human Geography, Lecturer in Urban Economic Development in the Department of Urban Studies, University of Glasgow, Lecturer in Economic Geography, Department of Geography, University of Reading, “Governmentality, Subject-Building, and the Discourses and Practices of Devolution in the UK, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers Vol. 28 No. 1 (March 2003), Blackwell Publishing, The Royal Geographical Society with Institute of British Geographers, p.77)

This is not to say that Foucauldian, governmental-ist approaches have been without their critics and can and should be adopted by geographers without careful reflection. One recurring criticism of govern-mentalist approaches is that in adopting, often explicit, anti-foundationalist positions, its potential to establish alternative, critical political agendas is highly circumscribed. Frankel (1997), for example, argues that the plethora of discourse analyses and textual studies that characterize much of the work of governmental writers do not get to grips with the social, political and economic structures in and through which policy debates and practices are implemented. Moreover, despite its anti-totalitarian and anti-Marxist rhetoric, governmental writers are often 'close to appearing as new structural func-tionalists in their preoccupation with order and regulation... leaving little room for emphasising alternative political processes' (Frankel 1997, 85). Others, such as Harvey (1996 2000) express similar concerns, arguing that the inherent pessimism of anti-universalist approaches has helped to create a political vacuum in which those who are punitively disciplined by existing capitalist systems are left without the hope that their circumstances can be improved. Even proponents of governmentality accept that 'despite the clear potential for linking the governmentality approach to a critical politics, by and large it has not been realised' (O'Malley et al. 1997, 503). What is required is for a change in meth-odological focus towards the empirical practices of government and government programmes and less concern with abstract theorizations. 

***miscalc
Miscalc likely
War can start by miscalculation – China’s perception towards the U.S. military will lead to conflict over North Korea or Taiwan

Plage 1998(Tom, Professor of Political Science at UCLA, Los Angeles Times, “China’s Dangerous Perception Error; If the People's Liberation Army misjudges U.S. behavior on Iraq, it may be less hesitant to act in Korea or Taiwan,” February 24, Lexis) 
Crisis and conflict can occur as much through misunderstanding and miscalculation as through conscious decision and calculation.If recent studies of the Chinese military mentalityhave got it right, then one unintended result of the patchwork diplomatic settlement for the Iraq standoff may be to reinforce Beijing's instinct that America is soft, its will shaky and its military capabilities somehow less than advertised. The U.S. record in the Persian Gulf in 1991 offers theChinese the most recent major example ofwhat this nation and its military can do when the mission is clear and the American people are united behind the president. But where much of the world saw a massive, well-organized use of superior force and technology, many in China's military saw something less. That, at least, is the concernof China specialist and Rand consultant James Mulvenon, who recently studied the senior Chinese officer corps for Rand's National Defense Research Institute. While he gives Beijing high marks for its efforts to improve the professionalism of its sprawling People's Liberation Army, Mulvenon feels strongly that its understanding of the United States is still deficient: "There are people in the PLA that believe we could only kill all those Iraqi tanks because no one was in them. They think: 'You use smart weapons too much, you have no stomach for fighting. If that's the actual Chinese belief, then the gap between the reality of U.S. military capabilities and China's perception of them is wide.Worse yet, Mulvenon's informed melancholy is shared in Washington. A recent Pentagon study, "Dangerous Chinese Misperceptions," agrees that, despite all the recent military-to-military contacts between Chinese officers and their U.S. counterparts, the true picture of America apparently is still fuzzy. Says the Pentagon report: "China's leadership holds a number of dangerous misconceptions that may well cause serious political friction or even military conflict with the United States. The consequences of China consistently underestimating the military power of potential opponents complicate any effort to deter China." A widespread Chinese belief about U.S. weakness could trigger miscalculation by Beijing. One such error would be a wholly unilateral Chinese decision to intervene suddenly in North Korea, should that failing state disintegrate and refugees pour over the border into China. Or a decision to attack Taiwan, a nation of 21 million people which Beijing claims as its historic own. 
Missile defense miscalculation, irrationality, and accidental launch make nuclear war inevitable 

Hellman 1986(Martin E., Professor of Electrical Engineering, Stanford University, “Nuclear War: Inevitable or Preventable?”)

Nuclear Roulette. What does pistol roulette have to do with nuclear war? During the Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy estimated the odds of nuclear war as being "somewhere between one out of three and even." So the Cuban missile crisis was equivalent to nuclear roulette — a version of pistol roulette in which the entire world is at stake — with a two- or three-chambered revolver.The events support Kennedy's view: Early in the crisis, most advisors recommended military action to remove the missiles, a so-called "surgical strike." Later assessments by these same advisors concluded that, far from being "surgery," such action almost certainly would have meant a catastrophic war with the Soviet Union. (4, 5) George Ball, one of Kennedy's senior advisors, wrote that when he met with the other advisors many years after the crisis, "much to our own surprise,we reached the unanimous conclusion that, had we determined our course of action within the first forty-eight hours after the missiles were discovered, we would almostcertainly have made the wrong decision, responding to the missiles in such a way as to require a forceful Soviet response and thus setting in train a series of reactions and counter-reactions with horrendous consequences."In his chronicle of the event, Robert Kennedy reports that one of the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff "argued that we could use nuclear weapons on the basis that our adversaries would use theirs against us," and that "the B-52 bomber force was ordered into the air fully loaded with atomic weapons. As one came down to land, another immediately took its place in the air." The air of tension that this created was almost ignited when, at the height of the crisis, an American reconnaissance plane accidentally strayed into Soviet airspace. Khrushchev challenged Kennedy, "What is this? … an intruding American plane could easily be mistaken for a nuclear bomber." (4) These events justify Kennedy's estimate that the Cuban missile crisis created a high probability of nuclear war and was equivalent to a game of nuclear roulette with very few unloaded chambers in the gun. Crises of lesser magnitude also threaten the world, and on a much more constant basis. There are more chambers in the gun — the probability of disaster is smaller for each pull of the trigger — but that does not change the inevitability of the gun going off.Paul Bracken in this volume describes how a minor crisis ignited World War I in just this way. There was only a small probability that the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand in 1914 would lead to general war in Europe. But with sufficient pulls of the trigger, even such a limited terrorist attack in an out-of-the-way place can be the act which ushers incatastrophe. Every "small" war pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette.Because the US and the USSR back different sides, the conflict in Nicaragua has the potential for disaster. The Iran-Iraq war is another. Because Saudi Arabia provides Iraq with vital financial aid, Iran has threatened to cut off the flow of Saudi oil. Such action would be likely to bring American military action against Iran. This would be as unacceptable to the Soviets as it would be for America if the Soviets attacked Mexico.The USSR and Iran share a border. Every day in which a missile or computer system can fail also pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette. It has been established that on December 28, 1984, a Soviet cruise missile went off course and flew over Finland and Norway. The results of such an accident can be horrendous, particularly if it happens in a more populated part of Western Europe, in the Mideast, or during a time of tension. In 1979 and the first half of 1980, there were 3,703 low-level false alerts in the United States alone. A few were sufficiently serious to come within minutes of launching nuclear war. One false alert lasted for a full six minutes before the error was discovered — a dangerously long time considering that the flight time for some submarine-launched ballistic missiles is less than ten minutes. (6) Because it takes time to detect a launch and orders must be given some minutes before retaliation can take place, the decision time is even shorter or nonexistent. Even events as dangerous as the Cuban missile crisis could be repeated. General Edward Meyer, former army Chief of Staff, reported that during his tenure, "a naval quarantine or blockade of both Nicaragua and Cuba" had been considered. (7) Every day, the United States depends on 30,000 nuclear weapons for its security. Every day, the Soviet Union depends on 20,000 nuclear weapons for its security. These weapons are ready for use. There are plans for how to use them, so every day there is a small probability they will be used. In the metaphor of nuclear roulette, every day, we pull the trigger of the manychambered nuclear gunpointed at the head of civilization. Every day, there is a small chance that one of the forty conflicts going on in the world will escalate. With many of these wars touching upon the perceived vital interests of the major powers, with the experience of the past forty years in the Middle East, with the experience of the 1962 Cuban crisis, there is ample evidence that every war pulls the trigger. Every day, there is a small chance that a Third World hot spot will escalate and push the interlocking command and control systems of the US and the USSR into instability. There is an unhealthy parallel between today's military plans and those which catapulted Europe into World War I.Each time the far-flung military forces of the two great powers go on alert, the trigger is pulled in nuclear roulette. Every day, there is a small chance that failures in high technology military equipment will start an accidental nuclear war. Every computer error, every false alert, every test missile that goes off course, pulls the trigger. Every day, there is a small chance that a governmental or military group high up in either nation will succumb to group dynamics to such a degree that individual judgment will be lost and rash decisions made. Each time a team is called upon to decide how to respond to a provocative incident, each time warriors gather to decide what steps to take, the trigger is pulled.Each of the hundreds of thousands of people with responsibility for nuclear weapons who drinks or uses drugs adds a small increment to the chance for nuclear war. Each time a custodian of nuclear materials, or nuclear plans, or keys to a nuclear facility, uses alcohol or other drugs, the trigger is pulled. Every day, there is a small chance that terrorists or renegade governments will construct a nuclear weapon. The know-how, the materials, andthe places where such construction can occur are scattered all over the globe.Fissionable material suitable for use in weapons is produced as an unwanted by-product at every civilian nuclear power plant in the world. More than 100,000 nuclear weapons could be built from the world's current nuclear wastes. Every coffee cup of fissionable material that a terrorist might obtain pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette. (8) Each of these probabilities, by itself, is small. But taken together over a year's time, they add up to a cumulative probability which is no longer small. Taken together over a decade, the probability is significant. Taken together over a century, they make nuclear war virtually inevitable. We cannot continue on our present course forever. 

***Rationality/Technology Good
 Alt Fails
Alt can’t solve technological thinking and even Heidegger thinks technological thinking is inevitable. Humans cannot understand “the clearing” and interpret the world as in need of mastering as a result. 

Zimmerman, 02 -Professor of Philosophy and former Director of the Center for Humanities and the Arts at CU Boulder. [Michael E., Eco-Phenomenology: Back to the Earth Itself, http://www.sunypress.edu/p-3715-eco-phenomenology.aspx]

Heidegger often said that humankind may undergo a transformation that will initiate a non-domineering way of disclosing beings. Some commentators, however, contend that such a transformation would be inconsistent with the basic thrust of Heidegger's thought. As noted earlier, Thomas J. Sheehan asserts that Heidegger himself saw no escape from the nihilism of technological modernity.36 For Heidegger, nihilism has two senses: nihilism I and nihilism II. Nihilism I refers to the collapse of a culture's guiding values, beliefs, and ideals. Nihilism II refers to a culture's obliviousness about the nihil, the clearing, Ereignis, in which can take place Dasein's interpretative/practical encounter with beings. Ereignis cannot be grasped by the human intellect, which is capable only of comprehending beings as beings. Allegedly, nihilism II makes possible nihilism I, i.e., the obscuration of Ereignis makes Dasein blind to its ontologically unique endowment. Consequently, Dasein interprets itself merely as the clever animal seeking control of everything through modern science and technology. Sheehan argues, however, that in Heidegger's own view, Aristotle's thought ultimately leads to nihilism I. Moreover, even if a few philosophers point toward Ereignis, thereby minimally easing nihilism II, this fact cannot in and of itself influence nihilism I. Dasein's capacity for (perhaps) completely disclosing beings is not incompatible with the fact that Dasein is not only blind to Ereignis, but incapable of comprehending it even when a sideways glance is caught of it. The ethical, political, and social challenges posed by the looming possibility of the total disclosure of beings must be met with means other than those used by Heideggerians meditating upon Ereignis.

Tech is inevitable

George Kateb, professor of politics. 1997 (technology and philosophy, http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Technology+and+philosophy.a019952031 )

But the question arises as to where a genuine principle of limitation on technological endeavor would come from. It is scarcely conceivable that Western humanity--and by now most of humanity, because of their pleasures and interests and their own passions and desires and motives--would halt the technological project. Even if, by some change of heart, Western humanity could adopt an altered relation to reality and human beings, how could it be enforced and allowed to yield its effects? The technological project can be stopped only by some global catastrophe that it had helped to cause or was powerless to avoid. Heidegger's teasing invocation of the idea that a saving remedy grows with the worst danger is useless. In any case, no one would want the technological project halted, if the only way was a global catastrophe. Perhaps even the survivors would not want to block its reemergence. 

Tech good—fascism

Condemning all technology leads to fascist politics. 
Bobertz, 97, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, 97 (Bradley C., Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, 22 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 353, lexis)

According to French philosopher and essayist Luc Ferry, this statute expresses ideas we associate only with recent trends in ecological thinking. ... But how can we be so sure? When we see chimpanzees using twigs to fish termites from their mounds, must we dismiss the idea that they teach and transmit this skill between generations to form what Ferry calls "culture" and "history"? More than a generation has passed since a Japanese macaque was observed initiating a new potato-washing behavior "which other members of her group learned by imitation, and subsequently taught to succeeding generations ...." This seems to fit within Ferry's criteria for human culture and history. ... To illustrate the perils of deep ecology, Ferry turns to animal protection and environmental laws passed during the Nazi regime. ... Must one be a deep ecologist to conclude that an environmental philosophy will accomplish little if it depends on the recognition of "human signs in nature?" In the end, Ferry tries to sew the seeds of a new environmentalism, but all he ends up with is barren earth. ... I. Introduction: The Left Bank Tilts Right In June 1935 the Reich government of Germany passed a law calling for the protection of plants and animals, "nature monuments," and national parks. n1 According to French philosopher and essayist Luc Ferry, n2 this statute expresses ideas we associate only with recent 8540*354 trends in ecological thinking. He presents the Nazi law as a cautionary tale for environmentalists and animal rights supporters, and more generally for those who proclaim the virtues of diversity or call for a reawakening of communitarian values. Among these groups, Ferry detects a new breed of ideas that form a dangerous political orthodoxy. Today's reigning philosophy of nature - that humans are not fundamentally separate from the biosphere but are merely a part of it - portends darker times ahead, Ferry warns, claiming that a willingness to condemn industrial technology while at the same time glorifying the purity of nature mirrors 1930s-style utopian romanticism, a sentimental yearning for an idealized past that in Ferry's view leads to neo-fascist political models. n3 It might be tempting to write a polemic equating the holistic norms of environmental philosophy with the mystical, totalizing elements of German fascism. When then-Representative James Inhofe likened the United States Environmental Protection Agency to the Nazi Gestapo, n4 he was speaking the language of the antienvironmental right, a growing segment of the electorate that blames fuzzy-thinking nature lovers and their friends in Washington for undermining individual liberty and threatening American growth. n5 Presumably, a book claiming that what environmentalists profess is just a greener shade of fascism would find a comfortable niche in today's marketplace of ideas. But The New Ecological Order is not that kind of book. Instead of launching populist broadsides against government overreaching, Ferry offers a thoughtful critique of the foundations of Western environmentalism. He also attempts to create a new philosophy of nature that protects environmental values without rejecting human ones, thus "integrating ecology within a democratic framework." n6 8540*355 This is a worthy endeavor, and The New Ecological Order has been praised on both sides of the Atlantic. n7 The book carries forward the tradition of the New Philosophers, a group of conservative educators and essayists who split from prevailing trends in Continental thought during the late 1970s and 1980s. n8 Ironically, just as French socialists gained power in government during the 1980s n9 they lost influence in intellectual circles, their traditional strongholds. The Nouveaux Philosophes, as they came to be called, disavowed the pantheon of writers associated with the Hegelian/Marxist and structuralist schools. Targets of New Philosophers included Jean-Paul Sartre (existential philosophy), Claude Levi-Strauss (structural anthropology), Jacques Derrida (structural linguistics), Roland Barthes (literary criticism), Jacques Lacan (psychoanalysis), and Michel Foucault (social history/criticism) n10 - in short, the very thinkers that American scholars were discovering and championing in the 1970s and 1980s. Thus, the same writers whom many Americans were upholding as 8540*356 the quintessence of modern French thought were simultaneously losing luster in their home country. n11 As he explains more fully in previous works, Ferry criticizes the postwar generation of philosophers for promoting the idea that humans are governed by forces outside their control (such as the unconscious workings of the psyche or impersonal structures of power). n12 By rejecting the concept of human sovereignty, Ferry believes, these philosophers also repudiated modernity itself and rendered democracy problematic. n13 They profess ideas Ferry calls "antihuman" because they fail to recognize the unique power of human reason to control individual behavior and collective destiny. The task Ferry and his colleagues set for themselves involves saving the essential "humanism" of Enlightenment philosophy, a humanism that forms a bulwark against authoritarian tyranny, recognizes inviolable human rights, and allows for the practice of democratic politics. n14

Rejection of tech kills freedom

Murray Bookchin, 1995(  Re-enchanting humanity: a defense of the human spirit against antihumanism, misanthropy, mysticism, and primitivism. P. 157) Second, technophobes leave unanswered the strategic question of how a truly democratic society could be possible , if its members lacked the means of life and the free time to exercise their freedoms. Claims that a 'primitive' way of life would allow for 'banker's hours', to use Jerry Mander's expression, are simply fallacious.2 Mander's sources, nourished on the 1960s and 1970s craze for the virtues of aboriginal ways of life, are now very questionable, if not completely specious, as we saw in Chapter 5. Unless people are prepared to give up literacy, books, modern music, physcial comfort, and the great wealth of philisophical, scientific, and cultural ideas associated with civilization, the basic decision they face is how to use their vast fund of technological knowledge and devices, not whether to use them. This decision is of momentous social proportions – and must not be based strictly on a subjective love or disttaste for technological innovation. In a better world, humanity might choose to discard many components of its current technological equipment, possibly sophisticate others, and innovate ecologically more desirables ways of producing things. But without a technics that will free humanity from onerous toil – anwd with-out values that stress democratic forms of social orgnaization in which everyone can participate – all hopes for a free society are chimeras. Technological innovation, in itself, will not increase the free time that is needed for a democratic political culture. Indeed, in class societies the use of technologies to displace labor by machines, to deforest vast areas of the planet, to exploit low-wage populations in the Third world – All raise precisely the social issue of the ways in which technology is used. Nor are all techcnologies neutral in their impact on social and ecological well-being – or even necessarily desirable. Clearly some technologies, such as nuclear weapons and power plants, should be banned completely. The same can be said for agricultural and industrial biocides, surveillance devices, high-tech weaponry, and a host of other socially and ecollogically harful techniques.

