***TOP LEVEL

Top Level – AT: Epistemology/Ontology
The popularization of more philosophical approaches to political discourse may be evident, but it is also undesirable- it prioritizes kritik over action and disavows any attempt to act to fix concrete problem and creates a vicious cycle whereby kritik overdetermines action entirely and paralyzes change

Owen 2
David, Reader in Political Theory at the University of Southampton, Reorienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 31, No. 3, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/31/3/653
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises. It should be noted that I am not claiming that such a vicious circle has been established in IR by virtue of the philosophical turn, nor am I claiming that IR is alone in its current exposure to this threat; on the contrary, Shapiro’s remarks are directed at (primarily North American) political science. I am simply concerned to point out that the philosophical turn in IR increases its exposure to these dangers and, hence, its vulnerability to the kind of vicious circle that they can, collectively, generate. 

Top Level – AT: Root Cause
No root cause of war – complexity dooms monocausal explnalations

Jabri 96
Vivienne, Lecturer in International Relations at the University of Kent, Introduction: Conflict Analysis Reconsidered,” Discourses on Violence: Conflict Analysis Reconsidered, Published by Manchester University Press ND, ISBN 0719039592, p. 3

The study of war has produced a number of often conflicting answers to Quincy Wright’s question, “Why is war thought? Why is war fought?”1 The history of human political violence has shown that we cannot produce monocausal explanations of war. Studies which concentrate on assumed innate human characteristics fail to account for the societal factors which are implicated in what is essentially an interactive and dynamic process. Similarly, investigations which link attributes of the international system, such as balances of power, not only produce contradictory findings, but seem to negate human decision-making and psychological processes in the onset of war in specific conditions. Studies of violent conflict aspire to uncover, through empirical investigation, patterns of behaviour which lead to war. As indicated by Holsti, studies of war may be divided into those which emphasise structural or “ecological” variables, such as the distribution of power capabilities within the system, and those which emphasise “decision-making, values, and perceptions of policy-makers” in attempts to isolate common features leading up to the decision for war.2

The consensus of experts is on our side

Holsti 91
Kalevi Jaakko, Professor of Political Science at the University of British Columbia, On The Study Of War,” Peace And War: Armed Conflicts And International Order, 1648-1989, Published by Cambridge University Press, ISBN 0521399297, p. 3

Investigators of conflict, crises, and war reached a consensus years ago that monocausal explanations are theoretically and empirically deficient. Kenneth Waltz’ (1957) classic typology of war explanations convincingly demonstrated various problems arising from diagnoses that locate war causation exclusively at the individual, state attribute, or systemic levels. He also illustrated how prescriptions based on faulty diagnoses offer no solution to the problem. Even Rousseau’s powerful exploration of the consequences of anarchy, updated by Waltz (1979), remains full of insights, but it only specifies why wars recur (there is nothing to prevent them) and offers few clues that help to predict when, where, and over what issues. Blainey (1973), in another telling attack on monocausal theories, continues where Waltz left off. He offers, on the basis of rich historical illustrations, both logical and anecdotal rebuttals of facile explanations of war that dot academic and philosophical thought on the subject. But rebuttals of the obvious are not sufficient. We presently have myriads of theories of war, emphasizing all sorts of factors that can help explain its etiology. As Carroll and Fink (1975) note, there are if anything too many theories, and even too many typologies of theories. Quoting Timascheff approvingly, they point out that anything might lead to war, but nothing will certainly lead to war.

No single cause of conflict

Barnett et al 7 

Michael, Hunjoon Kim, Madalene O’Donnell, Laura Sitea, Global Governance, “Peacebuilding: What is in a Name?”, Questia
Because there are multiple contributing causes of conflict, almost any international assistance effort that addresses any perceived or real grievance can arguably be called "peacebuilding." Moreover, anyone invited to imagine the causes of violent conflict might generate a rather expansive laundry list of issues to be addressed in the postconflict period, including income distribution, land reform, democracy and the rule of law, human security, corruption, gender equality, refugee reintegration, economic development, ethnonational divisions, environmental degradation, transitional justice, and on and on. There are at least two good reasons for such a fertile imagination. One, there is no master variable for explaining either the outbreak of violence or the construction of a positive peace but merely groupings of factors across categories such as greed and grievance, and catalytic events. Variables that might be relatively harmless in some contexts can be a potent cocktail in others. Conversely, we have relatively little knowledge regarding what causes peace or what the paths to peace are. Although democratic states that have reasonably high per capita incomes are at a reduced risk of conflict, being democratic and rich is no guarantor of a positive peace, and illiberal and poor countries, at times, also have had their share of sucascess. Second, organizations are likely to claim that their core competencies and mandates are critical to peacebuilding. They might be right. They also might be opportunistic. After all, if peacebuilding is big business, then there are good bureaucratic reasons for claiming that they are an invaluable partner. 

Top Level – AT: Structural Violence
Direct violence, not structural oppression, causes war

Thompson 3 

William, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of International Relations at Indiana University, “A Streetcar Named Sarajevo: Catalysts, Multiple Causation Chains, and Rivalry Structures,” International Studies Quarterly, 47(3), AD: 7-10-9

Richard Ned Lebow (2000–2001) has recently invoked what might be called a streetcar interpretation of systemic war and change. According to him, all our structural theories in world politics both overdetermine and underdetermine the explanation of the most important events such as World War I, World War II, or the end of the Cold War. Not only do structural theories tend to fixate on one cause or stream of causation, they are inherently incomplete because the influence of structural causes cannot be known without also identifying the necessary role of catalysts. As long as we ignore the precipitants that actually encourage actors to act, we cannot make accurate generalizations about the relationships between more remote causation and the outcomes that we are trying to explain. Nor can we test the accuracy of such generalizations without accompanying data on the presence or absence of catalysts. In the absence of an appropriate catalyst (or a ‘‘streetcar’’ that failed to arrive), wars might never have happened. Concrete information on their presence (‘‘streetcars’’ that did arrive) might alter our understanding of the explanatory significance of other variables. But since catalysts and contingencies are so difficult to handle theoretically and empirically, perhaps we should focus instead on probing the theoretical role of contingencies via the development of ‘‘what if ’’ scenarios. 

***CAPITALISM ANSWERS
Cap K Answers – Uniqueness – Self-Correcting/AT: Runaway Consumerism

Capitalism creates the conditions for reflexivity – no risk of runaway consumerism

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 124

Finally, capitalism promotes innovation, and as a path to technical innovation, science. Science offers a means for critical analysis of beliefs, and hence a way to uncover and debunk false consciousness.15 In the quest for a creative, innovative workforce, ideal firms seek out highly educated individuals and individuals from widely varying backgrounds. If a society is to support such innovation, it will need to support the education of individuals from all walks of life in order to maximize the potential for finding the uniquely creative individuals who will invent new technologies and new forms of life. But a necessary byproduct of such broadly distributed education will be the creation of critical thinking individuals who question the fetishes of the current generation. In this way, capitalism creates the conditions for trenchant critiques of capitalist fetishes.

Capitalism is self-correcting – consumer-induced responsibility and regulations effectively limit plundering

Hollender and Breen 10 – * Founder of the American Sustainable Business Council, a progressive alternative to the Chamber of Commerce, **Editorial Director of the Fast Company

Jeffrey Hollender, Bill Breen, “The Responsibility Revolution: How the Next Generation of Businesses will Win,” pg. xix

The responsibility revolution is about more than cutting carbon, reducing energy use, monitoring factories, or donating to charities. It’s about reimagining companies from within: innovating new ways of working, instilling a new logic of competing, identifying new possibilities for leading, and redefining the very purpose of business. Consequently, we’ve drawn on the best thinking not only from the corporate responsibility arena, but also from the realms of strategy, leadership, and management. Others, to whom we are indebted, have developed some of this book’s core principles. (We will acknowledge them as we present their ideas.) Our intent is to show how an emerging breed of business revolutionaries is turning theory into practice and building organizations that grow revenue by contributing to the greater good. This is a book about change, but it seeks to help companies change on the inside—change their priorities, the way they organize, how they compete, and the way they interact with the world. We fully concede that many companies, perhaps even most companies, won’t willingly alter their behavior. But they will change nonetheless, and it won’t be because they’ve suddenly seen the light. It will be because massive numbers of consumers, a spreading swarm of competitors, values-driven employees, and even that laggard indicator, the federal government, makes them change. Change is under way. The responsibility revolution spreads. Perhaps you’ve seen the insurrection begin to roil your industry, and you’re determined to get out in front of it. If so, welcome to the cause.

Corporations are revolutionizing towards socially conscious innovation – solves their impact

Hollender and Breen 10 – * Founder of the American Sustainable Business Council, a progressive alternative to the Chamber of Commerce, **Editorial Director of the Fast Company

Jeffrey Hollender, Bill Breen, “The Responsibility Revolution: How the Next Generation of Businesses will Win,” pg. 2-3

To the conventional-minded, putting values before profit is an upside-down way to build strategy—and an all-downside way to spur sales. It sounds extreme, even anarchic. Perhaps Triodos Bank’s resilience and results might give skeptics cause to reset their think- ing. For this Dutch bank signals that ‘‘corporate responsibility’’3 (CR) may well be undergoing a period of unprecedented ‘‘punctuated equilibrium’’—the controversial theory promulgated by the renowned paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould.4 He posited that evolution proceeds mostly slowly, but not always steadily—that it is sometimes inter- rupted by sudden, rapid transitions, in which species decline and are supplanted by entirely new forms. Triodos Bank’s consistently positive performance, which grows out of its mission-first approach to investing, is but one more prominent piece of evidence that corporate responsibility is entering a period of dramatic, accelerated change in its own evolution. What new shapes CR is about to take on, we are just now beginning to understand. But we know this much—corporate responsibility is undergoing a change that’s as revolutionary as it is evolutionary. Consider the evidence: An emerging breed of values-driven companies—some new, some well established—is building a better form of capitalism. A new generation of values-driven leaders has kicked over the alpha capitalists’ argument that ‘‘the only business of business is business.’’ Old-guard notions about ‘‘culpability’’ and ‘‘accountability’’ are being subsumed by the vanguard’s requirement to act authentically and transparently. Bloodless buzzwords like ‘‘corporate responsibility’’ and ‘‘eco- efficiency’’ are being supplanted by a new vocabulary—‘‘corporate consciousness,’’ ‘‘resource intelligence,’’ ‘‘social innovation’’ — that aspires to capture our real-world experiences. Above all, tomorrow’s bellwether organizations are moving beyond the moralist’s dictum to be less polluting, less wasteful, ‘‘less bad.’’ They are striving to meet the innovator’s imposing imperative to be all nourishing, all replenishing, ‘‘all good.’’ This moment of punctuated, accelerated change affects all of us in business. It will determine how tomorrow’s companies organize, strategize, and compete. It will reveal new leaders and expose the phonies and purveyors of greenwash. It will redefine business’s obligations to society and reconfigure the sources of growth and competitive advantage. And it will require us not only to anticipate the end of corporate responsibility as we’ve known it, but also to imagine the whole new models that will replace it.

Corporate enlightenment proves capitalism is self-correcting

-consumer demand shapes corporate response

-NGOs are forcing companies to form a socially positive role

-Katrina proves – corporations can serve as first-responders in catastrophe

Hollender and Breen 10 – * Founder of the American Sustainable Business Council, a progressive alternative to the Chamber of Commerce, **Editorial Director of the Fast Company

Jeffrey Hollender, Bill Breen, “The Responsibility Revolution: How the Next Generation of Businesses will Win,” pg. 5-6

Why is this different from the drumbeat for corporate accountability that started at the beginning of the decade, after the Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco debacles? • Companies, in the wake of such scandals, must now work harder to protect their reputations. • Global brands, which are battling to crack markets all over the world, are now expected to perform a social role. Customers, thanks to the Internet, now have more power than ever before—the power to scrutinize companies’ activities and to organize boycotts at the slightest sign of misbehavior. • The body politic, seared by Ponzi schemes and the meltdown in financial markets, is punishing ‘‘bad companies’’ and demanding that all companies ‘‘do good.’’ • Employees now expect companies to adopt a purpose that’s bigger than profit—a key factor in the competition for A+ talent. • Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are growing exponentially and are relentlessly pushing companies to contribute to society. • Stakeholders are pressuring institutional investors to adopt strong principles of governance and a responsible investing strategy. People across the political spectrum are concluding that despite the U.S.’s government bailouts of Wall Street and the U.S. car industry, business is still fast enough and nimble enough to innovate solutions to some of the world’s thorniest problems. Two proof points among thousands: Unilever’s pledge to certify as sustainable all of its Lipton tea bags sold globally, which promises to lift one million African tea growers out of poverty.11 Or recall the U.S. federal government’s feeble response to the devastation caused by Hurricane Katrina. Wal-Mart, with its world- class logistical operation—along with the help of countless individual volunteers and non-profits—proved to be the real first responder. More than anything, climate change is forcing business and society itself to rethink everything, from transportation to energy sources to geo-politics to cities. When the oil baron T. Boone Pickens attacked the United States’ petroleum-based economy as a risk to national security, it was clear that minds have changed. Formerly fringe notions that business should be environmentally and socially sustainable have moved to the mainstream—and the business landscape has been fundamentally transformed.

Cap K Answers – Uniqueness – Life Expectancy Up

Life expectancy increasing – related to capitalist spread

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 200

Long-term trends in life expectancy—surely an important indicator of environmental health—are good, not bad. Those trends are the result of human innovations made possible by societies that enjoy political and economic freedom. Life expectancy has gone up worldwide in the last fifty years, even in poor countries. The trends go down only in countries with widespread war and extremely corrupt and despotic governments.29 Before listing its litany of traditional complaints, even the United Nations admitted as much. Its unreported 2007 document titled “State of the Future” began: “People around the world are becoming healthier, wealthier, better educated, more peaceful, more connected, and they are living longer.”30 The document even goes so far as to admit that these improvements are the fruit of free trade and technology.

Cap K Answers – Uniqueness – Poverty Down

Absolute poverty is decreasing now 

-wealth accumulation isn’t zero-sum

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 90-91

To repeat: Even if the gap between rich and poor grows over time, it doesn’t mean that the poor are getting poorer, because the total amount of wealth may have gone up. The relevant issue is whether the lot of the poor improves over time, not how close they are to the richest member of their society.12 From 1947 to 2005, the average income of the richest 20 percent of the U.S. population went up almost every year, from $8,072 in 1947 to $184,500 in 2005 (adjusted for inflation). But this didn’t come at the expense of the poor. On the contrary, the real incomes of the poorest 20 percent also went up almost every year, from $1,584 in 1947 to $25,616 in 2005. And all this happened over a period in which the number of American families doubled, from about 37 million in 1947 to over 77 million in 2005.13 In other words, the total amount of wealth went up. The rich didn’t get richer by making the poor poorer. And this is to say nothing of the fact that many families climbed up the income ladder over time. The poorest 20 percent of the population is not always made up of the same people. Upward mobility is common. The same thing is true internationally. To see this visually, go to the illuminating if badly named Web site Gapminder (www .gapminder.org). Gapminder converts boring, opaque statistics into intuitive animations. It allows you to see trends. One such animation uses an x/y plot to show the trends in life expectancy and per capita income from about 1974 to 2005. If you can get on the Internet, before you read further go to www.gapminder .org and click on “Gap Minder World, 2006.” Then you can follow along. Words alone don’t do justice to the reality. Every country is represented here on an x/y plot with a color- coded circle. The country’s population determines the size of the circle. (That’s why India and China look like Jupiter and Saturn while most of the other countries look like little moons.) The y-axis (up and down) shows life expectancy. So the higher up a country is on the plot, the higher its average per capita life expectancy. The x-axis (left to right) shows per capita income. The farther a country is to the right on the plot, the higher its per capita income. Now hit “Play,” and watch the circles move through time. Notice the general trend: up and to the right. In other words, per capita income and life expectancy have gone up in many countries in the last thirty years, especially in Europe, Asia, and North America. Total income has increased worldwide.14 

Poverty decreasing – life-expectancy increasing – causally related to spread of capitalism

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 92

In fact, the percentage of people living in absolute poverty has dropped since 1970. In 1970, the world population was 3.7 billion, and 38 percent (1.4 billion) lived below the absolute poverty line (less than one dollar a day). By 1990, with a world population of 5.3 billion, those languishing in absolute poverty dropped to 26 percent (still about 1.4 billion).15 In fact, despite puddleglummish reports to the contrary, worldwide, statistics on infant mortality, life expectancy, and poverty have all improved dramatically in the last few decades.16 Comparing countries, there is one unmistakable trend: countries with the rule of law and economic freedom prosper over time. Countries without these virtues do not. The annual “Index of Economic Freedom” drives this home. In 2007, booming Hong Kong topped the list, while starving, Stalinist North Korea came in dead last.17 Those two facts tell you what you need to know. If every country had free markets and the rule of law, every circle on the Gapminder plot would probably be moving up and to the right.

Cap K Answers – Uniqueness – Ev Indict – General

Prefer our evidence – they conflate bad human decision making with capitalism

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 164

Too many critics confuse the free market with the bad choices free people make. Rod Dreher, for instance, chastises fellow conservatives, saying, “We look down on the liberal libertine who asserts the moral primacy of sexual free choice, but some- how miss that the free market we so uncritically accepts exalts personal fulfillment through individual choice as the summit of human existence.”9 Perhaps they miss that fact because it’s not a fact. The free market doesn’t exalt anything. Human beings exalt and denounce things like sexual free choice. Human beings might exalt “individual choice as the summit of human exis- tence,” but a system of free exchange doesn’t do that. In a free economy, sinful entrepreneurs may entice customers with pornography, and sinful customers may buy it. But having free choices in the market doesn’t dictate what people will choose. That’s the whole point of freedom: it always involves costs—that is, trade-offs. To choose one path is to foreclose the opposite path. Even God accepted trade-offs. He chose to create a world with free beings, one that allowed those beings to turn against him. And they did. But their freedom didn’t cause them to choose the bad. It just allowed them to. So, too, with a free economy. Critics notice all the vice present in free societies. But it is only in free societies that we can fully exercise our virtue. Charity is charity, for instance, only if it’s not coerced. Besides, there’s no evidence that state control of the economy makes a citizenry more virtuous. Every social ill in modern- day America, from widespread abortion and alcoholism to family breakdown, was much worse in statist and communist countries.

Their attempt to blame corporate exploitation on capitalism is misinformed – they mistake greed and corruption for the best economic system

Vance 5 – PhD in Economics
Laurence M. Vance, adjunct instructor in accounting at Pensacola Junior College, Mises, http://mises.org/story/1887
The all-too familiar circle of the government regulating an industry, creating a "crisis," and then intervening even more to solve the crisis, thus making things worse, is no where more apparent than DiLorenzo's examples from the energy industry.  The book concludes with a look at "the never-ending war on capitalism" by government intervention, regulations, agencies, and bureaucrats. DiLorenzo also includes university professors, politicians, and lawyers in his indictment. "American universities devote an inordinate amount of time and resources to teach potential business leaders not how to be capitalists but how to be corporate bureaucrats." Politicians "view businesses as cash cows to be plundered for the benefit of their own political careers." "Lawyers now have incentives to spend their lives digging up cases and evidence against corporations because some consumers stupidly misused their products."  DiLorenzo also briefly reviews three anticapitalist but best-selling books: Eric Schlosser's Fast Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American Meal, Barbara Ehrenreich's Nickel and Dimed: On (Not) Getting By in America, and Michael Moore's Stupid White Men and Downsize This! He finds that the capitalism attacked in these books is not capitalism at all, it is socialism, mercantilism, interventionism, and assorted anticapitalist myths. Although these "reviews" are an added bonus to the book, they would be even better if they were lengthened and made into a series of appendices.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Disease – General

Wealth accumulation solves disease

-key to life expectancy for infants

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 60-61

A common misperception in the literature on development and health outcomes is that if a positive public health outcome can now be achieved without accumulation of wealth and capital, then such development, and capitalism in particular, could not be causally responsible for improvements in health.75 But this follows neither for the historical nor the contemporary case. I have just argued the historical case. Consider two contemporary examples of lifesaving and life improving medical advances. The development of anti-retroviral drugs to combat AIDS has been incredibly expensive, although today the drugs themselves are not expensive to make and they are being distributed in many developing countries for very low prices. These drugs are saving many lives. But dearly they would not exist at all were it not for the massive investments in capital and scientific expertise in academic settings in developed capitalist countries. Capitalism provided the wealth accumulation that made this possible, even while it was the collective action of government allocating funds for development of the drugs and global health organizations that made possible their delivery to poor, mainly noncapitalist countries. Another biomedical advance that promises to save or improve the health of many premature infants is the development of the actifier. Premature infants often have trouble learning to suckle, a task that requires a great deal of coordination of sucking, swallowing, and breathing muscles. The actificr is a simple, cheap device that provides instant feedback to the infant that teaches it to suckle properly, often in just a few sessions. Learning this coordination of muscles is the first step that infants need to take to bootstrap cognitive skills necessary for a successful and rich human life. It also allows infants to breastfeed, which is especially crucial in places where water quality is questionable and assaults against a child's immune system are likely to be many. This device will no doubt save many lives at low cost in developing countries. But Its development has required a massive investment in science - the main developer of the device has a million dollar laboratory and many postdocs who work for him. And this accounting leaves out the many mis-steps and wrong turns that less successful innovations have taken. Any one successful biomedical device or drug comes from a large number of trials and errors, most of which are costly but never recover their cost directly.

Cap solves disease

-smallpox example

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 38-39

Easterlin rejects the idea that economic growth has been largely responsible for the health transition, and he tests a version of this hypothesis, the "McKeown hypothesis," which claims that the causal factor generating the health transition is specifically better nutrition from greater wealth and income," Easterlin argues that if this hypothesis holds, then we should observe a tight connection between rising levels of income and rising life expectancy. There should be a short time lag between them, and the time lag should be approximately the same. But the data do not show this, rather they show that in England and Wales it took several decades for life expectancy gains to be made, while in Sweden, for example, the gains came very quickly with the rising income that indicated the advent of capitalism in that country. Does this show what Easterlin wants to show, namely, that economic growth is not causally responsible for the historical health transition has now been accomplished in much of the world? I think not. There are other relevant differences between the cases. England was highly urbanized, which created conditions for increased spread of infectious diseases, as Easterlin recognizes. But this means that there was a higher bar for the wealth effect to overcome, it does not mean that there was no wealth effect. Thus, I think his rejection of the McKeown hypothesis is premature. Furthermore, the fact that Sweden's transition to capitalism came later gave it an advantage in the sense that it could learn from techniques adopted in England to improve health. Easterlin's alternative hypothesis is that the introduction of smallpox vaccines accounted for the progress in life expectancy in both cases. But there are two things to note about this alternative that are relevant here. First, even if this is the main cause of the health transition, the wide availability of smallpox vaccines - their production and distribution, communication about their use and effectiveness, and the responsiveness of public health agents to the desire of citizens for them - must at least in part be due to the conditions created by capitalism, including greater wealth and income, higher levels of education, and increasing legal and public infrastructure According to Jonathan Tucker, "a key breakthrough in the control smallpox in industrialized countries was the invention of the Icebox, which made it possible to refrigerate smallpox vaccine and thereby preserve its potency for long periods."4' Second, citing smallpox vaccines alone ignores another major contributor to female life expectancy (the statistic s he uses in his argument): falling fertility rates. Capitalism, 1 will argue, played a major role in encouraging and facilitating lower fertility rates, which in turn increased maternal and infant survival rates.   

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Disease – Medical Advances

Cap is key to biomedical advances – solves disease

-this is a good answer to “cap ( frivolous medical investment” i.e. Viagra, allergy medicine, etc.

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 41-42

Likewise scientific advances require much wealth investment. Easterlin argues that scientific innovations do not require capitalist markets, rather they are due to factors internal to the evolution of science. He writes, -It is this sequence in the evolution of basic biomedical science - from epidemiological studies to identification of causes and mechanisms - that principally explains, I believe, the chronology of advances in control of major infectious disease, not demand conditions. But again he does not address the massive wealth accumulations necessary for this advance in biomedical science: the educational infrastructure; the laboratories; and the opportunity cost of spending one's time doing science rather than procuring food and shelter. No doubt government or other collective agents had to play a role in assuring that wealth was invested in these scientific advances, but the wealth had to exist to be so invested. It is no coincidence that biomedical science took great leaps forward during the period just subsequent to the economic takeoff of European and North American societies. At the same time, the health takeoff must in turn have furthered the accumulation of wealth in early capitalism. The two processes - growth of biomedical knowledge and growth of capital accumulation - could not have occurred separately. Furthermore, there is a great deal of positive evidence that capitalist firms invested in biological and chemical research in order to solve some of the pressing health problems of the day, including creating serums for diphtheria and other contagious diseases, and developing vaccines, pain killers, and cures for syphilis.47

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Disease – Patents

Patents key to long-term innovation that is necessary in cases of mutation

Norberg 3
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, p. 187

Companies can do these things because there are affluent markets with customers who can pay well. Those companies can only do what they have resources for; they cannot simply accept expenditure with no earnings. But that is what many people complaining about efforts by pharmaceutical companies to preserve their patents feel they should do. If patents for HIV/AIDS drugs were abolished altogether, far more poor people in the world would be able to afford them, because they could then be reproduced at very low cost. That might give people greater access to a medicine today, but it would drastically reduce availability in the future, because pharmaceutical companies spend huge amounts developing medicines. For every successful drug, there are on average 20 or 30 unsuccessful ones, and producing a new, marketable medicine can cost hundreds of millions of dollars. The high prices of the few medicines that can be sold are necessary in order to finance all this research. If patents disappeared, hardly any company would be able to afford the research and development of medicines. If we had not had patents before, there would be no controversy over the price of drugs to treat HIV/AIDS, because then those drugs would never have been invented.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Disease – Public Health

Cap solves disease – key to building a public health infrastructure

-solves vaccines, infrastructure and basic health needs

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 40-41

For instance, among the major impediments to public health in the nineteenth century were dunghills and open sewers, which bred and spread (particularly by means of the flies that fed on them) infectious diseases. Dunghills consisted of both animal and human manure, and they were maintained as a source of fertilizer by people who sold and carted the manure to fields and gardens. As cities grew with increasing industrialization, so did the dunghills. Getting rid of the dunghills required not only the building of latrines or sewers, but also reducing the source of dung where possible. In the mid-nineteenth century trains began the transition away from horse transportation, but this was not concluded until well into the twentieth century when the bicycle and the automobile became common. The United Kingdom experienced a boom in railway lines between 1830 and 1840. By 1843, most major cities, towns, and villages in Britain were connected by rail.''4 This was but one of the many developments needed to rid cities of their dunghills - they could not just disappear when it was realized that they were a health problem, let alone a horrendous stench! Building latrines that avoided waterways, and later building closed sewers, removing garbage from cities, and building health clinics all likewise required massive capital investments requiring antecedent wealth accumulation. Easterlin cites the development of networks of local boards of health that could inspect and regulate the food and milk supply, and bacteriological laboratories for testing, as well as the production and distribution of vaccines, as all very important for the health transition. These too require great expenditures of wealth on the part of societies, especially considering the opportunity costs of building the public health workforce. People had to be well off enough to have the education and the time to work on these activities that were not aimed at basic provision of food, shelter, and clothing. Thus, an accumulation of wealth, which in this era was made possible by capitalism, was required for the health transition, regardless of the fact that it had to be governments that channeled this wealth in order to bring about the health transition.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Disease – AT: Frivolous Research
Capitalism is not the cause of misplaced disease research – rather, economic growth purported by capitalism is key to preventing disease

Norberg 3 – MA in History
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, p. 186

One common objection to the market economy is that it causes people and enterprises to produce for profit, not for needs. This means, for example, pharmaceutical companies devoting huge resources to research and medicines to do with obesity, baldness, and depression, things that westerners can afford to worry about and pay for, whereas only a fraction is devoted to attempting to cure tropical diseases afflicting the poorest of the world's inhabitants, such as malaria and tuberculosis. This criticism is understandable. The unfairness exists, but capitalism is not to blame for it. Without capitalism and the lure of profit, we shouldn't imagine that everyone would have obtained cures for their illnesses. In fact, far fewer would do so than is now the case. If wealthy people in the West demand help for their problems, their resources can be used to research and eventually solve those problems, which are not necessarily trivial to the people afflicted with them. Capitalism gives companies economic incentives to help us by developing medicines and vaccines. That westerners spend money this way does not make things worse for anyone. This is not money that would otherwise have gone to researching tropical diseases—the pharmaceutical companies simply would not have had these resources otherwise. And, as free trade and the market economy promote greater prosperity in poorer countries, their needs and desires will play a larger role in dictating the purposes of research and production.

Empirically, excess profit is used for philanthropy

Norberg 3 – MA in History
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, p. 187

It is not a problem for the Third World that more and more diseases have been made curable in the Western world. On the contrary, that is something that has proved to be a benefit, and not just because a wealthier world can devote more resources to helping the poor. In many fields, the Third World can inexpensively share in the research financed by wealthy Western customers, sometimes paying nothing for it. The Merck Corporation gave free medicine to a project to combat onchocerciasis (river blindness) in 11 African states. As a result those states have now rid themselves almost completely of a parasite that formerly affected something like a million people, blinding thousands every year. 22 The Monsanto Corporation allows researchers and companies free use of their technique for developing “golden rice,” a strain of rice enriched with iron and beta carotene (pro-vitamin A), which could save a million people annually in the Third World who are dying of vitamin A deficiency diseases. A number of pharmaceutical companies are lowering the prices of inhibitors for HIV/AIDS in poor countries by up to 95 percent, on condition that the patents are preserved so that they can maintain full prices in wealthier countries.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Economy – General

Capitalism is key to growth

Norberg 3 – MA in History
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 64

The growth of world prosperity is not a “miracle” or any of the other mystifying terms we customarily apply to countries  that have succeeded economically and socially. Schools are not built, nor are incomes generated, by sheer luck, like a bolt  from the blue. These things happen when people begin to think along new lines and work hard to bring their ideas to fruition. But people do that everywhere, and there is no reason why certain people in certain places during certain periods in history should be intrinsically smarter or more capable than others. What makes the difference is whether the environment permits and encourages ideas and work, or instead puts obstacles in their way. That depends on whether people are free to explore their way ahead, to own property, to invest for the long term, to conclude private agreements, and to trade with others. In short, it depends on whether or not the countries have capitalism. In the affluent world we have had capitalism in one form or another for a couple of centuries. That is how the countries of the West became “the affluent world.” Capitalism has given people both the liberty and the incentive to create, produce, and trade, thereby generating prosperity.
Capitalism ends poverty and promotes growth

Norberg 3 – MA in History
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 64

Johan Norberg shows that the diffusion of capitalism in the last decades has lowered poverty rates and created opportunities for individuals all over the world. Living standards and life expectancy has risen fast in most places. World hunger, infant mortality, and inequality have diminished. This is because of an economic and technological development that is the result of free market policies. The poor countries that have liberalized their economies have shown impressive results, while those that have not are stuck in deep misery. Therefore, we need more capitalism and globalization if we want a better world, not less.
Capitalism is key to wealth generation

Gilpin 2k – Professor of Politics
Robert Gilpin, Professor of politics and international affairs, Princeton University, The challenge of global capitalism: the world economy in the 21st century, p. 3 

Capitalism is the most successful wealth-creating economic system that the world has ever known; no other system, as the distinguished economist Joseph Schumpeter pointed out, has benefited “the common people” as much. Capitalism, he observed, creates wealth through advancing continuously to ever higher levels of productivity and technological sophistication; this process requires that the “old” be destroyed before the “new” can take over. Technological progress, the ultimate driving force of capitalism, requires the continuous discarding of obsolete factories, economic sectors, and even human skills. The system rewards the adaptable and the efficient; it punishes the redundant and the less productive. 

Only capitalism generates upward economic mobility

Vance 5 – PhD in Economics
Laurence M. Vance, adjunct instructor in accounting at Pensacola Junior College, 2005, Mises, Accesssed April 13, 2009, http://mises.org/story/1887

Because it was Marx himself who coined the term, it is no surprise that capitalism has been falsely thought to benefit only capitalists and the rich while exploiting workers and the poor. DiLorenzo dismisses as Marxist propaganda the idea that capitalism is "a zero-sum game in which 'somebody wins, somebody loses.'" Instead, "Capitalism succeeds precisely because free exchange is mutually advantageous." And not only does it succeed, it is "the source of civilizations and human progress." Capitalism has "brought to the masses products and services that were once considered luxuries available only to the rich." Capitalism is not only "the best-known source of upward economic mobility," it "actually reduces income inequalities within a nation." In short, capitalism alleviates poverty, raises living standards, expands economic opportunity, and enables scores of millions to live longer, healthier, and more peaceful lives.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Economy – Empirics

History is on our side – capitalism causes prosperity, prevents hunger, and ensures a longer lifespan

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 77

All experience indicates that it is in liberal regimes that wealth is created and development is sustained. Politics and economics are not exact sciences: we cannot perform laboratory experiments in order to ascertain which systems work and which do not. But the conflict between capitalism and central planning gives us something close. History provides us with several instances of similar populations, with similar preconditions and sharing the same language and norms, subjected to two different systems, one a market economy and the other a centrally controlled command economy. With Germany divided into capitalist West and communist East, people talked of an “economic miracle” in the Western part, while the East fell further and further behind. The same thing happened with capitalist South Korea and communist North Korea. The former was numbered among the Asian tigers, convincing the world that “developing” countries can actually develop. Whereas in the 1960s it was poorer than Angola, today, with the world's thirteenth largest economy, South Korea is almost as affluent as a Western European country. The North Korean economy, by contrast, underwent a total collapse, and the country is now afflicted with mass starvation. One can also see the difference between Taiwan, a market economy that experienced one of the swiftest economic developments in history, and communist mainland China, which suffered starvation and misery until it saw fit to start opening up its markets. 3  The same comparison can be made all over the world. The greater the degree of economic liberalism in a country, the better that country's chances of attaining higher prosperity, faster growth, a higher standard of living, and higher average life expectancy. People in the economically freest countries are nearly 10 times as rich as those in the least free, and they are living more than 20 years longer!