 But to glibly abstract technology from its social context, to let destructive currrent uses of technologies outweigh their potentially more rational application in a better society, would deny us the opportunity to choose what technologies should be used and the forms they will take. Various societies use a given technology in radically different ways: some for personally profitable and exploitative ends; others use it restrictively, owing to traditions of parsimony or fears of social instability; and still others might well use it rationally, to advance human freedom, self-development, and an ecological sensibility.  

Tech good—racism
The wholesale rejection of technological thinking paves the way for metaphysical racism. 
Zimmerman, 98, Professor of Philosophy and former Director of the Center for Humanities and the Arts at CU Boulder [Michael, “Heidegger and Deep Ecology,” http://www.tulane.edu/~michaelz/essays/heidegger/heidegger_deep_ecology.pdf]

Many progressive thinkers, whether socialist or liberal democratic, have suspected that radical environmentalism promotes reactionary, antihumanistic, and possibly racist views. Such thinkers fear that deep ecologists will call for authoritarian political measures (e.g., draconian birth control measures for Third World countries, or widespread suspension of political rights) to "save" the Earth from alleged ecocatastrophe, just as the Nazis maintained that only authoritarianism could "save" Germany from polluted blood and degraded landscapes. I do not believe these fears are justified, however, for 9 deep ecologists are far more influenced by democratic ideals than Heidegger was. Also, deep ecologists have the advantage of hindsight regarding the dangers posed by Heidegger's critique of modernity. Nevertheless, deep ecologists and Heidegger scholars alike must explicitly address the dangers of fascist authoritarianism. Heidegger supported Nazism in 1933 because he thought Hitler would save Germany from the twin evils of capitalism and communism by initiating a new beginning to Western history. Though eventually disillusioned by the historical reality of Nazism, Heidegger never disavowed its "inner truth and greatness." But what he regarded as this "inner truth" seems inconsistent with what most people understand by Nazism. For instance, Edward Pois describes Nazism as a "religion of nature," but Heidegger did not promote nature worship of any sort. Further, he defined "nature" in a way foreign to the naturalism adopted by many Nazi ideologues. Whereas Nazism portrayed the German Volk as clever animals competing for survival against subhuman "parasites," Heidegger condemned such racist ideas, because he rejected the view that humans could be understood in biological terms. Given the centrality of such violent racism for Nazism, one wonders why the anti-naturalistic Heidegger could have supported that movement. Jacques Derrida has suggested that even if Heidegger was not guilty of biological racism, perhaps he was guilty of a type of "metaphysical" racism, insofar as he emphasized German's linguistic superiority. Deep ecology has benefited from the fact that Heidegger, one of the greatest thinkers of the twentieth century, condemned technological modernity's heedless exploitation of nature. Heidegger also warned against adopting uncritically the powerful, but limited understanding of nature provided by modern science, including the science of ecology. By his wholesale renunciation of modernity, however, Heidegger helped to pave the way for his affiliation with a violent, reactionary movement.

Tech good—extinction

Tech is key to solve extinction

Thomas Degregori, professor of economics. 2002. (The Environment, Our Natural Resources, and Modern Technology, 145)

Earth was not ready-made for life but, by definition, it was readily adapted for initiating it. The habitats within which humans evolved were not ready-made for human life as we know, but we did make it so through technological change. It is ours to continually make and remake. Neither the criticism of the critics nor the claim for the enormous benefits of technology and science should be interpreted by the reader as a denial that a world of 6 billion humans and a yet-to-be world of 9 billion humans is not confronted with a staggering array of envimnmental and other problems. What we argue is that the romantic/vitalist/antitechnology understandings and advocacy are prescriptions to worsen our problems, not improve upon them. Science and technology might not alone save us, but we cannot save ourselves without them.
AT: genocide
Instrumental rationality does not cause genocide

Melvin Dubnick, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Masters of Public Administration Program at the University of New Hampshire. sept-oct 2k. (Public Administration Review, Vol 60 No. 5 pp 469. “The Case for Administrative Evil: A Critique) In brief, Adams and Balfour extended the interpretive historical logic of Hilberg, Arendt, and Bauman to meet the needs of their distinctive argument, In pursuing a logic close to Bauman's, however, they have subjected themselves to a criticism leveled at his approach. In an otherwise Sympathetic review of Bauman’s work, Todorov critiques his inability to make obvious conceptual and historical distinctions as he applied his argument. “Is it really possible to believe, if we take the word ‘rationality’ in its broad sense that our modem society is the only one endowed with reason?" And if we view modern rationality in a narrow sense, “is there really no difference between the thought processes of Einstein and those of Himmler?" Similarly, was there no between the rationality and technology driving the organization of German and American concentration camps? (Todorov 1990, 32). Todorov’s questions can apply as well to the presentation and analysis of historical evidence in UAE. As important, however, is what Adams and Balfour did not do to enhance the scholarly credibility of their work. The problematic nature of historical scholarship and the demands of scholarly credibility in argumentative contexts require much more of Adams and Balfour than merely citing authoritative sources. In fact, the contentious nature of scholarly debates within Holocaust studies makes it to designate any source as authoritative-a situation not unlike the general condition of most fields associated with “socio-historical” studies. Under such circumstances, any author asserting a history-based claim must put forth credible backing for its warrants. But this does not mean it is impossible to make controversial claims based on evidence culled from the Holocaust. Here the model to follow is provided by one of the most debated works on the Holocaust, Daniel Goldhagen's Hírlerk Willing Executíoners (1996). Realizing the Controversial nature of his argument, Goldhagen is careful to note competing perspectives and makes efforts to subject them to the same “empirical tests” he offers in support of his own contentions. He reasserts this position in a response to his critics issued just prior to publication of the book's German edition, arguing that the work “is not a polemic about German ‘national character’ or ‘collective guilt.' It is a scholarly investigation that offers a new interpretation of the Holocaust” (Goldhagen 1996, ch.l5). Goldhagen then faults many of his critics for not responding to the central issues he raises with “systematic counter-evidence and arguments” (Goldhagen l998!1996, 133). Regardless of one’s ultimate assessment of Goldhagen’s substantive claims, what he presents meets the standards of credible scholarship challengeable on its warrants and merits. The argument for administrative evil made by Adams and Balfour also requires such an approach, but the authors do not deliver. In relying on the Holocaust to support their claim regarding administrative evil, Adams and Balfour take note of two popular conceptual frameworks for understanding the role of public administrators in the Holocaust the “intentional” and “ŕunctiona1“ interpretations) and judge both lo be useful but insufficient for comprehending what really took place (56-60). They contend those frameworks downplay the role played by the administrative evil of technical rationality in making agency adaptation to the operational demands of the Holocaust so easy to achieve. [open quote] Understandably. history has focused on the brutality of the SS, the Gestapo, and the infamous concentration camp doctors and guards. Much less attention has been given to the thousands of public such as those in the Finance Ministry who engaged in confiscations, the armament inspectors who organized forced labor, or municipal authorities who helped create and maintain ghettos and death camps throughout Germany and Eastern Europe. The destruction of the Jews was procedurally indistinguishable from any other modern organizational process (66: emphasis added). Adams and Balfour face no problem in historical evidence to support their view. But they fail to deal with the alternative theories that compete, conflict, and even undermine their claims based on the same historical data. Breton and Winthrope (1986). for example, present a model that credits intrabureau and interagency competition as the driving force behind administrative involvement. Others stress the capacity of otherwise ordinary people to engage in the most vicious and inhumane acts against others. Sofsky (1996. 240), for example, is straightforward in his assumption about human nature: “Inhumanity is always a human possibility. For it to erupt. all that is required is absolute license over the other.” In Christopher Browning’s study of citizen-soldiers-turned-killers, social and psychological circumstances ruled, but these were not the product of some modem rationalistic culture. Instead, the members of that unit were men at W101’ subject to peer pressure, a siege mentality, and a constant barrage of patriotic and ideologica] call to arms, “If the men of Reserve Police Battalion 101 could become killers under such circumstances, what group of men cannot?” (Browning 1992, 189). In more direct conflict with the administrative evil claim is Godhagen’s argument that the key to understanding why ordinary Germans willingly engaged in the genocide is found in the unique history and culture of the German people. According to Goldhagen (1996), what drove the Holocaust was not some scientificanalytic mind-set, but a deeply rooted and vicious form of anti-Semitism that was waiting for someone like Hitler to unleash its destructive energy. Still another set of challenges to the administrative evil thesis emerges from several works raising questions about the assumed technical rationality of the Final Solution. A strong case can be made for the claim that the Holocaust was implemented within a context of antirationalism and irrationalism (Proctor 1988; Harrington 1996). It is not the logic of rationality, but the logic of psychosis that needs lo be emphasized. Summarizing the position of Holocaust historian Saul Friedländer, Glass contends: If the explanation of the Holocaust rests on theories of instrumental rationality, on bureaucratic processing or functionalism, it is difficult to see the instrumental properties in gas chambers and crematoria. Rationality and economic concems may describe some of the motives behind medical experiments and the use by German industry of slave labor. But the death of those who perished in gas chambers possessed no functional utility: no economic gains or rational self-interest could be ascribed to the genocide. Annihilation of Jews contributed nothing to the war effort; in fact. great resources, particularly railroad stock, was [sic] diverted from both fronts to transport Jews to the killing centers. Bodies that could have been instrumental in the war effort were gassed and incinerated. It makes no sense to attribute a rational component to these kinds of “special actions” (1997, 162).
Universal thought good
Their k of universality allows tyranny and relativism

Tony Tinker, Professor of Accountancy at Baruch College. July 1986. (“METAPHOR OR REIFICATION: ARE RADICAL HUMANISTS REALLY LIBERTARIAN ANARCHISTS?” Wiley InterScience. Journal of Management Studies 23:4.)

The critique developed here is composed of two strands: first, Morgan treats the processes by which metaphors are generated as though they were socially unstructured; thereby underrating the ideological roots of metaphor. These asocial proclivities in his analysis render his pleas for diversity in metaphorical usage as little more than political voluntarism. Second, and relatedly, Morgan’s advocacy of metaphorical diversity at the scientific (organizational theory) level, is supported by, what Edgely describes as, ‘the unshaken conviction of liberal dogmatism’ at the epistemological level (Edgely , 1984). In opposing tyrannical forms of positivism, Morgan paints himself into a philosophical corner (of Relativism): he finds himself in the epistemological quandary of opposing rationalistic science (which he equates with positivism), yet having to prosecute his case without appearing to impose his own rationale on another subjective viewpoint (the very ‘crime’ of which positivism stands accused). Morgan’s policy proposals are seriously weakened because of the shortcomings in his analysis, referred to above. He deplores authoritarian interference in scientific processes, and proposes that we institutionalize a kind of supportive, tolerant, uncritical, scientific free-for-all. Unfortunately, the suggestion that we are ‘free to institutionalize’ in any manner we choose, treats scientific processes as though they were independent of any social and historical background. The above criticisms of Morgan’s position are developed more fully in the third section of the paper. First, however, we need to examine, in greater detail, his rationale for proposing a more diverse metaphorical usage, and how he supports these proposals with his antifundamentalist (antipositivistic) epistemology (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 392-404). Morgan questions whether a ‘synthesis of perspectives’ about management is either possible or desirable, and he doubts the value of constructing an integrated theory of management science (Morgan, 1983a, p. 6). He notes that ‘Coherence in discipline is only really a problem if one believes that coherence is possible. I do not since coherence involves the selection of a fmed and unnecessarily narrow point of view.. .I favor an approach to management science that encourages diversity and seeks to cope with this diversity in an active and constructive way’ (ibid., p. 8). Morgan underscores his argument by pointing to a variety of views that exist about management (e.g., those of the manager, and those of the managed) and argues that the scientific choice of a viewpoint is all too often a choice by default - an inherited perspective - that has not benefited from the plurality of views of the subject. Morgan claims he is not seeking a synthesis of this plurality, or any one global perspective to subsume all others; rather he wants to ‘ . . . enhance the capacity for intelligent understanding and choice on the part of the management scientist’ (ibid., p. 9). His aversion to ‘a global perspective’, or single set of scientific standards, is best understood in terms of his opposition to the tyranny of positivistic epistemology in organizational studies (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 393-5). For Morgan, positivism is distinguished by: its emphasis on empiricism; its ‘rigour’; its quest for generalizability; its implicit acceptance of the subject-object split; and, most important, its appeal to a fundamentalist epistemological For Morgan, Fundamentalism (more usually termed Rationalism) consists of, ‘those epistemological stances that are ultimately trying to find the best way to do research‘ (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). All rationalistic or fundamentalist epistemologies - not just those which authenticate positivism - pursue an ‘unattainable ideal’ in Morgan’s view, because ‘no single set of scientific standards can claim a monopoly over decisions as to what counts as valid knowledge’ (ibid., pp. 381, 393). Morgan’s motivation for opposing the universalistic pretensions of an imperialistic positivist epistemology are both clear and laudable. He is trying to create ‘houseroom’ for hermeneutic, humanistic, interpretative, and other nonpositivistic approaches to organizational research (Morgan, 1983c, p. 403, pussim). What is less clear is why - in opposing positivism - he chooses to oppose all forms of rationalism and, at times, adopt an extreme relativist position (ibid.). As we will see, relativism undercuts Morgan’s own arguments for the constructive use of metaphors, and weakens his challenge to positivism in management studies. I do not mean to imply that all metaphors are flawed as theoretical tools; what this paper contends is that certain metaphors transport especially powerful biases, because of the way they camouflage the social underpinnings of the reality to which they refer. It would be inaccurate to suggest that Morgan is unaware of the ambiguities in his epistemological position. In Beyond Method, he acknowledges the difficulties inherent in adopting a relativistic stance. Even dialectical, synthetic, and other nonpositivistic approaches, are ‘ultimately trying to find the one best way to do research‘; and that with relativism, we give up hope of finding, ‘an independent point of evaluation for judging the merits of different research approaches’ (ibid., p. 380). But having offered a spirited case ‘Against Relativism’, Morgan recoils from embracing rationalism: ‘there are no grounds for saying a research perspective. . .is not worthwhile’ (ibid., p. 381). In the end, Morgan rejects fundamentalist viewpoints in favour of relativism because, ‘A more relativistic view of the research process encourages us to see these different approaches as doing different things. . .’ (ibid., p. 397). Ultimately, for Morgan, it is the obligation to each individual researcher, ‘to reflect on the nature of his or her activity as a means of choosing an appropriate path of action’ (Morgan, 1983c, p. 374). Unfortunately, in opposing Rationalism, Morgan abdicates the epistemological task of trying to help researchers choose the ‘appropriate path’. Indeed, the term ‘appropriate’ is meaningless in Morgan’s relativistic perspective because different research paradigms are (to use Kuhn’s term) ‘incommensurable’. Morgan explicitly favours the relativism of Kuhn and Feyerabend in his epistemological sympathies, with some minor modifications. He notes that ‘ . . .we are obliged to recognize that no one research strategy or inquiring system can be authoritive or complete and that there is at least some merit in Feyerabend’s claim that “anything goes’” (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). On examination, Feyerabend‘s and Kuhn’s relativism suffers from some serious drawbacks. It was Feyerabend who mischievously quipped that Kuhn’s notion that normal science was puzzle solving with paradigms, failed to provide a way of distinguishing research from other activities - including organized crime (Feyerabend, 1970). Kuhn’s reply was that he never intended to mark out science from other activities (Kuhn, 1970). In Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s view, there is no justification for revering scientific knowledge as though it were a superior and ‘objective’ form of social knowledge (Feyerabend, 1975). There are many historical instances where the elevation and deification of science has been linked with its misuse by partisan interests; much in the same way as the god-kings of ancient Egypt and chiefs of primitive tribes bolstered their power using religion and claims of supernatural affiliation (Hoogvelt, 1975).L6] Ironically, it is precisely because of such abuses that Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s relativism is potentially so dangerous. They mistakenly equate all rationalism with oppression, and fail to acknowledge the possibility of a radical rationalism that could oppose repression and contribute to human emancipation. Radical rationalism opposes the misuse of science by developing criteria for distinguishing ‘good’ science from ‘bad’, and thereby seeking to prevent science from being reduced to the status of ‘organized crime’, or, more relevantly, to the activities of the ‘thought police’ (Edgely, 1984). 
***Cap Good
Cap Sustainable

We have crossed the threshold of societal sustainability – only technological innovation through free market capitalism is the way to ensure the survival or humanity

Atkisson 2000(Alan, President and CEO of an international sustainability consultancy to business and government, “Sustainability is Dead – Long Live Sustainability”)