Tons of empirical evidence

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 129

The world's output today is 6 times what it was 50 years ago, and world trade is 16 times greater. There is cause to believe that production has been led and driven by trade. Exactly what difference open markets make is hard to tell, but virtually no economist denies that the effect is positive. There are huge quantities of empirical fact to show that free trade creates economic development.  One comprehensive and frequently cited study of the effects of trade was conducted by Harvard economists Jeffrey Sachs and Andrew Warner. 7 They examined the trade policies of 117 countries between 1970 and 1989. After controlling for other factors, the study reveals a statistically significant connection between free trade and growth that the authors were unable to find, for example, between education and growth. Growth was between three and six times higher in free trade countries than in protectionist ones. Open developing countries had on average an annual growth rate of 4.49 percent those two decades, while closed developing countries had only 0.69 percent. Open industrialized countries had an annual growth of 2.29 percent, while closed ones experienced only 0.74 percent growth.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Economy – AT: Labor Exploitation
No labor exploitation – cap leads to rising billions

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 78-80

The immiseration objection claims that there is a 'race to the bottom' for labor, in that capital will seek out ever cheaper labor to hire and this will cause laborers to compete by accepting lower and lower wages. The argument depends on the assumption that there is a large supply of unemployed and interchangeable labor that can be tapped at will, and that capital can flow freely to exploit these laborers. These conditions do not hold precisely in practice, though it is at the heart of the feminist objection to capitalism that women and children are often exploited in this way. It is surely true that labor will seek out the best wages available within other constraints that one's way of life imposes. Capital has to compete for labor with other firms, and so the going wage will depend on what other firms exist, as well as on what other options a society offers persons who are unable or unwilling to work for the wages offered. The better the outside option, then the better position labor has to bargain for higher wages. But likewise, the more mobile capital is, the better able it will be to seek out workers in different places whose outside options are worse and demands for wages are lower. Those unemployed laborers who are out there willing to accept the low wages are, after all, presumably better off when they earn the low wages than they were when they earned nothing. So it is not possible to say analytically how this works out; it has to be empirically determined. The real moral question then is this: does capitalism improve the available options to the most vulnerable women and children? One of the key findings of international trade economists is that when a new international firm enters a developing market, wages as a whole rise in the region. ^ This suggests that more capitalist trade and production increases wages. In some cases, governments will intervene to artificially lower wages and raise the level of production in ways that a free market would not support, say by outlawing unions or breaking strikes. Although this no doubt happens in many places in the world, it is the result of political and social oppression by governments, and hardly to be blamed on the capitalist system per se. An analogy would be blaming the political oppression of communist leaders on the socialist economic system. Any economic system will leave open the possibility for unscrupulous but powerful leaders to exploit the system and oppress people. On the other hand, governments may also interact in ways that raise wages, such as by giving the companies tax breaks or other incentives to locate in the country. Whether they govern socialist or capitalist systems, governments need to be responsive to the people; they can create much good or much harm regardless of the economic system they oversee.

Cap solves exploitation – if exploitation exists, it’s not a result of impoverishment but of differing talent levels

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 101-102

It will be objected that wealth inequality and poverty are background conditions created by capitalism that cause exploitation. I have already presented a great deal of evidence to suggest that the poverty claim is false. Capitalism makes persons wealthier, not poorer. Virtually no one denies that income and wealth rise in countries when they become more involved in capitalist markets and develop industry and trade. Capitalist markets and firms create opportunities for interactions that improve the wealth of both sides of a trade; otherwise the interaction would not occur, at least not as sanctioned by capitalism, as defined by the private ownership, free and open markets, and free wage labor conditions. Although corrupt government may steal or alter property rights and so impoverish some of its citizens, this is not the fault of capitalism but of corruption! Capitalism does arguably create inequalities, although it does not create them everywhere. But it is certainly an implication of the conditions of capitalism that inequality will occur, provided that there is an initial inequality in resources and no or little social redistribution by government. Since persons differ in their talents and skills, at a minimum there will be inequalities in the resulting income and wealth derived from capitalist interaction. Inequality creates the possibility of exploitation because those who have lesser endowments may be more desperate to make a trade than those with greater endowments. But is this the morally unacceptable form of exploitation? The answer depends on whether the exploitation involves coercion. But it involves coercion only if there is absolute poverty. Thus, it is only the combination of poverty and inequality that create a problematic form of exploitation. Insofar as capitalism helps to remedy poverty, then, it tends to lessen the morally unacceptable forms of exploitation.

Capitalism is self-correcting – the transition away from exploitative labor proves

Hollender and Breen 10 – * Founder of the American Sustainable Business Council, a progressive alternative to the Chamber of Commerce, **Editorial Director of the Fast Company

Jeffrey Hollender, Bill Breen, “The Responsibility Revolution: How the Next Generation of Businesses will Win,” pg. 9

They are recreating their relationships with suppliers. When activists pulled back the curtain on persistent health, safety, and child-labor violations in the overseas factories of some of America’s foremost apparel brands, the targeted companies first reacted with utter predictability: they issued ‘‘codes of conduct’’ for their vendors and dispatched teams of inspectors to expose serial offenders. In its first social-responsibility report, for example, Gap Inc. proudly proclaimed that it had pulled its business from 136 factories that failed to meet its new labor standards. More recently, however, the clothing retailer has come to realize that internal monitoring alone cannot unravel its supply chain’s tangled problems, and simply listing the number of offending factories does not inspire the public’s trust. In 2006, Gap surprised the business world by identifying, on its Web site, its contract factories, so we could see for ourselves what conditions were like. Rather than simply policing their subcontractors, Gap and Nike—working with union and NGO representatives—are partnering with them, to help them become sustainable and desirable places to work. Contract factories that invest in people and treat their workers well tend to improve efficiency (read: lower prices) and product quality, which grows their business—and helps to grow their customers’ business results.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Economy – AT: Wealth Inequality

Wealth inequality isn’t inherently bad – capitalism creates a floor on global poverty

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 81-82

Two objections may be raised to entrepreneurial capitalism: first, that it creates greater inequalities of wealth; and, second, that it leads to instability when firms become obsolete because of new innovations. 1 will address each one in turn. First, it is important to note that although wealth inequalities are very high in entrepreneurial capitalist countries, those countries do not have the highest income inequalities currently. The highest income inequalities, as mentioned earlier, are in very poor countries, such as Namibia or Sierra Leone. Most developed capitalist countries have much lower Gini coefficients. However, among capitalist countries, the highest Gini coefficients are in the United States, Singapore, and Hong Kong, which are among the most friendly places to entrepreneurial activity. Second, wealth inequalities are very great indeed when one takes into account the Bill Gates and J. K Rowlings of the world, but these are very few individuals, whose great wealth hardly makes anyone else worse off. Indeed, if they make philanthropic gestures like the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has, they make a great contribution to the well-being of the poor in the world through the use of their wealth. Considering household wealth on average within countries and between countries, it is within countries, that is, within the various economic systems, that wealth inequalities are highest," This suggests that political power, whatever its source, is a large part of the cause of differential income and wealth levels in a society, and insofar as that Is a problem, it requires a political solution. Finally, although wealth inequalities can create social instability, poverty is really the underlying difficulty. If capitalist development provides a solution to poverty, as I have argued, then it attacks the root of many of the problems (poor health, inadequate education, unemployment) that lead to social instability and human misery.

Cap solves poverty – any alternative also supports gross inequality, but doesn’t raise the bottom billions

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 87-88

The most important objection against capitalism, however, is that it enables gross inequalities in wealth and income. When these inequalities also entail absolute impoverishment, so that persons do not have the ability to choose between decent ways of life, then this is clearly a failure. But capitalism raises the overall level of material wealth in a society, and so allows for the possibility of addressing such abject poverty. The fact that market interactions lead to inequalities is not, in itself, a denial of freedom. But it does pose the possibility of inequalities in power that can lead to positive and social unfreedoms, and indeed this is borne out in the actual world in many ways. Perhaps the worst sort is where wealth buys political influence in a nominally democratic country. Before leaving the topic of inequality, however, it is important to point out that capitalism is not alone in supporting gross inequalities, but the way in which it does so is acceptable where it is not in other systems. North Korea, a socialist totalitarian system, creates gross inequalities of wealth through political power that controls resources. The leader and his minions live in vast wealth while much of the population teeters on the brink of famine. The communist systems of the Soviet Union and China were also notorious for the vast consumption and indulgence of their leaders compared with the average citizen, and notoriously one had to be a party member in the Soviet Union in order to own a car. Traditional societies are no better; the patriarchs of many such societies are rich while the young and the less powerful labor for far less. But in each of these cases the wealth comes not through productive effort, but rather through political control, and in some cases through inheritance. While the leader of North Korea is in charge simply by virtue of being the son of the previous leader, the richest capitalists in the world were not born to the previous generation of the wealthiest. It is true that Bill Gates and Warren Buffet were born to upper-middle-class families, but their vast wealth was earned through innovation, skills, and talents, and not through inheritance. This is not to say that inequality in wealth is not a problem, nor to say that opportunities to achieve great wealth are fairly distributed in capitalism. They are not, and that is a serious moral issue. But it is to say that socialist and traditional societies have at least equally difficult problems to address in terms of inequality in wealth and power. In the final section of my contribution, I will argue that an enlightened capitalism must do better to address inequalities that either amount to absolute poverty or cause political and social inequalities that deny freedom. It is also important to note, however, that inequality that does not rule out good options for life does not seriously interfere with individual positive freedom, in either sense of the term. One need not live in the best of all possible worlds, after all, in order to be free enough to pursue one's own projects.

Capitalism is net-better than resource redistribution at solving wealth disparity

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 80-81

Thus, growth is the best cure for poverty. Some economists have spoken of a “trickle-down” effect, meaning that some get rich first, after which parts of this wealth trickle down to the poor as the rich spend and invest. This description may evoke the image of the poor man getting the crumbs that fall from the rich man's table, but this is a completely mistaken picture of the true effect of growth. On the contrary, what happens is that the poor benefit from growth to roughly the same extent and at the same speed as the rich. They benefit immediately from an increase in the value of their labor and from greater purchasing power. No country has ever succeeded in reducing poverty without having long-term growth. Nor is there any case of the opposite, that is, of a country having had long-term, sustainable growth that didn't benefit the poor population. Still more interestingly, there is no instance of a country having had steady levels of growth in the long term without opening up its markets. The World Bank's World Development Report 2000/2001 contained a good deal of rhetoric about growth not being everything and not being sufficient for development—rhetoric influenced, no doubt, by the growth of the anti-globalization movement. But that report's own tables show that the higher a country's growth has been in the past 20 years, the faster it has reduced poverty, infant mortality, and illiteracy. In the countries at the bottom of the growth league, illiteracy had actually increased. It may be that growth in itself is not sufficient to bring good development for everyone, but growth is manifestly necessary.  If we have 3 percent growth annually, this means that the economy, our capital, and our incomes double every 23 years. If growth is twice as fast, they double about every 12 years. This growth represents an unparalleled increase in prosperity. By comparison, the effects of even vigorous government income redistribution policies are insignificant—not just insignificant, but downright dangerous, because high taxes to finance these measures can jeopardize growth. If so, great long-term benefits for everyone are sacrificed in favor of small immediate gains for a few.

More ev – empirical examples of real incomes for all increasing in capitalism

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 88

Studying equality in 70 countries, the economist G. W. Scully found that incomes were more evenly distributed in countries with a liberal economy, open markets, and property rights. This was, above all, because the middle class had more and the upper class less in free than in unfree economies. The share of national income going to the richest fifth of the population was 25 percent lower in the “freest” economies than in the “least free” economies. The proportion going to the poorest fifth in a society was unaffected by how free the economy was, but their actual incomes were far greater in liberal economies. 16
The lack of capitalism is the cause of wealth disparity – the North-South gap is concretely divided upon liberal and non-liberal economies

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 154

The world's inequality is due to capitalism. Not to capitalism having made certain groups poor, but to its making its practitioners wealthy. The uneven distribution of wealth in the world is due to the uneven distribution of capitalism.  Arguments that capitalism is somehow to blame for world poverty are oddly contradictory. Some argue that capital and corporations make their way only into the affluent countries, leaving the poor ones up the proverbial creek. Others maintain that capital and corporations flock to poor countries with low production costs, to the detriment of workers in the developed world. The truth seems to be that they make their way into both. Trade and investment flows in the past two decades have come to be more and more evenly distributed among the economies that are relatively open to the rest of the world. It is the really closed economies that, for obvious reasons, are not getting investments and trade. Moreover, the differences between these groups of countries are increasing. Clearly, instead of globalization marginalizing certain regions, it is the regions that stand back from globalization that become marginalized. 1
Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Environment

Capitalism empirically shields the environment – eight reasons – wealth, democracy, tech development, trade, market adjusting to scarcity, regulation of externalities, easy compliance, private property

Norberg 3 – MA in History
Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, p. 225-237

All over the world, economic progress and growth are moving hand in hand with intensified environmental protection. Four researchers who studied these connections found “a very strong, positive association between our [environmental] indicators and the level of economic development.” A country that is very poor is too preoccupied with lifting itself out of poverty to bother about the environment at all. Countries usually begin protecting their natural resources when they can afford to do so. When they grow richer, they start to regulate effluent emissions, and when they have still more resources they also begin regulating air quality. 19 A number of factors cause environment protection to increase with wealth and development. Environmental quality is unlikely to be a top priority for people who barely know where their next meal is coming from. Abating misery and subduing the pangs of hunger takes precedence over conservation. When our standard of living rises we start attaching importance to the environment and obtaining resources to improve it. Such was the case earlier in western Europe, and so it is in the developing countries today. Progress of this kind, however, requires that people live in democracies where they are able and allowed to mobilize opinion; otherwise, their preferences will have no impact. Environmental destruction is worst in dictatorships. But it is the fact of prosperity no less than a sense of responsibility that makes environmental protection easier in a wealthy society. A wealthier country can afford to tackle environmental problems; it can develop environmentally friendly technologies—wastewater and exhaust emission control, for example—and begin to rectify past mistakes. Global environmental development resembles not so much a race for the bottom as a race to the top, what we might call a “California effect.” The state of California's Clean Air Acts, first introduced in the 1970s and tightened since, were stringent emissions regulations that made rigorous demands on car manufacturers. Many prophets of doom predicted that firms and factories would move to other states, and California would soon be obliged to repeal its regulations. But instead the opposite happened: other states gradually tightened up their environmental stipulations. Because car companies needed the wealthy California market, manufacturers all over the United States were forced to develop new techniques for reducing emissions. Having done so, they could more easily comply with the exacting requirements of other states, whereupon those states again ratcheted up their requirements. Anti-globalists usually claim that the profit motive and free trade together cause businesses to entrap politicians in a race for the bottom. The California effect implies the opposite: free trade enables politicians to pull profit-hungry corporations along with them in a race to the top. This phenomenon occurs because compliance with environmental rules accounts for a very small proportion of most companies' expenditures. What firms are primarily after is a good business environment—a liberal economy and a skilled workforce— not a bad natural environment. A review of research in this field shows that there are no clear indications of national environmental rules leading to a diminution of exports or to fewer companies locating in the countries that pass the rules. 20 This finding undermines both the arguments put forward by companies against environmental regulations and those advanced by environmentalists maintaining that globalization has to be restrained for environmental reasons. Incipient signs of the California effect's race to the top are present all over the world, because globalization has caused different countries to absorb new techniques more rapidly, and the new techniques are generally far gentler on the environment. Researchers have investigated steel manufacturing in 50 different countries and concluded that countries with more open economies took the lead in introducing cleaner technology. Production in those countries generated almost 20 percent less emissions than the same production in closed countries. This process is being driven by multinational corporations because they have a lot to gain from uniform production with uniform technology. Because they are restructured more rapidly, they have more modern machinery. And they prefer assimilating the latest, most environmentally friendly technology immediately to retrofitting it, at great expense, when environmental regulations are tightened up. Brazil, Mexico, and China—the three biggest recipients of foreign investment—have followed a very clear pattern: the more investments they get, the better control they gain over air pollution. The worst forms of air pollution have diminished in their cities during the period of globalization. When Western companies start up in developing countries, their production is considerably more environment-friendly than the native production, and they are more willing to comply with environmental legislation, not least because they have brand images and reputations to protect. Only 30 percent of Indonesian companies comply with the country's environmental regulations, whereas no fewer than 80 percent of the multinationals do so. One out of every 10 foreign companies maintained a standard clearly superior to that of the regulations. This development would go faster if economies were more open and, in particular, if the governments of the world were to phase out the incomprehensible tariffs on environmentally friendly technology. 21 Sometimes one hears it said that, for environmental reasons, the poor countries of the South must not be allowed to grow as affluent as our countries in the North. For example, in a compilation of essays on Environmentally Significant Consumption published by the National Academy of Sciences, we find anthropologist Richard Wilk fretting that:   If everyone develops a desire for the Western high-consumption lifestyle, the relentless growth in consumption, energy use, waste, and emissions may be disastrous. 22 But studies show this to be colossal misapprehension. On the contrary, it is in the developing countries that we find the gravest, most harmful environmental problems. In our affluent part of the world, more and more people are mindful of environmental problems such as endangered green areas. Every day in the developing countries, more than 6,000 people die from air pollution when using wood, dung, and agricultural waste in their homes as heating and cooking fuel. UNDP estimates that no fewer than 2.2 million people die every year from polluted indoor air. This result is already “disastrous” and far more destructive than atmospheric pollution and industrial emissions. Tying people down to that level of development means condemning millions to premature death every year. It is not true that pollution in the modern sense increases with growth. Instead, pollution follows an inverted U-curve. When growth in a very poor country gathers speed and the chimneys begin belching smoke, the environment suffers. But when prosperity has risen high enough, the environmental indicators show an improvement instead: emissions are reduced, and air and water show progressively lower concentrations of pollutants. The cities with the worst problems are not Stockholm, New York, and Zürich, but rather Beijing, Mexico City, and New Delhi. In addition to the factors already mentioned, this is also due to the economic structure changing from raw-material-intensive to knowledge-intensive production. In a modern economy, heavy, dirty industry is to a great extent superseded by service enterprises. Banks, consulting firms, and information technology corporations do not have the same environmental impact as old factories. According to one survey of available environmental data, the turning point generally comes before a country's per capita GDP has reached $8,000. At $10,000, the researchers found a positive connection between increased growth and better air and water quality. 23 That is roughly the level of prosperity of Argentina, South Korea, or Slovenia. In the United States, per capita GDP is about $36,300. Here as well, the environment has consistently improved since the 1970s, quite contrary to the picture one gets from the media. In the 1970s there was constant reference to smog in American cities, and rightly so: the air was judged to be unhealthy for 100–300 days a year. Today it is unhealthy for fewer than 10 days a year, with the exception of Los Angeles. There, the figure is roughly 80 days, but even that represents a 50 percent reduction in 10 years. 24 The same trend is noticeable in the rest of the affluent world—for example, in Tokyo, where, a few decades ago, doomsayers believed that oxygen masks would in the future have to be worn all around the city because of the bad air. Apart from its other positive effects on the developing countries, such as ameliorating hunger and sparing people the horror of watching their children die, prosperity beyond a certain critical point can improve the environment. What is more, this turning point is now occurring progressively earlier in the developing countries, because they can learn from more affluent countries' mistakes and use their superior technology.   For example, air quality in the enormous cities of China, which are the most heavily polluted in the world, has steadied since the mid-1980s and in several cases has slowly improved. This improvement has coincided with uniquely rapid growth. Some years ago, the Danish statistician and Greenpeace member Bjørn Lomborg, with about 10 of his students, compiled statistics and facts about the world's environmental problems. To his astonishment, he found that what he himself had regarded as self-evident, the steady deterioration of the global environment, did not agree at all with official empirical data. He found instead that air pollution is diminishing, refuse problems are diminishing, resources are not running out, more people are eating their fill, and people are living longer. Lomborg gathered publicly available data from as many fields as he could find and published them in the book The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World. The picture that emerges there is an important corrective to the general prophesies of doom that can so easily be imbibed from newspaper headlines. Lomborg shows that air pollution and emissions have been declining in the developed world during recent decades. Heavy metal emissions have been heavily reduced; nitrogen oxides have diminished by almost 30 percent and sulfur emissions by about 80 percent. Pollution and emission problems are still growing in the poor developing countries, but at every level of growth annual particle density has diminished by 2 percent in only 14 years. In the developed world, phosphorus emissions into the seas have declined drastically, and E. coli bacteria concentrations in coastal waters have plummeted, enabling closed swimming areas to reopen. Lomborg shows that, instead of large-scale deforestation, the world's forest acreage increased from 40.24 million to 43.04 million square kilometers between 1950 and 1994. He finds that there has never been any large-scale tree death caused by acid rain. The oft-quoted, but erroneous statement about 40,000 species going extinct every year is traced by Lomborg to its source—a 20-year-old estimate that has been circulating in environmentalist circles ever since. Lomborg thinks it is closer to 1,500 species a year, and possibly a bit more than that. The documented cases of extinction during the past 400 years total just over a thousand species, of which about 95 percent are insects, bacteria, and viruses. As for the problem of garbage, the next hundred years worth of Danish refuse could be accommodated in a 33-meter-deep pit with an area of three square kilometers, even without recycling. In addition, Lomborg illustrates how increased prosperity and improved technology can solve the problems that lie ahead of us. All the fresh water consumed in the world today could be produced by a single desalination plant, powered by solar cells and occupying 0.4 percent of the Sahara Desert. It is a mistake, then, to believe that growth automatically ruins the environment. And claims that we would need this or that number of planets for the whole world to attain a Western standard of consumption—those “ecological footprint” calculations—are equally untruthful. Such a claim is usually made by environmentalists, and it is concerned, not so much with emissions and pollution, as with resources running out if everyone were to live as we do in the affluent world. Clearly, certain of the raw materials we use today, in presentday quantities, would not suffice for the whole world if everyone consumed the same things. But that information is just about as interesting as if a prosperous Stone Age man were to say that, if everyone attained his level of consumption, there would not be enough stone, salt, and furs to go around. Raw material consumption is not static. With more and more people achieving a high level of prosperity, we start looking for ways of using other raw materials. Humanity is constantly  improving technology so as to get at raw materials that were previously inaccessible, and we are attaining a level of prosperity that makes this possible. New innovations make it possible for old raw materials to be put to better use and for garbage to be turned into new raw materials. A century and a half ago, oil was just something black and sticky that people preferred not to step in and definitely did not want to find beneath their land. But our interest in finding better energy sources led to methods being devised for using oil, and today it is one of our prime resources. Sand has never been all that exciting or precious, but today it is a vital raw material in the most powerful technology of our age, the computer. In the form of silicon—which makes up a quarter of the earth's crust— it is a key component in computer chips. 
 There is a simple market mechanism that averts shortages. If a certain raw material comes to be in short supply, its price goes up. This makes everyone more interested in economizing on that resource, in finding more of it, in reusing it, and in trying to find substitutes for it. The trend over the last few decades of falling raw material prices is clear. Metals have never been as cheap as they are today. Prices are falling, which suggests that demand does not exceed supply. In relation to wages, that is, in terms of how long we must work to earn the price of a raw material, natural resources today are half as expensive as they were 50 years ago and one-fifth as expensive as they were a hundred years ago. In 1900 the price of electricity was eight times higher, the price of coal seven times higher, and the price of oil five times higher than today. 25 The risk of shortage is declining all the time, because new finds and more efficient use keep augmenting the available reserves. In a world where technology never stops developing, static calculations are uninteresting, and wrong. By simple mathematics, Lomborg establishes that if we have a raw material with a hundred years' use remaining, a 1 percent annual increase in demand, and a 2 percent increase in recycling and/or efficiency, that resource will never be exhausted. If shortages do occur, then with the right technology most substances can be recycled. One-third of the world's steel production, for example, is being reused already. Technological advance can outstrip the depletion of resources. Not many years ago, everyone was convinced of the impossibility of the whole Chinese population having telephones, because that would require several hundred million telephone operators. But the supply of manpower did not run out; technology developed instead. Then it was declared that nationwide telephony for China was physically impossible because all the world's copper wouldn't suffice for installing heavy gauge telephone lines all over the country. Before that had time to become a problem, fiber optics and satellites began to supersede copper wire. The price of copper, a commodity that people believed would run out, has fallen continuously and is now only about a tenth of what it was 200 years ago. People in most ages have worried about important raw materials becoming exhausted. But on the few occasions when this has happened, it has generally affected isolated, poor places, not open, affluent ones. To claim that people in Africa, who are dying by the thousand every day from supremely real shortages, must not be allowed to become as prosperous as we in the West because we can find theoretical risks of shortages occurring is both stupid and unjust. The environmental question will not resolve itself. Proper rules are needed for the protection of water, soil, and air from destruction. Systems of emissions fees are needed to give polluters an interest in not damaging the environment for others. Many environmental issues also require international regulations and agreements, which confront us with entirely new challenges. Carbon dioxide emissions, for example, tend to increase rather than diminish when a country grows more affluent. When talking about the market and the environment, it is important to realize that efforts in this quarter will be facilitated by a freer, growing economy capable of using the best solutions, from both a natural and a human viewpoint. In order to meet those challenges, it is better to have resources and advanced science than not to have them. Very often, environmental improvements are due to the very capitalism so often blamed for the problems. The introduction of private property creates owners with long-term interests. Landowners must see to it that there is good soil or forest there tomorrow as well, because otherwise they will have no income later on, whether they continue using the land or intend to sell it. If the property is collective or government-owned, no one has any such long-term interest. On the contrary, everyone then has an interest in using up the resources quickly before someone else does. It was because they were common lands that the rain forests of the Amazon began to be rapidly exploited in the 1960s and 1970s and are still being rapidly exploited today. Only about a 10th of forests are recognized by the governments as privately owned, even though in practice Indians possess and inhabit large parts of them. It is the absence of definite fishing rights that causes (heavily subsidized) fishing fleets to try to vacuum the oceans of fish before someone else does. No wonder, then, that the most large-scale destruction of environment in history has occurred in the communist dictatorships, where all ownership was collective. A few years ago, a satellite image was taken of the borders of the Sahara, where the desert was spreading. Everywhere, the land was parched yellow, after nomads had overexploited the common lands and then moved on. But in the midst of this desert environment could be seen a small patch of green. This proved to be an area of privately owned land where the owners of the farm prevented overexploitation and engaged in cattle farming that was profitable in the long term. 26 Trade and freight are sometimes criticized for destroying the environment, but the problem can be rectified with more efficient transport and purification techniques, as well as emissions fees to make the cost of pollution visible through pricing. The biggest environmental problems are associated with production and consumption, and there trade can make a positive contribution, even aside from the general effect it has on growth. Trade leads to a country's resources being used as efficiently as possible. Goods are produced in the places where production entails least expense and least wear and tear on the environment. That is why the amount of raw materials needed to make a given product keeps diminishing as productive efficiency improves. With modern production processes, 97 percent less metal is needed for a soft drink can than 30 years ago, partly because of the use of lighter aluminum. A car today contains only half as much metal as a car of 30 years ago. Therefore, it is better for production to take place where the technology exists, instead of each country trying to have production of its own, with all the consumption of resources that would entail. It is more environmentally friendly for a cold northern country to import meat from temperate countries than to waste resources on concentrated feed and the construction and heating of cattle pens for the purpose of native meat production.

Private property is key to environmental protection – government has zero incentive to protect public lands

Stroup and Shaw 9 – Professor of Economics
Richard and Jane, Professor of Economics at Montana State University, Senior Associate at the Political Economy Research Center, An Environment Without Property Rights, http://www.independent.org/publications/article.asp?id=196

To understand why, it is helpful to look at the reasons why private property rights protect the environment. There are several:3   1. Owners have incentives to use resources productively and to conserve where possible. Owners can obtain financial rewards from using resources productively and they have a strong incentive to reduce costs by conserving on their use of each resource. In the pursuit of profits, business firms have a strongincentive to implement new resource-saving technologies.  Such incentives were absent in the Eastern bloc under socialism. Consider the Trabant, the people’s car produced in East Germany between 1959 and 1989.4 (Production stopped shortly after the Berlin Wall came down.)   The Trabant provided basic transportation and was easy to fix. But it was slow (top speed 66 mph), noisy, it had no discernible handling, it spewed a plume of oil and gray exhaust smoke, and it didn’t have a gas gauge. The exhaust was so noxious that West Germans were not allowed to own Trabants. When the magazine Car and Driver brought one to the United States, the EPA refused to let it be driven on public streets.  The Trabant was so bad partly because its design was basically the same as it had been when the car was first manufactured in 1959. The latest model, the 601, had been introduced in 1964, and was essentially unchanged 25 years later.  Manufacturers could not reap a profit from making a better car, so they had no incentive to adopt new, cleaner technology that would give better performance. Indeed, because factories were government-owned, there was little incentive to produce any cars at all in East Germany. So few automobiles were available that people waited an average of 13 years to get their Trabant.  2. Private ownership of property provides an incentive for good care that is lacking under government control. If a resource is well cared for, it will be more valuable and add more to the personal wealth of its owner. If the owner allows the resource to deteriorate or be harmed by pollution, he or she personally bears the cost of that negligence in the form of a decline in the value of the resource.  Throughout the Soviet Union under Communism, resources were routinely wasted. In fact, the emphasis was on using up resources, not on producing them—for a good reason. Central planners often measured the use of inputs to determine whether a factory or other entity was carrying out the central plan. For example, Ann-Mari Satre Ahlander reports that despite the low per capita production of agricultural crops, the use of fertilizers and herbicides was high.5 That is because using them was a sign that work was being done, even though excessive use of these chemicals could have harmful effects.   A story is told about a part of Estonia where the underground water is flammable because vast quantities of aviation fuel were dumped into the ground and they seeped into the water. The fuel was assigned to a nearby Soviet military station to be used for flying practice missions. To make sure that the pilots had flown the required number of hours, the military superiors monitored the amount of fuel the pilots used. When the pilots did not want to fly the required hours, they falsified their reports. To evade detection, they got rid of the fuel by dumping it onto the ground.6   3. A resource owner has legal rights against anyone who would harm the resource. The private owner of a resource has more than just the incentive to preserve the value of that resource. Private property rights also provide the owner with legal rights against anyone (usually including a government agency) who invades—physically or by pollution—and harms the resource. The private owner of a forest or a farm will not sit idly by if someone is cutting down trees without permission or invading the property with hazardous pollutants, and lawsuits can be used to protect those rights. A private owner could probably have stopped the dumping of aviation fuel on the Estonian farmland mentioned above.  But in the Eastern bloc, such protection was absent. Peter J. Hill reports that in Bulgaria heavy metals in irrigation water lowered crop yields on Bulgarian farms. The industrial sources of the metals were known, but the farmers had no recourse. Without a system of redress through the courts, says Hill, the farmers had no actionable claim against those causing the problems.7  4. Property rights provide long-term incentives for maximizing the value of a resource, even for owners whose personal outlook is short-term. If using a tract of land for the construction of a toxic waste dump reduces its future productivity, its value falls today, reducing the owner’s wealth. That happens because land’s current worth reflects the net present value of its future services—the revenue from production or services received directly from the land, minus the costs required to generate the revenues (and both discounted to present value terms).  Lake Baikal is the largest and deepest freshwater lake on Earth. Once known for its purity, it is now heavily polluted because Soviet planners decided to build paper mills at its edge and failed to reduce the emission of pollutants into the water. According to one source, the effluent is discharged directly into the lake and has created a polluted area 23 miles wide.8 Clearly,the value of the lake and its surrounding land has been seriously diminished by pollution.  In a society of private ownership, the owner of lake property would envision a place that would attract tourists and homebuyers. Such an owner would have a strong incentive to maintain the value of this property by preventing its deterioration. But government planners had no incentive to protect it.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Failed States

Globalization and open trade solve failed states

Gurr 2k – Professor of Government and Polics

Ted Robert Gurr et al, Director, Minorities at Risk Project; Distinguished University Professor, Department of Government & Politics at the University of Maryland, 9-30-2000, State Failure Task Force Report: Phase III Findings, http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/stfail/SFTF%20Phase%20III%20Report%20Final.pdf

Assessing the Impact of Trade Openness The Task Force has examined a wide range of economic variables and their association with state failure including: inflation rates; total and per capita investment; levels of government taxation, debt, and spending; flows of foreign aid and rates of GDP growth. None of these, however, has proven to be significantly associated with state failure in models that also include indicators of a country’s quality of life (as measured by infant mortality or GDP per capita relative to world medians) and regime type. The one persistent exception, for a wide variety of global, regional, and failure-type analyses, is a country’s openness to international trade, measured as the value of a country’s imports plus exports as a percentage of GDP. Higher trade openness is strongly associated with a significantly lower risk of state failure. Depending on the region or type of failure, countries with levels of trade openness below the global median were two to two-and-one-half times as likely to experience state failure as countries with above-median levels of trade openness. Why should low trade openness go hand in hand with a higher risk of state failure? Several economists pointed out to the Task Force that trade openness is generally related to population; countries with larger populations generally supply more of their own needs, and their imports and exports therefore tend to be smaller relative to their domestic economy. Economists also maintain that countries at higher levels of development benefit more from trade and thus are likely to have higher levels of trade. However, we found that even when controlling for both population size and population density, and for levels of development, the effect of trade openness on state failure was still significant. The impact of trade openness worked the same way whether looking at the entire world or only at a sample of countries generally less disposed to trade, such as those of Sub-Saharan Africa. We found that trade openness was generally unrelated to other economic and trade variables, such as the concentration of a country’s exports, or of its trading partners, or its GDP per capita. A growing body of social-science research links trade openness to a host of other virtues, including faster economic growth, strengthened democracy, and improved environmental performance. These virtues, in turn, are widely thought to be associated with political stability. In this story, trade openness helps to produce political and economic outcomes that reduce the risk of state failure. Trade leads to faster growth and more democracy, both of which encourage political stability. 