Transformation of many kinds is already happening all around us, mostly in the name of globalization. “Globalization” has become the signifier for a family of transformations in communications, finance, trade, travel, ecological and cultural interaction that are drawing the world’s people and natural systems into ever closer relationship with each other, regardless of national boundaries.Many of these transformations contribute more to the likelihood of global collapse than to global sustainability, because they are fueled by destructive technologies, they result in ever greater levels of environmental damage, they undermine national democracies, and they have so far widened dramatically the gap between rich and poor.Yet there is nothing inherently unsustainable about globalizationper se, if we understand that word to mean the growing integration of global human society.Indeed,globalization of many kinds—from the spread of better technologies to the universal adoption of human rights—is essential to attaining global sustainability.But the engines of globalization need to be harnessed to a more noble set of goals and aspirations. At the heart of most descriptions of globalization is the market economy. It has often been fashionable to blame the market for the environmental crisis, and in particular to blame the market’s tendency to concentrate power within the large, independent capital structures we call “corporations.” But we need corporations, and the market, to accomplish the change we seek. To develop and spread innovations for sustainability at transformation speed, we need corporate-scale concentrations of research, production, and distribution capacity. We need the market's speed, freedom, and incentive structures.Clearly, we also need governors on the spread of destructive development, and the enormous fleet of old and dangerous innovations—from the internal combustion engine to the idea that cynical nihilism is “cool”—that are increasing our distance from the dream of sustainability at an accelerating rate. But if we can alter globalization so that it turns the enormous power of the market and the corporation in a truly sustainable direction, we will watch in awe as our world changes for the better with unimaginable speed. Envisioning the transformation of globalization will strike many as the ultimate in wishful thinking. Yet transformation begins precisely in wish and thought; and there are currently two powerful wishes adding considerable weight to global efforts to bring down the Berlin Wall between today's damaging “capitalism-at-all-costs” and tomorrow’s practice of a more mindful “capitalism conscious of all costs.” One “wish” is the United Nations’ new “Global Compact” with the corporate sector. It calls on corporations to adopt greater levels of social and environmental responsibility—a call that many are pledging to heed. The other “wish” is the non-governmental Global Reporting Initiative, which sets new criteria for measuring sustainable corporate performance and is fast becoming adopted as the international standard, by corporations and activists alike. These promising developments, still in their relative infancy, did not appear suddenly out of nowhere. There are but the latest and most successful demonstration of the power of “wishful thinking,” indulged in by hundreds of thousands of people, from the Seattle protesters of 1999 to the world government theorists of the 1930s. And these agreements are, themselves, “wishful thinking” of a kind, comprised as they are of agreements on principle and criteria for measurements. But if this is what wishful thinking can do, consider what inspired action, multiplied throughout the global system, will accomplish when seriously embraced at the same scale. Indeed, the transformation of globalization will, in many ways, signal the onset of transformation in general. When we witness the redirection of investment flows, the adoption of new rules and ethics governing the production process, the true raising of global standards of environmental, social, and economic performance, sustainability will then be written directly into the cultural genes, also known as “memes,” steering global development.These new “sustainability memes” will then be replicated in every walk of industrial life. The dream of sustainability will become business as usual. 
A2: Alt
No alternative to a world of capitalism

Kliman 2004(Andrew, professor of economics at Pace University, “Alternatives to Capitalism: What Happens After the Revolution?,”http://akliman.squarespace.com/writings/)

We live at a moment in which it is harder than ever to articulate a liberatory alternative to capitalism.As we all know, the collapse of state-capitalist regimes that called themselves “Communist,” as well as the widespread failures of social democracy to remake society, have given rise to a widespread acceptance of Margaret Thatcher’s TINA – the belief that “there is no alternative.” Yetthe difficulty in articulating a liberatory alternative is not mostly the product of these events.It is an inheritance from the past.To what extent has such an alternative ever been articulated?There has been a lot of progress – in theory and especially in practice – on the problem of forms of organization – but new organizational forms by themselves are not yet an alternative. A great many leftists, even revolutionaries, did of course regard nationalized property and the State Plan, under the control of the “vanguard” Party, as socialism, or at least as the basis for a transition to socialism.But even before events refuted this notion, it represented, at best, an evasion of the problem.It was largely a matter of leftists with authoritarian personalities subordinating themselves and others to institutions and power with a blind faith that substituted for thought. How such institutions and such power would result in human liberation was never made clear. Vague references to “transition” were used to wave the problem away. Yet as Marxist-Humanism has stressed for more than a decade, the anti-Stalinist left is also partly responsible for the crisis in thought. It, too, failed to articulate a liberatory alternative, offering in place of private- and state-capitalism little more than what Hegel(Science of Logic, Miller trans., pp. 841-42) called “the empty negative … a presumed absolute”: The impatience that insists merely on getting beyond the determinate … and finding itself immediately in the absolute, has before it as cognition nothing but the empty negative, the abstract infinite; in other words, a presumed absolute, that is presumed because it is not posited, not grasped; grasped it can only be through the mediation of cognition.The question that confronts us nowadays is whether we can do better. Is it possible to make the vision of a new human society more concrete and determinate than it now is, through the mediation of cognition? According to a long-standing view in the movement, it is not possible. The character of the new society can only be concretized by practice alone, in the course of trying to remake society. Yet if this is true, we are faced with a vicious circle from which there seems to be no escape, because acceptance of TINA is creating barriers in practice. In the perceived absence of an alternative, practical struggles have proven to be self-limiting at best. They stop short of even trying to remake society totally – and for good reason. As Bertell Ollman has noted (Introduction to Market Socialism: The Debate among Socialists, Routledge, 1998, p. 1), “People who believe [that there is no alternative] will put up with almost any degree of suffering. Why bother to struggle for a change that cannot be? … people [need to] have a good reason for choosing one path into the future rather than another.” Thus the reason of the masses is posing a new challenge to the movement from theory. When masses of people require reasons before they act, a new human society surely cannot arise through spontaneous action alone. And exposing the ills of existing society does not provide sufficient reason for action when what is at issue is the very possibility of an alternative. If the movement from theory is to respond adequately to the challenge arising from below, it is necessary to abandon the presupposition– and it seems to me to be no more than a presupposition – that the vision of the new society cannot be concretized through the mediation of cognition.We need to take seriously Raya Dunayevskaya’s (Power of Negativity [PON], p. 184) claim in her Hegel Society of America paper that “There is no trap in thought. Though it is finite, it breaks through the barriers of the given, reaches out, if not to infinity, surely beyond the historic moment” (RD, PON, p. 184). This, too, is a presupposition that can be “proved” or “disproved” only in the light of the results it yields.In the meantime, the challenges from below require us to proceed on its basis. Neglect is not the only reason why revolutionaries have failed to concretize the vision of the new society. Many have opposed and continue to oppose this perspective on the ground that we should not draw up “blueprints for the future.”And many invoke Marx’s name on behalf of this position. It is true that he rejected such blueprints, but precisely what was he rejecting, and why? Talk of “blueprints” is often careless. It is important to recall that Marx was grappling with some honest-to-goodness blueprints of a future society.Fourier, for instance, stipulated how large each community (Phalanx) will be, how it will be laid out, how people will dine and with whom they will sit, and who will do the dirty work (a legion of “youngsters aged nine to sixteen, composed of one-third girls, two-thirds boys”). There is a great chasm between such blueprints, which Marx rejected, and what Dunayevskaya, in her final presentation on the dialectics of organization and philosophy, called “a general view of where we’re headed.” As Olga’s report suggests, the difference is not essentially a matter of the degree of generality, but a matter of the self-development of the idea. Dunayevskaya wrote that once Capital was finished and Marx was faced with the Gotha Program in 1875, “There [was] no way now, now matter how Marx kept from trying to give any blueprints for the future, not to develop a general view of where we’re headed for the day after the conquest of power, the day after we have rid ourselves of the birthmarks of capitalism” (PON, p. 5). Nor did Marx remain silent about this issue until that moment. For instance, in this year’s classes on “Alternatives to Capitalism,” we read the following statement in his 1847 Poverty of Philosophy (POP). “In a future society, in which … there will no longer be any classes, use will no longer be determined by the minimum time of production, but the time of production devoted to different articles will be determined by the degree of their social utility.” Even more important than Marx’s explicit statements about the new society is the overall thrust of his critique of political economy. Although it is true that he devoted his theoretical energy to “the critical analysis of the actual facts, instead of writing recipes … for the cook-shops of the future” (Postface to 2nd ed. of Capital), critique as he practiced it was not mere negative social criticism. It was a road toward the positive. He helped clarify what capital is and how it operates, and he showed that leftist alternatives will fail if they challenge only the system’s outward manifestations rather than capital itself.By doing this, he helped to clarify what the new society must not and cannot be like – which is already to tell us a good deal about what it must and will be like. “All negation is determination” (Marx, draft of Vol. II of Capital). I believe that there are two reasons why Marx rejected blueprints for the future. As this year’s classes emphasized, one reason is that he regarded the utopian socialists’ schemes as not “utopian” enough. They were sanitized and idealized versions of existing capitalism: “the determination of value by labor time – the formula M. Proudhon gives us as the regenerating formula of the future – is therefore merely the scientific expression of the economic relations of present-day society” (Marx, POP, Ch. 1, sect. 2). he day after the revolution.  
Cap Solves Environment

Capitalism is key to preserve the environment

Taylor 2003(Jerry, director of natural resources studies at Cato, “The Real Axis of Evil,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3073)

Indeed, we wouldn't even have environmentalists in our midst were it not for capitalism. Environmental amenities, after all, are luxury goods. America-- like much of the Third World today -- had no environmental movement to speak of until living standards rose sufficientlyso that we could turn our attention from simply providing for food, shelter, and a reasonable education to higher "quality of life" issues. The richer you are, the more likely you are to be an environmentalist.And people wouldn't be rich without capitalism. Wealth not only breeds environmentalists, it begets environmental quality.There are dozens of studies showing that, as per capita income initially rises from subsistence levels, air and water pollution increases correspondingly. But once per capita income hits between $3,500 and $15,000 (dependent upon the pollutant), the ambient concentration of pollutants begins to decline just as rapidly as it had previously increased. This relationship is found for virtually every significant pollutant in every single region of the planet. It is an iron law. Given that wealthier societies use more resources than poorer societies, such findings are indeed counterintuitive. But the data don't lie. How do we explain this?The obvious answer -- that wealthier societies are willing to trade-off the economic costs of government regulation for environmental improvements and that poorer societies are not-- is only partially correct.In the UnitedStates, pollution declines generally predated the passage of laws mandating pollution controls.In fact, for most pollutants, declines were greater before the federal government passed its panoply of environmental regulations than after the EPA came upon the scene.Much of this had to do with individual demands for environmental quality. People who could afford cleaner-burning furnaces, for instance, bought them. People who wanted recreational services spent their money accordingly, creating profit opportunities for the provision of untrammeled nature. Property values rose in cleaner areas and declined in more polluted areas, shifting capital from Brown to Green investments. Market agents will supply whatever it is that people are willing to spend money on. And when people are willing to spend money on environmental quality, the market will provide it.Meanwhile, capitalism rewards efficiency and punishes waste. Profit-hungry companies found ingenious ways to reduce the natural resource inputs necessary to produce all kinds of goods, which in turn reduced environmental demands on the land and the amount of waste that flowed through smokestacks and water pipes. As we learned to do more and more with a given unit of resources, the waste involved (which manifests itself in the form of pollution) shrank. This trend was magnified by the shift away from manufacturing to service industries, which characterizes wealthy, growing economies. The latter are far less pollution-intensive than the former. But the former are necessary prerequisites for the latter. Property rights -- a necessary prerequisite for free market economies -- also provide strong incentives to invest in resource health. Without them, no one cares about future returns because no one can be sure they'll be around to reap the gains. Property rights are also important means by which private desires for resource conservation and preservation can be realized.When the government, on the other hand, holds a monopoly on such decisions, minority preferences in developing societies are overruled (see the old Soviet block for details). Furthermore, only wealthy societies can afford the investments necessary to secure basic environmental improvements, such as sewage treatment and electrification. Unsanitary water and the indoor air pollution (caused primarily by burning organic fuels in the home for heating and cooking needs) are directly responsible for about 10 million deaths a year in the Third World, making poverty the number one environmental killer on the planet today. Capitalism can save more lives threatened by environmental pollution than all the environmental organizations combined.Finally, the technological advances that are part and parcel of growing economies create more natural resources than they consume.That's because what is or is not a "natural resource" is dependent upon our ability to harness the resource in question for human benefit. Resources are therefore a function of human knowledge. Because the stock of human knowledge increases faster in free economies than it does in socialist economies, it should be no surprise that most natural resources in the western world are more abundant today than ever before no matter which measure one uses. 

Green Cap Good

Transition to a green economy solves the harms of capitalism

Shekar and Nguyen 2008(Preeti, Berkeley-based feminist activist and journalist, Tram, wrtier and activist working at the California Reinvestment Coalition Colorlines, “Who Gains from the Green Economy?,”http://www.colorlines.com/printerfriendly.php?ID=276)