Failed States comparatively outweigh nuclear war

Yoo 5 – Professor of Law

John, Professor of Law, University of California at Berkeley School of Law, Failed States, Int’l Colloquium, Online

Failed states pose perhaps the most dangerous threat to both American national security and international peace and stability. Failed states have served as the incubator of international terrorist groups, such as the al Qaeda organization that attacked the United States on September 11, 2001, or as trans-shipments points for illicit drugs, human trafficking, or the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction technologies. In Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, and the former Yugoslavia, failed states have produced the catastrophic human rights disasters. Since the end of World War II, far more lives have been lost due to internal wars than international armed conflicts, and many of the former have occurred in failed states. Military intervention in response, often led by the United States and its allies, incurs high costs in terms of money, material, and lives. Finding a comprehensive and effective solution to these challenges of terrorism, human rights violations, or poverty and lack of economic development requires some answers to the problem of failed states 

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Inequality – Gender

Cap is key to gender equality

-if patriarchy exists under capitalism, it acts as a nonintersecting system that would exist under alternative economic systems as well

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 22

It should be clear from the definition that patriarchy is a, at least partially, parallel (i.e., nonintersecting) system to any economic system, such as capitalism or socialism. Patriarchy does not preclude the existence of either socialism or capitalism. It remains to be shown, however, that capitalism does not entail patriarchy, and, more to the point, that capitalism provides no better home for patriarchy than does socialism. On the face of it, there seems to be no reason to think that capitalism would encourage patriarchy, since patriarchy constrains individuals from acting in ways- a capitalist system encourages or emphasizes. That is because patriarchy is a communal or collectivist system, emphasizing the needs of the kin group or at least the patriarch over those of the individuals in the group. Capitalism is, perhaps notoriously among feminists, an individualist system, at least in theory. State guided or oligarchic capitalism varies from the theory, however, in emphasizing the needs of the state or the oligarchic family. So developing or pseudo-capitalism can give patriarchy a home when there is a great deal of government interference. Socialism, on the other hand, focuses on the communal group, and thus is similarly liable to be co-opted for patriarchal ends. Patriarchy is compatible with many, perhaps all, traditional cultures, though. Part of my argument, thus, will be to show that capitalism offers women a way out of patriarchal, traditional culture.

Women’s equality is necessary to end escalating violence and ethnic cleansing

-turns their ethics/VTL impact

Amnesty International 98 
October 1, pg. http://news.amnesty.org/library/Index/ENGACT310061998?open&of=ENG-347

These human rights violations happened in every region of the world, but they are united by a common thread. Discrimination. They were largely motivated by prejudice. Because of their gender, sexual orientation, faith, race or ethnicity, the victims were viewed as being inferior, as being less than human, and were therefore seen as having no human rights. Discrimination is a root cause of human rights violations. By dehumanizing people, it paves the way for the worst atrocities. In every region, nationalist, ethnic, religious and racial conflicts have led to genocidal or widespread killing of people solely because of who they are. Whole groups of people are branded "the other" by virtue of their identity. Bonds of solidarity and community are severed along identity lines. "Difference" is manipulated to encourage division and hatred. "Differences", which should be celebrated and encouraged to enrich all our lives and cultures become "reasons" which some political and religious leaders use to vilify those they see as weak and scapegoat those least able to defend themselves. By so doing they create a climate where human rights violations are legitimized and ordinary people suffer the most terrible consequences.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Inequality – General

Cap leads to tech advances that make equality achievable

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 51-52

Technological advances have not only lowered the paid working day, but have also improved the convenience and comfort of daily life. This may be true for women even more than for men, because women are typically responsible for domestic work. The invention and proliferation of household appliances has reduced the total amount of time needed to maintain a clean, healthy home, launder clothing, and prepare food. In the United States, the amount of time spent by all women declined from 46.8 to 29.3 hours per week during the twentieth century.61 To some extent this understates the improvement in the quality of life, however. Homes are now larger than before, making them more comfortable and allowing greater privacy and space for leisure for individual household members. Also, women have consistently over time reported cleaning as their least favorite activity, and cooking and childcare as their most favorite domestic activities. Over this time period the proportion of time in these favored activities has increased. Capitalism can be credited with the technological improvements that have led to these improvements in women's quality of life. But capitalism has also increased women's opportunity cost of working in the home, and thus creates incentives for both men and women to reduce the time women spend on household chores. Evidence for this point is that women who arc not employed spend a much greater time doing unpaid domestic work than women who arc employed. Unemployed women in Britain spend up to three times more hours cleaning and two times more preparing food as employed women.65 Thus, capitalism has improved the quality of home life, making it cleaner, more comfortable, and less time consuming to maintain and reproduce. The past 150 years have brought enormous moral advances, if one takes the moral test of a society to be the degree to which individuals are treated with dignity and respect, regardless of their attributed status, that is, sex, race, ethnicity, or their religious, sexual, or gender identification. This is an admittedly liberal standard for moral progress; this treatise will have little to offer those who hold that collectives are of greater moral importance than individuals. In this time period legal slavery has ended throughout the world (with the exception of Mauritania, a traditionalist country). Legal racial apartheid and legal caste systems have ended. It is now commonplace to question the morality of racism, sexism, and even homophobia in much of the world. In the most developed capitalist economies, discrimination or segregation requires justification, and although those evils continue there are legal remedies in these countries for challenging them and demanding reparation.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Hunger

Only the free market can prevent starvation

Hospers 7 – Professor of Philosophy
John, Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at USC, Libertarianism: A Political Philosophy for Tomorrow, Published Originally in 1971, pg. 278-279

If this happens, many among us will tell us that we are guilty, that we should try to equalize incomes all over the world, that the others are starving because we are too stingy. And if we act on their advice, we will finally starve ourselves in a vain attempt to keep them from starving. The whole thing would be fruitless unless we can come to grips with the cause of their starvation-the coercive statist economies under which these populations live, the forced collectivism by which a man who would gladly work hard to support his wife and family becomes discouraged at having to share the benefits with 200 million others, in which matters of life and death are left to bureaucrats as incapable of handling them as a childwould be in calculating the trajectories of spaceships as now done by computer. The fate of these people could be avoided if they could have free-market economies; but most of the vic- tims of the suffering and death will not even know that their fates are avoidable. Only a capitalistic economy could solve their problems, and many of them "have never been permitted to learn about capitalism. Just as a capitalist economy is "an incredible bread ma- chine, "19 providing amply for the needs of millions, so the so- cialist economy, in the face of a burgeoning population, is a guaranteed starvation machine which needs only time to per- fect its deadly work. Why do you suppose that Soviet Russia permits the 3 percent of its land area to remain privately owned? Because the garden and agricultural plots of this 3 percent produce 48 percent of Russia's foodstuffs, and its leaders well know that without it Russia would starve. But the danger does not end there: the danger is that by the end of the century we ourselves may have faUen victim to the same kind of starvation machine that is already afflicting them. Once our citizens no longer question the policies of centralized control, deficit spending, inflation, and social insecurity which they now appear to favor, even the strong economic reserve generated by a century and a half of economic freedom will at last break down. And if this happens, it is we who will turn on our television sets and watch the starvation of our own people. Our own formulas for disaster will have come back to haunt us, but by that time it will be too late. By the time catastrophe strikes, a military dictator will probably take over the country, with "sweeping emergency powers," and for those of us who remain alive, our heritage of liberty will have vanished.In the face of all this, student groups in the United States are almost all fiercely opposed to capitalism. Of the dozens of confusions and fallacies about the nature and functioning of afree market. they fall victim to one after another; no slogan is too false for them to repeat as if it were an obvious truth. What account will they give of their present views if mass starvation stalks the world? Perhaps, one suspects, it was what some of them wanted all along; the poverty of millions means little to those with an in- satiable appetite for power. The vast majority of them, of course, desire no such terrifying outcome; they are simply mis- guided idealists who know nothing about how production can be generated to fulfill human needs. Totally ignorant of the role of liberty in economic matters, they chant any slogans they bear as long as they have a humanitarian ring. But in the end they will be simply cannon-fodder, to be used by their leaders as long as they are useful, and then thrown on the trash-heap when the time for power comes.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Nationalism

Anti-globalization leads to nationalism – causes military conflict

Norberg 3 – MA in History

Johan Norberg, Fellow at Timbro and CATO, MA with a focus in economics and philosophy, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 288

Globalization brings with it a number of effects upon which it is easy to cast suspicion—old economic forms disrupted, interests undermined, cultures challenged, and traditional power centers eroded. When boundaries become less important, people, goods, and capital move more freely—but so too can crime, fanaticism, and disease. Advocates of globalization have to show that greater freedom and greater opportunities counterbalance such problems. They must point to possible ways of dealing with them, perhaps more effectively than before. Otherwise, there is a serious risk that anti-globalist ideas will take root in the Western world, in which case a downturn or a trivial tariff war, for example, could evoke a powerful protectionist reaction. After the Wall Street Crash of 1929, the United States switched to a drastic policy of protectionism; thereafter all it exported for many years was depression. Other governments responded in kind, and world trade collapsed, diminishing by two-thirds in just three years. A national crisis led to worldwide depression. The return of protectionism today would mean stagnation in the affluent world and deeper poverty in the developing countries. At worst, it would once again lead to conflict, to countries regarding each other as enemies. When governments turn in upon themselves, regarding what is foreign as a threat rather than an opportunity, the simplest and coarsest forms of nationalism will gain ground.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Overpopulation

Capitalism solves overpop – creates conditions for sustainable health conditions that discourage mass procreation

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 38-39

Easterlin rejects the idea that economic growth has been largely responsible for the health transition, and he tests a version of this hypothesis, the "McKeown hypothesis," which claims that the causal factor generating the health transition is specifically better nutrition from greater wealth and income," Easterlin argues that if this hypothesis holds, then we should observe a tight connection between rising levels of income and rising life expectancy. There should be a short time lag between them, and the time lag should be approximately the same. But the data do not show this, rather they show that in England and Wales it took several decades for life expectancy gains to be made, while in Sweden, for example, the gains came very quickly with the rising income that indicated the advent of capitalism in that country. Does this show what Easterlin wants to show, namely, that economic growth is not causally responsible for the historical health transition has now been accomplished in much of the world? I think not. There are other relevant differences between the cases. England was highly urbanized, which created conditions for increased spread of infectious diseases, as Easterlin recognizes. But this means that there was a higher bar for the wealth effect to overcome, it does not mean that there was no wealth effect. Thus, I think his rejection of the McKeown hypothesis is premature. Furthermore, the fact that Sweden's transition to capitalism came later gave it an advantage in the sense that it could learn from techniques adopted in England to improve health. Easterlin's alternative hypothesis is that the introduction of smallpox vaccines accounted for the progress in life expectancy in both cases. But there are two things to note about this alternative that are relevant here. First, even if this is the main cause of the health transition, the wide availability of smallpox vaccines - their production and distribution, communication about their use and effectiveness, and the responsiveness of public health agents to the desire of citizens for them - must at least in part be due to the conditions created by capitalism, including greater wealth and income, higher levels of education, and increasing legal and public infrastructure.  According to Jonathan Tucker, "a key breakthrough in the control smallpox in industrialized countries was the invention of the Icebox, which made it possible to refrigerate smallpox vaccine and thereby preserve its potency for long periods."4' Second, citing smallpox vaccines alone ignores another major contributor to female life expectancy (the statistics he uses in his argument): falling fertility rates. Capitalism, 1 will argue, played a major role in encouraging and facilitating lower fertility rates, which in turn increased maternal and infant survival rates.   

Extinction

Otten 1
Edward Otten, Professor of Emergency Medicine and Pediatrics at the University of Cincinnati, 2000-2001,

http://www.ecology.org/biod/population/human_pop1.html
The exponential growth of the human population, making humans the dominant species on the planet, is having a grave impact on biodiversity. This destruction of species by humans will eventually lead to a destruction of the human species through natural selection. While human beings have had an effect for the last 50,000 years, it has only been since the industrial revolution that the impact has been global rather than regional. This global impact is taking place through five primary processes: over harvesting, alien species introduction, pollution, habitat fragmentation, and outright habit destruction. 

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves Space

Cap key to space investment

Koschara 97

Fred Koschara FKE Space Program, April 8, 1997, http://www.l5development.com/fkespace/fkespace.shtml

Space exploration and colonization holds the potential for fulfillment of all of humanity's rational dreams. However, we are still crippled by the lack of a viable plan for developing the possibilities open to us. The commercial use of space, and the opportunities it represents, are the only methods that will be able to attract the development participation necessary to achieve a suitable level of effort. This is a splendid chance for capitalism to show its mettle and prove its worth: to demonstrate that the profit motive is the most powerful incentive available in modern civilized society. 

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Solves War

Capitalism solves war

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” Google Book

Does capitalism cause more wars?  This has long been an argument of socialists against capitalism, but it seems a flimsy one.  First, it is clear that the communist experiments of the twentieth century were every bit as militaristic and capable of aggressive wars as the capitalist ones. Second, it is commonly asserted, and I think Professor Holmstrom would agree, that democratic nations do not wage war against each other. But democratic countries tend toward capitalism, since that seems to be what people choose when given the chance. As with slavery, the logic of capitalism tells against war, in general, as that wipes out potential trading partners. Capitalist competition is a positive-sum game, not a zero or negative sum. I agree wholeheartedly with Professor Holmstrom's assertion that security is than broader military security; the security of persons and property generally is the necessary condition for capitalist development.

Imperial wars pre-date capitalism by centuries, war is illogical under capitalism because it destroys wealth

MacKenzie 3 – PhD in Economics
D.W. MacKenzie, PhD in Economics, “Does Capitalism Require War?”  4-7-2003 http://www.mises.org/fullstory.asp?control=1201

Perhaps the oddest aspect of these various, but similar, claims is that their proponents appeal so often to historical examples. They often claim that history shows how capitalism is imperialistic and warlike or at least benefits from war. Capitalism supposedly needs a boost from some war spending from time to time, and history shows this. Robert Higgs demonstrated that the wartime prosperity during the Second World War was illusory[i]. This should come to no surprise to those who lived through the deprivations of wartime rationing. We do not need wars for prosperity, but does capitalism breed war and imperialism anyway?  History is rife with examples of imperialism. The Romans, Alexander, and many others of the ancient world waged imperialistic wars. The Incan Empire and the empire of Ancient China stand as examples of the universal character of imperialism. Who could possibly claim that imperialism grew out of the prosperity of these ancient civilizations? Imperialism precedes modern industrial capitalism by many centuries. Uneven wealth distribution or underconsumption under capitalism obviously did not cause these instances of imperialism. Of course, this fact does not prove that modern capitalism lacks its own imperialistic tendencies. The notion that income gets underspent or maldistributed lies at the heart of most claims that capitalism either needs or produces imperialistic wars. As J.B. Say argued, supply creates its own demand through payments to factors of production. Demand Side economists Hobson and Keynes argued that there would be too little consumption and too little investment for continuous full employment. We save too much to have peace and prosperity. The difficulty we face is not in oversaving, but in underestimating the workings of markets and the desires of consumers. Doomsayers have been downplaying consumer demand for ages. As demand side economist J.K. Galbraith claimed, we live in an affluent society, where most private demands have been met. Of course, Hobson made the same claim much earlier. Earlier and stranger still, mercantilists claimed that 'wasteful acts' such as tea drinking, gathering at alehouses, taking snuff, and the wearing of ribbons were unnecessary luxuries that detracted from productive endeavors. The prognostications of esteemed opponents of capitalism have consistently failed to predict consumer demand. Today, consumers consume at levels that few long ago could have imagined possible. There is no reason to doubt that consumers will continue to press for ever higher levels of consumption. Though it is only a movie, Brewster's Millions illustrates how creative people can be at spending money. People who do actually inherit, win, or earn large sums of money have little trouble spending it. Indeed, wealthy individuals usually have more trouble holding on to their fortunes than in finding ways to spend them. We are never going to run out of ways to spend money. Many of the complaints about capitalism center on how people save too much. One should remember that there really is no such thing as saving. Consumers defer consumption to the future only. As economist Eugen BÃ¶hm-Bawerk demonstrated, people save according to time preference. Savings diverts resources into capital formation. This increases future production. Interest enhanced savings then can purchase these goods as some consumers cease to defer their consumption. Keynes' claim that animal spirits drive investment has no rational basis. Consumer preferences are the basis for investment. Investors forecast future consumer demand. Interest rates convey knowledge of these demands. The intertemporal coordination of production through capital markets and interest rates is not a simple matter. But Keynes' marginal propensities to save and Hobson's concentration of wealth arguments fail to account for the real determinants of production through time. Say's Law of Markets holds precisely because people always want a better life for themselves and those close to them. Falling interest rates deter saving and increase investment. Rising interest rates induce saving and deter investment. This simple logic of supply and demand derives from a quite basic notion of self interest. Keynes denied that the world worked this way. Instead, he claimed that bond holders hoard money outside of the banking system, investment periodically collapses from 'the dark forces of time and uncertainty, and consumers save income in a mechanical fashion according to marginal propensities to save. None of these propositions hold up to scrutiny, either deductive or empirical. Speculators do not hoard cash outside of banks. To do this means a loss of interest on assets. People do move assets from one part of the financial system to another. This does not cause deficient aggregate demand. Most money exists in the banking system, and is always available for lending. In fact, the advent of e-banking makes such a practice even less sensible. Why hoard cash when you can move money around with your computer? It is common knowledge that people save for homes, education, and other expensive items, not because they have some innate urge to squirrel some portion of their income away. This renders half of the market for credit rational. Investors do in fact calculate rates of return on investment. This is not a simple matter. Investment entails some speculation. Long term investment projects entail some uncertainty, but investors who want to actually reap profits will estimate the returns on investment using the best available data. Keynes feared that the dark forces of time and uncertainty could scare investors. This possibility, he thought, called for government intervention. However, government intervention (especially warfare) generally serves to increase uncertainty. Private markets have enough uncertainties without throwing politics into the fray. The vagaries of political intervention serve only to darken an already uncertain future. Capital markets are best left to capitalists. Nor is capital not extracted surplus value. It comes not from exploitation. It is simply a matter of people valuing their future wellbeing. Capitalists will hire workers up to the point where the discounted marginal product of their labor equals the wage rate. To do otherwise would mean a loss of potential profit. Since workers earn the marginal product of labor and capital derives from deferred consumption, Marxist arguments about reserve armies of the unemployed and surplus extraction fail. It is quite odd to worry about capitalists oversaving when many complain about how the savings rate in the U.S. is too low. Why does the U.S., as the world's 'greatest capitalist/imperialist power', attract so much foreign investment? Many Americans worry about America's international accounts. Fears about foreigners buying up America are unfounded, but not because this does not happen. America does have a relatively low national savings rate. It does attract much foreign investment, precisely because it has relatively secure property rights. Indeed, much of the third world suffers from too little investment. The claims of Marxists, and Hobson, directly contradict the historical record. Sound theory tells us that it should. The Marxist claim that capitalists must find investments overseas fails miserably. Larry Kudlow has put his own spin on the false connection between capitalism and war. We need the War as shock therapy to get the economy on its feet. Kudlow also endorses massive airline subsidies as a means of restoring economic prosperity.  Kudlow and Krugman both endorse the alleged destructive creation of warfare and terrorism. Kudlow has rechristened the Broken Window fallacy the Broken Window principle. Kudlow claims that may lose money and wealth in one way, but we gain it back many time over when the rebuilding is done. Kudlow and Krugman have quite an affinity for deficits. Krugman sees debt as a sponge to absorb excess saving. Kudlow see debt as a short term nuisance that we can dispel by maximizing growth. One would think that such famous economists would realize that competition does work to achieve the goal of optimum growth based on time preference, but this is not the case. While these economists have expressed their belief in writing, they could do more. If the destruction of assets leads to increased prosperity, then they should teach this principle by example. Kudlow and Krugman could, for instance, help build the economy by demolishing their own private homes. This would have the immediate effect of stimulating demand for demolition experts, and the longer term affect of stimulating the demand for construction workers. They can create additional wealth by financing the reconstruction of their homes through debt. By borrowing funds, they draw idle resources into use and stimulate financial activity. Of course, they would both initially lose wealth in one way. But if their thinking is sound, they will gain it back many times over as they rebuild. The truth is that their beliefs are fallacious. Bastiat demonstrated the absurdity of destructive creation in his original explanation of the opportunity costs from repairing broken windows. Kudlow is quite clear about his intentions. He wants to grow the economy to finance the war. As Kudlow told some students, "The trick here is to grow the economy and let the economic growth raise the revenue for the war effort"[ii]. Kudlow also praises the Reagan Administration for growing the economy to fund national defense. Here Kudlow's attempts to give economic advice cease completely. His argument here is not that capitalism needs a shot in the arm. It is that resources should be redirected towards ends that he sees fit. Kudlow is a war hawk who, obviously, cannot fund this or any war personally. He instead favors using the state to tax others to fund what he wants, but cannot afford. He seems to think that his values matter more than any other's. Why should anyone else agree with this? Kudlow tarnishes the image of laissez faire economics by parading his faulty reasoning and his claims that his wants should reign supreme as a pro-market stance. Unfortunately, it is sometimes necessary to defend capitalism from alleged advocates of liberty, who employ false dogmas in pursuit of their own militaristic desires. Capitalism neither requires nor promotes imperialist expansion. Capitalism did not create imperialism or warfare. Warlike societies predate societies with secure private property. The idea that inequity or underspending give rise to militarism lacks any rational basis. Imperialistic tendencies exist due to ethnic and nationalistic bigotries, and the want for power. Prosperity depends upon our ability to prevent destructive acts. The dogma of destructive creation fails as a silver lining to the cloud of warfare. Destructive acts entail real costs that diminish available opportunities.  The idea that we need to find work for idle hands in capitalism at best leads to a kind of Sisyphus economy where unproductive industries garner subsidies from productive people. At worst, it serves as a supporting argument for war. The more recent versions of the false charges against capitalism do nothing to invalidate two simple facts. Capitalism generates prosperity by creating new products. War inflicts poverty by destroying existing wealth. There is no sound reason to think otherwise.

Empirical studies prove—global capitalism solves war

Gartzke 5 – Professor of Political Science

Erik Gartzke, associate professor of political science at Columbia University and author of a study on economic freedom and peace contained in the 2005 Economic Freedom of the World Report, “Future Depends on Capitalizing on Capitalist Peace,” 10/18, Windsor Star, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5133
With terrorism achieving "global reach" and conflict raging in Africa and the Middle East, you may have missed a startling fact - we are living in remarkably peaceable times. For six decades, developed nations have not fought each other. France and the United States may chafe, but the resulting conflict pitted french fries against "freedom fries," rather than French soldiers against U.S. "freedom fighters." Tony Blair and Jacques Chirac had a nasty spat over the EU, but the English aren't going to storm Calais any time soon. The present peace is unusual. Historically, powerful nations are the most war prone. The conventional wisdom is that democracy fosters peace but this claim fails scrutiny. It is based on statistical studies that show democracies typically don't fight other democracies. Yet, the same studies show that democratic nations go to war about as much as other nations overall. And more recent research makes clear that only the affluent democracies are less likely to fight each other. Poor democracies behave much like non-democracies when it comes to war and lesser forms of conflict. A more powerful explanation is emerging from newer, and older, empirical research - the "capitalist peace." As predicted by Montesquieu, Adam Smith, Norman Angell and others, nations with high levels of economic freedom not only fight each other less, they go to war less often, period. Economic freedom is a measure of the depth of free market institutions or, put another way, of capitalism. The "democratic peace" is a mirage created by the overlap between economic and political freedom. Democracy and economic freedom typically co-exist. Thus, if economic freedom causes peace, then statistically democracy will also appear to cause peace. When democracy and economic freedom are both included in a statistical model, the results reveal that economic freedom is considerably more potent in encouraging peace than democracy, 50 times more potent, in fact, according to my own research. Economic freedom is highly statistically significant (at the one-per-cent level). Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels. But, why would free markets cause peace? Capitalism is not only an immense generator of prosperity; it is also a revolutionary source of economic, social and political change. Wealth no longer arises primarily through land or control of natural resources. New Kind of Wealth Prosperity in modern societies is created by market competition and the efficient production that arises from it. This new kind of wealth is hard for nations to "steal" through conquest. In days of old, when the English did occasionally storm Calais, nobles dreamed of wealth and power in conquered lands, while visions of booty danced in the heads of peasant soldiers. Victory in war meant new property. In a free market economy, war destroys immense wealth for victor and loser alike. Even if capital stock is restored, efficient production requires property rights and free decisions by market participants that are difficult or impossible to co-ordinate to the victor's advantage. The Iraqi war, despite Iraq's immense oil wealth, will not be a money-maker for the United States. Economic freedom is not a guarantee of peace. Other factors, like ideology or the perceived need for self-defence, can still result in violence. But, where economic freedom has taken hold, it has made war less likely. Research on the capitalist peace has profound implications in today's world. Emerging democracies, which have not stabilized the institutions of economic freedom, appear to be at least as warlike - perhaps more so - than emerging dictatorships. Yet, the United States and other western nations are putting immense resources into democratization even in nations that lack functioning free markets. This is in part based on the faulty premise of a "democratic peace." It may also in part be due to public perception. Everyone approves of democracy, but "capitalism" is often a dirty word. However, in recent decades, an increasing number of people have rediscovered the economic virtues of the "invisible hand" of free markets. We now have an additional benefit of economic freedom - international peace. The actual presence of peace in much of the world sets this era apart from others. The empirical basis for optimistic claims - about either democracy or capitalism - can be tested and refined. The way forward is to capitalize on the capitalist peace, to deepen its roots and extend it to more countries through expanding markets, development, and a common sense of international purpose. The risk today is that faulty analysis and anti-market activists may distract the developed nations from this historic opportunity.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – Value to Life

Cap is key to value to life

Cudd 10 – Dean of Humanities and Professor of Philosophy @ KU

Anne Cudd, “Capitalism for and Against: A Feminist Debate,” pg. 49

The average quality of life for humans, particularly for women and children, has improved in the past hundred years, and many of the advances are causally related to capitalism. There are three categories of objective improvement of quality of life: material, moral, and political. Material Improvements Include physical changes in life and work, such as changes in the amount and strenuousness of physical labor, the availability of food, clean water, and decent shelter the degree of violence suffered, as well as the disease burden. By moral advances I mean the degree to which human individuals are treated in a dignified and decent manner, as worthy of respect in their own right, and as responsible, autonomous self-owners. By political advances I mean the degree to which individuals have a voice in the government of their communities and nations. These three categories encompass the objective list of interests that I claim all humans have. While it is not possible to quantify or measure each of these categories, I can make some generalizations about the progress m quality of life over the past century. For virtually every interest, the quality of life has improved under capitalism.  

Freedom is key to value to life

Brooks 8 – Professor of Public Affairs, Government and Business @ Syracuse

Arthur Brooks, Professor of Public Affairs, Government and Business @ Syracuse, 2008, “Free People Are Happy People,” City Journal, Lexis

A large body of social-science research over the past decade has been devoted to studying happiness. In general, researchers rely on self-reported measurements of happiness--which, according to considerable work by psychologists, statisticians, and neuroscientists, are actually quite accurate and comparable among individuals. (This has been shown by comparing people's survey responses to psychological evaluations, surveys of family members, and even tests of brain activity.) And over the past three decades, the nationwide General Social Survey (GSS)--undertaken approximately every two years by researchers at the National Opinion Research Center--has been one of the only repeated surveys to ask people about their happiness and has therefore been used in many happiness studies. In 2000, the GSS also asked adult Americans about their attitudes about freedom. About 70 percent of the respondents said that they were "completely free" or "very free," and another 25 percent said that they were "moderately free." Further, about 70 percent thought that Americans in general were completely or very free. Perhaps such results are not surprising in the United States. But the GSS also revealed that people who said that they felt completely or very free were twice as likely to say that they were very happy about their lives as those who felt only a moderate degree of freedom, not much, or none at all. Even when holding income, sex, education, race, religion, politics, and family status constant, we find that people who felt free were about 18 percentage points more likely than others to say that they were very happy. Graphs by Alberto Mena Freedom and happiness are highly correlated, then; even more significant, several studies have shown that freedom causes happiness. In a famous 1976 experiment, psychologists in Connecticut gave residents on one floor of a nursing home the freedom to decide which night of the week would be "movie night," as well as the freedom to choose and care for the plants on their floor. On another floor of the same nursing home, residents did not receive these choices and responsibilities. The first group of residents--no healthier or happier than the second when the experiment began--quickly showed greater alertness, more activity, and better mood. A year and a half later, they were still doing better, and even dying at half the rate of the residents on the other floor. Many subsequent studies replicated the experiment in different settings, including foreign ones. One 2003 study of German senior citizens asked participants to keep diaries recording their activities and moods. The researchers found that a low level of perceived personal freedom strongly predicted depression; they went on to suggest enhanced freedom for nursing-home residents as an efficient way to improve their quality of life.

Economic freedom is key to happiness

Brooks 8 – Professor of Public Affairs, Government and Business @ Syracuse

Arthur Brooks, Professor of Public Affairs, Government and Business @ Syracuse, 2008, “Free People Are Happy People,” City Journal, Lexis

You might be tempted to ascribe this correlation to the unhappy poor who favor government intervention to improve their lot. But a look at entire nations, it's important to note, shows that freer economies mean happier populations in general. In 2002, the International Social Survey Programme measured happiness in nearly three dozen countries. In the same year, as in every year since 1995, the Wall Street Journal and the Heritage Foundation compiled the Index of Economic Freedom, scoring nations on such criteria as the freedom to operate a business, trade with other nations, ease of investment, property rights, and level of business corruption. The result was an aggregate score from 0 to 100, where 100 meant maximum freedom. Near the top, scoring around 80, were most of the Anglophone countries; most Western European countries scored in the 65-75 range; formerly Communist countries and developing nations were lower; and at the bottom sat North Korea. If you apply these data to the International Social Survey Programme's nations, you will find that a 1-percentage-point increase in economic freedom is associated with a 2-point rise in the percentage of the population who say that they are completely happy or very happy.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Brutish/Selfish

Capitalism promotes interpersonal cooperation, not competition

-even simple goods like the ipod rely on inter-company cooperation to produce a final product

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 80-81

It would take pages and pages for me to describe just a tiny part of the iPod. If we traced the antecedents beyond the com- puter and software companies, however, to the delivery com- panies, mines, patent offices, and power plants, you would find hundreds of millions of people working in seemingly unrelated jobs, speaking dozens of languages, all blissfully unaware that they are, in a small way, making the iPod possible. And yet no one is or even could oversee this whole process, not even Apple Inc. As one commentator put it: Apple “may not make the iPod, but they created it. In the end, that’s what really matters.”27 That’s the free market. We hear a lot about the brutish, competitive nature of capitalism, about winners and losers, survival of the fittest, and all that. Some of us may even have downloaded a podcast on the subject right onto our iPods. We hear far too little about the miracles of free cooperation and interdependence that free markets have made possible, that have helped make things like the iPod possible. Whatever the other vices in the market, we should take no critic seriously who does not first recognize this virtue.28

Capitalism leads to altruism – wealth accumulation is key

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 123-124

To be sure, plenty of capitalism’s champions appeal to greed, even glory in it. But there’s no evidence that capitalist countries in general, or Americans in particular, are greedier than average. In fact, the truth is just the opposite. A recent British study showed that the United States, which has the fourth-freest economy in the world, is the most generous country when it comes to charitable giving. Americans give about 1.67 percent of our GDP to charities, more than twice the second-ranked United Kingdom (0.73 percent) and Canada (0.72 percent). The French came in dead last in the study, giving just 0.14 percent of their GDP to charity. The study also found an inverse correlation between taxation and giving. The more government confiscates, the less people give. Conversely, the freer the economy, the more people give.27 This makes you wonder how much Americans would give if the government took less from us. It’s nice when statistics confirm common sense. A poor population is in no mood to be generous. When you’re starving, you’re desperate. Anyone who visited the Soviet-bloc countries before the collapse of the Soviet Union experienced this firsthand. In such places, only the very virtuous are generous. If you’re rich, on the other hand, it’s easy to be generous, even if you’re morally mediocre. Besides, prosperity gives you something to be generous with. And when the government confiscates your wealth and claims to be using it to help the less fortunate, the situation not only creates resentment; it creates the illusion that you already gave at the office.28

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Consumption

Capitalism’s focus on consumption provides a unique value to life – just because some consumption is excessive doesn’t mean we should throw the baby out with the bathwater

Saunders 7 – Professor @ AGM
Peter, Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management, Why Capitalism is Good for the Soul, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

But recognising that consumption does not always bring contentment does not mean we have to give up on capitalism. Because capitalism constantly encourages innovation, it is inevitable that many of the items brought to market will be trivial or even trashy, but some will make a genuine contribution to human well-being. We cannot know in advance which will be life-enhancing and which will not, but pointing to discarded piles of trashy commodities does not make a compelling case for turning off the growth machine.   Moreover, just because a luxury barbecue won’t satisfy the soul doesn’t mean we would be better off without it. Clive assumes consumption prevents the pursuit of genuine happiness, but commercial relationships do not rule out other, more enduring, forms of association, like friendships, family ties, voluntary activity, or religious worship.(18) Of course buying and selling cannot give us everything we need in life, but most people are well aware of this. Hamilton claims that 75% of us think spending time with friends and family will enhance our lives, while fewer than 40% think more money will do the same. It is difficult to see how capitalism can have turned us into consuming automatons when so many of us still assert the importance of non-materialistic values.(19)
Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Immoral

Cap creates the conditions for a just and moral society

Brooks and Wehner 10 - *Professor of business @ Syracuse, **Senior fellow @ EPPC

Arthur, Professor of Business and Government @ Syracuse, and, Peter, senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, “Human Nature and Capitalism,” 12-11-2010, The American, http://www.american.com/archive/2010/december/human-nature-and-capitalism

A free market can also better our moral condition—not dramatically and not always, but often enough. It places a premium on thrift, savings, and investment. And capitalism, when functioning properly, penalizes certain kinds of behavior—bribery, corruption, and lawlessness among them—because citizens in a free-market society have a huge stake in discouraging such behavior, which is a poison-tipped dagger aimed straight at the heart of prosperity. In addition, capitalism can act as a civilizing agent. The social critic Irving Kristol argued, correctly in our view, that the early architects of democratic capitalism believed commercial transactions “would themselves constantly refine and enlarge the individual’s sense of his own self-interest, so that in the end the kind of commercial society that was envisaged would be a relatively decent community.”11

Capitalism is comparatively the most ethical system – sparks democracy and opportunity

Wilson 95 – Professor of Public Policy
James, Professor of Public Policy @ Pepperdine, Capitalism and morality” Public Interest, No. 121, Fall

However one judges that debate, it is striking that in 1970 - at a time when socialism still had many defenders, when certain American economists (and the CIA!) were suggesting that the Soviet economy was growing faster than the American, when books were being written explaining how Fidel Castro could achieve by the use of moral incentives" what other nations achieved by employing material ones-kristol and Bell saw that the great test of capitalism would not be economic but moral. Time has proved them right. Except for a handful of American professors, everyone here and abroad now recognizes that capitalism produces greater material abundance for more people than any other economic system ever invented. The evidence is not in dispute. A series of natural experiments were conducted on a scale that every social scientist must envy. Several nations-china, Germany, Korea, and Vietnam - were sawed in two, and capitalism was installed in one part and "socialism" in the other. In every case, the capitalist part out-produced, by a vast margin, the non-capitalist one.  Moreover, it has become clear during the last half century that democratic regimes only flourish in capitalist societies. Not every nation with something approximating capitalism is democratic, but every nation that is democratic is, to some significant degree, capitalist. (By "capitalist," I mean that production is chiefly organized on the basis of privately owned enterprises, and exchange takes place primarily through voluntary markets.)  If capitalism is an economic success and the necessary (but not sufficient) precondition for democracy, it only remains vulnerable on cultural and moral grounds. That is, of course, why today's radical intellectuals have embraced the more extreme forms of multiculturalism and postmodernism. These doctrines are an attack on the hegemony of bourgeois society and the legitimacy of bourgeois values. The attack takes various forms - denying the existence of any foundation for morality, asserting the incommensurability of cultural forms, rejecting the possibility of textual meaning, or elevating the claims of non-western (or non-white or non-Anglo) traditions. By whatever route it travels, contemporary radicalism ends with a rejection of the moral claims of capitalism. Because morality is meaningless, because capitalism is mere power, or because markets and corporations destroy culture, capitalism is arbitrary, oppressive, or corrupting.  Most critics of capitalism, of course, are not radicals. Liberal critics recognize, as postmodernists pretend not to, that, if you are going to offer a moral criticism of capitalism, you had better believe that moral judgments are possible and can be made persuasive. To liberals, the failure of capitalism lies in its production of unjustifiable inequalities of wealth and its reckless destruction of the natural environment. Capitalism may produce material abundance, the argument goes, but at too high a price in human suffering and social injustice.  I do not deny that capitalism has costs; every human activity has them. (It was a defender of capitalism, after all, who reminded us that there is no such thing as a free lunch.) For people worried about inequality or environmental degradation, the question is not whether capitalism has consequences but whether its consequences are better or worse than those of some feasible economic alternative. (I stress "feasible" because I tire of hearing critics compare capitalist reality to socialist - or communitarian or cooperative - ideals. When ideals are converted into reality, they tend not to look so ideal.) And, in evaluating consequences, one must reckon up not simply the costs but the costs set against the benefits. In addition, one must count as benefits the tendency of an economic system to produce beliefs and actions that support a prudent concern for mitigating the unreasonable costs of the system.  Capitalism and public policy  By these tests, practical alternatives to capitalism do not seem very appealing. Inequality is a feature of every modern society, Adam Smith expected that it would be a particular feature of what we call capitalism. Indeed, he began The Wealth of Nations by setting forth a puzzle that he hoped to solve. It was this. in "the savage nations of hunters and fishers" (what we later learned to call euphemistically "native cultures" or "less-developed nations"), everyone works and almost everyone acquires the essentials of human sustenance, but they tend to be "so miserably poor" that they are reduced, on occasion, to killing babies and abandoning the elderly and the infirm. Among prosperous nations, by contrast, many people do not work at all and many more live lives of great luxury, yet the general level of prosperity is so high that even the poorest people are better off than the richest person in a primitive society. His book was an effort to explain why "the system of natural liberty" would produce both prosperity and inequality and to defend as tolerable the inequality that was the inevitable (and perhaps necessary) corollary of prosperity.  Smith certainly succeeded in the first task but was less successful in the second, at least to judge by the number of people who believe that inequality can be eliminated without sacrificing prosperity. Many nations have claimed to eliminate market-based inequalities, but they have done so only by creating non-market inequalities - a Soviet nomenklatura, a ruling military elite, an elaborate black market, or a set of non-cash perks. Between unconstrained market inequality and the lesser inequality achieved by some redistribution, there is much to discuss and decide, and so the welfare-state debate proceeds. Participants in this debate sometimes forget that the only societies in which such a debate can have much meaning are those that have produced wealth that can be redistributed and that have acquired a government that will do so democratically - in short, capitalist societies.  Similarly with respect to the environment: Only rich (that is, capitalist) nations can afford to worry much about the environment, and only democratic (that is, capitalist) nations have governments that will listen to environmentalists. As with inequality, environmental policies in capitalist systems will vary greatly - from the inconsequential through the prudent to the loony - but they will scarcely exist in non-capitalist ones. If anyone doubted this, they were surely convinced when the Iron Curtain was torn down in 1989, giving the West its first real look at what had been hidden behind the Berlin Wall. Eastern Europe had been turned into a vast toxic waste dump. Vaclav Havel explained why: A government that commands the economy will inevitably command the polity; given a commanding position, a government will distort or destroy the former and corrupt or oppress the latter.  To compel people engaged in production and exchange to internalize all of the costs of production and exchange without destroying production and exchange, one must be able to make proposals to people who do not want to hear such proposals, induce action among people who do not want to act, and monitor performance by people who do not like monitors, and do all of this only to the extent that the gains in human welfare are purchased at acceptable costs. No regime will make this result certain, but only democratic capitalist regimes make it at all possible.  Capitalism creates what are often called "post-material values" that lead some private parties to make environment-protecting proposals. Capitalism, because it requires private property, sustains a distinction between the public and the private sphere and thereby provides a protected place for people to stand who wish to make controversial proposals. And capitalism permits (but does not require) the emergence of democratic institutions that can (but may not) respond to such proposals. Or to put it simply. environmental action arises out of the demands of journalists, professors, foundation executives, and private-sector activists who, for the most part, would not exist in a non-capitalist regime.  Capitalism and the good life  Many readers may accept the view that capitalism permits, or possibly even facilitates, the making of desirable public policies but reject the idea that this is because there is anything moral about it. At best, it is amoral, a tool for the achievement of human wants that is neither good nor bad. At worst, it is an immoral system that glorifies greed but, by happy accident, occasionally makes possible popular government and pays the bills of some public-interest lobbies that can get on with the business of doing good. Hardly anyone regards it as moral.  People with these views can find much support in The Wealth of Nations. They will recall the famous passage in which Smith points out that it is from the "interest," not the "benevolence," of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner. An "invisible hand" leads him to promote the public good, though this is "no part of his intention." Should they study the book more carefully, they will come across passages predicting the degradation of the human spirit that is likely to occur from the division of labor, the incessant seeking after monopoly benefits and political privilege that will follow from the expansion of manufacturing, and the "low profligacy and vice" that will attend upon the growth of large cities. The average worker employed in repetitive tasks will become "stupid and ignorant," the successful merchant living in a big city will become personally licentious and politically advantaged.  Karl Marx, a close student of Smith's writings, had these passages in mind (and, indeed, referred to them) when he drew his picture of the alienation man would suffer as a consequence of private property and capitalism. But Marx (and, in some careless passages, even Smith) had made an error. They had confused the consequences of modernization (that is, of industrialization and urbanization) with the consequences of capitalism. The division of labor can be furthered and large industrial enterprises created by statist regimes as well as by free ones; people will flock to cities to seek opportunities conferred by socialist as well as capitalist economies; a profligate and self-serving elite will spring up to seize the benefits supplied by aristocratic or socialist or authoritarian or free-market systems. Show people the road to wealth, status, or power, and they will rush down that road, many will do some rather unattractive things along the way.  Among the feasible systems of political economy, capitalism offers the best possibility for checking some, but not all, of these tendencies toward degradation and depravity. When Smith suggested that the increased division of labor would turn most workers into unhappy copies of Charlie Chaplin in Modern Times, he thought that only public education could provide a remedy. Because he wrote long before the advent of modern technology, he can be forgiven for not having foreseen the tendency of free markets to substitute capital for labor in ways that relieve many workers of precisely those mindlessly repetitive tasks that Smith supposed would destroy the human spirit.  Urbanization is the result of modernity - that is, of the weakening of village ties, the advent of large-scale enterprise, the rise of mass markets, and an improvement in transportation - and modernity may have non-capitalist as well as capitalist sources. Mexico City, Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, and Moscow have long been among the dozen largest cities in the world, but, until quite recently (and still quite uncertainly), none of these was located in a nation that could be fairly described as capitalist. They were state-dominated economies, either socialist or mercantilist, and Smith would have had no use for any of them. And, being non-capitalist, most of these states were barely democratic (the USSR not at all). Lacking either a truly private sector or a truly democratic regime, reformist and meliorist tendencies designed to counteract the adverse consequences of massive urbanization were not much in evidence. Americans who rightly think that high rates of crime are characteristic of big cities, but wrongly suppose that this is especially true of capitalist cities, need to spend some time in Moscow, Rio, and Mexico City.  Capitalism creates privilege; socialism creates privilege; mercantilism creates privilege; primitivism creates privilege. Men and women everywhere will seek advantage, grasp power, and create hierarchies. But to the extent that a society is capitalist, it is more likely than its alternatives to sustain challenges to privilege. These arise from economic rivals, privately financed voluntary associations, and democratically elected power-holders; they operate through market competition, government regulation, legal action, and moral suasion. But they operate clumsily and imperfectly, and, in the routine aspects of ordinary morality, they may not operate well enough.

Supply-side ethics solves a race to the bottom

Bradley 9 – PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics

Robert Bradley, PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics, “Capitalism at Work: Business, Government and Energy,” pg. 319

Capitalism at Work has described how Malthusian and neo-Malthusian thinking has repeatedly led to false alarms and promiscuous calls for government energy planning. This book has advanced the thesis that complex regulation in place of simple-rules capitalism disrupts market processes and corrupts busi- ness incentives. What is perhaps more important, Capitalism at Work has argued that free enterprise is a system that is not only superbly wealth creating but also morally superior to coercion-based alternatives. It is ethical because it is based on the self-love of Adam Smith, the self-help of Samuel Smiles, and the rational self-interest of Ayn Rand. Yet far from being atomistic or amoral, capitalism driven by self-interest is an intensely sociable system; its supply-side ethics rewards society's wealth creators, person by person, thus creating goodwill and empowering philanthropy. From the innumerable parts comes a robust civil society, its individuals dually directed, as it were, by the economic invisible hand of markets and the moral invisible hand of human benevolence. In the post-Enron world, capitalism deserves a second look by even its most trenchant and intransigent critics.

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Resource Wars

Resource shortages don’t lead to war

Salehyan 8
Idean, Prof. Pol. Sci. @ North Texas, Journal of Peace Research, “From Climate Change to Conflict? No Consensus Yet”, 45:3, Sage

A few caveats are in order here. It is important to note, again, that the most severe effects of climate change are likely to  be felt in the future, and the future is inherently uncertain.4 While fundamental shifts in the environment are not inconceivable, our best bet for predicting what is to come is to look at what has transpired in the past. Since it is frequently argued that climate change will lead to resource scarcities and exacerbate inequality, it is possible to draw upon past evidence regarding these factors to develop a sense of how conflicts might unfold given changes in the Earth's atmosphere. Additionally, I do not take issue with the claim that climate change will present considerable challenges for human societies and ecosystems more generally. Humanitarian crises stemming, in part, from climate change have the potential to be severe, and steps must be taken quickly to attenuate such contingencies. Rather, my purpose here is to underscore the point that environmental processes, by themselves, cannot explain why, where, and when fighting will occur; rather, the interaction between environmental and political systems is critical for understanding organized armed violence.  First, the deterministic view has poor predictive power as to where and when conflicts will break out. For every potential example of an environmental catastrophe or resource shortfall that leads to violence, there are many more counter-examples in which conflict never occurs. But popular accounts typically do not look at the dogs that do not bark. Darfur is frequently cited as a case where desertification led to food scarcity, water scarcity, and famine, in turn leading to civil war and ethnic cleansing.5 Yet, food scarcity and hunger are problems endemic to many countries - particularly in sub-Saharan Africa - but similar problems elsewhere have not led to large-scale violence. According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, food shortages and malnutrition affect more than a third of the population in Malawi, Zambia, the Comoros, North Korea, and Tanzania,6 although none of these countries have experienced fullblown civil war and state Ihilure. Hurricanes, coastal flooding, and droughts - which are all likely to intensify as the climate warms are frequent occurrences which rarely lead to violence. The Asian Tsunami of 2004, although caused by an oceanic earthquake, led to severe loss of life and property, flooding, population displacement, and resource scarcity, but it did not trigger new wars in Southeast Asia. Large-scale migration has the potential to provoke conflict in receiving areas (see Rcuveny, 2007; Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006), yet most migration flows do not lead to conflict, and, in this regard, social integration and citizenship policies are particularly important (Gleditsch, Nordils & Sale}syan, 2007). In short, resource scarcity, natural disasters, and long-term climatic shifts are ubiquitous, while armed conflict is rare; therefore, environmental conditions, by themselves, cannot predict violent outbreaks.  Second, even if local skirmishes over access to resources arise, these do not always escalate to open warfare and state collapse. While interpersonal violence is more or less common and may intensify under resource pressures, sustained armed conflict on a massive scale is difficult to conduct. Meier, Bond & Bond (2007) show that, under certain circumstances, environmental conditions have led to cattle raiding among pasroralists in East Africa, but these conflicts rarely escalate to sustained violence. Martin (2005) presents evidence from Ethiopia that, while a large refligee influx and population pressures led to localized conflict over natural resources, effective resource management regimes were able to ameliorate these tensions. Both of these studies emphasize the role of local dispute-resolution regimes and institutions - not just the response of central governments - in preventing resource conflicts from spinning out of control. Martin's analysis also points to the importance of international organizations, notably the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, in implementing effective policies governing refugee camps. Therefore, local hostilities need not escalate to serious armed conflict and can be managed if there is the political will to do so.

No resource wars – tons of other root causes

Victor 8
David, professor of law at Stanford Law School, the director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and an adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Smoke and Mirrors, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16530

MY ARGUMENT is that classic resource wars—hot conflicts driven by a struggle to grab resources—are increasingly rare. Even where resources play a role, they are rarely the root cause of bloodshed. Rather, the root cause usually lies in various failures of governance. That argument—in both its classic form and in its more nuanced incarnation—is hardly a straw man, as Thomas Homer-Dixon asserts. Setting aside hyperbole, the punditry increasingly points to resources as a cause of war. And so do social scientists and policy analysts, even with their more nuanced views. I’ve triggered this debate because conventional wisdom puts too much emphasis on resources as a cause of conflict. Getting the story right has big implications for social scientists trying to unravel cause-and-effect and often even larger implications for public policy.

No resource conflict

Buckland 7
Benjamin, Research Associate @ Centre for Applied Studies in International Negotiations, “A Climate of War? Stopping the Securitisation of Global Climate Change A contribution to contemporary debates”, June, Scholar

Since the 1970s there have been calls for a broader security framework encompassing environmental issues. As early as 1971 Richard Falk was talking about possible links between environment and security, although climate change was not yet in the frame. 4 Falk was followed in the 1980s by scholars such as Essam El Hinnawi, who first introduced the term “environmental refugee”, and in 1987 by the landmark Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development, the “Brundtland Report”. 5 Again, not mentioning climate change, the Brundtland Report clearly enunciated links between environmental issues and dangers for human security. These studies form a backdrop to the explosion of interest in the links between the environment and violent conflict that occurred at the end of the Cold War in 1989-91. As national security institutions sought a new raison d’être, scholars like Thomas Homer-Dixon and his Toronto School, Paul Erlich, Rob Swart, and Robert Kaplan gained early traction for their ideas about resource scarcity leading to conflict. 6 Often dubbed Neo-Malthusians, due to the intellectual debt owed to the English economist and clergyman Thomas Malthus who, in 1798, argued that exponential population growth combined with linear growth in food output would eventually lead to conflict, war and epidemic, these thinkers moved beyond food scarcity to add a whole host of environmental issues to those linked with conflict. Talking about supply and demand-induced scarcity as well as inequity (so-called structural scarcity), Homer-Dixon and others were quick to identify the links between their earlier work and the new threat of climate change that was beginning to be enunciated by the regular Assessment Reports of the UN’s influential Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 7 As Peter Schwartz and Doug Randall – two leading proponents of this school of thought – made clear: “Violence and disruption stemming from the stresses created by abrupt changes in the climate pose a different type of threat than we are accustomed to today. Military confrontation may be triggered by a desperate need for natural resources such as energy, food and water.” 8 These warnings were taken up in-turn by governments and other actors, perhaps most notably by the Pentagon in its above mentioned report of 2003, which sketched an apocalyptic scenario of runaway climate change and war. More recently still, the ongoing conflict in Sudan’s Darfur region has been increasingly mentioned as the first of the future climate change wars. First speculated about by Michael Byers and Nick Dragojlovic in a 2004 editorial in the Human Security Bulletin, this idea has frequently popped up in the popular press ever since. 9 Garnering less publicity were early defectors from the climate change and conflict school described above. Most notable is perhaps the State Failure Taskforce, set up in 1994 by the then United States (US) Vice-President Al Gore to look for environmental and political causes of state failure. Against expectations, the Taskforce found no evidence for a link between environmental degradation and violent conflict, conclusions which are cogent with a number of contemporary and more recent studies. A further blow to the environment and conflict link suggested by the Neo-Malthusian thinkers cited above has come in the form of criticism which directly attacks their research design. Perhaps most persuasive among these attacks is the contention that many of the case studies used to support the Neo-Malthusian argument are selected on the dependent variable, that is to say, they treat only cases in which environmental degradation and conflict are both present. Without more comprehensive data, it is argued, their usefulness is reduced to that of well-researched anecdotes – interesting but hardly predictive of conflict elsewhere. 10 The second major criticism is that Neo-Malthusian models of conflict are underspecified. In other words, they offer little indication as to which variables may or may not be important in triggering or prolonging conflict – they are simply too elaborate to do so. 11 Alternative models and schools of thought (such as that elaborated by the State Failure Taskforce above and the systematic 1998 study of Hague and Ellingsen) emphasise the fact that, while there is consensus on several factors causing conflict, there are many others for which direct causal links simply do not exist. 12 With regard to the former category, factors generally agreed to influence the likelihood of intrastate conflict include: levels of economic development, history of conflict and the existence of either ethnic dominance or ethnic polarisation. In the second category, factors that are likely to increase the risk of conflict but that do not act as independent variables are: political instability, the time elapsed since independence, dependency on natural resources, large population size and rough terrain. 13 Turning to interstate conflict, the factors on which there is general consensus include: geographical proximity, non-democratic regimes, relative power and a history of conflict. 14 What is clear from these two sets of variables is that environmental factors are, at best, of secondary importance. 15 Some scholars even go so far as to suggest that resource scarcity may have precisely the opposite effect from that predicted by proponents of Neo-Malthusianism. An example of this is a recent study Aaron T. Wolf which suggests that shared freshwater resources may in fact lead to greater cooperation between riparian states. 16 This conclusion is supported by data from the BAR Project Database which lists 1831 water- related “events” (either conflict or cooperation) between riparian states. Of these, 1228 are examples of cooperation and many of the others are small-scale disputes rather than full-blown armed conflict. While Wolf’s study, and the many criticisms cited above, mean that the expectations of the Neo-Malthusians are largely unsubstantiated, it does not, of course, immediately follow that climate change will not lead to any conflict at all. Indeed, it is quite plausible that some of the more dire climate change scenarios could result in some instances of conflict. 17 As Clionadh Raleigh and Henrik Urdal point out, while it is generally agreed that the resource scarcity and conflict link has been overstated, few would agree that there are no links at all. 18 What is important, and what we argue in this paper, is that claims about climate change leading to conflict are highly speculative. 19 As Raleigh and Urdal again make clear: “There is every reason to be cautious about the links between climate change and conflict. Existing environment and conflict research has simply not produced sufficient evidence to enable us to make anything but highly speculative claims about the effects of climate change and violent conflict”. 20 As we will see in the following sections, it is a dramatic erosion of human security and not the risk of violent conflict that is the real threat of climate change. 

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Root Cause

Capitalism is not the root cause of sexism, racism, inequality, environmental destruction, or conflict

Levin 98 – President of Yale

Richard Levin, president of Yale, 1998, The Minnesota Review, 48-49, http://www.theminnesotareview.org/journal/ns48/levin.htm

As a result of this view of the world, many people on the far right and far left are single-causers; they believe not only that everything the demon does has bad effects in our society, but also that everything bad in our society is caused by this demon. Right-wing extremists hold feminism or secular humanism or ZOG responsible for drugs, crime, floridation, and the decline of "family values," and many leftists—including some appearing in mr—claim that capitalism is the cause of racism and sexism (Cotter 119-21, Lewis 97-98, Young 288-91). This, in turn, leads to the belief that there's a single cure, and only this one cure, for all these social ills: the complete extirpation of the demon that causes them and the complete transformation of society. Thus extremists on both sides tend to be all-or-nothingists, to reject all reforms as "band-aids" that are doomed to fail since they don't get at the source of our problems and so won't further this radical transformation (Neilson/Meyerson 45: 268-69). Many are also millenarians who believe the transformation will be brought about by an apocalyptic clash between the forces of good and evil ending in the permanent defeat of the demon and the creation of a utopia(for fundamentalists this is a literal Armageddon and Second Coming, for militias it's RaHoWa (Racial Holy War) or the uprising of true patriots against our traitorous government foretold in The Turner Diaries with its Hitlerian "final solution," and for Marxists it's the proletarian revolution that, their anthem tells us, will be "the final conflict."  Another consequence of their polarization is that partisans at both extremes try to eliminate the intermediate positions between them, often by denying their differences. Neilson and Meyerson say that "we should see liberalism and conservatism as flipsides" (45: 269) and argue that Republicans and Democrats are really the same (47: 242), as does Tom Lewis at greater length (89-90). Similarly, George Wallace, in his racist, third-party campaign, insisted that "there isn't a dime's worth of difference between them." More sinister is their tendency to "disappear" these intermediate positions by equating them with the opposite extreme. McCarthy and his followers attacked Democrats and even liberal Republicans as "pinkos" and "fellow travelers," and Marxist regimes condemned social democrats and even communists who deviated from the party line as fascist counterrevolutionaries who must be liquidated. Some extremists on the academic left employ this tactic against moderates and liberals, although with less lethal results. 

Capitalism isn’t the root cause of war

Dandeker 92
Chris, Professor of Military Sociology in the Department of War Studies at King’s College London, The Causes of War and the History of Modern Sociological Theory,” Effects of War on Society, Edited by Giorgio Ausenda, Published by the Center for Interdisciplinary Research on Social Stress by Boydell & Brewer Ltd, ISBN 0851158684, 1st Edition Published in 1992, 2nd Edition Published in 2002, p. 44-46

All these arguments presuppose two specious sociological contentions: first that capitalism, as the most historically developed and dynamic form of class exploitation, is the source of modern militarism, and second, that socialism, preferably on a world scale would involve the abolition of war. The deficiencies in these views, and indeed of those associated with the industrial society thesis discussed earlier, can be revealed by drawing on Machiavellian themes which can then be set out more explicitly in the next section. Despite the fact that industrial capitalism has produced two world wars, as Aron (1954) and more recently Michael Mann (1984) have argued, there is no ’special relationship’ between capitalism and militarism—or the tendency to war—only one of historical indifference. All the pre-dispositions of ‘capitalist states’ to use warfare calculatively as a means of resolving their disputes with other states predate the formation of capitalism as an economic system. Of course, it could be argued that capitalism merely changes the form of militarism. That is to say, pre-capitalist patterns of militarism were still expressions of class relations and modern capitalism has just increased the destructive power of the industrialised means of war available to the state. But this argument will not do. Socialist societies in their use of industrialised power show that the technological potential for war is transferable and can be reproduced under non-capitalist conditions. Furthermore, the military activities of socialist states cannot be explained in terms of a [end page 44] defensive war against capitalism or even an aggressive one, as national and geopolitical power motives are arguably just as significant in the determination of state behaviour. Furthermore, imperial expansion not only predates capitalism but it is also difficult to reduce the causes of wars then and now to the interests of dominant economic classes (Mann 1984:25-46). Meanwhile, modern attempts to explain patterns of military expenditure in terms of the imperatives of capital accumulation face major difficulties. The association between economic boom and military spending has been revealed as an empirical association not an inherent connection; indeed the evidence from Germany and Japan indicates that low levels of military spending might well be associated with economic performances superior to those of societies which commit more of their GNP to defence expenditure. Furthermore, the idea that war and the threat of war are weapons of national mythology used by dominant classes to confuse the working class and weaken their natural affinity with international socialism faces the problem that, as in the case of Europe in 1914, national enthusiasms were such that truly remarkable powers would have to be attributed to ruling classes in order to make sense of them while in any case alternative explanations are at hand (Howard 1976:108-15). The problems of economic determinism in Marxist social theory are compounded by two further difficulties. The first of these concerns its emphasis on endogenous, unfolding models of social change. The tendency is to view state behaviour in terms of the imperatives of internal class relations with warfare being regarded as the externalisation of the contradictory nature of those relations. Marxism finds it difficult to view inter-state relations as characterised by structural interdependencies of a politico-strategic nature. The drift of Marxism is to regard the state as a class actor not as a geopolitical one. This failing derives not just from the internalist bias of Marxist social theory but also from its failure to provide a satisfactory account of the conditions under which the human species has become differentiated into separate societies and, more specifically, why it is that the modern capitalist economic system has developed in the context of a system of competing nation-states—a political system extending from the core of Europe to the rest of the globe during the course of the twentieth century. As Michael Mann has suggested there is nothing in capitalism as an economic system which presupposes or requires such a political system although there is a strong [end page 45] case in favour of the view that the development and triumph of modern capitalism benefited from the constant power struggle amongst the emergent nation-states of European civilisation (Hall 1986; Mann 1988). In Marxist theory, the rise of nation-states has been interpreted as an early stage in the political expression of the universality of the capitalist market, an expression which will change with the demands of capital accumulation (Semmel 1981: 166-73). A contemporary case in point would be the current shift to European integration in the context of global competition amongst the major capitalist blocs. However, nationalism is not a bourgeois phenomenon created to provide ideological and legal conditions favourable for capitalist economic relations. Nor are modern nationalisms, when suitably ‘decoded,’ enthusiastic proletarian movements ready to take the stage vacated by their less distinguished Western comrades. Nationalism is a far more significant motor of human history than class—a fact which was recognised by some Marxists in the early twentieth century: Mussolini was one of them (Ashworth and Dandeker 1986:82-7; Dandeker 1985:349-67; Gregor 1974:145-7; Smith 1983:47-50). The inability of Marxism to provide a satisfactory account of nationalism is part of a broader failure to explain why ’societies’ exist at all. That is to say, in relation to the four clusters of modernity distinguished earlier, it is through the conjoining of industrialism, capitalism, bureaucratic surveillance and the state monopolisation of the means of violence that modern societies have emerged. As Anthony Giddens has suggested, societies are actually products of modernity (and not one dimension of modernity, i.e., class relations within capitalism). If by society one means a clearly demarcated and internally well articulated social entity it is only relatively recently that large human populations have lived under such arrangements and these have been the achievements of modern nation-states (Dandeker 1990:51; Giddens 1985:172).

Marxists are wrong – no single cause of conflict

Moore 4
John Norton, Director, Center for National Security Law, University of Virginia School of Law  The Transnational Lawyer 

We will start with what we generally know about the causes of war. There is a short list of some of the major things that we hear over and over about the causes of war. Certainly, there are specific disputes among nations; ideological disputes; ethnic and religious differences; proliferation of weapons and arms races; social and economic injustice; imbalance of power; competition for resources; incidents; accidents; and miscalculation. The old Marxists believed that wars were caused by economic determinism. There are many other theories, but what do we really know about the causes of war? The answer is that nothing on the list of the most important traditional causes of war powerfully correlates with war. If we look from the opposite perspective there is another list, which in many respects builds on the causes of war list described above. That is to say, looking at traditional approaches for avoidance of war rather than causes of war, there are a number of mechanisms including, diplomacy, balance of power, third party dispute settlement, collective security, arms control, and resolving underlying causes. However, once again, the point is that there is nothing on this list that we know to have a robust correlation with wars. This is not to suggest that these approaches are not important. They are collectively an important part of the human arsenal for dealing with war and conflict. For example, if we want to focus on the issue of weapons of mass [*84] destruction, it would be an error not to focus on the importance of arms control. However, these approaches, by themselves, are not the answer to understanding war. Rather, the most important empirical correlation found to date, which is quite robust, is the finding that democracies rarely, if ever, wage war against other democracies. 1 This finding is called the Democratic Peace. According to Bruce Russett, the Chairman of the International Relations Department at Yale, “A striking fact about the world comes to bear on any discussion about international relations … [when we consider that] democracies have almost never fought each other.”

Cap K Answers – Cap Good – AT: Terrorism

Wealth levels have no effect on terrorism

Becker 5 – Professor of Economics
Gary, Nobel Laurete and Professor of Economics @ U Chicago, Terrorism and Poverty:Any Connection?, http://www.becker-posner-blog.com/archives/2005/05/terrorism_and_p_1.html

A former president of the World Trade Organization, the current British Chancellor of the Exchequer, the House of Bishops of the Episcopal Church, and many others have claimed without citing any evidence a close connection between poverty and terrorism. Poverty may be related to terrorism, but in ways that are far more indirect and weaker than alleged.  Any sizeable effect of poverty on terrorism is not apparent from what is generally known about terrorist activities. The suicide bombers in the 9/11 attack were mainly highly educated Saudis, not poor Moslems from other parts of the Middle East, Asia, or Africa. The Basque region of Spain may not have done well economically in recent decades, but the members of its ETA terrorist organization are generally middle class and reasonably well educated. The same goes for the Baader-Meinhof German terrorists, and many other terrorist groups in different nations.  Examples such as these can usually be chosen to support a particular position on most issues, so more complete evidence is necessary to draw any conclusions with confidence. Fortunately, a few studies do systematically analyze the relation between poverty and terrorism. Harvard economist Alberto Abadie has recently studied both terrorism within a country and transnational terrorism for almost 200 nations (NBER Working Paper No. 10859). He estimates the poverty-terror relation after controlling for the degree of political freedom, religious and ethnic heterogeneity, and other variables. He finds little net relation between the degree of terrorism and poverty, where poverty is measured by per capita GDP, the degree of inequality within a country, and a couple of other ways.