Last year, the Oakland-based Ella Baker Center for Human Rights, with a miniscule staff and budget, worked relentlessly to pass the Green Jobs Act in Congress—a bill that if authorized will direct $125 million to green the nation’s workforce and train 35,000 people each year for “green-collar jobs.” That summer, Ella Baker Center and the Oakland Alliance also secured $250,000 from the city to build the Oakland Green Jobs Corp, a training program that promises to explicitly serve what is probably the most underutilized resource of Oakland: young working-class men and women of color.In these efforts lay a hopeful vision—that the crises-ridden worlds of economics and environmentalism would converge to address the other huge crisis—racism in the United States. It iswhat some of its advocates call a potential paradigm shift that, necessitated by the earth’s climate crisis, can point the way out of “gray capitalism” and into a green, more equitable economy. The engine of this model is driven by the young and proactive leadership of people of color who intend to build a different solution for communities of color. Van Jones, president of the newly formed Green for All campaign, talks about how earlier waves of economic flourishes didn’t much impact Black communities. “When the dotcom boom went bust, you didn’t see no Black man lose his shirt,” he points out, only half joking. “Black people were the least invested in it.”Climate change is the 21st century’s wake-up call to not just rethink but radically redo our economies. Ninety percent of scientists agree that we are headed toward a climate crisis, and that, indeed, it has already started.With the urgent need to reduce carbon emissions, the clean energy economy is poised to grow enormously. This sector includes anything that meets our energy needs without contributing to carbon emissions or that reduces carbon emissions; it encompasses building retrofitting, horticulture infrastructure (tree pruning and urban gardening), food security, biofuels and other renewable energy sources, and more.It’s becoming clear that investing in clean energy has the potential to create good jobs, many of them located in urban areas as state and city governments are increasingly adopting public policies designed to improve urban environmental quality in areas such as solar energy, waste reduction, materials reuse, public transit infrastructures, green building, energy and water efficiency, and alternative fuels. According to recent research by Raquel Pinderhughes, a professor of Urban Studies at San Francisco State University,green jobs have an enormous potential to reverse the decades-long trend of unemployment rates that are higher for people of color than whites.In Berkeley, California, for example, unemployment of people of color is between 1.5 and 3.5 times that of white people, and the per capita income of people of color is once again between 40 to 70 percent of that of white people. Pinderhughes defines green-collar jobs as manual labor jobs in businesses whose goods and services directly improve environmental quality.These jobs are typically located in large and small for-profit businesses, nonprofit organizations, social enterprises, and public and private institutions.Most importantly, these jobs offer training, an entry level that usually requires only a high school diploma, and decent wages and benefits, as well as a potential career path in a growing industry. Yet,though green economics present a great opportunity to lift millions of unemployed, underemployed or displaced workers—many of them people of color—out of poverty, the challenge lies in defining an equitable and workable development model that would actually secure good jobs for marginalized communities. “Green economics needs to be eventually policy-driven. If not, the greening of towns and cities will definitely set in motion the wheels of gentrification,” Pinderhughes adds. “Without a set of policies that explicitly ensures checks and measures to prevent gentrification, green economics cannot be a panacea for the ills of the current economy that actively displaces and marginalizes people of color, while requiring their cheap labor and participation as exploited consumers.” Sustainable South Bronx is among the leading local organizations designing innovative green economic development projects. These precedents should form the core of state and federal green development and jobs programs. In 2001, Majora Carter, who grew up in the area, one of the most polluted in the country, founded the organization with a focus on building a Greenway along the banks of the South Bronx riverfront. The Greenway will create bike and walk paths along two prominent waterfronts, but the plan also calls for policies that calm local traffic, especially that of the dozens of diesel fuel trucks that use the South Bronx as a thoroughfare. They started with a  $1.25 million federal transportation grant to transform a decrepit portion of the riverbank into Hunts Points Riverside Park. Within seven years, they’ve raised nearly $30 million from public and private sources for related projects. In 2003, Sustainable South Bronx started Project BEST (Bronx Environmental Stewardship Training) to train local residents, largely young adults, in green collar jobs. The program has become one of the nation’s most successful, boasting a 90 percent job placement rate. Project BEST includes 10 weeks of training in a wide range of green activities, including riverbank and wetlands restoration, urban horticulture, green roof installation and maintenance and hazardous waste clean up. Graduates leave the program with six official certifications as well as what Sustainable South Bronx calls a “powerful environmental justice perspective.” “We wanted to make sure that people had both the personal and financial stake in the betterment of the environment,” said Carter. “They already knew the public health impacts, being a repository for the dirty economy. What they didn’t know was that they could also be direct beneficiaries.” The program helps people find work afterward, and tracks graduates for at least three years to measure their progress. Thus, Sustainable South Bronx builds a constituency for the green economy by creating chances for people to live in it. These communities have to be prepared not just to become practitioners in the new economy, but also as political actors who propose and fight for legislative solutions. The organization has worked with other groups in New York to influence the City’s economic and environmental plans, using legislation to move development ideas that would save the public money as well as providing jobs and improving the environment. Their idea that building green roofs, for example, would prevent the city from having to maintain large water purification systems is slowly finding its way into the Bloomberg Administration’s PlaNYC. A recent City Council decision also beefs up the public participation requirements for particular elements of Plan NYC.   Green development should give the people who have been most abandoned by the gray economy a sense of their own power as well as cleaning up the environment. Carter argues that, in addition to good programs on the ground, there also need to be agreements between communities, government and businesses to ensure that all these new trainees can get real jobs. “It means that people are brought in early on in the planning of some of these businesses and the way that our communities will relate to them. It’s not just assuming that people in poor communities aren’t interested in seeing an economy that works for them and with them.” Carter supports political action that results in bond measure, tax incentives and rebate to support that kind of investment, calling these sources a kind of “insurance” for the green future: “It’s a new green deal we’re talking about.” What remains to be seen is how green economics will transition out of current prevalent models of ownership and control. A greener version of capitalism could possibly address some of the repercussions of a consumption economy and the enormous waste it generates.But critics and activists also worry that a “replacement mindset” is largely driving the optimism and energy of greening our industries and jobs. Hybrid cars replace conventional cars, and organic ingredients are promised in a wide variety of products from hand creams to protein bars. Many mainstream environmental festivals like the popular Green Festival held in San Francisco, Washington, D.C. and Chicago, have yet to embrace a democratic diversity. Peddling wonderful green products and services that will reduce your ecological footprint, are accessible, alas, only to elite classes that are predominantly white.  “An authentic green economics system is one that would mark the end of capitalism,” notes B. Jess Clarke, editor of Race, Poverty and the Environment. And one that would ensure labor rights and organizing, collective ownership and equality are all at the heart of it, he adds.“The real green movement has not started yet.” A movement toward economic justice requires the mobilizing and organizing of the poorest people for greater economic and political power. A good green economic model would surely be one where poor people’s labor has considerable economic leverage.“Wal-Mart putting solar panels on its store roofs is not a solution,” says Clarke. “We need real solutions and strong measures—carbon taxes on imports from China would considerably reduce the incentive of cheap imports and make a push to produce locally.” “Green economics can create a momentum—a political moment akin to the civil rights movement. But unless workers are organized, any success is likely to be marginal. So the key problem is in organizing a political base,” adds Clarke. Green economics, then, is not just a green version of current economic models but a fundamental transformation, outlines Brian Milani, a Canadian academic and environmental expert who has written extensively on green economics. He writes in his book Designing the Green Economy: “Green economics is the economics of the real world—the world of work, human needs, the earth’s materials, and how they mesh together most harmoniously. It is primarily about ‘use value,’ not ‘exchange value’ or money.It is about quality, not quantity, for the sake of it. It is about regeneration—of individuals, communities, and ecosystems—not about accumulation, of either money or material.” The $125 million promised through the Green Jobs Act is admittedly a drop in the bucket as far as the amount of financing and infrastructure needed to implement green jobs, activists say. Among the Democratic presidential candidates, all of whom have proposals for clean energy investment, talk has run into the billions of dollars for green economic stimulus.So who will pay to get the green economy going and train a green workforce? Throughout history we have freely released carbon and other greenhouse gasses into the atmosphere and not had to pay a penny for the privilege. Industrial polluters and utilities may face fines for toxic emissions or releasing hazardous waste, but there has been no cost for emitting carbon as a part of day-to-day business.However, we have come to find that the atmosphere is a limited resource, and it’s getting used up fast. By limiting the total amount of carbon that can be released, and making industries pay for their pollution, global warming policies finally recognize that the atmosphere has value and must be protected. The policy with the most momentum in the U.S. and around the world is to “cap and trade” the amount of carbon that can be emitted every year. With this policy, the government sets a hard target for CO2 emissions, and then companies have to trade credits to get back the right to emit that carbon, no longer for free. One often overlooked fact, though, is that under a “cap and trade” policy, a tremendous amount of money could change hands—the Congressional Budget Office estimates that the new value created by such a policy ranges from $50–$300 billion each year. So far, public debate has focused on setting targets and caps, but the question of who will benefit from those credits has largely been ignored. In fact, many proposals have simply given these valuable new property rights away to polluters for them to sell to each other, because they were the ones who were polluting to begin with. Under an important variant of the “cap and trade” policy called “cap and auction,” the government not only limits the total carbon emissions, but it also captures the value of those carbon credits for public purposes by requiring that all polluters must bid for and buy back the right to emit. A 100-percent auction of permits would give the public ready access to the ongoing funds we will need to reinvest in social equity and bring down poor people’s energy bills, or to support new research, orto launch new projects that not only establish training for green jobs, but create those jobs themselves, rebuilding the infrastructure of our communities for a clean energy economy.However, there can be a lot of slippage between the green economy and green jobs that actually go to workers of color, especially in today’s anti-affirmative action context. In one pilot program, nearly two dozen young people of color were trained to install solar panels, but only one got a job. Ultimately, employers can’t be told who to hire, though there are some ideas about providing incentives, like requiring companies to show they hire locally and diversely before public institutions will invest their assets there. “Green for All,” the campaign launched in September 2007 by the Ella Baker Center and other partners like Sustainable South Bronx and the Apollo Alliance, is currently among the leading advocates pushing for policy that would ensure a racially just framework for green economics to grow and flourish, without which, green economics can end up being just a greening consumption.With a goal to bring green-collar jobs to urban areas, this campaign positions itself as an effort to provide a viable policy framework for emerging grassroots, green economic models. The campaign’s long-term goal is to secure $1 billion by 2012 to create “green pathways out of poverty” for 250,000 people by greatly expanding federal government and private sector commitments to green-collar jobs.“A big chunk of the African-American community is economically stranded,” Van Jones said in The New York Times last fall as the campaign began. “The blue-collar, stepping-stone, manufacturing jobs are leaving. And they’re not being replaced by anything. So you have this whole generation of young Blacks who are basically in economic free fall.” The challenge of making the green economy racially equitable means addressing the question of how to build an infrastructure that includes not just training programs but also the development of actual good jobs and the hiring policies that make them accessible. How can we guarantee that all these new green jobs will go to local residents? As one activist admitted, “There’s just no good answer to this so far.” Many of the answers will have to come in the doing, and the details, as green industry continues to take shape. There are plenty of ideas about how to create equitable policies, as outlined in the report “Community Jobs in the Green Economy” by the Apollo Alliance and Urban Habitat. They include requiring employers who receive public subsidies to set aside a number of jobs for local residents and partner with workforce intermediaries to hire them. Some cities are already requiring developers to reserve 50 percent of their construction jobs for local businesses and residents. Cities can also attach wage standards to their deals with private companies that are pegged to a living wage. In Milwaukee, after two freeway ramps were destroyed downtown, a coalition of community activists and unions won a community benefits agreement from the city to require that the new development include mass transit, green building and living wages for those jobs. As we have learned in many progressive struggles, communities need to be mobilized and actively involved in generating inclusive policies and pushing policymakers to ensure that green economic development will be just and equitable. Bracken Hendricks, a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress and co-author of Apollo’s Fire: Igniting America’s Clean Energy Economy, says the green economy movement is still in its early stages of building public support. “There is not yet an organized constituency representing the human face of what it means to face climate change. There is an urgent need for a human face, an equity constituency, to enter into the national debate on climate change.” Omar Freilla, founder of Green Worker Cooperative, an organization that actively promotes worker-owned and eco-friendly manufacturing jobs to the South Bronx, is convinced that democracy begins at the workplace where many of us as workers and employees spend most of our time. “The environmental justice movement has been about people taking control of their own communities,” he says. “Those most impacted by a problem are also the ones leading the hunt for a solution.” Environmental racism is rooted in a dirty energy economy, a reckless linear model that terminates with the dumping of toxins and wastes in poor communities of color that have the least access to political power to change this linear path to destruction.Defining and then refining green economics as a way to steer it toward bigger change is at the root of understanding the socio-political and economic possibilities of this moment.Van Jones calls for a historic approach, one that considers the world economy in stages of refinement. “Green capitalism is not the final stage of human development, any more than gray capitalism was.There will be other models and other advances—but only if we survive as a species. But we have to recognize that we are at a particular stage of history, where the choices are not capitalism versus socialism, but green/eco-capitalism versus gray/suicide capitalism. The first industrial revolution hurt both people and the planet, very badly. Today, we do have a chance to create a second ‘green’ industrial revolution, one that will produce much better ecological outcomes. Our task is to ensure that this green revolution succeeds—and to ensure that the new model also generates much better social outcomes. I don’t know what will replace eco-capitalism. But I do know that no one will be here to find out, if we don’t first replace gray capitalism.” 
***Calculation/Util/Consequentialism Good
Key to equality
Maximizing all lives is the only way to affirm equal and unconditional human dignity

David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy. 1996. (Kantian Consequentialism, p 145-146)

We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract "social entity." It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive "overall social good." Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons. Robert Nozick, for example, argues that "to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has."12 But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act? By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction. In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose? A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that "rational nature exists as an end in itself" (GMM 429). Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct. If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5). [end p.145] In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints. As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale. But we have seen that Kant's normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end. How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings? If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value? If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have "dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth" that transcends any market value (GMM 436), but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapters 5 and 7). The concept of the end-in-itself does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.

More ev

David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy. 1996. (Kantian Consequentialism, p 145-146)

Consequentialism thus provides an indirect justification for our intuitive conviction that we should not demand that the innocent sacrifice themselves, and also that we should not sacrifice the innocent. Kant's moral theory, however, simply does not provide a more direct and indefeasible justification for deontological constraints. In principle, a conscientious Kantian moral agent may be required to kill one in order to save two. Nonetheless, if someone is unable to do so, this may well not be grounds for reproach. Similarly, if I cannot amputate a leg to save a life—either my own or that of another—I may not be blameworthy for my failure, although it is true that I should have done the nasty deed. Still, in such a situation I must try to force my attention on the good I am doing and thereby enable myself to act. Similarly, in the highly unusual case where it would truly be best to kill some to save others, a good person should also try to focus on the lives to be saved rather than becoming fixated exclusively on those who will be killed.16 Nonetheless, even though sacrificing some to save others is sometimes the right thing to do, one should still feel regret and mourn the people [end p.150] who are lost. After all, the goal is to save each and every person; thus, one should indeed feel the loss of even one. According to Kant, the objective end of moral action is the existence of rational beings. Respect for rational beings requires that in deciding what to do, one must give appropriate practical consideration to the unconditional value of rational beings and to the conditional value of happiness. Since agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale, the most natural interpretation of the demand that one give equal respect to all rational beings leads to a consequentialist normative theory. We have seen that there is no sound Kantian reason for abandoning this natural consequentialist interpretation. In particular, a consequentialist interpretation does not require sacrifices that a Kantian ought to consider unreasonable, and it does not involve doing evil so that good may come of it. It simply requires an uncompromising commitment to the equal value and equal claims of all rational beings and a recognition that in the moral consideration of conduct, one's own subjective concerns do not have overriding importance.

Key to Politics

Moral purity is impossible; we have a political responsibility to weigh consequences.

Charles Landesman, prof philosophy emiritus. Spring 2003. (The Philisophical Forum, volume XXXIV, pp 31. “Rawls on Hiroshima.” Wiley InterScience.) 

How shall we look at this moral issue? Max Weber contrasts an ethic of ultimate ends with an ethic of responsibility. For Weber, when you enter politics, you must realize that “the decisive means for politics is violence.”26 With regard to one version of the ethic of ultimate ends, Weber comments: “For if it is said, in line with the . . . ethic of love, ‘Resist not him that is evil with force,’ for the politician the reverse proposition holds, ‘thou shalt resist evil by force,’ or else you are responsible for the evil winning out.” To the question whether a good end can justify violent means, Weber answers: “From no ethics in the world can it be concluded when and to what extent the ethically good purpose ‘justifies’ the ethically dangerous means and ramifications.”27 Adopting means that cause evil results may be the only way of combating a greater evil effectively. The political leader responsible for the fate of his nation can never achieve ethical purity. He must accept the fate of doing evil in order to prevent a greater evil. Anscombe and Ford can find it easy to insist upon moral purity for they occupied no positions of responsibility. An ethic of ultimate ends denies that it is ever permitted to violate an ultimate end. Yet if there are a plurality of ends or of rights, to assign one of them priority over all others no matter what the circumstances is to create the possibility of the triumph of evil.28

Objectification and calculation opens politics to otherness
Williams 2005(Michael C., Professor in the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs at the University of Ottawa,The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, p. 165-167)
Yet it is my claim that the willful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness.On the contrary, its strategy of objectification is precisely an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a willfully liberal vision. The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculation is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation. It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by– at least initially – reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability. It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a willful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited – both epistemically and politically – in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterized as one of modus Vivendi. If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of tits weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to a sceptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice. This issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann’s incisive questions concerning postmodern constructions of identity, action, and responsibility. As Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities are inescapably indebted to otherness, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are ‘sedimented’ and conflictually defined. In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just in philosophic practice) the essentialist dynamics it confronts. Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices.
Viewing calculative thought as equivalent to domination ensures total political paralysis.

Bronner 2004(Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 3-5)
“Instrumental reason” was seen as merging with what Marx termedthe “commodity form” underpinning capitalist social relations. Everythingtherebybecame subject to the calculation of costs and benefits. Even art and aesthetic tastes would become defined by a “culture industry”—intent only upon maximizing profits by seeking the lowest common denominator for its products. Instrumental rationality was thus seen as stripping the supposed​ly “autonomous” individual, envisioned by the philosophes, of both the means and the will to resist manipulation by totalitarian movements. En​lightenment now received two connotations: its historical epoch was grounded in an anthropological understanding of civilization that, from the first, projected the opposite of progress. This gave the book its power: Horkheimer and Adorno offered not simply the critique of some prior his​torical moment in time, but of all human development. This made it possi​ble to identify enlightenment not with progress, as the philistine bourgeois might like to believe, but rather—unwittingly—with barbarism, Auschwitz, and what is still often called “the totally administered society.” Such is the picture painted by Dialectic of Enlightenment.. But it should not be forgotten that its authors were concerned with criticizing enlightenment generally, and the historical epoch known as the Enlightenment in particular, from the standpoint of enlightenment itself: thus the title of the work. Their masterpiece was actually “intended to prepare the way for a positive notion of enlightenment, which will release it from entanglement in blind domina​tion.”4 Later, in fact, Horkheimer and Adorno even talked about writing a se​quel that would have carried a title like “Rescuing the Enlightenment” (Ret​tung der Aufklarung).5 This reclamation project was never completed, and much time has been spent speculating about why it wasn’t. The reason, I be​lieve, is that the logic of their argument ultimately left them with little positive to say. Viewing instrumental rationality as equivalent with the rationality of domination, and this rationality withan increasingly seamless bureaucratic order, no room existed any longer for a concrete or effective political form of opposition: Horkheimer would thus ultimately embrace a quasi-religious “yearning for the totally other” while Adorno became interested in a form of aesthetic resistance grounded in “negative dialectics.” Their great work initiated a radical change in critical theory, but its metaphysical subjectivism sur​rendered any systematic concern with social movements and political insti​tutions. Neither of them ever genuinely appreciated the democratic inheritance of the Enlightenment and thus, not only did they render critique independent of its philosophical foundations,6 but also of any practical inter​est it might serve. Horkheimer and Adorno never really grasped that, in contrast to the sys​tem builder, the blinkered empiricist, or the fanatic, the philosophe always evidenced a “greater interest in the things of this world, a greater confidence in man and his works and his reason, the growing appetite of curiosity and the growing restlessness of the unsatisfied mind—all these things form less a doctrine than a spirit.”7 Just as Montesquieu believed it was the spirit of the laws, rather than any system of laws, that manifested the commitment to jus​tice, the spirit of Enlightenment projected the radical quality of that commit​ment and a critique of the historical limitations with which even its best thinkers are always tainted. Empiricists may deny the existence of a “spirit of the times.” Nevertheless, historical epochs can generate an ethos, an existen​tial stance toward reality, or what might even be termed a “project” uniting the diverse participants in a broader intellectual trend or movement. The Enlightenment evidenced such an ethos and a peculiar stance toward reality with respect toward its transformation. Making sense of this, howev​er, is impossible without recognizing what became a general stylistic com​mitment to clarity, communicability, and what rhetoricians term “plain speech.” For their parts, however, Horkheimer and Adorno believed that re​sistance against the incursions of the culture industry justified the extreme​ly difficult, if not often opaque, writing style for which they would become famous—or, better, infamous. Their esoteric and academic style is a far cry from that of Enlightenment intellectuals who debated first principles in pub​lic, who introduced freelance writing, who employed satire and wit to demol​ish puffery and dogma, and who were preoccupied with reaching a general audience of educated readers: Lessing put the matter in the most radical form in what became a popular saying—”Write just as you speak and it will be beautiful”—while, in a letter written to D’Alembert in April of 1766, Voltaire noted that “Twenty folio volumes will never make a revolution: it’s the small, portable books at thirty sous that are dangerous. If the Gospel had cost 1,200 sesterces, the Christian religion would never have been established.”9 Appropriating the Enlightenment for modernity calls for reconnecting with the vernacular. This does not imply some endorsement of anti-intellectualism.Debates in highly specialized fields, especially those of the natural sciences, obviously demand expertise and insisting that intellectuals must “reach the masses” has always been a questionable strategy. The sub​ject under discussion should define the language in which it is discussed and the terms employed are valid insofar as they illuminate what cannot be said in a simpler way. Horkheimer and Adorno,however,saw the matter differ​ently. They feared being integrated by the culture industry, avoided political engagement, and turned freedom into the metaphysical-aesthetic preserve of the connoisseur. They became increasingly incapable of appreciating the egalitarian impulses generated by the Enlightenment and the ability of its advocates—Ben Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Thomas Paine, and Rousseau—to argue clearly and with a political purpose.Thus,whether or not their “critical” enterprise was “dialectically” in keeping with the impulses of the past, its assumptions prevented them from articulating anything positive for the present or the future.