Cap K Answers – Alt Fails – Capitalism Inevitable

Human nature prevents alternative solvency

Wilkinson 5 – MA in Philosophy

Will Wilkinson, MA in Philosophy, former Academic Coordinator of the Social Change Project and the Global Prosperity Initiative at The Mercatus Center at George Mason University, “Capitalism and Human Nature,” 1-2005, http://www.cato.org/research/articles/wilkinson-050201.html

Tragically, human nature isn't at all as advertised, and neither is pine needle tea. According to the U.S. State Department, at least one million North Koreans have died of famine since 1995. Marx's theory of human nature, like Kim Jong Il's theory of pine needle tea, is a biological fantasy, and we have the corpses to prove it. Which may drive us to wonder: if communism is deadly because it is contrary to human nature, does that imply that capitalism, which is contrary to communism, is distinctively compatible with human nature? A growing scientific discipline called evolutionary psychology specializes in uncovering the truth about human nature, and it is already illuminating what we know about the possibilities of human social organization. How natural is capitalism? Evolutionary Psychology 101 Evolutionary psychology seeks to understand the unique nature of the human mind by applying the logic and methods of contemporary evolutionary biology and cognitive psychology. The main working assumption of evolutionary psychology is that the mind is a variegated toolkit of specialized functions (think of a Swiss Army knife) that has evolved through natural selection to solve specific problems faced by our forebears. Distinct mental functions—e.g., perception; reading other people's intentions; responding emotionally to potential mates—are underwritten by different neurological "circuits" or "modules," which can each be conceived as mini computer programs selected under environmental pressure to solve specific problems of survival and reproduction typical in the original setting of human evolution, the Environment of Evolutionary Adaptedness, the "EEA." Strictly speaking, the EEA is a statistical composite of environmental pressures that account for the evolutionary selection of our distinctively human traits. Loosely, the EEA was the period called the Pleistocene during which humans lived as hunter-gatherers from about 1.6 million years ago up until the invention of agriculture about 10,000 years ago. According to evolutionary psychologists, the basic constitution of the human mind hasn't changed appreciably for about 50,000 years. Thus the evolutionary psychologist's slogan: modern skulls house Stone Age minds. As pioneers of evolutionary psychology Leda Cosmides and John Tooby put it: The key to understanding how the modern mind works is to realize that its circuits were not designed to solve the day-to-day problems of a modern American—they were designed to solve the day-to-day problems of our hunter-gatherer ancestors. Understanding the problems faced by members of human hunter-gatherer bands in the EEA can therefore help us to understand a great deal about human nature, and the prospects and pathologies of modern social systems. First, a word of caution: We cannot expect to draw any straightforward positive political lessons from evolutionary psychology. It can tell us something about the kind of society that will tend not to work, and why. But it cannot tell us which of the feasible forms of society we ought to aspire to. We cannot, it turns out, infer the naturalness of capitalism from the manifest failure of communism to accommodate human nature. Nor should we be tempted to infer that natural is better. Foraging half-naked for nuts and berries is natural, while the New York Stock Exchange and open-heart surgery would boggle our ancestors' minds. What evolutionary psychology really helps us to appreciate is just what an unlikely achievement complex, liberal, market-based societies really are. It helps us to get a better grip on why relatively free and fabulously wealthy societies like ours are so rare and, possibly, so fragile. Evolutionary psychology helps us to understand that successful market liberal societies require the cultivation of certain psychological tendencies that are weak in Stone Age minds and the suppression or sublimation of other tendencies that are strong. Free, capitalist societies, where they can be made to work, work with human nature. But it turns out that human nature is not easy material to work with. There is a rapidly expanding library of books that try to spell out the moral, political and economic implications of evolutionary psychology. (The Origins of Virtue by Matt Ridley, Darwinian Politics by Paul Rubin, and The Company of Strangers by Paul Seabright are good ones). Below is a short tour of just a few features of human nature emphasized by evolutionary psychologists that highlight the challenges of developing and sustaining a modern market liberal order. We are Coalitional The size of hunter-gather bands in the EEA ranged from 25 to about 150 people. The small size of those groups ensured that everyone would know everyone else; that social interactions would be conducted face-to-face; and that reputations for honesty, hard work, and reliability would be common knowledge. Even today, people's address books usually contain no more than 150 names. And military squadrons generally contain about as many people as Pleistocene hunting expeditions. Experiments by psychologists Leda Cosmides and Robert Kurzban have shown that human beings have specialized abilities to track shifting alliances and coalitions, and are eager to define others as inside or outside their own groups. Coalitional categories can easily lead to violence and war between groups. Think of Hutus and Tutsis, Albanians and Serbs, Shiites and Sunnis, Crips and the Bloods, and so on ad nauseam. However, coalitional categories are fairly fluid. Under the right circumstances, we can learn to care more about someone's devotion to the Red Sox or Yankees than their skin color, religion, or social class. We cannot, however, consistently think of ourselves as members only of that one grand coalition: the Brotherhood of Mankind. Our disposition to think in terms of "us" versus "them" is irremediable and it has unavoidable political implications. Populist and racialist political rhetoric encourages people to identify themselves as primarily rich or poor, black or white. It is important to avoid designing institutions, such as racial preference programs, that reinforce coalitional categories that have no basis in biology and may heighten some of the tensions they are meant to relax. A great deal of the animosity toward free trade, to take a different example, depends on economically and morally inappropriate coalitional distinctions between workers in Baltimore (us) and workers in Bangalore (them). Positively, free trade is laudable for the way it encourages us to see to members of unfamiliar groups as partners, not enemies. We are Hierarchical Like many animals and all primates, humans form hierarchies of dominance. It is easy to recognize social hierarchies in modern life. Corporations, government, chess clubs, and churches all have formal hierarchical structures of officers. Informal structures of dominance and status may be the leading cause of tears in junior high students. The dynamics of dominance hierarchies in the EEA was complex. Hierarchies play an important role in guiding collective efforts and distributing scarce resources without having to resort to violence. Daily affairs run more smoothly if everyone knows what is expected of him. However, space at the top of the hierarchy is scarce and a source of conflict and competition. Those who command higher status in social hierarchies have better access to material resources and mating opportunities. Thus, evolution favors the psychology of males and females who are able successfully to compete for positions of dominance. Living at the bottom of the dominance heap is a raw deal, and we are not built to take it lying down. There is evidence that lower status males naturally form coalitions to check the power of more dominant males and to achieve relatively egalitarian distribution of resources. In his book Hierarchy in the Forest, anthropologist Christopher Boehm calls these coalitions against the powerful "reverse dominance hierarchies." Emory professor of economics and law Paul Rubin usefully distinguishes between "productive" and "allocative" hierarchies. Productive hierarchies are those that organize cooperative efforts to achieve otherwise unattainable mutually advantageous gains. Business organizations are a prime example. Allocative hierarchies, on the other hand, exist mainly to transfer resources to the top. Aristocracies and dictatorships are extreme examples. Although the nation-state can perform productive functions, there is the constant risk that it becomes dominated by allocative hierarchies. Rubin warns that our natural wariness of zero-sum allocative hierarchies, which helps us to guard against the concentration of power in too few hands, is often directed at modern positive-sum productive hierarchies, like corporations, thereby threatening the viability of enterprises that tend to make everyone better off. There is no way to stop dominance-seeking behavior. We may hope only to channel it to non-harmful uses. A free society therefore requires that positions of dominance and status be widely available in a multitude of productive hierarchies, and that opportunities for greater status and dominance through predation are limited by the constant vigilance of "the people"—the ultimate reverse dominance hierarchy. A flourishing civil society permits almost everyone to be the leader of something, whether the local Star Trek fan club or the city council, thereby somewhat satisfying the human taste for hierarchical status, but to no one's serious detriment. We are Envious Zero-sum Thinkers Perhaps the most depressing lesson of evolutionary psychology for politics is found in its account of the deep-seated human capacity for envy and, related, of our difficulty in understanding the idea of gains from trade and increases in productivity—the idea of an ever-expanding "pie" of wealth. There is evidence that greater skill and initiative could lead to higher status and bigger shares of resources for an individual in the EEA. But because of the social nature of hunting and gathering, the fact that food spoiled quickly, and the utter absence of privacy, the benefits of individual success in hunting or foraging could not be easily internalized by the individual, and were expected to be shared. The EEA was for the most part a zero-sum world, where increases in total wealth through invention, investment, and extended economic exchange were totally unknown. More for you was less for me. Therefore, if anyone managed to acquire a great deal more than anyone else, that was pretty good evidence that theirs was a stash of ill-gotten gains, acquired by cheating, stealing, raw force, or, at best, sheer luck. Envy of the disproportionately wealthy may have helped to reinforce generally adaptive norms of sharing and to help those of lower status on the dominance hierarchy guard against further predation by those able to amass power. Our zero-sum mentality makes it hard for us to understand how trade and investment can increase the amount of total wealth. We are thus ill-equipped to easily understand our own economic system. These features of human nature—that we are coalitional, hierarchical, and envious zero-sum thinkers—would seem to make liberal capitalism extremely unlikely. And it is. However, the benefits of a liberal market order can be seen in a few further features of the human mind and social organization in the EEA. Property Rights are Natural The problem of distributing scarce resources can be handled in part by implicitly coercive allocative hierarchies. An alternative solution to the problem of distribution is the recognition and enforcement of property rights. Property rights are prefigured in nature by the way animals mark out territories for their exclusive use in foraging, hunting, and mating. Recognition of such rudimentary claims to control and exclude minimizes costly conflict, which by itself provides a strong evolutionary reason to look for innate tendencies to recognize and respect norms of property. New scientific research provides even stronger evidence for the existence of such property "instincts." For example, recent experimental work by Oliver Goodenough, a legal theorist, and Christine Prehn, a neuroscientist, suggests that the human mind evolved specialized modules for making judgments about moral transgressions, and transgressions against property in particular. Evolutionary psychology can help us to understand that property rights are not created simply by strokes of the legislator's pen. Mutually Beneficial Exchange is Natural Trade and mutually beneficial exchange are human universals, as is the division of labor. In their groundbreaking paper, "Cognitive Adaptations for Social Exchange," Cosmides and Tooby point out that, contrary to widespread belief, hunter-gatherer life is not "a kind of retro-utopia" of "indiscriminate, egalitarian cooperation and sharing." The archeological and ethnographic evidence shows that hunter-gatherers were involved in numerous forms of trade and exchange. Some forms of hunter-gatherer trading can involve quite complex specialization and the interaction of supply and demand. Most impressive, Cosmides and Tooby have shown through a series of experiments that human beings are able easily to solve complex logical puzzles involving reciprocity, the accounting of costs and benefits, and the detection of people who have cheated on agreements. However, we are unable to solve formally identical puzzles that do not deal with questions of social exchange. That, they argue, points to the existence of "functionally specialized, content-dependent cognitive adaptations for social exchange." In other words, the human mind is "built" to trade. Trust and Hayek's Two Orders It is easy to see a kind of in vitro capitalism in the evolved human propensity to recognize property rights, specialize in productive endeavors, and engage in fairly complex forms of social exchange. However, the kind of freedom and wealth we enjoy in the United States remains a chimera to billions. While our evolved capacities are the scaffolding upon which advanced liberal capitalism has been built, they are, quite plainly, not enough, as the hundreds of millions who live on less than a dollar a day can attest. The path from the EEA to laptops and lattes requires a great cultural leap. In recent work, Nobel Prize-winning economists Douglass North and Vernon Smith have stressed that the crucial juncture is the transition from personal to impersonal exchange. Economic life in the EEA was based on repeated face-to-face interactions with well-known members of the community. Agreements were policed mainly by public knowledge of reputation. If you cheated or shirked, your stock of reputation would decline, and so would your prospects. Our evolutionary endowment prepared us to navigate skillfully through that world of personal exchange. However, it did not prepare us to cooperate and trade with total strangers whom we had never met and might never see again. The road to prosperity must cross a chasm of uncertainty and mistrust. The transition to extended, impersonal market order requires the emergence of "institutions that make human beings willing to treat strangers as honorary friends" as Paul Seabright puts it. The exciting story of the way these institutions piggybacked on an evolved psychology designed to solve quite different ecological problems is the topic of Seabright's book, The Company of Strangers, as well as an important part of forthcoming works by Douglass North and Vernon Smith. As he so often did, F. A. Hayek anticipated contemporary trends. Hayek understood that our kind of economy and society, which he called an extended order, or "macro-cosmos," is in many ways alien to our basic psychological constitution, which is geared to deal with life in small groups, the "micro-cosmos." We live in two worlds, the face-to-face world of the tribe, family, school, and firm, and the impersonal, anonymous world of huge cities, hyper-specialization, and trans-world trade. Each world has its own set of rules, and we confuse them at our peril. As Hayek writes in The Fatal Conceit: If we were to apply the unmodified, uncurbed, rules of the micro-cosmos (i.e., of the small band or troop, or of, say, our families) to the macro-cosmos (our wider civilization), as our instincts and sentimental yearnings often make us wish to do, we would destroy it. Yet if we were always to apply the rules of the extended order to our more intimate groupings, we would crush them. So we must learn to live in two sorts of worlds at once. The balance is delicate. Once we appreciate the improbability and fragility of our wealth and freedom, it becomes clear just how much respect and gratitude we owe to the belief systems, social institutions, and personal virtues that allowed for the emergence of our "wider civilization" and that allow us to move between our two worlds without destroying or crushing either. Evolutionary Psychology and Political Humility The key political lesson of evolutionary psychology is simply that there is a universal human nature. The human mind comprises many distinct, specialized functions, and is not an all-purpose learning machine that can be reformatted at will to realize political dreams. The shape of society is constrained by our evolved nature. Remaking humanity through politics is a biological impossibility on the order of curing cancer with pine needle tea. We can, however, work with human nature—and we have. We have, through culture, enhanced those traits that facilitate trust and cooperation, channeled our coalitional and status-seeking instincts toward productive uses, and built upon our natural suspicion of power to preserve our freedom. We can, of course, do better. As Immanuel Kant famously remarked, "from the crooked timber of humanity no truly straight thing can be made." But, in the words of philosopher, Denis Dutton, It is not . . . that no beautiful carving or piece of furniture can be produced from twisted wood; it is rather that whatever is finally created will only endure if it takes into account the grain, texture, natural joints, knotholes, strengths and weaknesses of the original material. Evolutionary psychology, by helping us better understand human nature, can aid us in cultivating social orders that do not foolishly attempt to cut against the grain of human nature. We can learn how best to work with the material of humanity to encourage and preserve societies, like own, that are not only beautiful, but will endure.

Evolutionary psychology is the only field of science that’s demographically inclusive

Pinker 2 – PhD from Harvard

Steven, PhD from Harvard in experimental psychology, director of the Center for Cognitive Neuroscience at MIT, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature”, p. 342-343

To begin with, research on the biological basis of sex differences has been led by women.  Because it is so often said that this research is a plot to keep women down, I will have to name names.  Researchers on the biology of sex differences include the neuroscientists Raquel Gur, Melissa Hines, Doreen Kimura, Jerre Levy, Martha McClintock, Sally Shaywitz, and Sandra Witelson and the psychologists Camilla Benbow, Linda Gottfredson, Diane Halpern, Ju​dith Kleinfeld, and Diane McGuinness. Sociobiology and evolutionary psy​chology, sometimes stereotyped as a "sexist discipline," is perhaps the most bi-gendered academic field I am familiar with. Its major figures include Laura Betzig, Elizabeth Cashdan, Leda Cosmides, Helena Cronin, Mildred Dicke-man, Helen Fisher, Patricia Gowaty, Kristen Hawkes, Sarah Blaffer Hrdy, Mag​dalena Hurtado, Bobbie Low, Linda Mealey, Felicia Pratto, Marnie Rice, Catherine Salmon, Joan Silk, Meredith Small, Barbara Smuts, Nancy Wilmsen Thornhill, and Margo Wilson. It is not just gender feminism's collision with science that repels many feminists. Like other inbred ideologies, it has produced strange excrescences, like the offshoot known as difference feminism. Carol Gilligan has become a gender-feminist icon because of her claim that men and women guide their moral reasoning by different principles: men think about rights and justice; women have feelings of compassion, nurturing, and peaceful accommoda​tion." If true, it would disqualify women from becoming constitutional lawyers, Supreme Court justices, and moral philosophers, who make their liv​ing by reasoning about rights and justice. But it is not true. Many studies have tested Gilligan's hypothesis and found that men and women differ little or not at all in their moral reasoning.14 So difference feminism offers women the worst of both worlds: invidious claims without scientific support. Similarly, the gender-feminist classic called Women's Ways of Knowing claims that the sexes differ in their styles of reasoning. Men value excellence and mastery in intellectual matters and skeptically evaluate arguments in terms of logic and evidence; women are spiritual, relational, inclusive, and credulous.15 With sisters like these, who needs male chauvinists? Gender feminism's disdain for analytical rigor and classical liberal princi​ples has recently been excoriated by equity feminists, among them Jean Bethke Elshtain, Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, Wendy Kaminer, Noretta Koertge, Donna Laframboise, Mary Lefkowitz, Wendy McElroy, Camille Paglia, Daphne Patai, Virginia Postrel, Alice Rossi, Sally Satel, Christina Hoff Sommers, Nadine Strossen, Joan Kennedy Taylor, and Cathy Young.' Well before them, promi​nent women writers demurred from gender-feminist ideology, including Joan Didion, Doris Lessing, Iris Murdoch, Cynthia Ozick, and Susan Sontag.'7 And ominously for the movement, a younger generation has rejected the gender feminists' claims that love, beauty, flirtation, erotica, art, and heterosexuality are pernicious social constructs. The title of the book The New Victorians: A Young Woman's Challenge to the Old Feminist Order captures the revolt of such writers as Rene Denfeld, Karen Lehrman, Katie Roiphe, and Rebecca Walker, and of the movements called Third Wave, Riot Grrrl Movement, Pro-Sex Fem​inism, Lipstick Lesbians, Girl Power, and Feminists for Free Expression.16 The difference between gender feminism and equity feminism accounts for the oft-reported paradox that most women do not consider themselves feminists (about 70 percent in 1997, up from about 60 percent a decade be​fore), yet they agree with every major feminist position." The explanation is simple: the word "feminist" is often associated with gender feminism, but the positions in the polls are those of equity feminism. Faced with these signs of slipping support, gender feminists have tried to stipulate that only they can be considered the true advocates of women's rights. For example, in 1992 Gloria Steinem said of Paglia, "Her calling herself a feminist is sort of like a Nazi say​ing they're not anti-Semitic."' And they have invented a lexicon of epithets for what in any other area would be called disagreement: "backlash," "not getting it," "silencing women," "intellectual harassment."21 All this is an essential background to the discussions to come. To say that women and men do not have interchangeable minds, that people have desires other than power, and that motives belong to individual people and not just to entire genders is not to attack feminism or to compromise the interests of women, despite the misconception that gender feminism speaks in their name. All the arguments in the remainder of this chapter have been advanced most forcefully by women.

Natural survival instinct makes capitalism unovercomable and desirable – sex edited

Serwetman 97 – JD

Will Serwetman, JD Suffolk Law, http://www.ninjalawyer.com/writing/marx.html

Karl Marx's work laid the foundation for the theories that redefined the left in the nineteenth century. He analyzed capitalism and concluded that while it was productive, the forces that drove it would lead to its inevitable collapse and replacement wi th communism. While Marx gave the world a great deal to think about and has influenced billions, his theories are inherently flawed. Some of the details have been addressed by modern Communists and Socialists, but the basic underlying assumptions of his work, when subjected to scrutiny, seem to conflict with reality. These assumptions lead me to question his conclusions regarding the forces that drive history, the self-consuming nature of capitalist society, and the viability of a communist society.  Marx's first set of assumptions regards the nature of [hu]man[s]. He bases his materialist conception of human nature on that of B. Ludwig Fuerbach. Both men believed that a [hu]man[s are] is a product of his society. Every individual's beliefs, attitudes, and ideas a re absorbed at an early age by exposure to those of the world around him. This argument makes some sense but it ignores two things: the infinite and contradictory variety of experiences any society will produce and the evidence that [h]man's behavior will always be guided by certain instincts.  Jeffery Dahmer and Martin Luther King were products of the same society. At some age, humans acquire the ability to learn and make their own decisions. At this point, we are free and can develop any way we choose. In a single day, a human being has bi llions of experiences, and he will learn from many of them. Man not only chooses which experiences to learn from, but what he learns. Which experiences  influences us most and the degree of their influence is dependent upon our choices. Those choices are the only thing that separates the Dahmers and Martin Luther Kings of the world. However far into the childhood or the womb you take back our chain of experiences, there must be a starting point. That starting point is our subconscious and our base instincts. Man is a product of evolution. When Marx argued that there is no single nature of man because we're simply products of our society, he seemed to be overlooking the forces that made man what he is today. All living organisms possess a survival instinct, without which life could not exist. Humans are no exception; without a survival instinct there would be nothing to prevent us from starving ourselves out of negligence, hurling ourselves off of cliffs, or committing suicide when we're upset, any of whi ch would make the continuation of our species impossible. When we face danger or discomfort, human beings respond at a very basic level. Fear and desire are perfectly natural to us. We are separated from other living things, though, by our ability to reason. Nietzsche's most sensible argument was that conscious thought coupled with our survival instinct generates what he called a "will to power." "Will to power" is the application of conscious thought to our survival instinct. It allows us to formulate strategies for survival and act upon them. No theory of human nature is plausible unless it has definitive survival value, and it cannot be inhe rent to man unless it's in our genes. If it's not known to be in our DNA, we can't prove that it exists in all men. Survival instinct and conscious thought can be proven, so the existence of a will to power is hard to ignore. Even Marx acknowledges the human will in "Alienated Labor," although it plays no role in his theory. It is possible that there are other elements of human nature, not accounted for by the will to power, that we have not yet found in our DNA. Looking at human history, we can empirically observe a sense of compassion in men that helps us build the great societies that we have. By compassion, I refer to our general distaste for watching other human beings suffer--those that enjoy suffering cannot function in society, and so do not reproduce as often. Natural selection weeds out people who cannot live wit h others. Marx believed that man could acquire compassion and genuine concern for his comrades simply by making it important in post-capitalist society. This would not only take generations to instill in society, but it there is no reason to believe tha t any given individual would embrace it.  Because Marx's materialist view on humanity does not acknowledge our nature, his ideal reflects the same mistakes. If human nature can be changed, as he feels it can simply by changing our society that we live in, why should we live with the inequities of capitalism? The problem is that his assumptions are backed by no credible arguments. If one accepts the materialist conception of the world at face value, then most of what Marx wrote will be consistent. If one disagrees with the way Marx sees manki nd, however, and takes a more Nietzschean view, the Marxist ideal is a prescription for disaster. Due to our naturally distrustful, greedy, and ambitious natures, which precede capitalism, humans will not motivate themselves to do anything unless there is a reward. Their survival instinct won't let them. Competition isn't just good for men--it's necessary. If there were no competition for the things we need, we would just take them and copulate and nothing else. While the species might survive, it would not progress, and we can live better. Competing for resources forces us to establish our identities and do more than just sit there and exist. Our will to power drives us to accumulate food, money, and control in order to maximize our chances of survival and reproduction. As long as our nature remains unchangeable, We will never be able to adjust to life in a Marxist society. Marx's economic theory is flawed as well, since it ignores the role of individuals and looks only at groups. The genius of a few individuals is all that has kept mankind raised from the life in nature that Hobbes called "brutish, nasty and short." The individuals responsible for these achievements were generally not rewarded until the advent of capitalism and is industrial revolution, which has increased our rates of progress exponentially. If these few contributors weren't punished for their differences , they spent their lives working humbly under the "patronage" of feudal lords. Capitalism encourages individuals to make their contributions and spread them throughout the world, raising all of mankind higher and higher from our natural, animal-lik e existence.

Capitalism is human nature

-alternative doesn’t solve / is a utopian but futile attempt

-self-interest manifests more harm in alternatives to capitalism

Hunter 11 – Professor of Humanities @ St. Petersburg

Mark Hunter, Professor of Humanities @ St. Petersburg, “To Attack Capitalism Is To Attack Human Nature,” 6-21-2011, Real Clear Markets, http://www.realclearmarkets.com/articles/2011/06/21/to_attack_capitalism_is_to_attack_human_nature_99087.html

Never letting a crisis go to waste has become a progressive credo for transformative change. While one hand fans the fires, the other provides momentum for change heretofore unfathomable. The current economic maelstrom has provided the opportunistic left with the perfect excuse to pin blame for our economic problems on the inherent flaws of capitalism. Enter Humanities professor Eugene McCarraher and his tendentious article The End of Capitalism and the Wellsprings of Radical Hope where he declares ex cathedra the need to destroy capitalism in favor of a yet another ill-defined progressive utopia. McCarraher rolls out the usual leftist arguments mischaracterizing capitalism followed by vague references to ideals and lofty goals. In the end, the reader is left with elusive platitudes without any clear understanding of what exactly McCarraher is proposing, other than more government control and the ever-popular hope. Not to disappoint, McCarraher presents his opening salvo against capitalism with the de rigueur reference to Marx, which serves as a reminder that although Marxism has been thoroughly discredited in practice it still thrives in the rarified academic ranks of the left. McCarraher's argument against capitalism is that it is "unjust as a political economy and rapacious in its relationship to the natural world." And, of course, no progressive critique of capitalism would be complete without the obligatory indictment of how capitalism "compels us to be greedy, callous and petty." McCarraher's denunciation of capitalism is in fact an attack on human nature disguised as political discourse. The "pernicious" traits he attributes to capitalism are, in fact, traits globally present in every political/social order-in many cases far worse in non-capitalistic societies-because they are traits of humanity itself. His entire argument against capitalism consists of nothing more than an elaborate correlation-proves-causation fallacy (cum hoc ergo propter hoc - "with this, therefore because of this"). He wants us to believe that since capitalism contains greed it causes greed. Furthermore, McCarraher seems content to overlook the fact that capitalism is an organic economic system not created as much as evolving naturally as a consequence of free individuals interacting with other free individuals. Private property and the production of goods may be a part of capitalism, but its most essential virtue is as a guardian of man's freedom. Criticizing capitalism for its avarice is not unlike condemning representative democracy for its failure to elect the wisest of men - each may occur, but it is not relevant to their fundamental purpose. Both capitalism and representative democracy maximize freedom by diffusing power and responsibility across the broadest spectrum of society. Rigid control is antithetical to freedom and it is this that most vexes the liberal intellectual. What McCarraher is unwilling to come to terms with is that his inherent criticism of capitalism is not so much an indictment of capitalism but rather a revealing supposition he is making about humanity itself. His attack on capitalism masks a general contempt for a free people who in his worldview will inevitably choose a path of greed and avarice unless a coercive political order prevents it. Therefore, any liberal political/economic system proposed to replace capitalism must have at its core a process through which the masses are controlled and coerced to overcome the human attributes so abhorred by the liberal intellectual that he wrongly attributes to capitalism rather than people. McCarraher presents the reader with a moral crusade cleverly cloaked as political theory. He sees the Deadly Sins ever present in modern capitalism, and like the fourth century ascetic Evagrius Ponticus, McCarraher seems particularly obsessed with man's rapacious gluttony. While capitalism's natural and organic nature is condemned for its "deliberate nurturance of our vilest qualities" he fails to put forth the ramifications of the artificial and contrived alternative. The progressive alternative to capitalism must of necessity resemble Dostoyevsky's Grand Inquisitor because the crux of the matter for both modern liberals and Dostoyevsky is human freedom. The infinite variety that is millions of people making millions of decisions to reflect their own self interest needs to be replaced with a 21st century Ubermensch or new political aristocracy that is able to impose on the masses a sin-free, enlightened order. Redemption comes through man's inability to choose the indulgence of sin, and as such the anointed elite - having removed man's freedom - become the deliverers of man's salvation by taking upon themselves the burden of choice. Mankind, now being absolved of the burden of freedom, can live content without the anxiety of responsibility. However beautiful the veneer of his lofty rhetoric, this "Wellspring" is in the end enslavement. The only way to deliver mankind from the demon Mammon will be by removing the greatest gift of the gods - freedom. In this Faustian exchange we are guaranteed the Marxist security of bread, authoritarian certainty of order and utopian unity of world government. Far from new, McCarraher's Wellspring of Radical Hope is one more self-righteous proclamation by a moral prig intent on delivering mankind to elusive Olympian heights. Beyond the rhetoric, one suspects this experiment would end as other such utopian pursuits have concluded in history - hopeless.

Self-interest is human nature

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 122-123

So capitalism doesn’t need greed. At the same time, it can channel greed, which is all to the good. We should want a social order that channels proper self-interest as well as selfishness into socially desirable outcomes. Any system that requires everyone always to act selflessly is doomed to failure because it’s utopian. People aren’t like that. That’s the problem with socialism: it doesn’t fit the human condition. It alienates people from their rightful self-interest and channels selfishness into socially destructive behavior like stealing, hoarding, and getting the government to steal for you.

Cap K Answers – Alt Fails – Piecemeal Reform Key
Piecemeal reform is the only way to achieve broader social reform

Bradley 9 – PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics

Robert Bradley, PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics, “Capitalism at Work: Business, Government and Energy,” pg. 103

There are good revolutions and bad ones. There must be continual improvement, or incrementalism, between sea changes. Often, if not quite always, revolution comes by steps, not bounds. Business thinker Jim Collins enriched the Schumpeter-Drucker-Hamel view by noting how good-to-great companies were disciplined change makers whose entrepreneurship was less about revolutionary moments than revolutionary process. In his words: Good-to-great transformations never happened in one fell swoop. There was no single defining action, no grand program, no one killer innovation, no solitary lucky break, no wrenching revolution. Good to great comes about by a cumulative process—step by step, action by action, decision by decision, turn by turn of the flywheel—that adds up to sustained and spectacular results. Success was “an organic evolutionary process . . . a pattern of buildup leading to breakthrough.” The “doom loop,” noted Collins from his case studies, was “big programs, radical change efforts, dramatic revolutions, chronic restructuring— always looking for a miracle moment or new savior.” Collins saw greatness in disciplined thought and action; failure, in “fads and . . . management hoopla.” There was no silver bullet, no magic, that could substitute for sustained, well- directed effort.

Reformism is not a dirty word – action from with-in can be ground-breaking

Dixon 1
Summer, Chris, Activist and founding member of Direct Action Network , “Reflections on Privilege, Reformism, and Activism”, Online

To bolster his critique of 'reformism,' for instance, he critically cites one of the examples in my essay: demanding authentic we need revolutionary strategy that links diverse, everyday struggles and demands to long-term radical objectives, without sacrificing either. Of course, this isn't to say that every so-called 'progressive' ballot initiative or organizing campaign is necessarily radical or strategic. Reforms are not all created equal. But some can fundamentally shake systems of power, leading to enlarged gains and greater space for further advances. Andre Gorz, in his seminal book Strategy for Labor, refers to these as "non-reformist" or "structural" reforms. He contends, "a struggle for non-reformist reforms--for anti-capitalist reforms--is one which does not base its validity and its right to exist on capitalist needs, criteria, and rationales. A non-reformist reform is determined not in terms of what can be, but what should be." Look to history for examples: the end of slavery, the eight-hour workday, desegregation. All were born from long, hard struggles, and none were endpoints. Yet they all struck at the foundations of power (in these cases, the state, white supremacy, and capitalism), and in the process, they created new prospects for revolutionary change. Now consider contemporary struggles: amnesty for undocumented immigrants, socialized health care, expansive environmental protections, indigenous sovereignty. These and many more are arguably non-reformist reforms as well. None will single-handedly dismantle capitalism or other systems of power, but each has the potential to escalate struggles and sharpen social contradictions. And we shouldn't misinterpret these efforts as simply meliorative incrementalism, making 'adjustments' to a fundamentally flawed system. 
Cap K Answers – Alt Fails – Pragmatism Key

Merely criticizing cap is insufficient – the alternative isn’t viable without a specific and workable alternative

Grossburg 92 – Professor of COMS @ UNC

Lawrence, Communication Studies Professor at UNC, We Gotta Get Out of This Place, pg. 388-389
If it is capitalism that is at stake, our moral opposition to it has to be tempered by the realities of the world and the possibilities of political change. Taking a simple negative relation to it, as if the moral condemn notion of the evil of capitalism are sufficient (granting that it does establish grotesque systems of inequality and oppression) is not likely to establish a viable political agenda. First, it is not at all clear what it would mean to overthrow capitalism in the current situation. Unfortunately, despite our desires, the “masses” are not waiting to be led into revolution, and it is not simply a case of their failure to recognize their own best interests, as if we did. Are we to decide—rather undemocratically, I might add—to overthrow capitalism in spite of their legitimate desires? Second, as much as capitalism is the cause of many of the major threats facing the world, at the moment it may also be one of the few forces of stability, unity and even, within limits, a certain “civility” in the world. The working system is, unfortunately, simply too precarious and the alternative options not all that promising. Finally, the appeal of an as yet unarticulated and even unimagined future, while perhaps powerful as a moral imperative, is simply too weak in the current context to effectively organize people, and too vague to provide any direction. Instead, the Left must think of ways to rearticulate capitalism without either giving up the critique or naively assuming that it can create  capitalism with a human heart.” Leaving such images to Hollywood, the Left can organize to change specific axiomatics of capitalism in particular local, regional, national and global contexts. For example, there is good evidence that the ways in which contemporary American corporations have chosen to deal with labor are not necessarily the most effective in terms of capital productivity itself. This does not entail simply championing unions as they have existed, but restructuring unions to meet the new demands of a changing labor force and to work within the new systems of global capitalism. we can recognize and argue that the rich are no longer primarily entrepreneurs being rewarded for taking risks, but managers (CEOs)and financial manipulator, even criminals of various sorts. The expansion of capital as a social utility has given way to its immediate private appropriation. this little reinvestment into capitalism's future. It therefore seems reasonable to limit the ability to privately appropriate wealth In this context we might argue a guaranteed minimum and maximum income, linking such arguments to notions to the value of human life. We might propose to limit investors’ abilities to reap short-term profits by a number of means, including linking executives’ salaries to capital gains and investments rather than profits.

Cap K Answers – Alt Fails – Socialism Bad

Socialism fails – history is littered with terrible experiments in strong-state economics

Saunders 7 – Professor @ AGM
Peter, Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management, Why Capitalism is Good for the Soul, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

The problem for those of us who believe that capitalism offers the best chance we have for leading meaningful and worthwhile lives is that in this debate, the devil has always had the best tunes to play. Capitalism lacks romantic appeal. It does not set the pulse racing in the way that opposing ideologies like socialism, fascism, or environmentalism can. It does not stir the blood, for it identifies no dragons to slay. It offers no grand vision for the future, for in an open market system the future is shaped not by the imposition of utopian blueprints, but by billions of individuals pursuing their own preferences. Capitalism can justifiably boast that it is excellent at delivering the goods, but this fails to impress in countries like Australia that have come to take affluence for granted.  It is quite the opposite with socialism. Where capitalism delivers but cannot inspire, socialism inspires despite never having delivered. Socialism’s history is littered with repeated failures and with human misery on a massive scale, yet it still attracts smiles rather than curses from people who never had to live under it.(2) Affluent young Australians who would never dream of patronising an Adolf Hitler bierkeller decked out in swastikas are nevertheless happy to hang out in the Lenin Bar at Sydney’s Circular Quay, sipping chilled vodka cocktails under hammer and sickle flags, indifferent to the twenty million victims of the Soviet regime. Chic westerners are still sporting Che Guevara t-shirts, forty years after the man’s death, and flocking to the cinema to see him on a motor bike, apparently oblivious to their handsome hero’s legacy of firing squads and labour camps.(3)
Strong-state alternatives have been tried and failed – every instance has produced destruction on a mass scale

Ebeling 93 – Professor of Economics
Richard Ebeling, Ludwig von Mises Professor of Economics at Hillsdale College, 1993, The Future of Freedom Foundation, The Failure of Socialism and Lessons for America, Part 2, Accessed April 13, 2009, http://www.fff.org/freedom/0493b.asp

During the last seventy years, the socialists had their chance to institute their ideal in many countries around the world. And in every case the result has been disastrous. Socialism in practice has produced tyranny, mass murder, poverty, corruption and cultural destruction. The rejection of socialism by the people of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union must be considered the ultimate indictment of the ideology that declared itself to be the liberator of mankind.  The socialist ideal contained three ideas at its core: economic central planning; the belief in collective or group rights; and the case for nationalized social services. The application of these three ideas in socialist countries resulted in economic chaos, social conflict and ethnic warfare, and the collapse of all basic services considered essential and desirable for normal and healthy life.

Strong state economics ensures totalitarianism and unlimited government coercion

Hospers 7 – Professor @ UCS
John, Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at USC, Libertarianism: A Political Philosophy for Tomorrow, Published Originally in 1971, pg. 249-250

In a free-enterprise society, people who disagree with the government, even those who disagree with the whole system, can still find employment. They can in fact usually earn their living by attacking the existing state of affairs. In a socialist so- ciety, people who disagree with the government can easily be disposed of. In both systems there will always be people who disagree; but with socialism the political leader has the power to shut up the opposition. In Russia what happens is that an economic demand is "created" for a worker in the salt-mines of Siberia. Only in a free-enterprise economy can the individu- al be in a position where his income is independent of the government. In a centrally planned economy, the worker must ultimately lose his freedom to choose his own line of work. For, if no one wants to go to a certain area for a certain type of job and the government determines the wages, the government must force him to go there. It must control the worker along with the work. When we discuss "freedom to choose one's job" we mean freedom in its primary sense, as absence of coercion, not as the power to do something. Someone who wants to be a college professor and isn't, is not necessarily unfree. If nobody is will- ing to buy his services because he is ignorant, he may call him- self "not free to become a professor" but the fact is simply thatothers choose not to avail themselves of his services. He may not get the job he wants, but he is still free because he is uncoecced. But in a socialist system all such choices would be coerced, because of the power of unlimited government. Perhaps the most foolish thing that Marx ever said was that under social- ism the state would eventually wither away. For " ... it is above all under socialism. where the state owns all the means of production, does all the planning and assigns and controls all the jobs, that the state is and must be closest to omnipo- tence .... It is precisely under a socialist state that the least liberty can exist. Under complete socialism, in fact, liberty for the individual is simply impossible. "4 In a free-enterprise economy, of course, all this is different. There, if someone plans to start a business. and his plan is un- wise or short-sighted. he goes bankrupt. No one forces him to start the business, and no one will stop him. Nor can he coerce employees into working for him: he cannot command their services by edict. but only by paying them at least as much as the going wage for the type of work in question. The worker voluntarily chooses to work for him. and consumers voluntari- ly choose to buy his product (if they don't. he goes broke). The manufacturer of the product cannot coerce the consumer. In a free economy, the consumer determines the economic fate of the manufacturer (and with him. his employees). This pro- vides the manufacturer, of course. with a natural motive for providing the best possible product at the lowest possible price, so that his product will outvote that of his competitors in the economic plebiscite of the consumers.

Cap K Answers – Anti-Reformism Turn
Anti-reformism dooms any movement away from capitalism

Burrows 1
Paul Burrows, author and publisher from the SMAC lecture series New Colonist April 2001 http://www.newcolonist.com/altcap.html
I think that if we want to build a popular movement, and create an alternative to capitalism, we need to start by asking such questions, and by articulating them in a language that’s real. (Not many people are interested in the subtleties of the “dialectical relationship between base and superstructure.” Get real!) From an organizing perspective alone, we need to recognize that the language we use, the mannerisms, style, and tone we adopt, is at least as important as the substance of our message. We need to have a little humility —we need to be a little less attached to our conclusions, a little more questioning of our assumptions, a little less quick with our judgements and dismissals. Instead of saying everyone else isn’t revolutionary enough (while we sit on our ass waiting for the Revolution; “pure” but alone), we need to look in the bloody mirror. We need to ask ourselves “What are we really doing to create a welcoming movement, a culture of resistance; what are we really doing to foster solidarity; when was the last time I reached out to someone who didn’t already share my politics; when was the last time I actually had an impact on someone?” Instead of saying “those young anarchists don’t know how to build institutions” (and then calling them “reformist” or “parochial” or “bourgeois” when they do), the Old Left needs to recognize that all the same criticisms apply equally to themselves. In addition to saying “talk minus action equals zero,” younger activists need to simultaneously pay more attention to history, theory, and the experiences of veteran activists. Talk minus action is zero, but it’s also true that action minus well-thought-out ideas and principles can be less than zero. It can be damaging to individual people, and it can hinder the growth of a radical movement. Ultimately, we need to be less concerned about the alleged failings and ignorance of others, and more concerned about our own political relevance. The entire Left, progressive, activist community (young and old, socialist or not) needs to build or expand upon its own institutions, and more importantly, the alternatives we create must embody the values we profess to hold. Instead of saying “Anything short of complete ‘Revolution’ is reformist” (and then going home to watch TV), we need to recognize that no revolution begins with the overthrow of the State. The dismantling or seizure of the State is usually a reflection of a deep revolution already occurring at the grassroots, community and workplace level. The Spanish Revolution of 1936-39 didn’t just happen because the Spanish were more “radical” or “committed” than we are. It was the culmination of almost 70 years of organizing, making mistakes, building a popular base. Pre-existing structures and worker organizations made possible a workers’ takeover of much of the Spanish economy (especially in Catalonia). Participation in radical unions, factory committees, and collectives for decades, enabled Spanish workers to develop knowledge of their enterprises, a sense of their own competence, and gave them direct experience with collective organizational principles. The struggle of the Spanish anarchists and communists offers many lessons—not the least of which is that revolution is a long-term agenda. Younger activists especially need to take this seriously, because they tend to think that militancy alone (regardless of popular support) will bring about a fast demise of capitalism. Unrealistic expectations are a fast road to burnout and despair. At the same time, however, observing that the state-capitalist system is powerful, and believing that revolution is a long-term agenda, is not an excuse to stuff our nests, or avoid direct action. As Gramsci pointed out we need to maintain an optimism of will, even if we have a pessimism of mind. In other words, we need to strike a balance between hope and reality—something that is absolutely necessary, if our efforts are to be sustained beyond youthful idealism into the rest of our lives. We need to think hard about the meaning of solidarity. Solidarity is NOT about supporting those who share your precise politics. It’s about supporting those who struggle against injustice—even if their assumptions, methods, politics, and goals differ from our own. Any anarchist who says they won’t support Cuban solidarity efforts, or could care less about the U.S. embargo, because the Cuban revolution is “Statist” and “authoritarian,” is in my opinion, full of shit. (But this doesn’t imply that we should turn a blind eye to human rights violations in Cuba, just because they’re relatively non-existent compared to the rest of Latin America (or Canada for that matter). It doesn’t imply that we should refrain from criticism of Cuba’s economic system from a socialist and working-class perspective, simply because we’re worried about the declining number of post-capitalist experiments to support.)

Denouncing interaction with political authority dooms any positve potential of the alternative

Grossburg 92 – Professor of COMS @ UNC
Lawrence Grossburg, We Gotta Get Outta This Place, 1992, p. 362-364

In their desire to renounce vanguardism, hierarchy and authori​tarianism, too many intellectuals have also renounced the value of intellectual and political authority. This renunciation of authority is predicated on a theoretical crisis of representation in which the authority of any knowledge is suspect, since all knowledge is historically determined and implicated in hierarchical relations of power. The political reflection of this suspicion is that structures and hierarchy are equated with domination. Intellectuals cannot claim to speak the “truth” of the world, and they cannot speak for or in the name of other people. There are only two strategies available to the critic. First, the ability to describe the reality of people’s experience or position in the world can be given over entirely to the people who are the subjects of the analysis. They are “allowed” to speak for themselves within the intellectual’s discourse. The critic merely inscribes the other’s own sense of their place within and relationship to specific experiences and practices.” Second, the critic analyzes his or her own position self-reflexivly, and its consequences for his or her study (i.e., my history and position have determined the inevitable failure of my authority) but without privileging that posi​tion. In either case, there is little room for the critic’s own authority. While such a moment of intellectual suspicion is necessary, it goes too far when it assumes that all knowledge claims are unjustified and unjustifiable, leaving the critic to celebrate difference and a radical and pluralist relativism. The fact of contextual determi​nation does not by itself mean that all knowledge claims are false, nor does it mean that all such claims are equally invalid or useless responses to a particular context. It need not entail relativism. The fact that specific discourses are articulated into relations of power does not mean that these relations are necessary or guaranteed, nor that all knowledges are equally bad—and to be opposed—for even if they are implicated with particular structures of power, there as no reason to assume that all structures of power are equally bad. Such an assumption would entail the futility of political struggle and the end of history. This is the conundrum of the intellectual Left, for you can’t have knowledge without standards and authority. Similarly, although all structures of commonality, norrnality and the sacred may be suspect, social existence itself is impossible without at least the imagination of such possibilities. This “intellectual’s crisis” of representation becomes particularly dangerous when it is projected on everyday life and political struggle, when it is mistakenly identified with a very different crisis of authority. In the post-Vietnam, post-Watergate, post-Three Mile Island, post-Challenger, post-Jimmy Bakker world, many if not all of the traditional sources of moral, political and even intellectual authority (including those empowered by the postwar consensus) have col​lapsed or at least lost a good deal of their aura. There is a deep seated public anxiety that America’s power (moral, political, economic, etc.) is on the wane and that none of the traditional authorities is capable of protecting Americans from the many forces—natural and social—that threaten them. Here we must assent to part of the new conservative argument: Structures of ironic cynicism have become increasingly powerful and do represent a real cultural and political problem. Both ‘crises” involve a struggle to redefine cultural authority. For the former it is a struggle to reestablish the political possibility of theory. For the latter it involves the need to construct politically effective authorities, and to relocate the right of intellectuals to claim such authority without reproducing authoritarian relations. The intellectuals’ crisis is a reflexive and rather self-indulgent struggle against a pessimism which they have largely created for themselves. The conflation of the two glosses over the increasing presence (even as popular figures) of new conservative intellectuals, and the threatening implications of the power of a popular new conservatism. The new conservative alliance has quite intentionally addressed the crisis of authority, often blaming it on the Left’s intellectual crisis of representation (e.g., the attacks on ‘political correctness”), as the occasion for their own efforts to set new authorities in place new positions, new criteria and new statements. Left intellectuals have constructed their own irrelevance, not through their “elitist” language, but through their refusal to find appropriate forms and sites of authority. Authority is not necessarily authoritarian; it need not claim the privilege of an autonomous, sovereign and unified speaking subject. In the face of real historical relations of domination and subordination, political intervention seems to demand, as part of the political responsibility of those empowered to speak, that they speak to—and sometimes for—others. And sometimes that speech must address questions about the relative importance of different struggles and the relative value, even the enabling possibilities of, different structures.
Cap K Answers – Suffering Turn

A centrally planned economy is impossible – leaders won’t try it, if they do the result is mass suffering

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 76-77

At the same time, the hunch that some sort of oversight is required to make a market work is on target. Free trade isn’t anarchy. It requires a rule of law that makes sure one person doesn’t steal from another person or force the other person into an un- willing exchange (merely a more sophisticated form of theft). But that doesn’t mean the government should control the market. Think of the trading game again. What if, instead of the students getting to trade freely, the teacher dictated or tried to guess which toy each of her twenty-five students preferred? What are the chances that the students would end up with toys they liked just as much as the toys they got by trading freely? Near zero. What if the teacher was a substitute teacher who had never met the class before? Nearer zero. Now multiply the problem by a few bazillion, and you have some sense of the problem confronting anyone who wants to centrally plan an economy, as the Socialists did. To plan a whole economy, you have to set prices and production quotas for all the goods and services it contains. Do this even a little wrong, and there will be all sorts of wasteful surpluses and shortages in the market. But nobody has ever succeeded in planning a whole economy of any size and gotten it just a little wrong. Either they quickly backed away from the attempt to plan the entire economy, or else they created widespread famine and death, as Lenin and Mao Tse-tung discovered. Why did they fail? It’s not because these men were stupid. It’s because they didn’t know it all. That’s pretty much what it would it take. The successful master controller would need to know the economic value not just of every product in the market. He would need to know the economic value of every individual thing in the market at any given time and place, since the value of things can change drastically depending on the situation. Remember, the value of a good is equal to the wealth and opportunity someone is willing to give up to obtain it at a specific moment. Such assessments vary from person to person and vary even for the same person in different circumstances and at different times. No one has access to all of that information.23 The issue is not just the sheer number of choices. If this were only a math problem, someday a bigger, faster computer might solve it. The problem is knowledge. No one has access to all the constantly changing judgments of the billions of agents involved even in small economies. The conclusion is inescapable: central economic planning is impossible—full stop.

Cap K Answers – Transition Wars Turn

Alternatives to Capitalism end in war and genocide

Rummel 4 – Professor of Political Science
Rudolph Rummel, professor emeritus of political science at the University of Hawaii, The Killing Machine that is Marxism, Online

Of all religions, secular and otherwise, that of Marxism has been by far the bloodiest – bloodier than the Catholic Inquisition, the various Catholic crusades, and the Thirty Years War between Catholics and Protestants. In practice, Marxism has meant bloody terrorism, deadly purges, lethal prison camps and murderous forced labor, fatal deportations, man-made famines, extrajudicial executions and fraudulent show trials, outright mass murder and genocide.   In total, Marxist regimes murdered nearly 110 million people from 1917 to 1987. For perspective on this incredible toll, note that all domestic and foreign wars during the 20th century killed around 35 million. That is, when Marxists control states, Marxism is more deadly then all the wars of the 20th century, including World Wars I and II, and the Korean and Vietnam Wars.   And what did Marxism, this greatest of human social experiments, achieve for its poor citizens, at this most bloody cost in lives? Nothing positive. It left in its wake an economic, environmental, social and cultural disaster.   The Khmer Rouge – (Cambodian communists) who ruled Cambodia for four years – provide insight into why Marxists believed it necessary and moral to massacre so many of their fellow humans. Their Marxism was married to absolute power. They believed without a shred of doubt that they knew the truth, that they would bring about the greatest human welfare and happiness, and that to realize this utopia, they had to mercilessly tear down the old feudal or capitalist order and Buddhist culture, and then totally rebuild a communist society. Nothing could be allowed to stand in the way of this achievement. Government – the Communist Party – was above any law. All other institutions, religions, cultural norms, traditions and sentiments were expendable.   The Marxists saw the construction of this utopia as a war on poverty, exploitation, imperialism and inequality – and, as in a real war, noncombatants would unfortunately get caught in the battle. There would be necessary enemy casualties: the clergy, bourgeoisie, capitalists, "wreckers," intellectuals, counterrevolutionaries, rightists, tyrants, the rich and landlords. As in a war, millions might die, but these deaths would be justified by the end, as in the defeat of Hitler in World War II. To the ruling Marxists, the goal of a communist utopia was enough to justify all the deaths.   The irony is that in practice, even after decades of total control, Marxism did not improve the lot of the average person, but usually made living conditions worse than before the revolution. It is not by chance that the world's greatest famines have happened within the Soviet Union (about 5 million dead from 1921-23 and 7 million from 1932-3, including 2 million outside Ukraine) and communist China (about 30 million dead from 1959-61). Overall, in the last century almost 55 million people died in various Marxist famines and associated epidemics – a little over 10 million of them were intentionally starved to death, and the rest died as an unintended result of Marxist collectivization and agricultural policies.   What is astonishing is that this "currency" of death by Marxism is not thousands or even hundreds of thousands, but millions of deaths. This is almost incomprehensible – it is as though the whole population of the American New England and Middle Atlantic States, or California and Texas, had been wiped out. And that around 35 million people escaped Marxist countries as refugees was an unequaled vote against Marxist utopian pretensions. Its equivalent would be everyone fleeing California, emptying it of all human beings.   There is a supremely important lesson for human life and welfare to be learned from this horrendous sacrifice to one ideology: No one can be trusted with unlimited power.   The more power a government has to impose the beliefs of an ideological or religious elite, or decree the whims of a dictator, the more likely human lives and welfare will be sacrificed. As a government's power is more unrestrained, as its power reaches into all corners of culture and society, the more likely it is to kill its own citizens. 

U.S. transition from cap sparks great power wars and omnicide

Nyquist 5

J.R. renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, WorldNetDaily contributing editor, “The Political Consequences of a Financial Crash,” February 4, www.financialsense.com/stormw...2005/0204.html

Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America’s strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth’s surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet’s economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, “We drank the poison and now we must die.”

So would a global transition

Kothari 82 – Professor of Political Science

Professor of political science at the University of Delhi, Towards a Just Social Order, p. 571

Attempts at global economic reform could also lead to a world racked by increasing turbulence, a greater sense of insecurity among the major of powers – and hence to a further tightening of the structures of domination and domestic repression – producing in their wake an intensification of the old arms race and militarization of regimes, encouraging regional conflagrations and setting the stage for eventual global holocaust.

***CONSUMPTION ANSWERS
Consumption K Answers – Perm – Pragmatism Key
Perm do both – complementing the alt with political action is vital to get people on board

Kronenberg, 7 (Jakub, Department of International Economics, University of Lodz, “Making consumption ‘reasonable’,” Journal of Cleaner Production, Volume 15, Issue 6, pg. 557-566, Science Direct, pdf, Tashma)

Future research into consumption problems is likely to combine the social science approach focusing on incremental environmental improvement and the biophysical perspective pointing at problems such as scale or irreversibility [17]. Once environmental problems gain even more attention from the public, information acquired through such research will become increasingly demanded by governments and other decision makers. The notion of reasonable consumption refers to making informed choices in the market. Ultimately, consumers themselves, given appropriate information and education, should be able to assess their consumption patterns and mitigate them accordingly. Communication and information sharing constitute essential issues in industrial ecology, as they enhance interconnectedness within the system and facilitate all interdisciplinary undertakings and, ultimately, the system's sustainability. A policy aimed at sustainable consumption and production should support the exchange of information among companies, between companies and consumers, between companies and governments and among the various government agencies involved. Policy instruments should shape consumer behaviour by influencing their beliefs, attitudes and expectations related to eco-designed products. This should lead to changing the consumers' perception of values, needs and the means of their satisfaction. Information flows constitute an important leverage point for changing consumption patterns [14]. The sustainability of consumption depends, to a large extent, on information about the possibility of “making a difference” and how to make it, as well as on the attitudes of other relevant actors (and their potential assistance to consumer decision making) [18]. Nevertheless, consumers are not able to deal with excessive amounts of information and intermediaries are necessary to pass the information from companies to consumers. Consumer and business education, complemented with the stimulation and facilitation of environmentally friendly patterns of behaviour, emerges as an appropriate solution. In short, the concept of “reasonable” consumption is based on the assumption that if consumers are provided with reliable and comprehensive information about the environmental consequences of their choices, they will be likely to change them in a more sustainable direction. However, such informative incentives should be complemented with economic measures directed also at appealing to the consumers' economic reasoning.
Perm is the only option – pragmatic solutions are key

Jackson, 5 (Tim, Professor at University of Surrey, Centre for Environmental Strategy, United Kingdom, Is There a “Double Dividend” in Sustainable Consumption?,” Journal of Industrial Ecology, Volume 9, Issue 1-2, pg. 19-36, pdf, Tashma)

On the other hand, it seems to me that the symbolic interactionist approach does offer some particularly promising insights for sustainable consumption. At the very least, the social anthropology and philosophy of consumer behavior does not preclude the possibility of negotiating or renegotiating the conditions and the means under which “marking services,” for example, are exchanged. Moreover, the insight that a certain amount of consumer behavior is dedicated to an (ultimately ﬂawed) pursuit of meaning opens up the tantalizing possibility of devising some other, more successful and less ecological damaging strategy for pursing personal and cultural meaning. This is not, in any sense, a simple task, nor one that can easily be pursued by any given individual or set of individuals. On the contrary, it is a fundamentally social and cultural project, which will require sophisticated policy interventions at many different levels (Jackson and Michaelis 2003; Jackson 2005). 

Consumption K Answers – Alt Fails – General

Alt fails – can’t overcome societal trends
Carolan, 4 (Michael S., Departments of Sociology and Environmental Studies, Whitman College, “Ecological Modernization Theory: What About Consumption?,” Society & Natural Resources, Volume 17, Issue 3, pg. 247-260, Taylor and Francis, pdf, Tashma)

While in some respects our age is a postmaterial one, it is in other respects still very much the proverbial 800-pound material gorilla. Few in this world are ready to give up on jewelry, cars, big-screen televisions, and computers, although many would like them produced in as ‘‘green’’ a manner as possible. And the billions that do not yet possess these items are far from giving up on the idea of one day having them in their possession (Renner and Sampat 2002). We must not base our hopes on a total dematerializing of the economy, for such hope is a chimera. Consumption will always be tied to the material world, to some extent, and as such consumption will always be tied to the environment. As noted by Michael Redclift (1996, 3), increased production requires increased consumption in ‘‘both volume and kind.’’

Alt fails on a national scale – multiple barriers

Spaargaren and Mol, 7 (Gert and Arthur P.J., Department of Social Sciences, Wageningen University, The Netherlands, “Greening global consumption: Redefining politics and authority,” Global Environmental Change, Volume 18, Issue 3, August 2008, pg. 350-359, Science Direct, pdf, Tashma)

National environmental regimes are believed to fall short due to the growing organisational and technical complexity of globalising production and consumption systems. Globalising production–consumption chains and networks stretch beyond the nation–state's territory and power in a number of circumscribed respects. First, the high-speed and wide-ranging character of social and economic transformations are difficult to integrate into rather static or slowly changing national environmental regimes. Second, the social and economic systems that are key in disturbing the sustenance base are increasingly organised transnationally, while their transnational rationalities do not fit well with the national orientations and rationalities of the state. Third, the state and its citizens are faced with fast expanding flows of information on the causes and consequences of environmental disruptions. The abundance of easy accessible information flows leads to rising expectations from the side of citizen–consumers, and thus to legitimacy problems for national environmental regimes (Mol, 2008). 

More evidence – alt has no potential
Jackson, 5 (Tim, Professor at University of Surrey, Centre for Environmental Strategy, United Kingdom, Is There a “Double Dividend” in Sustainable Consumption?,” Journal of Industrial Ecology, Volume 9, Issue 1-2, pg. 19-36, pdf, Tashma)

Clearly, this view of consumption as a vital form of social communication suggests that simplistic appeals to consumers to forego consumption opportunities just will not wash. Indeed proponents of this view dismiss the ecohumanistic idea of “living better by consuming less” as “naïve, absurd and moralistic” (Jackson et al. 2004). In short, the symbolic interactionist perspective on consumption appears once again to support the argument that consumption goods—even at very high levels of throughput— are essential elements in the pursuit of human well-being. It takes us, in one sense, right back to the place from which we started.
Consumption K Answers – Alt Fails – Consumption Inevitable

Consumption is inevitable – reducing resource consumption will lead to consumption of other goods – that results in resource production
Wapner and Willoughby, 5 (Paul, Associate Professor and Director of the Global Environmental Politics program, School of International Service at American University, and John, Professor of Economics at American University, Chair of the Department of Economics, “The Irony of Environmentalism: The Ecological Futility but Political Necessity of Lifestyle Change,” Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 19, Issue 3, December 2005, pg. 77-89, Wiley Online Library, pdf, Tashma)

Considering what would happen if a group of environmentalists decided to cut back on their use of a key resource can also make this point. Let’s say, for example, that I reduce my water consumption in an effort to save fresh water. There is no question that this immediately reduces demand on water and thus helps to conserve a limited resource. But, in the act of doing so, I also pay less to the water utility provider, and thus have more discretionary income. If I spend the money I save by not consuming water on other resource-involved goods or activities, especially ones that indirectly use water (such as many manufactured goods), the net environmental impact of my decision may be hard to discern. If I invest my savings in conventional financial mechanisms, I will probably still end up inducing environmental harm. In short, resource restraint by some may not translate directly into a collective reduction in resource use. This underlines the difﬁculty of protecting the environment through campaigns to change individual consumption patterns.




Consumption K Answers – Alt Fails – AT: Princen 

Desirability alone fails – lack of a pragmatic solution dooms alt solvency
Iles, 6 (Alastair, Energy and Resources Group, University of California at Berkeley, “The international political economy of making consumption sustainable,” Review of International Political Economy, Volume 13, Issue 2, pg. 340-358, Taylor and Francis, pdf, Tashma)

Simply focusing on individual consumer decision-making, and providing information to correct consumption or production choices, is unlikely to stop degradation. A more effective strategy, Princen argues, is to shift decisionmaking authority from those who overexploit resources to those who experience negative feedback and are able to act accordingly. The production system needs fundamental restructuring to overcome the collective impacts of business practices, and to empower actors such as farmers, fishermen, and residents to act. ‘Sustainable production requires effective feedback from all decisions in a production chain’. Princen claims that it is possible to build alternative trade relationships that bring consumers and producers much closer, but does not explain how this might occur. Nor does he address in detail what methods can reduce the distances inherent in production chains and why. This strategy may be far more challenging than consumption scholars think. A chapter by Ken Conca, a GEP professor, examines transnational commodity chains as new developments that make government-directed, state-centric regulatory models ineffective. Production chains, Conca argues, challenge these models because governance is not located inside nation-states but in the relations of power between participants along the production chain. Conca usefully explores why this is the case; this is the kind of work that IPE scholars excel in. Conca’s argument would, however, be much stronger if he added the internationalization of design practices, which sustainable industry experts are increasingly studying. Product design affects what risks lie in products, the spread of waste and pollution worldwide, and the structural impacts of sourcing. Yet product design largely eludes conventional regulation. ‘Regulating’ consumption, then, may need new private and community innovations in tracking, monitoring, and enforcing measures to require industry to provide more information and to demand sustainability fromupstream and downstream users. What is regulated may also need to change in light of new understandings of how industrial production works across borders. These are vital points that the book does not address. Indeed, it fails to analyze how ‘communities’ of citizens, consumers, and workers may emerge and connect as ‘regulators’ across far-flung sub-national and national settings. 

Consumption K Answers – Cap Good Turn 

The alternative eviscerates capitalism

Wapner and Willoughby, 5 (Paul, Associate Professor and Director of the Global Environmental Politics program, School of International Service at American University, and John, Professor of Economics at American University, Chair of the Department of Economics, “The Irony of Environmentalism: The Ecological Futility but Political Necessity of Lifestyle Change,” Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 19, Issue 3, December 2005, pg. 77-89, Wiley Online Library, pdf, Tashma)

A second route involves fundamentally questioning unmitigated capitalist development. Global capitalism is partly constituted by the search for not-yet-spent purchasing power for profitable outlets. Money whips around the globe today in search of proﬁtable investment much like a hyper circulation system. 16 The rate, character, and reach of contemporary capitalism refuse many options that would clearly beneﬁt the environment, insofar as they generate multiple shells under which money can be placed and made available to material production. Indeed, any honest analysis of the problem of curtailment must eventually go beyond seeing environmental challenges as mere externalities and identify unbridled capitalism as foundational to the redeployment of ﬁnances toward environmentally harmful practices. 17 Rethinking development and confronting key engines of capitalism are far from easy, even if they seem inescapable. Moreover, it is unclear how rethinking itself will make much of a difference. Yet at the heart of both is the requirement to build political movements that question the logic of unregulated capitalist development. In both rich and poor societies of the world, such politics must stress the importance of guaranteeing the satisfaction of human needs to all citizens. Such needs should be deﬁned broadly to include the right to an adequately comfortable material life as well as a politically and spiritually fulﬁlling one. In rich societies, such a politics would stress the importance of redistribution and the expansion of “nonproductive,” “leisure” activities. In poorer societies, the pressure to pursue material growth as rapidly as possible can be reduced if states provide widespread education and health services. Such efforts will not in themselves end, to be sure, ecologically unsound material growth or capitalism per se. They will, however, place pressure upon contemporary economic practices and create openings for reorganizing capitalist society.

***COMPETITIVENESS ANSWERS
Competitiveness K Answers – Alt Fails – General

Can’t organize a grassroots movement – people are too exploited by the system

Harvey 6 – Professor @ CUNY

(David, “A Conversation with David Harvey”,2006, http://www.logosjournal.com/issue_5.1/harvey.htm)

Well you have to start somewhere. One of my favorite passages from Marx is “The realm of freedom begins where the realm of necessity is left behind,” and he gives this rather long rhetoric about freedom. Then at the end of it he says, “Therefore, limiting the length of the working day, is a crucial demand.” So you go from a kind of revolutionary rhetoric to an almost reformist, kind of practical demand right now. And I think the difference between a reformist and a revolutionary is not necessarily that you do radical things all the time, but it is that at a given moment, you may all do the same thing, i.e. demand living wage, but you do it with a different objective, and that is as a long-term transition. A transformation, which is what you may have in mind, and I think that Marx was very well aware that if people are working 18-20 hours a day, 7 days a week, they are not going to be very revolutionary in their consciousness. They are going to be so damn tired, that they are not going to have time for anything, and therefore, creating spaces and possibilities for people to think of other possibilities is a precursor to a more general transformation. That is one of things that I certainly found out in the living wage campaign in Baltimore. People working two jobs, working 80 hours a week, and they do not have time to organize, they hardly have time to have a life, let alone be active in community organizations, and active as political organizers. It is very difficult to do that when you are in that situation.