Ethical policymaking requires calculation of feasibility and time-sensitive consequences—refusing consequentialism allows atrocity in the name of ethical purity 

Gvosdev 2005(Nikolas, executive editor of The National Interest, The Value(s) of Realism, SAIS Review 25.1, p.17-25)
What unites them all is adherence to a set of shared principles enunciated by thinkers such as Morgenthau and Walter Lippmann. The first of these is a healthy skepticism about utopian projects, no matter how noble in inspiration. The second is an appreciation for the limits as well as the uses of power; lacking unlimited energy or resources, power must be used selectively. In keeping with this realization, a country’s interests must beprioritized, with the greatest effort reserved for averting threats that affecta country’s very survival.As the name implies, realists focus on promoting policies that areachievable and sustainable.In turn, the morality of a foreign policy action is judged by its results, not by the intentions of its framers. A foreignpolicymaker must weigh the consequences of any course of action and assessthe resources at hand to carry out the proposed task.As Lippmann warned, Without the controlling principle that the nation must maintain its objectives and its power in equilibrium, its purposes within its means and its means equal to its purposes, its commitments related to its resources and its resources adequate to its commitments, it is impossible to think at all about foreign affairs.8 Commenting on this maxim, Owen Harries, founding editor of The National Interest, noted, “This is a truth of which Americans—more apt to focus on ends rather than means when it comes to dealing with the rest of the world—need always to be reminded.”9 In fact, Morgenthau noted that “there can be no political moralitywithout prudence.”10 This virtue of prudence—which Morgenthau identifiedas the cornerstone of realism—should not be confused with expediency.Rather, it takes as its starting point that it is more moral to fulfill one’scommitments than to make “empty” promises, and to seek solutions thatminimize harm and produce sustainable results. Morgenthau concluded:Political realism does not require, nor does it condone, indifference topolitical ideals and moral principles, but it requires indeed a sharpdistinction between the desirable and the possible, between what is desirable everywhere and at all times and what is possible under the concrete circumstances of time and place.11 This is why, prior to the outbreak of fighting in the former Yugoslavia, U.S. and European realists urged that Bosnia be decentralized and partitioned into ethnically based cantons as a way to head off a destructive civil war. Realists felt this would be the best course of action, especially after the country’s first free and fair elections had brought nationalist candidates to power at the expense of those calling for inter-ethnic cooperation. They had concluded—correctly, as it turned out—that the UnitedStates and Western Europe would be unwilling to invest the blood and treasurethat would be required to craft a unitary Bosnian state and give it thewherewithal to function.Indeed, at a diplomatic conference in Lisbon in March 1992, the various factions in Bosnia had, reluctantly, endorsed the broad outlines of such a settlement. For the purveyors of moralpolitik, this was unacceptable. After all, for this plan to work, populations on the “wrong side” of the line would have to be transferred and resettled. Such a plan struck directly at the heart ofthe concept of multi-ethnicity—that different ethnic and religious groupscould find a common political identity and work in common institutions.When the United States signaled it would not accept such a settlement, the fragile consensus collapsed. The United States, of course, cannot be held responsible for the war; this lies squarely on the shoulders of Bosnia’s political leaders. Yet Washington fell victim to what Jonathan Clarke called “faux Wilsonianism,” the belief that “high-flown words matter more than rational calculation” in formulating effective policy, which led U.S. policymakers to dispense with the equation of “balancing commitments and resources.”12 Indeed, as he notes, the Clinton administration had criticized peace plans calling for decentralized partition in Bosnia “with lofty rhetoric without proposing a practical alternative.” The subsequent war led to the deaths of tens of thousands and left more than a million people homeless. After three years of war, the Dayton Accords—hailed as a triumph of American diplomacy—created a complicated arrangement by which the federal union of two ethnic units, the Muslim-Croat Federation, was itself federated to a Bosnian Serb republic. Today, Bosnia requires thousands of foreign troops to patrol its internal borders and billions of dollars in foreign aid to keep its government and economy functioning. Was the aim of U.S. policymakers, academics and journalists—creatinga multi-ethnic democracy in Bosnia—not worth pursuing? No, not atall, and this is not what the argument suggests. But aspirations were notmatched with capabilities. As a result of holding out for the “most moral” outcome and encouraging the Muslim-led government in Sarajevo to pursue maximalist aims rather than finding a workable compromise that could have avoided bloodshed and produced more stable conditions, the peoples of Bosnia suffered greatly. In the end, the final settlement was very close to the one that realists had initially proposed—and the one that had also been roundly condemned on moral grounds. In assessing U.S. attempts to spread liberty and promote human rights, Owen Harries cautioned: Americans of all political persuasions believe profoundly it is their right and duty—indeed their destiny—to promote freedom and democracy in the world. It is a noble and powerful impulse—one not casually to be ridiculed or dismissed. But acting on it—if one is concerned to be effective and not merely to feel virtuous—is a complicated and delicate business, and the dangers are many. Success requires that this impulse be balanced against, and where necessary circumscribed by, other interests that the United States must necessarily pursue, more mundane ones like security, order and prosperity.13 And here Harries put his finger onthe real problem about the questionof morality in foreign policy—advocating an untenable and unrealisticpolicy in order to “feel virtuous” rather than to bring about a successfuloutcome.U.S. realists of all stripes understand that there is a tension betweenthe need for prudent strategies to secure vital interests and the desire topromote liberty and human rights around the world. This is why, in an exchange of letters with William F. Schulz, the executive director of Amnesty International USA, John Bolton, after his appointment to the U.S. Commission on International Religious Freedom, pointed out: . . . our interests and our preferences may or may not be the same thing at the same time; no U.S. policy can succeed that does not comprehend and analyze these variables distinctly and dispassionately. To put it bluntly, the unswerving pursuit of preferences over interests may compromise the advancement and protection of both. . . . [M]aking policy involves tradeoffs between interests and values that often speak in absolute terms. . . . The choices we face are among individually valuable but often competing interests, and it is precisely my point that there is no magic formula to know in advance how to behave in each diverse case.14 This brings us to the discussion of villainy in world affairs. Realists are not insensitive to questions of suffering or injustice. Rather, their perceived apathy has more in common with the original Greek meaning of the word: passionlessness. Realists favor rational assessment asopposed to an emotional,knee-jerk response thatcould bring greater evil inits wake. They are prepared to face up to the truth that the United States, even as the world’s sole superpower, “cannot accomplish everything alone” and that “some of the problems that shape the modern international scene cannot be resolved, no matter how hard we try.”The United States does not possess unlimited power to neutralize allthreats or to compel other actors in the international system to bend toits will.American idealists, for example, routinely criticize those who suggest engagement with totalitarian despots in North Korea and Iran, with China’s quasi-communist regime, or with a Russia increasingly moving to a form of state-directed “managed pluralism.” Many espouse simplistic, black-and-white “solutions”—military intervention, regime change, sanctions— with a devil-may-care attitude about negative repercussions.Realists are not opposed to the use of U.S. economic and militarypower or even the preemptive use of that power to accomplish U.S. foreignpolicy objectives.But, as Simes qualifies, What is different about realists is their tendency toinsist that U.S. foreignpolicy be based on a hierarchy of American priorities rather than a longand therefore meaningless laundry list incorporating objectives, preferencesand hopes.. . . Because doing what is right in international politics often comes at a high price, as it is in Iraq, realists tend to insist not only thatproposed actions be sound on their merits, but also that their benefitsoutweigh their costs, including potential unintended consequences.

Util Before Ethics

Utilitarian calculations subsumes ethical or moral action
Kavka 1987(Gregory S., prominent and influential figure in contemporary moral and political philosophy, Moral paradoxes of nuclear deterrence, pg. 17)

Turning to our normative assumption, we begin by notingthat any reasonable system of ethics must have substantial utilitarian elements.The assumption thatproduces the paradoxes of deterrence concerns the role of utilitarian considerations in determining one’s moral duty in a narrowly limited class of situations. Let us say that a great deal of utility is at stake in a given situationif either (1) reliable expected utilities are calculable and the difference in expected utility between the best act and its alternatives is extremely large, or(2)reliable expected utilities are not calculable and there areextremely large differences in utility between some possible outcomes of different available acts. Our assumption says that the act favored by utilitarian considerations should be performed whenever a great deal of utility is at stake. This means that, if the difference in expected, or possible, utilities of the available acts is extremely large(e.g., equivalent to the difference between life and death for a very large number of people), other moral considerations are overridden by utilitarian considerations
Consequences must be evaluated – moral rights and wrongs are based on consequences.  

Johnson, 85 Associate Professor of Philosophy and Acting Chairman of the Philosophy Department, University of Maryland at College Park (Conrad D., “The authority of the moral agent” p. 391-392)

Recent moral philosophy shows much interest in the problem of how deontological constraints are to be reconciled with consequentialism.  On the one hand, there is the intuition that there are certain things it is simply wrong for an individual to do even if violating the prohibitions would produce better consequences.  On the other hand, moral prohibitions themselves are not above critical scrutiny, and, when we turn to this enterprise, consequentialism broadly conceived has a powerful claim; for how else are we to evaluate and possibly revise our conception of morally right behavior if not by reflecting on the consequences? Trouble develops when we try to reconcile deontological intuitions with consequentialist insights.  Some versions of rule utilitarianism have seemed promising at first, but dissatisfaction returns when we try to give a careful explanation of the relationship between the rules that are utilitarianly justified and the particular action that one is called upon to do.  When it is absolutely clear to the agent in a particular case that following the rule will have some consequences than breaking it, even though the rule is in general the best, is it morally right to break the rule?  If the rule is conceived as merely cautionary and simplifying, then there is no argument against bypassing it in a particular case in which the situation is wholly clear and the calculation has already taken place was unnecessary.  On the other hand, if the rule is conceived as having some independent authority, then what is the nature of this independent authority?  The rule-bound or superstitious person might adhere to the rule for its own sake, but the rational person would not.  If we follow the usual deontological connection, there are also well-known difficulties.  If it is simply wrong to kill the innocent, the wrongness must in some way be connected to the consequences.  That an innocent person is killed must be a consequence that has some important bearing on the wrongness of the action; else why be so concerned about the killing of an innocent?  Further, if it is wrong in certain cases for the agent to weigh the consequences in deciding whether to kill or break a promise, it is hard to deny that this has some connection to the consequences.  Following this line of thought, it is consequentialist considerations of mistrust that stand behind such restrictions on what the agent may take into account.

Key to Heg

Commodification key to hegemony
Heard 1997(Andrew, political science, Simon Frasier, “THE CHALLENGES OF UTILITARIANISM AND RELATIVISM,” http://www.sfu.ca/~aheard/417/util.html)
On the other hand, there may be a consequentialist concern with limits on the state's ability to defend the community. If the state cannot ultimately order its citizens to defend it, the values and benefits enshrined in human rights may be lost for generations.The consequence is that human rights may be a fragile ideal, easily lost to the next Hitler. In this view, the state has to have control over the lives of its citizens or many would face greater perils. A consequentialist view of contractarian revocation of rights would defend the state's ability to order its military to face dangers they had not bargained on in joining the forces. An inability to enforce discipline and the ability of soldiers to pick and choose which orders to follow would result in an almost indefensible state. Thus, the greater good requires that the state can order its military about as it sees fit. On the other hand, a different consequentialist concern may be that the state slides into authoritarianismin the fight to defend itself or that citizens are bound to respect even an authoritarian regime if rights are simply part of a social contract that gives a state the right to defend itself. These different alternatives underline the importance of the choices that must be made about human rights, and many of these dilemmas are difficult to resolve without concern for the greater good. 

Calculation Inevitable

Calculation is inevitable – reinterpretation is key. 

Derrida, 92, prof. of social studies at Ecole des Hautes Etudes, ’92 (Jacques, “In Deconstruction and the Possibility of Justice,” p. 28-29) 

That justice exceeds law and calculation, that the unpresentable exceeds the determinable cannot and should not serve as an alibi for staying out of juridico-politico battles, within an institution or a state or between institutions or states and others.  Left to itself, the incalculable and giving (donatrice) idea of justice is always very close to the bad, even to the worst for it can always be reappropriated by the most perverse calculation.  It’s always possible.  And so incalculable justice requires us to calculate.  And first, closest to what we associate with justice, namely law, the juridical field that one cannot isolate within sure frontiers, but also in all the fields from which we cannot separate it, which intervene in it and are no longer simply fields: ethics, politics, economics, psycho-sociology, philosophy, literature, etc.  Not only must we calculate, negotiate the relationship between the calculable and the incalculable, and negotiate without the sort of rule that wouldn’t have to be reinvented there where we are cast, there where we find ourselves; but we must take it as far as possible beyond the place we find ourselves and beyond the already identifiable zones of morality or politics or law, beyond the distinction between national and international, public and private, and so on.  This requirement does not belong properly to justice or law.  It only belongs to either of these two domains by exceeding each one in the direction of the other.  Politicization, for example, is interminable even if it cannot and should not ever be total.  To keep this from being a truism or a triviality, we must recognize in it the following consequence: each advance in politicization obliges one to reconsider, and so to reinterpret the very foundations of law such as they had been previously calculated or delimited.  That was true for example in the Declaration of the Rights of Man, in the abolition of slavery, in all the emancipatory battles that remain and will have to remain in progress, everywhere in the world, for men and for women.  Nothing seems to me less outdated than the classical emancipatory ideal.  We cannot attempt to disqualify it today, whether with cruelty or with sophistication, at least not without treating it too lightly and forming the worst complicities.  But beyond these identified territories of juridico-politicization on the grand geopolitical scale, beyond all self-serving identifications, beyond all determined and particular reappropriations of international law, other areas must constantly open up that at first can seem like secondary or marginal areas.  This marginality also signifies that a violence, indeed a terrorism and other forms of hostage-taking are at work. 

Weigh risks

Disregard the negative’s pleas for you to “judge normally” and reject their absurd internal link chains – improving risk calculation is key to meaningful education in debate

Herbeck and Kaysulas 1992(Dale A. and John P., Dale is a Professor of Communication and Director of the Fulton Debating Society at Boston College, Katsulas is a Debate Coach at Boston College, “The Use and Abuse of Risk Analysis in Policy Debate,” Paper Presented at the 78th Annual Meeting of the Speech Communication Association October 29th-November 1st, Available Online via ERIC Number ED354559, p. 14)
Second, we must consider the increment of the risk.All too often,disadvantages claim that the plan will dramatically increase the risk of nuclear war. This might be true, and still not be compelling, if the original risk was itself insignificant. For example, it means little to double the probability of nuclear war if the original probability was only 1 in one million. To avoid this temptation,advocates should focus on the initial probability, and not on the marginal doubling of the risk claimed by the negative. Third, we must not allow ourselves to become enslaved to large impacts. The fact that the impact is grave, does not, in and of itself, mean that there is any probability associated with the outcome. Consider, for example,a disadvantage, which posited that the plan would increase the risk of species extinction.While it is true that species extinction would have serious consequences, this fact should not force us to mindlessly reject any policy that might cause species extinction.Further,we should take care in assessing evidence purporting to prove that a prudent policy maker should reject any action that risks the impact.In other words, evidence claiming that species extinction is the ultimate of all evils is not sufficient to prove that the affirmative case should be summarily rejects. 
A policy that risks one’s own death cannot be rationally passed

Herman 1993(Barbara, The Practice of Moral Judgment, Cambridge: Harvard University Press)
As I understand it, the CW test asks this: can you guarantee that in all circumstances you can will that others not regard your life as a reason not to kill you, without your will contradicting itself? The argument of the test thus does not turn on the likelihood of others killing me because they all have maxims of killing (or trying to kill) when that is useful. This would be a frightening world, but one in which some “I” could stand fast, if the freedom to kill seemed valuable enough. Instead, the argument moves from the fact of our mutual vulnerability – the weakest in the Hobbesian world is able to kill the strongest – to a conclusion about what it would be rational to will if our willing altered the principles of other agents’ actions. In the fictional world of the CW test, I will that others not regard my life as a reason to refrain from taking it. Given the Hobbesian condition, I cannot guarantee that I will avoid a contradiction in willing.For if I will anything at all, I must will the necessary conditions of continued agency (or I must will, as I can, the omission of what would undermine the conditions of my continued existence). And, given my inability to guarantee avoidance of the Hobbesian condition or its consequences, I cannot guarantee that I will not also have willed the cause of the loss of my life. A maxim of convenience killing would pass the CW test only if the agent could guarantee that the willed universal principle of indifference to life cannot conflict with what else he must will, if he wills at all. No human rational agent can guarantee this. Since I must will, as I can, that others take my existence as a limiting condition on their actions, the maxim of convenience killing is reject. One cannot will the universalized killing maxim and acknowledge the conditions of human agency.

At: justifies Hiroshima
Dropping the bomb was justified—saved most lives, valid prediction, the state's responsibility to its citizens

Charles Landesman, prof philosophy emiritus. Spring 2003. (The Philisophical Forum, volume XXXIV, pp 37. “Rawls on Hiroshima.” Wiley InterScience.)

The position I have reached so far is that the use of the atomic bomb was justified as a means of ending the war as quickly as possible so as to save lives40 The basic support of this justification is the judgment that by ending the war in August 1945, the use of the bomb saved many more lives than would otherwise had been lost had other plans been implemented. If one objects that this judgment is just a speculation that cannot justify such a drastic action, the reply is that all choice involves speculation; every decision to do this rather than that speculates that if that were done rather than this, things would be worse41 Moreover, Truman’s speculation was not groundless; he and his advisers knew about the situation in Japan by reading intercepted Japanese military and diplomatic messages; they knew that the Japanese military and civilian leaders were not on the verge of surrendering; they knew how many lives had already been lost in the conquest of the islands held by Japan. It was not a shot in the dark. The official rationale survives as the best way to understand what happened. Thus, I reject Rawls’ major claim that the atomic bombings of Japan “were very great wrongs.” Another way of making this point is to admit that even if they were very great wrongs, they prevented even greater wrongs and were thereby justified. Perhaps this last way of understanding them is better because it expresses the tragedy and moral conflict inherent in Truman’s decision. Some might object that one is not entitled to do evil to prevent a greater evil.42 But this principle that allows many innocent to die so that some may live seems to me to give greater priority to moral purity and avoiding dirty hands than is warranted. A person in a position of great responsibility whose actions or inactions may affect the lives of millions cannot justifiably be preoccupied with sustaining his own innocence. One last point remains. Rawls claims that Truman believed that dropping the bombs would save lives “where the lives counted are the lives of American soldiers. The lives of Japanese, military or civilian, presumably counted for less.” There is a suggestion here of a criticism, namely, that the lives of the Japanese were of equal worth with American lives and thus should have been considered equally. Therefore, there is no justification for killing Japanese civilians to save the lives of American soldiers. Now, I agree that in the morality that lies behind this discussion, all lives fall under the principles of human rights, and, in that sense, all lives are equal and are worthy of equal consideration. But in the situation in which Truman found himself, whatever decision he arrived at would cost lives. Therefore, the abstract principle of the human right of the innocent not to be killed does not tell him what to do. In the light of this morality, the Allied leaders were quite correct in preferring the lives of their own soldiers to the lives of the enemy, soldiers and civilians alike. They were fighting a just war. As leaders of nations, their first duty was to preserve the lives and well-being of their own citizens. This is an essential constituent of their job description. Even if all persons are morally equal from an abstract standpoint, or in the eyes of God, those whose role it is to protect the lives and welfare of others cannot consider all persons equally. A parent has special responsibility to his children, a doctor to his patients, a lawyer to his clients, a teacher to his students. As applied to the political realm, the principle of special responsibility says that a leader of a nation has a duty to his own people that has priority over his duties to others. That does not mean that in war anything goes or that terror bombing is justified. But it does imply that the leaders of nations fighting a just war against evil and implacable regimes have a greater responsibility to look out for the welfare of those defending their country than the welfare of the citizens of the enemy states. In that sense, the lives of the Japanese counted for less. And that was a legitimate consideration in the decision to drop the bomb.