Movements fail—don’t challenge global capital and are coopted by rising powers

Spector 10  – Associate Professor of Sociology at Purdue University Calumet

(Alan J Spector, “Neoliberal Globalization and Capitalist Crises in the Age of Imperialism” in “Globalization in the 21st Century: Labor, Capital, and the State on a World Scale”, pg 54, IWren) 

Some who consider themselves in the anticapitalist, Marxist tradition hail the ascendancy to political power of such reformers as Chavez and Morales, and the World Social Forum has also brought together hundreds of thousands of grassroots activists in conferences where ideas and tactics have been exchanged. It is true that there are aspects of revolutionary Marxism in the mass movements that helped sweep these leaders into power. Throughout Latin America, there is renewed interest in anti-imperialism and strong movements of millions who are developing a critique of modern capitalist imperialism. The prediction that Marxism was dead and that free market capitalism was the “end of history” seems to have been a bit premature. However, while there has been some distribution of wealth, and while some of these leaders strongly criticize the U.S. government, banks, and corporations, none of them are seriously challenging the core of global capitalism. Furthermore, other major capitalist powers, especially from the European Union, as well as China, are making alliances with many of these leaders. While it may seem “progressive” for these leaders to be taking a stance against U.S. imperialism, it is not clear that their leadership will become a major force against capitalism as a world system. Historically, many movements have opposed the dominant imperialist power of the time, only to be co-opted by another, usually rising, capitalist power. In the late 1800s, the United States opposed Spanish imperialism in the Caribbean, for example, and then replaced the Spanish as a rising imperialist power over much of that region. Allying with Western European capitalists against U.S. capitalist interests will not weaken capitalism. China is seen as an eventual competitor of U.S. capitalism, but despite the leadership of the Communist Party, it is clear that capitalist economic relations are growing rapidly in China. Some have suggested that, in the absence of a large, international Marxist movement, China could replace a declining U.S. empire and breathe new life into the world capitalist system. 

Competitiveness K Answers – Alt Fails – Competitiveness Inevitable

Zero-sum economics is inevitable – it’s evolutionarily engrained

Rubin 2012 -professor of economics at emory (Paul, 2012, Deep Political Economy) http://www.pubchoicesoc.org/papers_2012/Rubin.pdf
Political thinking is zero sum or even negative sum (as when there is resource using conflict over a resource.) This may be because the economy during evolutionary times was not a dynamic or growing economy, and so there was no need for our minds to evolve to understand economic growth. We naturally think of a fixed amount of goods to divide. In such a world if I have more, then you have less. If we fight over the resource, then we have less in total because of the loss from the act of fighting. This sort of thinking permeates the decision making of those untrained in economics (Rubin, 2002). For example, it explains why untrained people worry about losing jobs through international trade. (The number of jobs is viewed as fixed.) 

By deconstructing the current economic policy, it will lead to capitalism

Kantola 6- Comm Prof at Helsinki 
(Anu, “Transforming political imaginaries: the uses of competitiveness” Culture and Social Change: Disciplinary Exchanges)
For Schumpeter capitalism was “a form or method of economic change and not only never is but never can be stationary” (Schumpeter 1992/1943, 82). The opening of the new markets and the new organisational developments incessantly destroy the old economic structure from within and thus the infamous Schumpeterian process of creative destruction takes place forming the essential dynamic of capitalism. As capitalism is seen as a constantly changing evolutionary process Schumpeter sees that the function of the entrepreneur is to reform or revolutionize, “to act with confidence beyond the range of familiar beacons” (Schumpeter 1992/1943, 132). Capitalism is kept alive by the ability to innovate under the process of creative destruction.

Competitiveness K Answers – Environment Turn

Economic nationalism is vital to sustain the environment

Anwar and Sam, 12 (Sajid, Adjunct Professor, University of South Australia, and Choon-Yin, School of Business and Information Technology, PSB Academy, Singapore, “Is Economic Nationalism Good for the Environment? A Case Study of Singapore,”  Asian Studies Review, Volume 36, Issue 1, pg. 39-58, Taylor and Francis, Tashma)

On the other hand, a perceived lack of threat to national economic security can be viewed as a hindrance to strategies aimed at slowing down environmental degradation. This is vividly demonstrated in the case of the sand trade. Sand is a highly prized commodity in Singapore to meet the demands for land reclamation and construction.28 Singapore has sourced its sand mainly from Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand, Vietnam and Cambodia. In a recent report, the environmental monitoring group Global Witness condemned the Singapore government for importing sand illegally from Cambodia and without regard to the environment (Global Witness, 2010). The report noted that the Cambodian government had earlier announced a ban on sand exports after locals protested about the adverse environmental impact, but the country continued to supply Singapore with tens of thousands of tonnes of dredged sand. The Singapore government denied any wrongdoing, arguing that it is up to the source country to police sand extraction licences, although it did not condone “any extraction of sand that is in breach of the source countries' laws and rules on environment protection”.29 Global Witness (2010, p. 28) reported that it had seen a contract between the Jurong Town Corporation (JTC) and a sand importing company to purchase sand, while industry sources in Singapore and Cambodia claimed that sand exported from Cambodia was actually purchased by JTC.30 The Singaporean government responded that it is “not a party to any agreement or contract for the import of sand”, and that “JTC engages sand suppliers, which are private entities, on a commercial basis to supply sand for reclamation and other developmental works” (Global Witness, 2010, p. 29). Global Witness expressed scepticism about the government's response, noting that statutory boards such as JTC are under the purview of government ministers. As such, the government, stated Global Witness (2010, p. 30), should bear “ultimate responsibility for their (JTC and HDB) activities”. In sum, Global Witness believes that Singapore can and should play a greater role in defending the environment against the effects of the sand trade with Cambodia. Unlike the case of the haze, where the Singaporean economic interest was severely threatened, compelling the Singapore government to react strongly to deal with the problem, Singapore is not prepared to limit its sand trade or initiate a regional/global resolution to the Cambodian situation. The potential slowing down of the industrialisation and urbanisation projects that the government has put in place presents challenges and imposes opportunity costs that Singapore is not prepared to incur. Singapore's priority is continued economic growth, and it is prepared to do whatever is required to achieve it. That said, environmental issues in Singapore are not just a function of economic interest. Singapore's relationship with water is a case in point, where Singapore's quest for water self-reliance was attributed largely to national insecurity that might arise in the event of a sudden disruption of water supply from Malaysia (Kog, Lim and Long, 2002; Tan, 2011, pp. 41–42). The foregoing cases demonstrate that economic considerations have weighed heavily in domestic policies, leading to Singapore's unwillingness to incur economic costs of actions such as cutting emission levels unilaterally or ceasing sand imports from Cambodia when other countries do not share the burden. From Singapore's standpoint, other stakeholders have to play their part to level the playing field in the competitive race. Singapore supports regional and global initiatives to curb environmental degradation, particularly when the national economic cost of failing to do so is great. Singapore takes on its own responsibilities and targets based on a shared understanding of the risks with other countries and other considerations, most notably the economic pay off. These are concerns for the simple reason that they have impacts on the current and future economic prospects of the city state. While these are pragmatic measures that any responsible government would take to protect the interests of the local society, as in many countries, the “me-first” attitude has undoubtedly worsened the environmental crisis. Concluding Remarks This paper argues that climate change is more than environmental degradation but concerns economic security dynamics as well. That is why developing countries are demanding access to the rich world's capital to help pay for anything that is climate related, from sea walls to fighting deforestation to building low-carbon cities with good public transport and efficient buildings. That is also why Singapore has rejected emission cuts unless others do likewise, for fear of losing its competitive edge since emission cuts are costly and would adversely affect its economy, particularly the heavily relied-upon manufacturing sector. Climate change has to be integrated and internalised with the larger development process. The problem we face today is to arrive at a consensus in dealing with environmental problems in a way that reconciles national and global interests. The analysis presented in this paper can be used to highlight the following implications. First, it is evident that a hegemonic power, such as the United States, is no longer able to impose policies on national economies through unilateral force. The United Nations also lacks independent authority, as it depends exclusively on the collective decisions of states. The only effective actors are the multiplicity of nation states, which remain preoccupied with economic growth and committed to putting their own interests first. They may be prepared to record high structural unemployment for the sake of their economic prospects, but not to achieve a better environmental outcome for the citizens of the world. Secondly, an appreciation of the new approach to economic nationalism is useful. This approach suggests that policy change needs to be objectively analysed in terms of whether it is likely to promote the interests of the nation through active but calculated and selective involvement in global efforts to deal with social dilemmas. While economic nationalism inevitably creates tension among nation states, it is also a reason for embracing a regional and global approach to dealing with climate change and environmental problems. The new approach to economic nationalism serves as a useful framework for explaining the connection between economic growth and environmental protection. Thirdly, it is pertinent and imperative to establish an agreed-upon methodology to measure the relationship between national economic wealth and environmental protection initiatives. Because economic interests matter, it is necessary, at the local and global levels, to ascertain the costs and benefits of actions in order to devise a win-win situation. Economic motivation requires commitment from developed countries to lead the way, not only in cutting their own emissions levels, but also in offering financial assistance and technological know-how to
 their poorer counterparts to transit the latter onto the clean development path. 

Competitiveness K Answers – Solves War
Competition is the only way to resolve conflict, the kritik would make states harm themselves 

Gartzke 2010 – Political Science Prof, UCSD 

Erik, Interdependence Really is Complex, 2010, http://www.princeton.edu/~pcglobal/conferences/wartrade/Gartzke_paper.pdf
War combines in inflicting and incurring harm, forcing competitors to reveal capabilities or resolve even as they compete for additional bargaining leverage. To appeal to participants, contests must be expected to result in an advantageous shift in the bargaining range between competitors. Leverage in bargaining is maximized by inconflicting harm on others, though this does relatively little to reduce uncertainty and allow competitors to identify mutually acceptable bargains. Actions that are largely only costly to opponents will be appealing to initiators, but do little to inform. Much as war itself, interdependence forces the unification of the functions of coercion and information revelation by linking hardships in inflicted with hardships incurred. Symmetric economic ties (interdependence) make it harder for states to in conflict economic hardship without also experiencing harm themselves. Asymmetric dependence allows the dependent state to reveal information (through costly acts such as cutting off trade), but it provides few incentives for the dependent state to act in this way since, like burning money, the informative act fails to advantage the dependent actor. In contrast, the independent state in a dependent economic relationship has every incentive to use its leverage to material advantage, but little improvement in informational conditions is likely to result.

***ENVIRONMENT K ANSWERS

Top Level – Environment – Government Action Good

Government action is necessary. Alternatives like anarchy, localism, spirituality, and eco-centrism will get squashed and worsen current destruction

Taylor 2k – Professor of Social Ethics


Bron, Professor of Religion & Social Ethics, Director of Environmental Studies, University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh, BENENEATH THE SURFACE: CRITICAL ESSAYS IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF DEEP ECOLOGY, P. 282-284

A more trenchant problem is how bioregionalists (and the anarchists who influenced their most influential theorists) often assume that people are naturally predisposed (unless corrupted by life in unnatural, hierarchical, centralized, industrial societies) to cooperative behavior. This debatable assumption appears to depend more on radical environmental faith, a kind of Paul Shepard-style mythologizing, than on ecology or anthropology. Unfortunately for bioregional theory, evolutionary biology shows that not only cooperation promotes species survival; so also, at times, does aggressive competitiveness. Based on its unduly rosy view of the potential for human altruism, it is doubtful that bioregionalism can offer sufficient structural constraints on the exercise of power by selfish and well-entrenched elites. It should be obvious, for example, that nation-state governments will not voluntarily cede authority. Any political reorganization along bioregional lines would likely require “widespread violence and dislocation.” Few bioregionalists seem to recognize this likelihood, or how devastating to nature such a transitional struggle would probably be. Moreover, making an important but often overlooked point about political power, political theorist Daniel Deudney warns: The sizes of the bioregionality based states would vary greatly because bioregions vary greatly. This would mean that some states would be much more powerful than other [and] it is not inevitable that balances of power would emerge to constrain the possible imperial pretensions of the larger and stronger states. Andrew Bard Schmookler, in his critique of utopian bioregional progeny). For ignoring a specific problem of power. He asked: How can good people prevent being dominated by a ruthless few, and what will prevent hierarchies from emerging if decentralized political self-rule is ever achieved? One does not have to believe all people are bad to recognize that not all people will be good, he argued; and unless bad people all become good, there is no solution to violence other than some kind of government to restrain the evil few. Schmookler elsewhere noted that those who exploit nature gather more power to themselves. How, then, can we restrain such power? There must be a government able to control the free exercise of power, Schmookler concluded. Once when debating Green anarchists and bioregionalists in a radical environmental journal, Schmookler agreed that political decentralization is a good idea. But if we move in this direction, he warned, “there should be at the same time a world order sufficient [to thwart] would-be conquerors.” Moreover, “Since the biosphere is a globally interdependent web, that world order should be able to constrain any of the actors from fouling the earth. This requires laws and means of enforcement.” Schmookler concluded, “Government is a paradox, but there is no escaping it. This is because power is a paradox: our emergence out of the natural order makes power and inevitable problem for human affairs, and only power can control power. Bioregionalism generally fails to grapple adequately with the problem of power. Consequently, it has little “answer to specifically global environmental problems,” such as atmospheric depletion and the disruption of ocean ecosystems by pollution and overfishing. Political scientist Paul Wapner argues that this is because bioregionalism assumes “that all global threats stem from local instances of environmental abuse and that by confronting them at the local level they will disappear.” Nor does bioregionalism have much of a response to the “globalization” of corporate capitalism and consumerist market society, apart from advocating local resistance or long-odds campaigns to revoke the corporate charters of the worst environmental offenders. These efforts do little to hinder the inertia of this process. And little is ever said about how to restrain the voracious appetite of a global-corporate-consumer culture for the resources in every corner of the planet. Even for the devout, promoting deep ecological spirituality and ecocentric values seems pitifully inadequate in the face of such forces. Perhaps it is because they have little if any theory of social change, and thus cannot really envision a path toward a sustainable society, that many bioregional deep ecologists revert to apocalyptic scenarios. Many of them see the collapse of ecosystems and industrial civilization as the only possible means toward the envisioned changes. Others decide that political activism is hopeless, and prioritize instead spiritual strategies for evoking deep ecological spirituality, hoping, self-consciously, for a miracle. Certainly the resistance of civil society to globalization and its destructive inertia is honorable and important, even a part a part of a wider sustainability strategy. But there will be no victories over globalization and corporate capitalism, and no significant progress toward sustainability, without new forms of international, enforceable, global environmental governance. Indeed, without new restraints on power both within nations and internationally, the most beautiful bioregional experiments and models will be overwhelmed and futile.

Top Level – Environment – Incrementalism Key

Piecemeal reform is the only way to achieve broader social reform

Bradley 9 – PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics

Robert Bradley, PhD in Political Economy, M.A. in Economics, “Capitalism at Work: Business, Government and Energy,” pg. 103

There are good revolutions and bad ones. There must be continual improvement, or incrementalism, between sea changes. Often, if not quite always, revolution comes by steps, not bounds. Business thinker Jim Collins enriched the Schumpeter-Drucker-Hamel view by noting how good-to-great companies were disciplined change makers whose entrepreneurship was less about revolutionary moments than revolutionary process. In his words: Good-to-great transformations never happened in one fell swoop. There was no single defining action, no grand program, no one killer innovation, no solitary lucky break, no wrenching revolution. Good to great comes about by a cumulative process—step by step, action by action, decision by decision, turn by turn of the flywheel—that adds up to sustained and spectacular results. Success was “an organic evolutionary process . . . a pattern of buildup leading to breakthrough.” The “doom loop,” noted Collins from his case studies, was “big programs, radical change efforts, dramatic revolutions, chronic restructuring— always looking for a miracle moment or new savior.” Collins saw greatness in disciplined thought and action; failure, in “fads and . . . management hoopla.” There was no silver bullet, no magic, that could substitute for sustained, well- directed effort.

Incrementalist solutions add up – no environmental solutions will occur without practical and governmental change

Hirokawa 2 – JD and LLM
Keith Hirokawa, JD @ UConn, L.L.M. in Environmental and Natural Resources Law, Lewis & Clark Law School, Northwestern School of Law of Lewis & Clark College, J.D., University of Connecticut, June 2002, Stanford Environmental Law Journal, 21 Stan. Envtl. L.J. 225

Under this reinterpretation of the public trust doctrine and its evolution, pragmatism's perspective of legal progress modifies the notion of revolutionary paradigm shifts. Delgado's pessimism can be avoided by acknowledging that, without contesting the possibility of paradigm dispute, we can question the unavoidability of incommensurability between paradigms. Under the pragmatic view of legal progress, the law shifts in incremental steps. Consequently, the pragmatist is free to recognize incremental changes as achievements  [*277]  and innovations, rather than having to take a position between "wrong - or at least seriously flawed" 228 - paradigm shifts, or alternatively, no change in the law at all. Furthermore, the pragmatist can recognize appropriate arguments through which the interpretive community can modify an interpretation or practice. As Holmes stated:     A very common phenomenon and one very familiar to the student of history, is this. The customs, beliefs, or needs of primitive time establish a rule or a formula. In the course of centuries the custom, belief, or necessity disappears, but the rule remains. The reason which gave rise to the rule has been forgotten, and ingenuous minds set themselves to inquire how it is to be accounted for. Some ground or policy is thought of, which seems to explain it and to reconcile it with the present state of things; and then the rule adapts itself to the new reasons which have been found for it, and enters on a new career. The old form receives new content, and in time even the form modifies itself to fit the meaning which it has received. 229  Changes in each instance create entirely new contexts in which more (or less) progressive arguments find a hold. Every time a change occurs, even if it is incremental or ostensibly seems benign, the change creates a new context within which an entirely new set of possibilities will arise. 230 The pragmatist therefore evaluates progress by the distance a new idea causes practices to move away from past practices and paradigms. The difference between the pragmatic version of progress and the Kuhnian version is one only of degree. In the end, the results of both versions of progress are the same - we look back at the change and realize that earlier ideas do not make sense anymore. The effectiveness of the pragmatic approach lies in the simple realization that, in adopting an innovative approach to a legal question, courts will find comfort in adopting what appears to be an incremental change, rather than a radical paradigmatic shift. In  [*278]  contrast to radical theorists that deny the existence of progress because of a failure to immediately reach the radical goals of alternative paradigms, the pragmatist recognizes that a series of incremental changes eventually add up. Environmental pragmatism enables environmentalists to seek achievable gains by focusing on minor improvements in the law that incrementally close the gap between the values that pre-existed current environmental law and the alternative paradigms of environmental protection.

Even if we seek utopia, gradual reforms are the best mechanism to get there

Delicath, 96 – assistant professor in the Dept. of Communication @ the University of Cincinnati

John W., Earthtalk, Communication Empowerment for Environmental Action, Eds. Muir & Veenendall, pg. 162

First, “radical environmentalists” can no longer simply avoid politics. A viable ecology movement requires action within existing structures, something that “radical environmentalists” have so far rejected in their refusal to compromise. The movement needs to direct its attention to when and where to compromise. Even utopian politics recognizes the need to engage existing political processes. The very fact that one must move individuals to want utopia necessitates working out some instrumental means of getting to ecotopia. Any such instrumentality involves using politics that remain this side of utopia. An excellent example of this is the need for a radical environmental voice on global issues that must inevitably require action on the part of the nation-state. Dealing with crises like global warming and the depletion of the ozone layer requires international action and the responses of governments in the form of effective energy, defense, trade, and foreign policies.  

Reform versus revolution is a false choice – incremental changes can transform the social 

de Geus 96  

Marius, Teaches political theory and legal theory at the University of Leiden. Democracy and Green Political Thought, p. 200
What do we understand by ecological restructuring? Restructuring is akin to transforming as opposed to abolishing the state and the status quo. It is not a dogmatic attempt to create a completely new world that knows no pollution at all and that is clean and beautiful in all respects. Ecological restructuring does not imply that the attaining of a `Nowhere a la William Morris`. The whole society does not have to be altered, no every stone has to be moved. It encompasses further-reaching changes and reforms on a middle to long term, that can be readjusted, that are aimed at the prevention and solution of the most aggravating forms of pollution and at acute forms of degradation of the environment. It deals with policy plans in the areas of production and consumption that can be tried out first under Poppers motto: If they go wrong, the damage is not very great and readjustment is not very difficult (Popper 1974: 159). This kind of restructuring will bear the character of compromise and will have to be accomplished in democratic ways. They must be the result of open discussion, of imaginative power, and of the preparedness to accept disagreeable measures. They will require courage and determination and will entail taking certain risks, but less considerable risks than are implied by acting only marginally or not at all (as is happening at present), or by aspiring to do it all at once (as the utopians envisage). The comparison that suggests itself is that of the (re)building of a house (Van Gunsteren 1978: 148). The utopian engineer takes up the position of an architect who is designing a completely new and complex building. Starting from a specific set of ideals the engineer tries to build an architecturally sound and appealing edifice. In this respect Popper speaks of `aestheticism`, the desire to build a world which is not only a little better and more rational than ours, but which is free from all its ugliness: not a crazy quilt, an old garment badly patched, but an entirely new gown, a really beautiful new world (Popper 1974: 165). In the case of piecemeal engineering the house in a principle is kept intact: heavy leakages are repaired; broken windows are replaced, generally the maintenance that is really necessary is carried out step by step. There is no need for an architect, there is no need for rebuilding, reconstruction or more drastic alterations. Reservedness, carefulness, doing no more than is strictly necessary, are the basic principles. Somewhere in between lies the wide (and actually neglected) area of restructuring, the rebuilding of a house. It is not that a completely new house is erected – in order to prevent the annihilation of capital, the usually high costs, the unpredictable problems, disadvantages, and setbacks – but the existing house is more or less thoroughly altered, rebuilt, reconstructed, to comply with the newly formulated demands. An architect is needed only for certain stages, during the rebuilding one has a roof above one`s head, when surprises arise (the sewer turns out to be in a worse condition than assumed, some beams need to be repaired, etc.) the plans can be readjusted, and one can still learn from earlier mistakes. The rebuilding does not primarily tackle the consequences of the obsolescence of the houses, the leaking roof, the porous pipes, the woodrot in the window-frames, but alters, the structure of the house itself. With great caution some of the walls are broken through modern provisions are installed, new rooms are added, a dormer is constructed. In large part the house stays the same, yet simultaneously undergoes a structural change. In the case of environmental policy these are the kinds of choices that have to be made. The house is kept as it is, one tries only to prevent unacceptable deterioration and takes no measures to restrict water and energy consumption. One can also decide to demolish the house and replace it with a perfectly insulated, energy-saving and environmentally friendly built house, fitted with sun collectors and a compost lavatory. One can also – with far less cost and with reasonable results – insulate an existing house, install a highly efficient heating system, and take a range of water-saving measures (replacing the bath with a shower, replacing the outdated cistern with one of a small water volume, installing water-saving taps.) I do not want to spin out of this example endlessly. The vital point is that there is a whole world between piecemeal engineering and utopian engineering and that the introduction of middle-range reforms can eventually lead to structural changes in our modern unecological society. If applied with patience and perseverance, a combination of detached and surveyable alterations in itself can produce the highly needed ecological reconstruction of society.  

Top Level – Environment – Perm/Pragmatism Key

Must reject radical environmental criticism – undercuts pragmatic environmental change

Reitan 98
Eric Reitan (Seattle University Writer for the Electronic Green Journal) Pragmatism, Environmental World Views, and Sustainability. December 1998

With the urgency of the current environmental crisis, we cannot afford to get bogged down in theoretic disputes that mask a common mission and get in the way of making the practical changes that are so pressing. Pragmatic Mediation of Deep Ecology and Christian Stewardship The example I have chosen to discuss is the theoretic debate between two environmental philosophies that have emerged in the last few decades: the philosophy of stewardship that has evolved in Christian communities, and the philosophy of deep ecology. I choose these two not on the basis of any special status they have, but rather because they are the two environmental perspectives with which I have the most personal acquaintance, and because the nature of the debate between them usefully illustrates the value of using pragmatic principles to guide theoretic environmental discourse. Before applying pragmatic principles to this example, some preliminary comments may be helpful. First, it is important to keep in mind that complex worldviews or philosophical systems may impact more than one domain of human life, and that they may have radically opposing pragmatic implications in one or more of those domains while implying substantially the same behaviors in the domain of the human-nature relationship. In such a case, we can say that while the worldviews do not have the same pragmatic meaning overall, they have the same environmental meaning. As such, it is important not to let the real differences in other areas mask the genuine agreement in the environmental domain. Second, it is worth noting that there is almost certainly more than one human social arrangement that harmonizes sustainable with the natural environment. Put another way, there is more than one set of human practices that works in terms of promoting a healthy human-natural system. And it follows from this observation that more than one worldview can be pragmatically true: while two worldviews may imply environmental behaviors that are different, and hence have a different pragmatic meaning, insofar as they both promote sustainable behaviors they are both true from a pragmatic standpoint. Pragmatic truth is not monistic, but pluralistic. Given the urgent pragmatic goals of environmental philosophy, sustained theoretic debates about meaning differences of this sort appear to be unwarranted, and should be put aside in favor of the task of finding practical ways of integrating and accommodating those alternative social arrangements which serve the common goal of sustainable human-natural systems.

Only the permutation solves 

-recognizing areas of compromise is more effective than trying to isolate differences.  Only the permutation results in a unified ecological movement

Ellis 96 – MS in Civil Engineering

Jeffrey Ellis, Chief, Environmental, Safety and Health Engineering at United States Air Force, MS in Civil Engineering, 1996, Uncommon ground: rethinking the human place in nature, pg. 260

Because of the complexity and seeming intransigence of environmental problems, it is clearly time for radical environmentalists to focus less on defining their differences and more on determining the common ground that might provide the basis for a more coherent and unified ecology movement. As I hope this essay illustrates, if they hope to achieve a working consensus, radicals must strive to resist the well-established tendency in environmental discourse to identify the single most important and fundamental cause of the many environmental problems that have become increasingly apparent in recent decades. The desire to essentialize environmental problems and trace them all to one root cause is obviously a powerful one. If a root cause can be identified, then priorities can be clearly established and a definite agenda determined. Although the intention behind this silver bullet approach to understanding the global environmental crisis has been to provide the environmental movement with a dear focus and agenda, its impact has been very nearly just the opposite. It has repeatedly proven to be more divisive than productive in galvanizing a united front against environmental destruction.

The response doesn’t influence the environment

Killingsworth and Palmer 98 

M. Jimmie and Jacqueline S., professor of English at Texas A&M and Associate Director, Writing Programs Office, Landmak Essays on Rhetoric and the Environment, 1998, p. 213-4

To sum up, since ecophilosophical discourse generally flies in the face of the prevailing social paradigm, and offers its ethical insights and ecological panaceas in a language that is not accessible to lay publics, it appears to be null and void from the beginning. In other words, environmental ethics appears to be incapable of moving a democratic majority to support policies leading toward sustainability. From a traditional philosophical point of view, this situation is not a philosophical problem, since emphasis is placed primarily on identifying basic principles and providing supporting arguments. From a rhetorical point of view, however, it is, since effective philosophical discourse necessarily promotes societal transformation. K. M. Sayre, for example, recently tweaked the beard of the lion in its own den, noting that “If norms encouraging conservation and proscribing pollution were actually in force in industrial society, it would not be the result of ethical theory; and the fact that currently they are no in force is not alleviated by any amount of adroit ethical reasoning.” Moreover, empirical studies of public opinion and voting behavior reveal an apparent paradox: more than two-thirds of adult Americans consider themselves environmentalists even while the noose of ecocrisis continues to tighten around their collective necks. This paradox disappears, however, deHaven-Smite argues, once we realize that there is no empirical data to support the hypothesis that the environmental movement involves any general “philosophical reorientation of public opinion….” On the contrary, he continues, people become environmentalists not because of “environmental philosophy”, but rather because of local issues adversely affecting or threatening to affect the quality of their own lives (water quality, siting of a nuclear power plant, waste, and so on). The environmental movement, on this argument, is better conceptualized not as a mass public inspired by environmental ethics, but as a number of so-called local-issue publics addressing ecological dysfunctions. 


But the plan does – legal reform is key

Doremus 2k – law professor at UC-Davis 

Holly, Washington & Lee Law Review, v57, p.43

Environmentalists seek expressive law in the nature protection context. They recognize that nature protection can only be effective in the long term if the political community comes to care more deeply about nature. Law is one tool for changing societal values; appropriately framed and enforced, it can “tip” a society struggling to find consensus on values. Even if it is not framed with a specific goal in mind, the law in this area inevitably expresses societal values, endorsing certain formulations of the appropriate relationship between human beings and nature and rejecting others. Because the politics of nature protection are necessarily so value-intensive, stories are likely to be indispensable.  

Top Level – Environment – AT: Postmodern K

Failure to protect the natural world is the ultimate act of silencing others

Wapner 2k – School of the International Service at American University

Paul, International Studies Quarterly, v46, p. 179

The response to eco-criticism I am suggesting calls on postmodern critics to see the manner in which they themselves silence nature and to take their own advice and respect the radical “otherness” of nonhuman world. Postmodernism prides itself on criticizing the urge toward mastery running through the core of modernity—an urge animated by a desire to gain greater degrees of control over ourselves and the world, including (and especially) the natural world (Spretnak, 1999; Thiele, 1997). But isn’t mastery exactly what postmodernism is exerting as it captures the nonhuman world within its own conceptual domain? Doesn’t postmodern criticism do tis own violence as it silences the world of forests, oceans, mountain ranges, and savannas? Might not postmodernism be simply deepening the modernist urge toward mastery eliminating the ontological weight of the nonhuman world through the assertion that there is no “nature” because everything is a social construction? The postmodernist may respond that, well, yes, recognizing the social construction of “nature” does ignore the self-expression of the nonhuman, but how would we know what such self expression means? Indeed, nature doesn’t seem to speak; rather, some person always speaks on nature’s behalf and as we all know, whatever that person says is a social construction. Indeed, isn’t any attempt to listen to the nonhuman world a form of social construction? All attempts to listen to nature are, indeed, social constructions, except one. Even the most radical postmodernist acknowledges the distinction between physical existence and nonexistence. As mentioned, postmodernists assume that there is a physical substratum to the phenomenal world, even if they argue about its different meanings. This substratum is essential for allowing entities to speak or express themselves. That which doesn’t exist, doesn’t speak. That which doesn’t exist, manifests no character. Put differently, yes, the postmodernist should rightly worry about interpreting nature’s expressions. And everyone should be wary about those who claim to speak on nature’s behalf (including when environmentalists and student of global environmental politics do so). But we should not doubt the simple-minded notion that a prerequisite of expression is existence. That which doesn’t exist can never express itself. And this in turn suggests that preserving the nonhuman world—in all its diverse embodiments—must be seen by eco-critics as a fundamental good. Eco-critics must be supporters, in some fashion, of environmental preservation. 

Top Level – Environment – AT: Root Cause

No single root cause – their emphasis on root cause dooms the alternative – permutation solves best

Ellis 96 – MS in Civil Engineering

Jeffrey Ellis, Chief, Environmental, Safety and Health Engineering at United States Air Force, MS in Civil Engineering, 1996, Uncommon ground: rethinking the human place in nature, pg. 260

Because of the complexity and seeming intransigence of environmental problems, it is clearly time for radical environmentalists to focus less on defining their differences and more on determining the common ground that might provide the basis for a more coherent and unified ecology movement. As I hope this essay illustrates, if they hope to achieve a working consensus, radicals must strive to resist the well-established tendency in environmental discourse to identify the single most important and fundamental cause of the many environmental problems that have become increasingly apparent in recent decades. The desire to essentialize environmental problems and trace them all to one root cause is obviously a powerful one. If a root cause can be identified, then priorities can be clearly established and a definite agenda determined. Although the intention behind this silver bullet approach to understanding the global environmental crisis has been to provide the environmental movement with a dear focus and agenda, its impact has been very nearly just the opposite. It has repeatedly proven to be more divisive than productive in galvanizing a united front against environmental destruction. This is not surprising. It would indeed be convenient if all ecological problems sprang from the same source, but this is far from likely. If nothing else, during the last forty years it has become abundantly clear that environmental problems arc deeply complex. Not only have they proven extremely difficult to unravel scientifically, but they have social and political aspects that further compound their complexity. Global warming, species extinction, pollution human population growth, depletion of resources, and increased rates of life-threatening disease are just some of the many problems that confront us. The idea that there is a single root cause to any one of these problems, let alone to all of them taken together, is, to put it mildly, absurd. Because environmental problems arc each the result of a multiplicity of causal factors, there can be no one comprehensive solution to all of them. And yet radical environmental thinkers are correct in rejecting the piecemeal approach to environmental problems that has become institutionalized in American society. Thus far, reform environmentalism has proven itself inadequate to the task of halting the deterioration of the earth's ecological systems. But an alternative to that approach will not emerge until radicals reject the quixotic and divisive search for a root cause to the spectrum of environmental problems that have been subsumed under the umbrella of the ecological crisis. Instead of arguing with one another about who is most right, radicals must begin to consider the insights each perspective has generated and work toward a more comprehensive rather than a confrontational understanding of problems that have multiple, complex, and interconnected causes.

Aesthetics K Answers – General 
Focus on aesthetics legitimizes the status quo—beauty can be found within even the most horrible circumstances

White 87 – Professor of Comparative Literature


Hayden, Professor of Comparative Literature at Stanford University, The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse & Historical Representation, p. 71

This aestheticism underwrites the conviction (periodically reaffirmed when history fails to provide a knowledge that can legitimately claim the title “scientific”) that historical studies are, after all, a branch of belles-lettres, a calling suitable for a kind of gentleman-scholar for whom “taste” serves as a guide to comprehension, and “style” as an index of achievement. When the notions of taste and style are given a specifically moral connotation, as they inevitably are when they serve as the basis of a professional ethics, they authorize the attitudes that the socially responsible historian properly assumes before his designated objects of study. These attitudes include respect for the “individuality,” “uniqueness,” and “ineffability” of historical entities, sensitivity to the “richness” and “variety” of the historical field, and a faith in the “unity” that makes of finite sets of historical particulars comprehensible wholes. All this permits the historian to see some beauty, if not good, in everything human and to assume an Olympian calm in the face of any current social situation, however terrifying it may appear to anyone who lacks historical perspective. It renders [one] him receptive to a genial pluralism in matters epistemological, suspicious of anything smacking of reductionism, irritated with theory, disdainful of technical terminology or jargon, and contemptuous of any to discern the direction that the future development of [one’s] his own society might take. 