***just war

Just war good

Just war good—key to freedom and moral agency—the alternative is indiscriminate militarism. 

Nicholas Rengger, professor of political theory and international relations at the University of St Andrews . Apr 2002. (International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 78, No. 2, pg 361. “On the Just War Tradition in the Twenty-First Century”)

In the current context this means, I suggest, a double problem for the just war tradition. Designed in a casuistical and particularist mould, it has been forced into an intellectual framework ill suited to its intellectual style and most effective mode of being. At the same time, it has had to exist in tension with the dominant political and ethical traditions of liberal societies that are, in essence, hostile to it. The fundamental aim of liberal societies, as we saw above, is peace, in which to pursue freedom; the fundamental threat to this freedom is the arbitrary power which, we can all agree, is found more often in war situations than in any other context outside a straightforward tyranny. The just war tradition, however, echoing earlier understandings of the relationship between war and politics, has justice-or, perhaps more accurately, the opposition to injustice-as its central assumption, and assumes as a result that there may be circumstances where war is preferable to peace, if peace would amount to a surrender to injustice. III Given the above, it is hardly surprising that the just war tradition at the opening of the twenty-first century shows some signs of having reached the limit of its elasticity, as it were. The opportunity seems now to be present for liberal societies, armed with newly acquired high-technology munitions, to fight wars with more precision and more 'justice', as a result, than at any previous point in history. A large and growing literature testifies to the power that this vision has over liberal societies.28 Yet at the same time, many of the central aspects of the just war tradition that we explored above are becoming ever more etiolated. The return to the jus ad bellum, made much of in the literature of the just war over the last forty years, has made little headway in widening understandings of notions of just cause, for example. States still insist (and have international law on their side when they do29) that they have a right to make war, albeit now only in self-defence. The just war tradition, however, supports no such claim, demanding that it be justified, not simply asserted. And while new technologies may mean that greater precision can (and has) been used in targeting opponents, it says nothing in itself to answer questions of proportionality of means, which again is a difficult discussion to have in contemporary contexts (how does one discuss the proportionality of the response to the attacks of I I September, with-out widening the question in ways that might make uncomfortable reading for many in the West?). In the light of 11 September, indeed, the tradition faces a still further chal-lenge. Some in the West, or at least in the United States, have asserted in reacting to the attacks on New York and Washington DC that the West has played the rough game of international politics for too long with its gloves on, and that now is the time to take them off. Various suggestions have been made as to 28 For some of the more influential readings of this situation,s ee MaryK aldor, Old wars/new wars (Cambridge:P olity, 1997); Ignatieff, Virtual war, D er Derian, Virtuous war; Coker, Humane warfare. 29 The most usually cited support is the UN Charter's provisions for self-defence, ch. 7, article5 1. 36I what this might mean, from scrapping the moratorium on political assassinations (a suggestion made, apparently, by Vice-President Cheney) to an even more recent call for the United States to display a 'pagan ethos' in an 'ancient war'- a call which included a clear, if not especially systematic, attempt to rubbish the just war tradition.30 In other words, in the light of the unquestionably horrific events of I I September, some are beginning to suggest that restraints-such as those that the just war tradition imposes-are a luxury Western states and societies can no longer afford. This argument builds, of course, on others that have attained currency in recent years to the effect that specifically Western traditions (like the just war) may be out of place in a world where conflicts are likely to be between 'civilizations' and thus subject to fewer restraints.3I This argument also echoes a long-standing critique of the just war tradition to the effect that it is fatally weakened by being a specifically Christian tradition. Surely, the argument goes, in societies that are now largely if not wholly multi-cultural and multifaith, a tradition of argument rooted in the religious experi-ence of one religion cannot hope to attain wide assent? The basis of the charge is incontrovertible, and many contemporary writers in the just war tradition seem to feel the need to answer it. For some, the best response is simply to replace God with some other foundation for the logic of the tradition. This is essentially the strategy Michael Walzer uses inJust and unjust wars, for example, where he deploys a rather convoluted rights theory to ground what he calls the 'war convention'.32 I confess that this argument has always seemed to me rather weak, but in any case, I do not think it is necessary. A tradition of thinking can have many roots, be fed by many tributaries. It is certainly the case that the origin of the just war tradition lies in specifically Christian questions; however, traditions, at least as I understand them, do not have an 'essence' or a central core (indeed, as I understand it, the Christian tradition does not either). Rather, one has to understand a tradition as part of an ongoing and potentially never-ending conversation in which many different assumptions will take centre stage at various points.33 What matters is the continuity of the tradition. In this context, the just war tradition can be seen as a primarily Christian tradition-but also as a 'Western tradition', an Aristotelian tradition, and even (though I can-not argue for this in detail here) an aspect of a global tradition of thinking about restraints on the use of force. In short, none of the above arguments seems to me fatally to undermine the continuing viability of the just war tradition as a way of reflecting on moral and political practice and the use of force. Yet the question remains, would we be better off without this flawed and problematic survivor from earlier times in our new, technologically sophisticated, 30 See Robert A. Kaplan,Warrior politics( New York: Random House, 2001). 3" This view is chiefly associated with Samuel Huntington, whose The clash of civilizations and the remaking of world order (New York:S imon & Schuster,1996) sparked a very wide-ranging debate. I have commented, rather obliquely to be sure, on this debate in 'The boundaries of conversation: a response to Dallmayr', Millennium:Journal of International Studies 30/2, 200I. 32 See Walzer,Just and unjust wars, parts I and 2. 33 In this I draw on the work of Michael Oakeshott. See again 'The boundaries of conversation'. 362 On the just war tradition in the twenty-first century late modem world? Could we not simply start afresh and think our own ideas on how to legitimate and justify force? Some, who would not claim to be pacifists and yet who would not wish to adopt an 'anything goes' position, would seem to be left facing this path if they do not wish to follow the just war tradition. However, to assume that it is possible to 'start from scratch' in this sort of context is precisely to misread the context in which our moral and political choices are made. The just war tradition is a tradition of thought precisely because it has considered many different ways of understanding the relation between war and politics. Some have become dominant in the tradition, as it has developed, to be sure. But that leaves others to be recaptured if we so choose. And perhaps for this reason, above all, and notwithstanding all its problems, it seems to me that it would be a mistake to abandon the just war tradition. As I have tried to emphasize throughout, it is a tradition that emphasizes reflection on moral and political purposes and choices. Inasmuch as it does this, it is closer in fact to liberal thinking on politics than often appears to be the case. The just war tradition emphasizes choice; the freedom, indeed, even perhaps the requirement, to make choices for ourselves about moral and political issues. Of course, it is a tradition. It emphasizes that choices are made in contexts of obligations and freedoms that are given to us and not always chosen ex nihilo. Nonetheless, this process is one that is central to the lives of free and reasonable persons. The legal and cultural sediment built up over the last few hundred years had closed off aspects of this process, and, despite the renaissance of writing and thinking of the last forty years, it has only very partially and episodically been opened up again. But the tradition is still there-a resource, for those who would understand it and use it aright, that enables us to evaluate and assess the character of our societies' use of force in all of its aspects. It does not think war is a good (only, sometimes, a lesser evil); nor does it glamorize or celebrate 'warriors' (as some seem increasingly to wish to do today); rather, it accepts that in the quotidian world in which we all live, there will be circumstances where force is used and even, perhaps, circumstances where it should be used, but, most of all, it asserts that in neither case does this absolve us from the require-ments of reflection and choice that we should all understand are the necessary partners to our freedoms. 

***Predictions Good- Policymaking
Predictions K2 policymaking

Even if traditional predictions are flawed, there’s value to discussing our advantages
Kurasawa, 04, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada (Fuyuki, Constellation, v. 11, no. 4, 2004, “Cautionary Tales,” Blackwell)

When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise.  A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis.  If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet.  The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance.  Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise.  While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy.  Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own.  In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper).  In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness.  It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present- including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors.

Predictions key to effective policymaking.
Chernoff 05 – Harvey Picker Professor International Relations and Director of the International Relations Program at Colgate University (Fred, “The Power of International Theory: Reforging the link to foreign policy-making through scientific enquiry”, p. 9)

Even though many of these authors hope that IR theory can lead to ‘human emancipation’, their meta-theory undercuts its ability to do so.  This trend in the theoretical literature in IR severs the link between IR theory and any significant ability to aid policy-makers to bring about emancipation or any other foreign policy goal.  If they do not leave room for rationally grounded expectations about the future, that is, scientific-style prediction, then it will be impossible to formulate policies that can be expected to achieve various aims, including the emancipation of oppressed groups.  Without the ability to say that a given action option has a higher probability than any of the other options of achieving the objective, e.g., a greater degree of emancipation of the target group, these theorists cannot recommend courses of action to achieve their desired goals.  The loss of this essential capability has been largely overlooked by constructivists and reflectvists in the IR literature.  All policy decisions are attempts to influence or bring about some future state of affairs.  Policy-making requires some beliefs about the future, whether they are called ‘expectations’, ‘predictions’, ‘forecasts’ or ‘prognostications’.  The next step in the argument is to show how such beliefs can be justified.

Debate about apocalyptic impacts is crucial to activism and effective policy education. 

Blain, 91, Michael, Sociology @ Boise State University, Oct ’91 (“RHETORICAL PRACTICE IN AN ANTI-NUCLEAR WEAPONS CAMPAIGN” Peace & Change, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122207441/abstract?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0) 

Peace activism can be understood as a sociopolitical performance. It enacts a pattern of discourse that can be rhetorically analyzed in terms of its strategy of incitement. As peace activists mobilized their forces in the 1980s, they built up a discourse -- a repertoire of possible political statements for use against nuclear weapons policies. Such statements as nuclear annihilation, radiation pollution, and strategic madness have been the primary incitements to peace activism. Activists use language pragmatically. As political actors addressing a public audience, they know they must speak a language familiar to that audience. Nineteenth-century activists were educated, middle-class women, clergymen, educators, and businessmen with a reform Christian conscience. Twentieth-century activists have included political leftists and cultural dissidents as well as traditional pacifists and religious liberals.(n1) Middle-class professionals have played prominent roles in the peace movement. For example, medical activists like Helen Caldicott and Robert Lifton have elaborated a discourse on the madness of "nuclearism"(n2) In fact, some analysts interpret the peace movement as a power struggle of middle-class radicals and countercultural rebels against the power elite.(n3) This article presents the results of a rhetorical analysis of activists' discursive practices in a victorious campaign to defeat a U.S. government plan to construct the first new nuclear weapons plant in twenty years in the state of Idaho, the Special Isotope Separator (SIS). It shows how activists in the Snake River Alliance (SRA), a Boise, Idaho, antinuclear organization, mobilized hundreds of "Idahoans" to act as "concerned citizens" and "Life Guards," to lobby, testify, demonstrate, and finally, to kill this plan. The article introduces a perspective on how discourse functions in political movements. An effective movement discourse must accomplish two things: (1) knowledge, or the constitution of the subjects and objects of struggle, and (2) ethics, or the moral incitement of people to political action. I will show how this perspective can illuminate how anti-SIS activists developed an effective discourse to kill this crucial nuclear weapons program. A critical evaluation of this campaign can contribute to peace in at least three ways: it can celebrate the artful practices these activists engaged in to achieve their political objectives; it can add a case study of a victorious campaign to the emerging literature on the tactics of nonviolent action; and finally, it can contribute to the current debate about the future of the peace movement in a post-cold war world. The anti-SIS campaign involved an alliance of environmental and peace groups, which suggests one possible political strategy for future peace actions. POLITICAL MOVEMENTS AS VICTIMAGE RITUALS Political activists must engage in discourse to fight and win power struggles with their adversaries. In political battles, such as the anti-SIS campaign, words are weapons with tactical functions. Michel Foucault clearly articulates this perspective: Indeed, it is in discourse that power and knowledge are joined together. And for this reason, we must conceive discourse as a series of discontinuous segments whose tactical function is neither uniform nor stable ... as a multiplicity of discursive elements that can come into play in various strategies. It is this distribution that we must reconstruct ... according to who is speaking, his position of power, the institutional context in which he happens to be situated ... with the shifts and reutilizations of identical formulas for contrary objectives.(n4) A power strategy refers to all means, including discursive practices, put into play by an actor in a particular power relationship to influence the actions of others. The language of political movements, including peace activism, is militaristic; activists talk strategy, tactics, and objectives. And it is important to see that discourse is itself a part of any power strategy. Kenneth Burke's concepts of victimage rhetoric and rituals can be used to illuminate this process.(n5) Political activists use victimage rhetoric to mobilize people to fight and defeat their adversaries. Victimage rhetoric is melodramatic in form. It functions to incite those who identify with it to engage in political acts of ritual scapegoating. Activists mobilize people to engage in activism by getting them to identify with an actual or impending violation of some communal "ideal"--a problem, concern, or danger. Activists mount "education" campaigns to get the public to identify with the imminent danger. A critical knowledge of the nature of this danger is constructed, taking the form of villainous powers inflicting or threatening to inflict some terrible wrong on the world. This rhetorical practice is tactical in the sense that it is designed to generate intense anger and moral outrage at what has, is, or could be happening to the values of those who identify with it. These people can then be mobilized in a campaign to fight the villain. This effect is intensified by emphasizing the negative features of the actions of the agents and agencies responsible for the violation. Once implanted, this knowledge exerts an ethical incitement to activism. Activists, this model suggests, must develop a discourse that does two things: vilify and activate. These two functions correspond to two moments in a melodramatic victimage ritual. These two moments of identification are (1) acts of violation or vilification and (2) acts of redemptive or heroic action. Movement leaders must construct images of both villains and activists fighting villains. They must convince us that acts of violation have occurred or will happen, and then they must goad us into doing something about it. This analysis suggests that a movement discourse is a rhetorical system composed of two elements working in tandem. One of the main features of motive in victimage ritual is the aim to destroy the destroyer. In the anti- SIS campaign, as we shall see, the objective was to kill a Department of Energy (DOE) program to build a nuclear weapons plant. One means of accomplishing that objective was to vilify its proponents. The second element in a movement discourse is redemptive or ethical. Once leaders succeed in convincing their followers that there is a real threat, they must then incite those convinced to act. To accomplish these objectives, peace activists have assembled a discourse charged with peril and power--a knowledge of the scene they confront and an ethic of political activism. They have constituted a "knowledge" of the dangers posed by the nuclear arms race and nuclear war that is infused with a redemptive ethic of political activism. Activists use this knowledge and ethic to goad people into campaigns to achieve antinuclear objectives. For example, activists have invoked the term power in two distinct ethical senses. There is the "bad" power of the agents of the nuclear arms race (politicians such as Ronald Reagan or Margaret Thatcher; agencies such as the U.S. government, NATO, or the Department of Energy). And there is the "good" power that activists produce by their concerted political actions, including a subjective effect called "empowerment." Activists empower themselves by "taking personal responsibility for the fate of the earth," sacrificing time, energy, and money to the cause. By engaging in political activism, peace activists say they transcend psychological despair and obtain a sense of personal power.(n6)

AT tetlock

They misread Tetlock—his argument is just that you should rationally weigh costs and benefits 

Tetlock, 05 (Philip, psychologist, Expert Political Judgement, http://www.pupress.princeton.edu/chapters/s7959.html) SAS

Chapters 2 and 3 explore correspondence indicators. Drawing on the literature on judgmental accuracy, I divide the guiding hypotheses into two categories: those rooted in radical skepticism, which equates good political judgment with good luck, and those rooted in meliorism, which maintains that the quest for predictors of good judgment, and ways to improve ourselves, is not quixotic and there are better and worse ways of thinking that translate into better and worse judgments. Chapter 2 introduces us to the radical skeptics and their varied reasons for embracing their counterintuitive creed. Their guiding precept is that, although we often talk ourselves into believing we live in a predictable world, we delude ourselves: history is ultimately one damned thing after another, a random walk with upward and downward blips but devoid of thematic continuity. Politics is no more predictable than other games of chance. On any given spin of the roulette wheel of history, crackpots will claim vindication for superstitious schemes that posit patterns in randomness. But these schemes will fail in cross-validation. What works today will disappoint tomorrow.34 Here is a doctrine that runs against the grain of human nature, our shared need to believe that we live in a comprehensible world that we can master if we apply ourselves.35 Undiluted radical skepticism requires us to believe, really believe, that when the time comes to choose among controversial policy options--to support Chinese entry into the World Trade Organization or to bomb Baghdad or Belgrade or to build a ballistic missile defense--we could do as well by tossing coins as by consulting experts.36 Chapter 2 presents evidence from regional forecasting exercises consistent with this debunking perspective. It tracks the accuracy of hundreds of experts for dozens of countries on topics as disparate as transitions to democracy and capitalism, economic growth, interstate violence, and nuclear proliferation. When we pit experts against minimalist performance benchmarks--dilettantes, dart-throwing chimps, and assorted extrapolation algorithms--we find few signs that expertise translates into greater ability to make either "well-calibrated" or "discriminating" forecasts. Radical skeptics welcomed these results, but they start squirming when we start finding patterns of consistency in who got what right. Radical skepticism tells us to expect nothing (with the caveat that if we toss enough coins, expect some streakiness). But the data revealed more consistency in forecasters' track records than could be ascribed to chance. Meliorists seize on these findings to argue that crude human-versus-chimp comparisons mask systematic individual differences in good judgment. Although meliorists agree that skeptics go too far in portraying good judgment as illusory, they agree on little else. Cognitive-content meliorists identify good judgment with a particular outlook but squabble over which points of view represent movement toward or away from the truth. Cognitive-style meliorists identify good judgment not with what one thinks, but with how one thinks. But they squabble over which styles of reasoning--quick and decisive versus balanced and thoughtful--enhance or degrade judgment. Chapter 3 tests a multitude of meliorist hypotheses--most of which bite the dust. Who experts were--professional background, status, and so on--made scarcely an iota of difference to accuracy. Nor did what experts thought--whether they were liberals or conservatives, realists or institutionalists, optimists or pessimists. But the search bore fruit. How experts thought--their style of reasoning--did matter. Chapter 3 demonstrates the usefulness of classifying experts along a rough cognitive-style continuum anchored at one end by Isaiah Berlin's prototypical hedgehog and at the other by his prototypical fox.37 The intellectually aggressive hedgehogs knew one big thing and sought, under the banner of parsimony, to expand the explanatory power of that big thing to "cover" new cases; the more eclectic foxes knew many little things and were content to improvise ad hoc solutions to keep pace with a rapidly changing world. Treating the regional forecasting studies as a decathlon between rival strategies of making sense of the world, the foxes consistently edge out the hedgehogs but enjoy their most decisive victories in long-term exercises inside their domains of expertise. Analysis of explanations for their predictions sheds light on how foxes pulled off this cognitive-stylistic coup. The foxes' self-critical, point-counterpoint style of thinking prevented them from building up the sorts of excessive enthusiasm for their predictions that hedgehogs, especially well-informed ones, displayed for theirs. Foxes were more sensitive to how contradictory forces can yield stable equilibria and, as a result, "overpredicted" fewer departures, good or bad, from the status quo. But foxes did not mindlessly predict the past. They recognized the precariousness of many equilibria and hedged their bets by rarely ruling out anything as "impossible." These results favor meliorism over skepticism--and they favor the pro-complexity branch of meliorism, which proclaims the adaptive superiority of the tentative, balanced modes of thinking favored by foxes,38 over the pro-simplicity branch, which proclaims the superiority of the confident, decisive modes of thinking favored by hedgehogs.39 These results also domesticate radical skepticism, with its wild-eyed implication that experts have nothing useful to tell us about the future beyond what we could have learned from tossing coins or inspecting goat entrails. This tamer brand of skepticism--skeptical meliorism--still warns of the dangers of hubris, but it allows for how a self-critical, dialectical style of reasoning can spare experts the big mistakes that hammer down the accuracy of their more intellectually exuberant colleagues.

Models reduce human error and lead to better predictions – even Tetlock’s study concludes that models can help expert predictions

Rieber 4 Professor at Georgia State University

[Steven, "How Statistical Models Can Help Intelligence Analysts," http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/3/6/0/pages73607/p73607-1.php]

A related point is that the models minimize random error. Human judgment is of course imperfect, and we often fail to treat like cases alike. The statistical models are boringly consistent: they always give the same weight to the same variables. This is not to say that the models are perfect predictors. They are far from perfect, and so are human experts. But using the models reduces one source of error that many experts without the models are subject to, namely random variation in their judgments. In addition to minimizing random error, the models can help counter the types of cognitive biases which plague much expert judgment. For example, many experts tend to overpredict by large margins. One study examined the accuracy of physicians’ predictions of bacteremia (bacteria the bloodstream). 6 When the doctors judged a patient 60% likely to have bacteremia, the actual probability was 12%. And when doctors were 100% certain of a diagnosis of bacteremia, they were correct only 40% of the time. 5 See Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time. New York: Free Press (1986). 6 Roy M. Poses and Michelle Anthony, “Availability, Wishful Thinking, and Physicians’ Diagnostic Judgments for Patients with Suspected Bacteremia,” Medical Decision Making, Vol. 11 (1991), pp. 159-168. 5 Predictions by a statistical model are very unlikely to consistently overpredict a type of event. That is because the models are formed on the basis of large samples of similar events – and large samples generally do not undergo sudden and radical change in their basic characteristics. So when experts use the model to supplement their own judgment, they will be less likely to overpredict. Overprediction is one sort of cognitive bias. Another is overextremity (also known as overconfidence). While overprediction involves overestimating the probability in both low and high probability judgments, overextremity means overestimating at high probabilities and underestimating at low probabilities. A set of judgments is overextreme when the judge is overconfident that likely events will occur and overconfident that unlikely events will not occur. Many experts in international affairs have been shown to exhibit overextremity bias. Over the last 20 years Philip Tetlock of UC Berkeley has asked numerous experts to make predictions about events such as the future of the Soviet Union and South Africa. 7 Over all, when experts were 90% confident that an event would occur, they were correct only 59% of the time. And when the experts were 90% confident that an event would not occur, they were correct only 78% of the time. This is a classic case of overextremity bias. Tetlock also tested the results of simple mechanical predictors. As expected, these exhibited no overextremity bias. Thus, using the model can help counter overextreme predictions. Statistical models can help experts predict more accurately. This is because the models use only the relevant variables, they assign the correct values to the variables, they base their predictions on all the data rather than just the most memorable data, they minimize random error, and are not subject to cognitive biases. There exist promising models for predicting foreign events such as civil war, interstate war, and state failure. 

***Value to Life

Yes vtl
No political system can ever fully erode the value to life – resistance and struggle is infinitely feasible
Walzer 2003(Michael, American political philosopher and public intellectual, “The United States in the World – Just Wars and Just Societies: An Interview with Michael Walzer,” Volume 7, No. 1., http://info.bris.ac.uk/%7eplcdib/imprints/michaelwalzerinterview.html)
The people carrying signs in my account are Czechs in 1989, during the 'velvet revolution.' They hadn't been able to defend truth or justice in public for many years, yet Czechs watching the demonstration knew what the words meant, and so did we know, watching from farther away. If civil liberties are curtailed in the US, there will soon be a movement to defend and restore them. And when we march with signs saying 'Liberty,' Americans watching us will know what the word means, and so will you in Britain, and so will people in China, who have never enjoyed anything like our civil liberties. A full-scale culture inquiry would surely reveal significant differences in American, British, and Chinese understandings of liberty, but some minimal sense, sufficient for mutual comprehension, would be common to all three.

But your question is really just another invitation to make the relativist/anti-relativist argument of Philosophy 101. So let me restate the question in the strongest possible form.Suppose that the Nazis had conquered the world, and that the Third Reich lasted the full thousand years that Hitler promised. Would the ideal of human rights, at the end of that time, have disappeared 'from the landscape of international justice'? I don't know the answer to that question, and I don't think that anyone else does. But I hope that people in different parts of the world would resist the Nazis and when they did(I am paraphrasing my argument in Thick and Thin now) they would discover that though they had different histories and cultures, their experience of tyranny was similar, and so was their response to it. Andout of these commonalities they would fashion aminimal morality that would serve the purposes of their struggle.'It would be a jerry-built and ramshackle affair – as hastily put together as the signs for the Prague march.'
Always an inherent value to life

Phyllis Coontz, Associate Professor in the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs at the University of Pittsburgh.  2001 (Journey of Community Health Nursing, 18(4). “Transcending the Suffering of AIDS.” JSTOR) In the 1950s, psychiatrist and theorist Viktor Frankl ( 1963) described an existential theory of purpose and meaning in life. Frankl, a long-time prisoner i n a concentration camp, related several instances of transcendent states that he experienced in the midst of that terrible suffering using his own experiences and observations. He believed that these experiences allowed him and others to maintain their sense of dignity and self-worth. Frankl (1969) claimed that transcendence occurs by giving to others, being open to others and the environment, and coming to accept the reality that some situations are unchangeable. He hypothesized that life always has meaning for the individual; a person can always decide how to face adversity. Therefore, self-transcendence provides meaning and enables the discovery of meaning for a person (Frankl, 1963). Expanding Frankl's work, Reed (1991b) linked self-transcendence with mental health. Through a developmental process individuals gain an increasing understanding of who they are and are able to move out beyond themselves despite the fact that they are experiencing physical and mental pain. This expansion beyond the self occurs through introspection, concern about others and their well-being, and integration of the past and future to strengthen one's present life (Reed, 1991 b).  

***Realism Good
AT: IR constructed

 The fact that international relations is constructed doesn’t deny the accuracy of our impact claims – violence still exists and only the 1ac solves it

Darryl Jarvis (Director of the Research Institute for International Risk and Lecturer in International Relations, The University of Sydney) 2000 “International relations and the challenge of postmodernism” p. X

Just because we acknowledge that the state is a socially fabricated entity, or that the division between domestic and international society is arbitrary inscribed does not make the reality of the state disappear or render invisible international politics.  Whether socially constructed or objectively given, the argument over the ontological status of the state is no  particular moment.  Does this change our experience of the state or somehow diminish the political-economic-juridical-military functions of the state?  To recognize that states are not naturally inscribed but dynamic entities continually in the process of being made and reimposed and are therefore culturally dissimilar, economically different, and politically atypical, while perspicacious to our historical and theoretical understanding of the state, in no way detracts form its reality, practices, and consequences.  Similarly, few would object to Ashley’s hermeneutic interpretivist understanding of the international sphere as an artificially inscribed demarcation.  But, to paraphrase Holsti again, so what?  This does not make its effects any less real, diminish its importance in our lives, or excuse us form paying serious attention to it.  That international politics and states would not exist without subjectivities is a banal tautology.  The point, surely, is to move beyond this and study these processes.  Thus while intellectually interesting, constructivist theory is not an end point as Ashley seems to think, where we all throw up our hands and announce that there are no foundations and all reality is an arbitrary social construction.  Rather, it should be a means of recognizing the structurated nature of our being and the reciprocity between subjects and structures through history.  Ashley, however, seems not to want to do this, but only to deconstruct the state, international politics, and international theory on the basis that none of the is objectively given fictitious entities that arise out of modernist practices of representation.  While an interesting theoretical enterprise, it is of no great consequence to the study of international politics.  Indeed, structuration theory has long taken care of these ontological dilemmas that otherwise seem to preoccupy Ashley

***west good
West k2 rights

Human rights not exclusive to Western countries—it is essentialist to imply that other cultures inherently oppose rights

Donnelly 2007(Andrew Mellon, Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies in the University of Denver, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 pg. 281-306)
Reasonable people may reasonably disagree about which harm is greatest. Toleration of the American refusal to prohibit hate speech thus seems demanded, even from those who sincerely and no less reasonably believe that prohibiting hate speech is the better course of action. Americans, however, need to be respectful of the mainstream practice and be willing to engage principled arguments to conform with international norms. These brief arguments are hardly conclusive, perhaps not even correct. (I am inclined to think that my argument on apostasy accepts too great a relativism.) I think, though, that they show that the (relative) universality of internationally recognized human rights does not require, or even encourage,global homogenization or the sacrifice of (many) valued local practices.Certainly nothing in my account of relative universality implies, let alonejustifies, cultural imperialism. Quite the contrary, (relatively) universal humanrights protect people from imposed conceptions of the good life, whetherthose visions are imposed by local or foreign actors.Human rights seek to allow human beings, individually and in groupsthat give meaning and value to their lives, to pursue their own visions ofthe good life.Such choices—so long as they are consistent with comparable rights for others and reflect a plausible vision of human flourishing to which we can imagine a free people freely assenting—deserve our respect. In fact,understanding human rights as a political conception of justice supported byan overlapping consensus requires us to allow human beings, individually and collectively, considerable space to shape (relatively) universal rightsto their particular purposes—so long as they operate largely within the constraints at the level of concepts established by functional, international legal, and overlapping consensus universality.  My account has emphasized the “good” sides of universalism, understood in limited, relative terms. The political dangers of arguments of anthropological universality are modest, at least if one accepts functional and international legal universality. In arguing against ontological universality, however, I ignored the dangers of imperialist intolerance when such claims move into politics. This final section considers a few of the political dangers posed by excessive or “false” universalism, especially when a powerful actor (mis)takes its own interests for universal values. The legacy of colonialism demands that Westerners showspecialcautionand sensitivitywhen advancing arguments of universalism in the faceof clashing cultural values.Westerners must also remember the political, economic, and cultural power that lies behind even their best intentioned activities.Anything that even hints of imposing Western values is likely tobe met with understandable suspicion, even resistance. How arguments ofuniversalism and arguments of relativism are advanced may sometimes beas important as the substance of those arguments.59Care and caution, however,must not be confused with inattention orinaction. Our values, and international human rights norms, may demandthat we act on them even in the absence of agreement by others—at least when that action does not involve force. Even strongly sanctioned traditions may not deserve our toleration if they are unusually objectionable. Consider, for example, the deeply rooted tradition of anti-Semitism in the West or “untouchables” and bonded labor in India. Even if such traditional practices were not rejected by the governments in question, they would not deserve the tolerance, let alone the respect, of outsiders.When rights-abusivepractices raise issues of great moral significance, tradition and cultureare slight defense.Consider violence against homosexuals. International human rights lawdoes not prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.Sexual orientation is not mentioned in the Universal Declaration or the Covenants, and arguments that it falls within the category of “other status” in Article 2 of each of these documents are widely accepted, at least at the level of law, only in Europe and a few other countries. Nonetheless, everyone is entitled to security of the person. If the state refuses to protect some people against private violence, on the grounds that they are immoral, the state violates their basic human rights—which are held no less by the immoral than the moral.And the idea that the state should be permitted to imprison or even execute people solely on the basis of private voluntary acts between consenting adults, however much that behavior or “lifestyle” offends community conceptions of morality, is inconsistent with any plausible conception of personal autonomy and individual human rights. I do not mean to minimize the dangers of cultural and political arrogance, especially when backed by great power.US foreign policy often confusesAmerican interests with universal values. Many Americans do seem to believethat what’s good for the US is good for the world—and if not, then “that’s their problem.” The dangers of such arrogant and abusive “universalism”are especially striking in international relations, wherenormativedisputesthatcannot be resolved by rational persuasion or appeal to agreed uponinternational norms tend to be settled by(political, economic, and cultural)power—of which United States today has more than anyone else.Faced with such undoubtedly perverse “unilateral universalism,” even some well meaning critics have been seduced by misguided arguments for the essential relativity of human rights. This, however, in effect accepts the American confusion of human rights with US foreign policy. The proper remedy for “false” universalism is defensible, relative universalism. Functional, overlapping consensus, and international legal universality, in addition to their analytical and substantive virtues, can be valuable resources for resistingmany of the excesses of American foreign policy,and perhapseven forredirecting it into more humane channels.

Western rationality good

Enlightenment thinking and western rationality good—key to human rights, democracy and quality of life—the alternative is fascism

Thomas Pangle, professor of political science. 1992. (The Enobling of Democracy: The Challenge of the Postmodern Age, google books, pp 3)

Nothing characterizes the spiritual climate of the West today so much as the pervasive disbelief in these once all-powerful philosophic pillars of modernity. Our philosophic currents are negative, skeptical, disillusioned. Indeed, one may with justification suggest that to speak of "currents" is already to mislead: the most influential trends in contemporary philosophy may be too weak and fragmentary to constitute anything so forceful as currents. Yet there is unquestionably a common ground, defined negatively. The “postmodern” has as yet nothing that is clearly its own; it is best defined, not merely by what it comes after, but by that from which it has become estranged: the modern-Modernity. But when we are in a decisive sense still defined by this Modernity. The postmodern is not "what exists after modernity"; it is rather the state of being entangled in modernity, IIS something from which we cannot escape but in which we can no longer put, or find, faith. What is this modernity that defines us still? What is this from which we have become alienated, in such a way that we are defined by nothing so clearly as this alienation? At the heart of modernity is the trust or faith in scientific reason, under-stood as the source not only of vast powers but of authoritative guidance as to how to use those powers. The long battle that succeeded in winning intellectual predominance for modern science was simultaneously a struggle for a new culture of universal humanity to be based on scientific reason as thc only solid basis for truly common bonds among all human beings as such. Struggle for science was simultaneously a struggle for a culture of universal, popular enlightenment. The new culture was to take root in a movement of liberation from age-old particularist superstitions. lt was to emerge out of a revolution against illegitimate economic and political hegemonies rooted in nonrational, prescientifìc tribal and national and sectarian traditions. But of course the negation was to be followed or accompanied by affirmation: the new culture was to have a new content, a new goal, a new conception of the good life. Scientific morals, politics, aesthetics, philosophy, and religion were to replacc the old prescientific or traditional morals, politics, aesthetics, philosophy, and religion. The very titles of some of thc masterpieces of the Enlightenment reflect this great positive aspiration: Ethics Demonstrated in Geometricaf Order {Spinoza); An Essay concerning the True Original, Extent, and End of Civil Govemmemt (Lockc); A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful (Burke); Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone (Kanr); Principles of a New Science concerning the Nature of the Nations (Vico). Yet the cultural, moral, religious, and even the civic promises of the Enlightenment were fulfilled in a much more ambiguous and controversial fashion than the mathematical, economic, and technological promises. Modem science docs not mean today what it meant for Newton. Modern scientists long ago ceased to think it essential to seek philosophic or theological foundations for their work. And on the other side, modem philosophy and religion have ceased trying to be scientific. As for “political science,” our profession has pretty much abandoned the claim to provide authoritative guidance in establishing the nature of the common good and the ultimate ends of collective and personal existence. The abdication of the vocation of the political scientist as conceived by the Enlightenment is cspccially obvious in the subfield that passes under the stultifyìng rubric of “normative theory” (this is the subfield that, at its all-too​rare best, exercises a kind of museum custodian’s care for the onec​great texts and issues of political theory). The great attempts by the political philosophers of the Enlightenment to provide systematic, rational, and generally acceptable foundations for public and private existence have proved to be inadequate. This is by no means to say that they have been altogether a failure. Some of the leading moral and civic notions--universal humanity and equality, govemment by consent, the frcc market, toleration and the sanctity of the private sphere-remain the bulwark of the liberal public ethos. But the original philosophic and scientific foundations for that ethos have eroded; and the public ethos has itself therefore become fragile and unsteady. Few educated citizens of our time dare to endorse “natural rights“ or even thc “rights of man.“ Property rights, which stood at the core of the Enlightenment conception of thc rights of man, are looked upon with great skepticism by toclay's constitutionalists. Above all, reason itself, and the universalism implied in rationalism. is more and more viewed with distrust. At the popular level, this distrust is animated by the sharp suspicion that rationalism may be the source of "sexist," “Eurocentric,“ inhumanly utilitarian, and technologically driven exploitation. Behind these suspicions looms a greater source of difficulties. Modern ratìonalism has been hammered by succeeding generations of philosophic critics, begin-ning with Rousseau and culminating in Nietzsche: and Heidegger-critics who advance powerful arguments contending that rationalism is incapable of providing an acccptably profound, diverse, "creative," and “historical” account of what is truly human. Here, then, is our situation in a nutshell: we in the West find ourselves in possession of fantastically powerful technological and economic resources; these resources fuel a society that is deeply unsure of its moral purposc and foundations; as an accompaniment or consequence, this society has come to be increasingly penetrated and shaped by a new, highly problematic and skeptical (not to say nihilìstic) cultural dispensation known as "postmodern-ism." This book begins from a selective encounter with a few of the most influential thinkers who epitomíze or stand at the source of this new “ism.” I attempt to do justice to the strengths, while delineating what I see to be thc decisive weaknesses, in this still unfolding worldview. To put it bluntly, I mean to sound an alarm at what I see to be the civic irresponsibility, the spiritual deadliness, and the philisophic dogmatism of this increasingly dominant trend of thinking. I wish to help rescue the genuinely galvanizing spiritual, moral, and civic challenges of our question-ridden age from what I fear may be the banalizing and belittling effects of the new philosophic elite. What I urge is the reopening of the case for grounding in foundational reason as our only source for a firm, as well as sublime, conception of our common humanity, in its grandeur and its limitations, in its lightheartedness and its tragedy. I seek to reopen this case partly on behalf of modernity, and, above all, on behalf of its political achievcmcnt in American consritutionalism. For l am unimpressed by the standard criticisms, as well as the parronizing endorsements, of the great moral and political philosophies of the Enlightenment. I do not find that either the criticism or the praise reflects long meditation on the political-philosophic treatises of Spinoza, of Locke, of Montesquieu, of Hume, or of the authors of the Federalist Papers. Yet I am compelled immediately to add that the rcdiscovery of the power of thc argumcnts underlying liberal constitutionalism carries with it a recognition of the limits or bounds of that power. The reacquisition of intimate familiarity with the grounding treatises of modern republícanism only makes the shortcomings of the Enlightenment’s conception of human freedom and excellence more apparent. The study of the roots of modernity prepares one to appreciate the justification for at least the starting points of the critique of modernity launched by its truly great opponents. It is on these great thinkers, and especially on Heidegger, that our contemporary “postmodernists" are, at their best, dependent for whatever lasting force their attempted deconstructions of rationalism may have. What I seek to stimulate,\ then, is not a flight back to seek shelter under the authority of our eighteenth-century intellectual forebears, but instead the gathering of our powers for a plunge into authentic confrontation with the difficulties in our philosophic origins ar their deepest level. Such a confrontation requires, and indeed culminates in, a genuinely thoughtful encounter with the “other” political rationalism, the political rationalism of Socrates and the Socratic tradition. This Socratic political rationalism has little in common with the senescent “Platonism" and “Aristotelian teleology" that peer out at us from the stilted academic portraits painted by thc conventionally respectable scholar-ship of thc past two centuries. That scholarship-decisively formed by such influential figures as the Kantìan Edmund Zeller-has viewed classical philosophy through the distorting, and indeed patronizing, prism of late-modern rationalism (and then of its rebellious stepchild, modem irrationalism). To fight our way clear of modem rationalism’s impositions on the texts of classical rationalism, to break our of the imprisoning blinders of the past two centuries of classical scholarship, we must find a firm foothold outside the canonical list of “acceptable” or “respectable” interpretations of Socrates, Plato, Xenophon, and Aristotle. Such a foothold is available to us in an old and all-but-forgotten philosophic tradition of what is called the Near East: authentic Socratic or classical political rationalism is a civic philosophy that flourished for the last time in the Islamic and Judaic Middle Ages in such classics as Alfarabi‘s Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle and Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed.' The Socratic political rationalism that these strange and wonderful medieval books open up to us is seriously at odds with modem rationalism and with the liberal republicanism founded upon modern rationalism. Yet the gulf separating the two rationalisms is not unbridgeable. Both, after all, share-even as, and indeed precisely because, they dispute-the common ground of rational argument as the way to objective and rigorous truth about the permanent human condition and the abiding human questions or problems that define that condition. A kind of practical compromise between Socratic and modern political rationalism is then conceivable. But such a compromise will be valid, insofar as it can be valid, only if the basic theoretical disagreements are clearly recognized, and only if the great debate is thoroughly thought (and fought) through to a conclusion. In the process, shortcomings are to be discovered on both sides, and complementary strengths as well as antagonisms or tensions brought to light. Yet in the final analysis, given the depth of the disagreements, it is necessary that one or the other of the two dialectical partners be subordinated. In the American tradition thus far, the attempted synthesis (Benjamin Franklin's is perhaps the best known and the most thoughtful) have subordinated classical republicanism to the republicanism of the Enlightenment, Socratic rationalism to modern rationalism. l suggest we seriously entertain the possibility of reversing the order. By reappropriating classical civic rationalism, we may be afforded a framework that integrates the politically most significant discoveries of modern rationalism into a conception of humanity that does justice no the whole range of the human problem and the human potential, in a way and to 3rd degree never achieved by modern rationalism. It is with a view to provoking the reader to serious inquiry into the possible truth of this admittedly strange and surely debatable contention that the following pages have been written. Obviously, a simple or unqualified return to classical political theory is both undesirable and impossible: impossible, because the large-scale, mass society to which classical political theory devoted its study (especially in the treatises of Xenophon) was of fundamentally different kind from the mass society we inhabit; undesirable, because of the advances that modern republican theory has effected over ancient republican theory. For we ought not to allow the unprecedented political horrors of the twentieth century (the Marxist gulags that have blighted so much of the East. the death camps of the fascists, the ever-present shadow of nuclear holocaust) to eclipse the achievements of modernity, together with the moderate hopes we can sustain in the light of these achievements. I have in mind, not only the defeat of Marxism and fascism and the abolition of slavery, but, more positively, the achievement of dignity and political organization for free labor; the enormous improvement in basic provisions and healthcare: for the mass of humanity; the growth of recognition of universal human dignity in the doctrine: of human rights; and, perhaps most important of all, the protection of human rights and of self-government in constitutional mechanisms and civic practices unknown to classical republican theory. In the words of Publius (Alexander Hamilton) in the Federalist Papers, no. 9: 

***eugenics good

Eugenics good—extinction
No eugenics impacts—solves disease and evolution—risks extinction

Sailer 99 [By Steve Sailer, National Post, “The Coming War over Genes: Darwin's Enemies on the Left Part II of a Two Part Series Darwin's Enemies on the Right” 12/1/99, http://www.isteve.com/Darwin-Enemiesonleft.htm]

The imminent birth of Canada's first "designer baby," a child whose embryo was screened before implantation in its mother to make sure it didn't suffer from the genetic disease cystic fibrosis (National Post, 11/29/99), reminds us that the evolution of the human race is about to accelerate almost unimaginably. Thus, we can no longer afford the comforting illusion that evolution doesn't really apply to humanity. Charles Darwin is a secular saint to much of the well-bred, well-read public. While they may not know the details of Darwinism, they do know that if rightwing fundamentalists are against Darwin, then they're for him. And on the principle that your enemy's enemy must be your friend, nice people with nice liberal arts degrees assume that Darwin scientifically disproved all those not-nice ideas like sexism and racism. Not that they've personally read Darwin, but Harvard's Stephen Jay Gould (author of "The Mismeasure of Man") has assured them that that's what Darwin meant. Or, to be precise, that's what Darwin would have meant if only he'd been as enlightened as Stephen Jay Gould. Having reviewed Darwin's enemies on the right, (see "A Miracle Happens Here" in the National Post's Commentary section of 11/20/99), let me now consider his enemies (and false friends) on the left. Ironically, while the religious right engages in futile attacks on Darwin's theory of what animals evolved from, the left and center clamps down upon Darwin's theory of what humans evolved to. These intellectual disputes produce real victims. Stalin even shipped the Soviet Union's Darwinian geneticists to the Gulag. And though Western scientists typically enjoy more rights than that, our traditions of free speech, academic freedom, and scientific inquiry didn't stop the former Attorney-General of Ontario, Ian Scott, from ordering a lengthy police investigation of the U. of Western Ontario psychologist Jean-Philippe Rushton. His supposed crime? Publishing a Darwinian theory of the causes of human biodiversity. And others, such as biologist Edward O. Wilson and psychologist Arthur Jensen, have been the victims of assault, threat, firing, censorship, character assassination, and non-stop harassment. Why is unfettered Darwinism so subversive of the reigning political pieties? There is a paradox bedeviling Darwinism today that begins with its needless war with religion. The equal worth of all human souls has been one of the most popular, influential, and beneficial of all Christian beliefs. It inspired many of the great humanitarian achievements in Western history, such as the abolition of the slave trade. Science can neither prove nor disprove spiritual equality -- a defect in a scientific theory, but a blessing in a religious doctrine. By contrast, the literal interpretation of Genesis that the world was created in 4004 BC was eminently refutable, as Darwin demonstrated. Although the Darwinian demolition of Old Testament fundamentalism was logically irrelevant to the question of whether all souls are of equal value to God, it made the whole of Christianity seem outdated. Thereafter the prestige of evolutionary biology encouraged egalitarians to discard that corny creed of spiritual equality - and to adopt the shiny new scientific hypotheses that humans are physically and mentally uniform. And that eventually put Darwinian science on a collision course with progressive egalitarians. For Darwinism requires hereditary inequalities. The left fears Darwinian science because its dogma of our factual equality cannot survive the relentlessly accumulating evidence of our genetic variability. Gould, a famous sports nut, cannot turn on his TV without being confronted by lean East Africans outdistancing the world's runners, massive Samoans flattening quarterbacks, lithe Chinese diving and tumbling for gold medals, or muscular athletes of West African descent out-sprinting, out-jumping, and out-hitting all comers. No wonder Gould is reduced to insisting we chant: "Say it five times before breakfast tomorrow: … Human equality is a contingent fact of history" -- like Dorothy trying to get home from Oz. Darwin did not dream up the Theory of Evolution. Many earlier thinkers, like his grandfather Erasmus Darwin and the great French naturalist Jean Baptiste Lamarck, had proposed various schemes of gradual changes in organisms. Darwin's great contribution was the precise engine of evolution: selection. Lamarck, for example, had believed that giraffes possess long necks because their ancestors had stretched their necks to reach higher leaves. This stretching somehow caused their offspring to be born with longer necks. Darwin, however, argued that the proto-giraffes who happened to be born with longer necks could eat more and thus left behind more of their longer-necked children than the proto-giraffes unlucky enough to be born with shorter necks. And what selection selects are genetic differences. In "The Descent of Man," Darwin wrote, "Variability is the necessary basis for the action of selection." Consider the full title of Darwin's epochal book: "The Origin of Species By Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life." It is hard to imagine two words that could get a scholar in worse trouble today than "Favoured Races." But that term is not some deplorable Dead White European Maleism that we can scrape away to get down to its multiculturally sensitive core. Not at all: "Favoured Races" is Darwin's Big Idea. For if we didn't differ genetically, selection could not act upon us. We would still be amoebas. There is much chatter lately that because we can never all agree on the exact number, names, and members of the various races, therefore "Race does not exist; it's just a social construct." Darwin knew better. Although races are indeed fuzzy, extended families are even fuzzier, yet no one denies their reality. In fact, a race is not just like an extended family, it is an extended family. A race is simply an extremely extended family that inbreeds to some degree. In turn, a species is a race that inbreeds virtually exclusively, typically due to reproductive incompatibilities with outsiders. The human race is definitely one species -- the most widespread single species of all the large mammals on Earth. Yet, we are also almost endlessly subdividable into partially inbred races, each with recognizable genetic tendencies. (That's why forensic anthropologists can rather accurately deduce race from DNA left at crime scenes). According to Berkeley anthropologist Vincent Sarich, no mammal exceeds our species in physical variation, except for dogs and a few other artificially selected animals. Another paradox: the unity and diversity of the human race are not contradictory ideas. In fact, considering the vast range of geographic and social environments found across the face of the Earth, the only way we could flourish in so many places yet retain our unity is to adapt endlessly. To stay one species, we have to be many races. Note well, however, that Darwin wrote "Favoured Races," not "Favoured Race." Darwinism is no brief for some purported Master Race. It proposes not that one race is superior in all things, but that all races are superior in several things. That is how it accounts for the glorious diversity of life. Here again Darwin clashes with the left. While "diversity" and "equality" are both considered Good Things by multiculturalists, that does not make them synonyms. They are antonyms. The more environments we have been selected to adapt to, the more trade-offs selection has had to make. Thus, the more diversity, the more meaningless it is to boast that your group is supreme overall. But the more implausible it also is to expect all groups to be identically favoured in each particular setting or skill -- whether it is engineering, charisma, running the 100 metres, or stand-up comedy. For example, over the 6,000 or so years that New World Indians have lived 12,000 feet up in the Andes, individuals with genetic variations useful in that harsh environment -- e.g., larger lungs -- have left more descendents than their less gifted neighbors. These barrel-chested Bolivians, however, are no longer favored when they descend to the Amazon, where the local people have evolved a slighter form better suited for a hot and humid rain forest. So what did Darwin say specifically about human biodiversity? In "The Descent of Man," he wrote, "... the various races, when carefully compared and measured, differ much from each other -- as in the texture of hair, the relative proportions of all parts of the body, the capacity of the lungs, the form and capacity of the skull, and even the convolutions of the brain. But it would be an endless task to specify the numerous points of difference. The races differ also in constitution, in acclimatization and in liability to certain diseases. Their mental characteristics are likewise very distinct; chiefly as it would appear in their emotions, but partly in their intellectual faculties. Everyone who has had the opportunity of comparison must have been struck by the contrast between the taciturn, even morose aborigines of South America and the light-hearted, talkative negroes." Darwin wouldn't be surprised to learn which race had invented rap music. The true nature of Darwinism is not merely an academic question. For we are moving, with alarming rapidity, from the Age of Darwin the Scientist to the Age of Galton the Inventor. Sir Francis Galton was Darwin's even more ingenious half-cousin. (Their common grandparent was, not surprisingly, the brilliant Erasmus Darwin.) While Darwin was the hedgehog with one great idea, selection, Galton was the fox with innumerable notions large and small. Galton has as much claim as anybody to being the father of statistics, the dog whistle, fingerprinting, the systematic study of human variation, and the best way to cut a cake so it won't go stale. Darwin, however, inspired Galton to devise one enormous idea glittering with promise and ominous with danger: eugenics. That's the attempt to create a better human race by augmenting the slow and uncertain processes of natural and sexual selection with artificial selection. Humans have always lusted for favoured genes for their future children. (Trust me on this one, because I know -- I was turned down for a lot of dates.) Today, however, researchers are learning how to turbocharge evolution in laboratories all over the world. In the first half of the 20th century, eugenics in action largely meant governments sterilizing or murdering people they didn't like. (Lenin, Stalin, and Mao slaughtered even more tens of millions in the name of equality than Hitler murdered in the name of inequality. And, as Aleksandr Solzenhistyn has pointed out, the doctrine of "class origins" transformed "egalitarian" mass murder into ethnic genocide since there is no sharp line between family and race.) Today, however, eugenics consists of couples voluntarily choosing to create life on their own terms. Orthodox Jews have largely freed themselves from the scourge of Tay Sachs disease through genetic testing. Lesbians comparison-shop the Internet for just the right sperm donor. Couples at risk for passing on hereditary diseases to their children are choosing to implant in the mother's womb only a genetically-screened embryo. High-IQ Ivy League coeds are selling their eggs to infertile women for $5,000 apiece. Dr. Joe Tsien made the cover of Time magazine by genetically engineering mice with better memories. These breakthroughs are only the beginning. Galton's Age will see far more. While today's free-market eugenics is infinitely less sinister on a day-to-day basis than yesterday's totalitarian eugenics, its ultimate impact could be far greater. The very nature of the human race is up for grabs. Should we therefore ban voluntary eugenics? Regulate it? Ignore it? Subsidize it? To decide, we need to understand the social impact of the various possible changes in our gene frequencies. Fortunately, we have a huge storehouse of data available to base predictions upon: the vast amounts of existing genetic diversity. Unfortunately, we now discourage scholars from examining it.

Eugenics good—china war
Eugenics check nuclear war with China

Sailer 99 [By Steve Sailer, National Post, “The Coming War over Genes: Darwin's Enemies on the Left Part II of a Two Part Series Darwin's Enemies on the Right” 12/1/99, http://www.isteve.com/Darwin-Enemiesonleft.htm]

A ban, however, would drive genetics labs and fertility clinics to Caribbean freeports. Still, as shown by President Clinton's recent heroic victory over that Sudanese aspirin factory, with enough cruise missiles NATO could likely Tomahawk the Cayman Islands into submission. China, however, would be harder to bully. Unencumbered by post-Christian ethics, the Chinese government recently passed a pre-1945-style eugenics law calling for the sterilization of "morons." If China pursues genetic enhancements while the West bans them, the inevitable result within a few generations would be Chinese economic, and thus military, global hegemony. Thus, those serious about preventing genetic engineering should start planning a pre-emptive nuclear strike on China. However, the left is likely at some point to flip from opposing voluntary Galtonism to demanding mandatory re-engineering of human nature. Feminists, for example, will decide that instead of parents designing their daughters to appeal to men, the government should redesign men to better appreciate women like themselves. This logic will also revitalize collectivism. Socialism failed, in part, because it conflicts with essential human nature. So, why not change human nature to make Marxism possible? And what better response to the intractable fact of human biodiversity than to eliminate inequality at the genetic level? What could be more equal than a world of clones? Such speculations illustrate the necessity of our learning soon how genes actually affect society. Our only chance of foreseeing the potential world-shaking impact of Galtonian selection rests in the honest, unstifled study of Darwinian selection. God help us if we don't start helping ourselves.

extinction 

The Strait Times, 2000 

[“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.   