*edited for gendered language

Anthro K Answers – Environment Link Turn
Human-centeredness is key to environmental sustainability 

Schmidtz 2k – Professor of Philosophy @ Arizona

David Schmidtz, 2k. Philosophy, University of Arizona, Environmental Ethics, p. 379-408

Like economic reasoning, ecological reasoning is reasoning about equilibria and perturbations that keep systems from converging on equilibria. Like economic reasoning, ecological reasoning is reasoning about competition and unintended consequences, and the internal logic of systems, a logic that dictates how a system responds to attempts to manipulate it. Environmental activism and regulation do not automatically improve the environment. It is a truism in ecology, as in economics, that well-intentioned interventions do not necessarily translate into good results. Ecology (human and nonhuman) is complicated, our knowledge is limited, and environmentalists are themselves only human. Intervention that works with the system’s logic rather than against it can have good consequences. Even in a centrally planned economy, the shape taken by the economy mainly is a function not of the central plan but of how people respond to it, and people respond to central plans in ways that best serve their purposes, not the central planner’s. Therefore, even a dictator is in no position simply to decide how things are going to go. Ecologists understand that this same point applies in their own discipline. They understand that an ecology’s internal logic limits the directions in which it can be taken by would-be ecological engineers.  Within environmental philosophy, most of us have come around to something like Aldo Leopold’s view of humans as plain citizens of the biotic community.[21] As Bryan Norton notes, the contrast between anthropocentrism and biocentrism obscures the fact that we increasingly need to be nature-centered to be properly human-centered; we need to focus on "saving the ecological systems that are the context of human cultural and economic activities." [22] If we do not tend to what is good for nature, we will not be tending to what is good for people either. As Gary Varner recently put it, on purely anthropocentric grounds we have reason to think biocentrically.[23] I completely agree. What I wish to add is that the converse is also true: on purely biocentric grounds, we have reason to think anthropocentrically. We need to be human-centered to be properly nature-centered, for if we do not tend to what is good for people, we will not be tending to what is good for nature either. From a biocentric perspective, preservationists sometimes are not anthropocentric enough. They sometimes advocate policies and regulations with no concern for values and priorities that differ from their own. Even from a purely biocentric perspective, such slights are illegitimate. Policy makers who ignore human values and human priorities that differ from their own will, in effect, be committed to mismanaging the ecology of which those ignored values and priorities are an integral part.
Anthro K Answers – AT: Link of Omission

Dubbing people “anthropocentric” because they didn’t talk about animals makes the creation of an effective environmental movement impossible, and isn’t accurate

Lewsi 92 – Professor of Environment

Martin Lewis professor in the School of the Environment and the Center for International Studies at Duke University. Green Delusions, 1992 p17-18

Nature for Nature’s Sake—And Humanity for Humanity’s It is widely accepted that environmental thinkers can be divided into two camps: those who favor the preservation of nature for nature’s sake, and those who wish only to maintain the environment as the necessary habitat of humankind (see Pepper 1989; O’Riordan 1989; W Fox 1990). In the first group stand the green radicals, while the second supposedly consists of environmental reformers, also labeled “shallow ecologists.” Radicals often pull no punches in assailing the members of the latter camp for their anthropocentrism, managerialism, and gutless accommo​dationism—to some, “shallow ecology” is “just a more efficient form of exploitation and oppression” (quoted in Nash 1989:202). While this dichotomy may accurately depict some of the major approaches of the past, it is remarkably unhelpful for devising the kind of framework required for a truly effective environmental movement. It incorrectly assumes that those who adopt an anti-anthropocentric view (that is, one that accords intrinsic worth to nonhuman beings) will also embrace the larger political programs of radical environmentalism. Sim​ilarly, it portrays those who favor reforms within the political and economic structures of representative democracies as thereby excluding all nonhumans from the realm of moral consideration. Yet no convincing reasons are ever provided to show why these beliefs should necessarily be aligned in such a manner. (For an instructive discussion of the pitfalls of the anthropocentric versus nonanthropocentric dichotomy, see Nor​ton 1987, chapter ir.)

Anthro K Answers – Humans First
Preventing human extinction is necessary in an eco-centric framework

Baum 9 – PhD @ Penn State University

Sean Baum, PhD @ Penn State University, 2009, “Costebenefit analysis of space exploration: Some ethical considerations,” Space Policy, Vol. 25, Science Direct

It is of note that the priority of reducing the risk of human extinction persists in forms of CBA which value nature in an ecocentric fashion, i.e. independently of any consideration of human interests. The basic reason is that without humanity leading long-term survival efforts (which would most likely include space colonization), the rest of Earth life would perish as a result of the astronomical processes described above. This point is elaborated by futurist Bruce Tonn, who argues on ecocentric grounds for reorienting society to focus on avoiding human extinction through both immediate avoidance of catastrophe and long-term space colonization [40]. Tonn dubs this process of surviving beyond Earth’s eventual demise ‘‘transcending oblivion’’ [41]. There is thus some convergence in the recommendations of the common anthropocentric, money-based CBA and the ecocentric CBA described here. This convergence results from the fact that (in all likelihood) only humans are capable of colonizing space, and thus human survival is necessary for Earth life to transcend oblivion.

*CBA = Cost-Benefit Analysis

Concerns over humans create an a priori environmental consciousness – solves the impact

-only focusing on anthropocentrism allows egocentrism and ethnocentrism to greatly damage the environment

Johnson 96

Pamela C. Johnson, Development of an Ecological Conscience: Is Ecocentrism a Prerequisite? The Academy of Management Review – peer reviewed journal, July, JSTOR

3. Anthropocentrism, especially when motivated by concerns about intergenerational equity and justice, can be a strong foundation for the development of an ecological conscience. If one elevates the well-being of the entire human species, now and in the future, to the center of moral consideration, it becomes impossible to escape the conclusion that the well-being of humans and the well-being of the ecosystems on which we depend are inextricably linked. We have one small planet, and as a species we are interconnected with other species in a complex set of ecological relationships about which we have only limited understanding. It seems to me that egocentrism and ethnocentrism are more ecologically problematic than anthropocentrism. If we can get over the anthropocentric/ecocentric divide, we can begin to address some more pressing issues hinted at by Hanna (1995: 797) when he asked, for example, "What level of environmental disturbance would make it appropriate to close a plant or shut down a business (thereby significantly stressing and placing at risk a human community)?" Specific questions about the ethical principles and reasoning processes we use to mediate interspecies conflicts (particularly between "vital interests" of humans and other species) are the tough ones. Paradigm definition is necessary but insufficient to address such issues. Questions such as these are where the hard work of operationalizing an ethic or a paradigm really begins.

Human-centeredness is a pre-requisite to care for the environment

Light 2 – Professor of environmental philosophy

Andrew Light, professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program, 2002, Applied Philosophy Group at New York University, METAPHILOSOPHY, v33, n4, July, p. 561

It should be clear by now that endorsing a method​ological environmental pragmatism requires an ac​ceptance of some form of anthropocentrism in envi​ronmental ethics, if only because we have sound empirical evidence that humans think about the value of nature in human terms and pragmatists insist that we must pay attention to how humans think about the value of nature. Indeed, as I said above, it is a common presupposition among committed nonan​thropocentrists that the proposition that humans are anthropocentrist is true, though regrettable. There are many problems involved in the wholesale rejec​tion of anthropocentrism by most environmental philosophers. While I cannot adequately explain my reservations to this rejection, for now I hope the reader will accept the premise that not expressing reasons for environmental priorities in human terms seriously hinders our ability to communicate a moral basis for better environmental policies to the public. Both anthropocentric and nonanthropocentric claims should be open to us.  

This influence on the environmental movement should be the most relevant concern

Light 2 – Professor of environmental philosophy

Andrew Light, professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program, 2002, Environmental Ethics: What Really Matters What Really Works David Schmidtz and Elizabeth Willott, p. 556-57

In recent years a critique of this predominant trend in environmental ethics has emerged from within the pragmatist tradition in American philosophy.' The force of this critique is driven by the intuition that environmental philosophy cannot afford to be qui​escent about the public reception of ethical argu​ments over the value of nature. The original moti​vations of environmental philosophers for turning their philosophical insights to the environment sup​port such a position., Environmental philosophy evolved out of a concern about the state of the grow​ing environmental crisis, and a conviction that a philosophical contribution could be made to the res​olution of this crisis. But if environmental philoso​phers spend all of their time debating non​-human centered forms of value theory they will ar​guably never get very far in making such a contri​bution. For example, to continue to ignore human motivations for the act of valuing nature causes many in the field to overlook the fact that most people find it very difficult to extend moral consideration to plants and animals on the grounds that these entities possess some form of intrinsic, inherent, or other​wise conceived nonanthropocentric value. It is even more difficult for people to recognize that non​humans could have rights. Claims about the value of nature as such do not appear to resonate with the or​dinary moral intuitions of most people who, after all, spend most of their lives thinking of value, moral obligations, and rights in exclusively human terms. Indeed, while most environmental philosophers be​gin their work with the assumption that most people think of value in human-centered terms (a problem that has been decried since the very early days of the field), few have considered the problem of how a non-human-centered approach to valuing nature can ever appeal to such human intuitions. The particular version of the pragmatist critique of environmental ethics that I have endorsed recognizes that we need to rethink the utility of anthropocentric arguments in environmental moral and political theory, not nec​essarily because the traditional nonanthropocentric arguments in the field are false, but because they hamper attempts to contribute to the public discus​sion of environmental problems, in terms familiar to the public. 

Reverence for human life is first priority

Schmahmann and Polachek 95

Partner and Associate in Legal Firm, 22 B.C. Envtl. Aff. L. Rev. 747

To some extent, it is a challenge to the value of civilization to dismiss the Judeo-Christian ethic as anthropocentric or speciesist n27 and thus deficient, and to minimize the significance of the capacity to express reason, to recognize moral principles, and to plan for ordered coexistence in a complex technological society. "The core of this book," Singer writes in Animal Liberation, "is the claim that to discriminate against beings solely on account of their species is a form of prejudice, immoral and indefensible in the same way that discrimination on the basis of race is immoral and indefensible." n28 Such an equation, however, allows Ingrid Newkirk, founder of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), to state that "[s]ix million Jews died in concentration camps, but six billion broiler chickens will die this year in slaughter houses." n29 The only "pure" human being, Newkirk has theorized, is a dead one. "[O]nly dead people are true purists, feeding the earth and living beings rather than taking from them. . . . We know it is impossible to breathe without hurting or exploiting." n30  These forms of doctrinaire "animal rightism" ignore the value that society has placed on human life which enables society to function in an orderly fashion. In effect, the extreme positions of animal rights activists devalue human life and detract from human rights. n31 "The belief that human life, and only human life, is sacrosanct is a form of  [*754]  speciesism," Singer writes. n32 But if the sacredness of all life is equivalent, what is one to make of animals that kill each other and the often arbitrary nature of life and death and survival of the fittest in the wild? What is one to make of the conflict between the seeming arbitrariness of the killing that takes place in nature and the ethical content of human existence that starts with the certainty that the life of every individual person is uniquely sacred?  Sometimes the statements of contemporary radical environmentalists and animal rights activists display a profound misanthropy. "If radical environmentalists were to invent a disease to bring human population back to ecological sanity, it would probably be something like AIDS," writes one author using the pseudonym Miss Ann Thropy. n33 "Seeing no other possibility for the preservation of biological diversity on earth than a drastic decline in the number of humans, Miss Ann Thropy contends that AIDS is ideal for the task primarily because 'the disease only affects humans' and shows promise for wiping out large numbers of humans." n34 Ingrid Newkirk has commented that even if animal research resulted in a cure for AIDS, PETA would "be against it." n35  The point is that reverence for human life must be both the starting point and the reference point for any ethical philosophy and system of law that does not immediately become unhitched from its moorings in civilization. With respect to animals and their similarities to humans, Singer's dismissal of "fine phrases" notwithstanding, the fact that debate exists about the ethical consequences of such differences is almost distinction enough. It is we -- humans -- who are having the debate, not animals; and it is a unique feature of humankind to recognize ethical subtleties. This ability to recognize gradations and competing interests is what defines the rules that we live by and the system of rights and responsibilities that comprise our legal system. Animals cannot possess rights because animals are in no way a part  [*755]  of any of these processes. On the other hand, any duties we may have respecting our treatment of animals derive from the fact that we are part of these processes. n36
Human rights should be preferred – animals lack the capacity for free moral judgment

Cohen 86 – Professor @ U of M

Carl, Professor @ UMich, http://spot.colorado.edu/~heathwoo/phil1200,Spr07/cohen.pdf
The attributes of human beings from which this moral capability arises have been described variously by philosophers, both ancient and modem: the inner consciousness of a free will (Saint Augustine); the grasp, by human reason, of the binding character of moral law (Saint Thomas); the self-conscious participation of human beings in an objective ethical order (Hegel); human membership in an organic moral community (Bradley); the development of the human self through the consciousness of other moral selves (Mead); and the underivative, intuitive cognition of the rightness of an action (Prichard). Most influential has been Immanuel Kant's emphasis on the universal human possession of a uniquely moral will and the autonomy its use entails. Humans confront choices that are purely moral; humans--but certainly not dogs or mice-- lay down moral laws, for others and for themselves. Human beings are self-legislative, morally autonomous Animals (that is, nonhuman animals, the ordinary sense of that word) lack this capacity for free moral judgment. They are not beings of a kind capable of exercising or responding to moral claims. Animals therefore have no rights, and they can have none. This is the core of the argument about the alleged rights of animals. The holders of rights must have the capacity to comprehend rules of duty, governing all including themselves. In applying such rules, the holders of rights must recognize possible conflicts between what is in their own interest and what is just. Only in a community of beings capable of self-restricting moral judgments can the concept of a right be correctly invoked. Humans have such moral capacities. They are in this sense self-legislative, are members of communities governed by moral rules, and do possess rights. Animals do not have such moral capacities. They are not morally self-legislative, cannot possibly be members of a truly moral community, and therefore cannot possess rights. In conducting research on animal subjects, therefore, we do not violate their rights, because they have none to violate. 

Use of nature is moral and solves extinction

Younkins 4 – Professor @ Wheeling

Edward, Professor @ Wheeling, THE FLAWED DOCTRINE OF NATURE'S INTRINSIC VALUE, http://www.quebecoislibre.org/04/041015-17.htm

Many environmentalists contend that nature has an intrinsic value, in and of itself, apart from its contributions to human well-being. They maintain that all created things are equal and should be respected as ends in themselves having rights to their own actualization without human interference. Ecological egalitarians defend biodiversity for its own sake and assign the rest of nature ethical status at least equal to that of human beings. Some even say that the collective needs of nonhuman species and inanimate objects must take precedence over man’s needs and desires. Animals, plants, rocks, land, water, and so forth, are all said to possess intrinsic value by their mere existence without regard to their relationship to individual human beings. Environmentalists erroneously assign human values and concern to an amoral material sphere. When environmentalists talk about the nonhuman natural world, they commonly attribute human values to it, which, of course, are completely irrelevant to the nonhuman realm. For example, “nature” is incapable of being concerned with the possible extinction of any particular ephemeral species. Over 99 percent of all species of life that have ever existed on earth have been estimated to be extinct with the great majority of these perishing because of nonhuman factors. Nature cannot care about “biodiversity.” Humans happen to value biodiversity because it reflects the state of the natural world in which they currently live. Without humans, the beauty and spectacle of nature would not exist – such ideas can only exist in the mind of a rational valuer.  These environmentalists fail to realize that value means having value to some valuer. To be a value some aspect of nature must be a value to some human being. People have the capacity to assign and to create value with respect to nonhuman existents. Nature, in the form of natural resources, does not exist independently of man. Men, choosing to act on their ideas, transform nature for human purposes. All resources are man-made. It is the application of human valuation to natural substances that makes them resources. Resources thus can be viewed as a function of human knowledge and action. By using their rationality and ingenuity, men affect nature, thereby enabling them to achieve progress. Man’s survival and flourishing depend upon the study of nature that includes all things, even man himself. Human beings are the highest level of nature in the known universe. Men are a distinct natural phenomenon as are fish, birds, rocks, etc. Their proper place in the hierarchical order of nature needs to be recognized. Unlike plants and animals, human beings have a conceptual faculty, free will, and a moral nature. Because morality involves the ability to choose, it follows that moral worth is related to human choice and action and that the agents of moral worth can also be said to have moral value. By rationally using his conceptual faculty, man can create values as judged by the standard of enhancing human life. The highest priority must be assigned to actions that enhance the lives of individual human beings. It is therefore morally fitting to make use of nature.  

Anthro K Answers – Captivity Good

Attempts to free animalia does not produce a true freedom – enclosure is simply a benign replacement for the harsh natural world

Duckler 8 – PhD in Biology

Geordie, ARTICLE: TWO MAJOR FLAWS OF THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT, PhD in Biology, JD from Northwestern, 14 Animal L. 179

It is crucial to animal rights advocates' general theme that they deliberately overlook that evolution shaped the wild with abusive, cruel, predatory, and destructive activities through natural selection. While observations of the natural world can certainly be ignored over the short term, the truths they convey cannot ultimately be eluded over the long term. It cannot be denied that animals, whether in the wild or in enclosed environments, must live through a constant bevy of unavoidably vicious experiences: microscopic predators erode them; parasites weaken them; vegetation restricts them; substrates degrade them; other animals pirate their resources; toxins invade them; hunger shadows them; their abiotic physical environment strains them; their biotic organic environment burdens them; and conspecifics, kin, and potential mates exploit them. n79  Through evolutionary processes, the natural world is an environment in which competition for resources makes life unrelentingly harsh and terminate early. It brooks no permanent relief from pain and decay. The careless and intentional acts of other living things, in trying to keep their own bodies alive, are regularly the cause of each trouble encountered. n80 An artificial enclosure such as a home, zoo, laboratory,  [*196]  or kennel, may indeed reduce those impacts or, at worst, perhaps simply replace those impacts with different ones. Whatever the enclosure, opening its door and allowing the animal "to go free" does not send the animal into any more free or favorable environment in any respect worth describing.

Removal from captivity leads to increased pain and suffering

Duckler 8 – PhD in Biology

Geordie, ARTICLE: TWO MAJOR FLAWS OF THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT, PhD in Biology, JD from Northwestern, 14 Animal L. 179

The animal rights movement would rather "bowdlerize" evolution by natural selection or nature (often unrealistically defined as animal life outside of human influences) through what science writer Matt Ridley has called "condescending sentimentalism" by "desperately playing up the slimmest of clues to animal virtue ... and clutching at straws suggesting that humankind somehow caused aberrant cruelty." n81 Animal rights advocates work hard to discount the reduction of the natural horrors that captivity, farming, and ranching has effected on animals. They prefer instead to trumpet the benefits that freedom has brought to humans and then apply the false syllogism that those benefits are readily translatable to animals. In doing so, they mistake what life is like for an animal who is "truly free." This in turn, threatens to expose animals to higher levels of pain and suffering than they currently experience in captivity, on farms, on ranches, and in our homes. n82
Anthro K Answers – Suffering Good
Embracing animal suffering as inevitable is net-better for animal welfare

Duckler 8 – PhD in Biology

Geordie, ARTICLE: TWO MAJOR FLAWS OF THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT, PhD in Biology, JD from Northwestern, 14 Animal L. 179

The animal rights movement's laudable goals include, patently enough, protecting the welfare of a few familiar animals. The movement's methods to reach those goals include the promulgation of legislation that penalizes the neglectful, the abusive, and the downright malicious. The movement contributes unevenly to the ongoing public debate over what to do with and about animals. n102 The moment the movement flounders into rights territory, it misapprehends the police power of the state and the protection of the citizenry and exponentially compounds problems by offending the biological understanding of what is an animal. At that moment, the movement's methods immediately outstrip and disserve its goals. The problem is not that the movement's analysis in this area is somehow faulty; the problem is that there is no analysis at all. Tort, property, contract, and ownership laws, respecting the objective value of a smallish amount of animal life at the expense and allowance of the destruction of many other animals, serve law, science, logic, and "animal welfare" far better by embracing the realities and necessities of complex animal-environmental interactions and attending to the welfare of humans through the vehicle of law.

Anthro K Answers – AT: Value to Life

Animal equality leads to no value to human life

Schmahmann and Polachek 95

Partner and Associate in Legal Firm, 22 B.C. Envtl. Aff. L. Rev. 747

Singer is right, of course, that once one dismisses Hebrew thought; n22 the teachings of Jesus; n23 the views of St. Aquinas, St. Francis, Renaissance writers, and Darwin; n24 and an entire "ideology whose history we have traced back to the Bible and the ancient Greeks" n25 -- in short, once one dismisses innate human characteristics, the ability to express reason, to recognize moral principles, to make subtle distinctions, and to intellectualize -- there is no way to support the view that humans possess rights but animals do not.  In the end, however, it is the aggregate of these characteristics that does render humans fundamentally, importantly, and unbridgeably different from animals, even though it is also beyond question that in individual instances -- for example, in the case of vegetative individuals -- some animals may indeed have higher cognitive skills than some humans. To argue on that basis alone, however, that human institutions are morally flawed because they rest on assumptions regarding the aggregate of human abilities, needs, and actions is to deny such institutions the capacity to draw any distinctions at all. Consider the consequences of a theory which does not distinguish between animal life and human life for purposes of identifying and enforcing legal rights. Every individual member of every species would have recognized claims against human beings and the state, and perhaps other animals as well. As the concept of rights expanded to include the "claims" of all living creatures, the concept would lose much of its force, and human rights would suffer as a consequence. Long before Singer wrote Animal Liberation, one philosopher wrote:  If it is once observed that there is no difference in principle between the case of dogs, cats, or horses, or stags, foxes, and hares, and that of tsetse-flies or tapeworms or the bacteria in our own blood-stream, the conclusion likely to be drawn is that there is so much wrong that we cannot help doing to the brute creation that it is best not to trouble ourselves about it any more at all. The ultimate sufferers are likely to be our fellow men, because the final conclusion is likely to be, not that we ought to treat the  [*753]  brutes like human beings, but that there is no good reason why we should not treat human beings like brutes. Extension of this principle leads straight to Belsen and Buchenwald, Dachau and Auschwitz, where the German and the Jew or Pole only took the place of the human being and the Colorado beetle. n26
Anthro K Answers – Perm

Permutation solves – absolute rejection is unnecessary

Barry 99 –Lecturer in Politics

John Barry, Lecturer in Politics @ Keele, 1999, Rethinking Green politics, pg. 35

We may think of environmental virtue as having to do with the refinement of moral discernment in regard to the place of nature as a constitutive aspect of the human good. The cultivation of environmental virtues can then be regarded as a matter of discerning the place nature has within some particular human good or interest. A more positive statement would be to say that those who destroy nature are motivated by an unnecessarily narrow view of the human good, and that 'what they count as important is too narrowly confined' (Hill, 1983: 219). In so doing the inherent plurality of the 'human good' is occluded. That is, forms of anthropocentrism which narrow the human good and human interests can be criticized as vices, or potential vices. At the same time, those who destroy nature also often have a mistaken appreciation of the 'seriousness' (Taylor, 1989) of the human interest or good in the service of which nature is destroyed. However, to reject anthropocentrism is not the solution, but is rather itself a vice of which we need to be aware. A virtue approach is thus anthropocentric in that its reference point is some human good or interest, but as argued in the next chapter, this ethical (as opposed to metaphysical) anthropocentrism is compatible with including considerations of non-human interests and welfare.

The affirmative espouses ecological stewardship – this is compatible with and more ethical than

Barry 99 –Lecturer in Politics

John Barry, Lecturer in Politics @ Keele, 1999, Rethinking Green politics, pg. 7-8

Ecological stewardship, unlike ecocentrism, seeks to emphasize that a self-reflexive, long-term anthropocentrism, as opposed to an 'arrogant' or 'strong' anthropocentrism, can secure many of the policy objectives of ecocentrism, in terms of environmental preservation and conservation. As argued in Chapter 3, a reformed, reflexive anthropocentrism is premised on critically evaluating human uses of the non-human world, and distinguishing 'permissible' from 'impermissible' uses. That is, an 'ethics of use', though anthropocentric and rooted in human interests, seeks to regulate human interaction with the environment by distinguishing legitimate 'use' from unjustified 'abuse'. The premise for this defence of anthropocentric moral reasoning is that an immanent critique of 'arrogant humanism' is a much more defensible and effective way to express green moral concerns than rejecting anthropocentrism and developing a 'new ecocentric ethic'. As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, ecocentric demands are premised on an over-hasty dismissal of anthropocentrism which precludes a recognition of the positive resources within anthropocentrism for developing an appropriate and practicable moral idiom to cover social-environmental interaction.

ONLY the perm solves – absolute non-anthro disables ALL green politics by erasing the human ability to correct problems we created

Dobson, 2k – Professor of Politics at the University of Keele

Andrew, “Green Political Thought,” 3rd ed., pg. 55-56

The reason for dwelling on this is that the green movement may be doing itself a disservice by what has been seen as its insistent distancing from the human. In the first place it is self-contradictory. Charlene Spretnak, for example writes that “Green politics rejects the anthropocentric orientation of humanism a philosophy which posits that humans have the ability to confront and solve the many problems we face by applying human reason and by rearranging the natural world and the interactions of men and women so that human life will prosper. (Spretnak and Capra, 1985, pg. 234). There is evidently a reasonable green rejection of human-instrumentalism here, but also a disturbing hint that human beings should abandon their pretensions to solving problems they have brought upon themselves. This suspicion is reinforced by comments of the following kind: “In the long run, Nature is in control” (Spretnak and Capra, 1985, p. 234). If Spretnak really believes this, one wonders why she bothers to write books persuading us of the merits of green politics. The fact of her involvement implies a ebleif that she has some control, however minimal, over the destiny of the planet. Overall, of course, it is the generalized belief in the possibility of change that makes the green movement a properly political movement. Without such a belief, the movement’s reason for being would be undermined. From this perspective, the recognition that weak anthropocentrism is unavoidable may act as a useful political corrective to the idea that ‘Nature is in control’: at least it reintroduces the human on to the agenda—a necessary condition for there to be such a thing as politics. 

Anthro K Answers – Alt Fails – Impossible

Their ethic is biologically impossible

Duckler 8 – PhD in Biology

Geordie, ARTICLE: TWO MAJOR FLAWS OF THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT, PhD in Biology, JD from Northwestern, 14 Animal L. 179

Those of us at the heart of the animal law movement envision a world in which the lives and interests of all sentient beings are respected within the legal system, where companion animals have good, loving homes for a lifetime, where wild animals can live out their natural lives according to their instincts in an environment that supports their needs - a world in which animals are not exploited, terrorized, tortured or controlled to serve frivolous or greedy human purposes. This vision guides in working toward a far more just and truly humane society. n83   A workable definition of "sentience" or "sentient beings" notwithstanding, one would have to ignore the last hundred and fifty years of accumulated rigorous scientific study of how evolution by natural selection actually works in the natural world to sincerely make such a  [*197]  plea. n84 A world "in which animals are not exploited, terrorized, tortured or controlled to serve frivolous or greedy human purposes" n85 is an unobtainable, inherently biologically impossible world. Moreover, the world of nature to which Tischler fervently hopes to return animals already is a world in which animals are "exploited, terrorized, tortured or controlled" n86 to serve the frivolous or greedy purposes of other animals, including conspecifics and kin.

Morality fails to apply across animalia – other animals won’t respect morality

Duckler 8 – PhD in Biology

Geordie, ARTICLE: TWO MAJOR FLAWS OF THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT, PhD in Biology, JD from Northwestern, 14 Animal L. 179

Another example of ethical conflict created by the animal rights position is that the entire animal world must be seen to be inherently immoral because the new "rights" will never be respected between and among animals other than humans. n89 God help the activist who tries valiantly to hold long onto the argument that it is morality that demands legal rights for animals: A basic biology text would stop them absolutely cold at the early chapter describing the major division of all  [*198]  life into prokaryotes and eukaryotes. n90 If activists gleaned their information from a college science lesson instead of from a religious tome, they would find that prokaryotes engage in immoral acts: Throughout earth history, prokaryotes have created immense global "crises of starvation, pollution, and extinction" n91 that make human parallels appear trivial in comparison. Prokaryotes destroy other organisms by the great multitude, routinely transfer genetic material freely from individual to individual, fool around with genetic engineering, create "chimeras" at a level that our most ill-advised laboratory technicians could only dream about, and fundamentally alter the biotic and abiotic world in doing so. n92
Anthro K Answers – Alt Fails – Pragmatism 

The alternative is not politically viable – prefer the affirmative’s material protection of the environment

Light 2 – Professor of environmental philosophy

Andrew Light, professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program, 2002, Applied Philosophy Group at New York University, METAPHILOSOPHY, v33, n4, July, p. 441

Even if Katz and Oechsli's arguments are technically correct as a possible statement of the implications of anthropocentrism in environmental policy and environmental activism, the facts of the case do not bear out their worries. And we can imagine this to be so in many other cases. Even if sound nonanthropocentric motivations can be described for other policies or acts of environmental heroism, at best we would expect that any moti​vation for any action would be mixed, especially when it is a human performing that action. An environmental ethic that ignored this lesson would be one that would be ill fitted to participate in policy decisions where the context always involves an appeal to a variety of intuitions and not only to a discrete set. We must ask ourselves eventually: What is more important, settling debates in value theory correct or actually motivating people to act, with the commitment of someone like Mendes, to preserve nature?   The pressing timeframe of environmental problems should at least warrant a consideration of the latter.

Anthro K Answers – Alt Fails – Too Extreme 
Absolute rejection of use of nature is ludicrous –regulation of abuse is sufficient

Barry 99 –Lecturer in Politics

John Barry, Lecturer in Politics @ Keele, 1999, Rethinking Green politics, pg. 57-58

For example, by claiming part of nature as property people are obliged to treat it differently than if it were unowned. Individuals now stand in a different relation to that part of nature, because they now stand in a different relation to other humans. Thus, the treatment of nature viewed purely as a human resource can be guided, at least in part, by ethical considerations. In discussing the question of how we ought to treat the non-human world the focus should be on the evaluation of the reasons given for particular types of usage. Much of environmental ethics concerns itself with establishing that treatment be premised on the independent moral status of non-humans, rather than focusing on the primacy of the relational character of human/nonhuman affairs. One possible reason for this proprietarian view suggested earlier is the non-anthropocentric conviction that a human-centred environmental ethic, resting on human interests in and valuations of nature, cannot guarantee the a priori preservation of nature from human use that many deep ecologists and environmental ethicists see as the mark of any 'true' environmental ethic. Anthropocentric moral reasoning is held to be a precarious and insufficient ethical basis for the protection of nature. If, however, we reject the notion that an environmental ethic must be judged by whether or not it secures this a priori protection for the natural world, and instead see the job of any environmental ethic as regulating actual human uses of nature and identifying abuses, then anthropocentrism per se (as opposed to particular conceptions of it) need not stand accused of being part of the problem rather than part of the solution. It is the conviction of those who believe that non-anthropocentrism is necessary for an environmental ethic that leads to an emphasis on the non-anthropocentric powers, values or capacities, and which marks much of what I have called the proprietarian strand of environmental ethics. This nonanthropocentric ethic presents us with a picture of the world in which humans are disinterested valuers. The naturalistic anthropocentrism of an ethic of use sees humans as 'interested and partial valuers', and active transformers of that world. Because a relational view ultimately turns on human interests and concerns, it is viewed as capable only of an 'ethic for the use of the environment' as opposed to a genuine 'environmental ethic' (Regan, 1982), defined as an ethic which gives non-anthropocentric reasons for the protection of nature. What I wish to do in this section is to argue that an 'ethics of use' which regulates social-environmental interaction is a sensible ethical platform upon which actual, concrete human-nature conflicts and decisions can be resolved, and upon which green politics can base itself.
Anthro K Answers – Labs Turn
Turn – laboratory use

Cohen 86 – Professor @ U of M

Carl, Professor @ UMich, http://spot.colorado.edu/~heathwoo/phil1200,Spr07/cohen.pdf
Humans owe to other humans a degree of moral regard that cannot be owed to animals. Some humans take on the obligation to support and heal others, both humans and animals, as a principal duty in their lives; the fulfillment of that duty may require the sacrifice of many animals. If biomedical investigators abandon the effective pursuit of their professional objectives because they are convinced that they may not do to animals what the service of humans requires, they will fail, objectively, to do their duty. Refusing to recognize the moral differences among species is a sure path to calamity. (The largest animal rights group in the country is People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals; its co- director, Ingrid Newkirk, calls research using animal subjects "fascism" and "supremacism." "Animal liberationists do not separate out the human animal," she says, "so there is no rational basis for saying that a human being has special rights. A rat is a pig is a dog is a boy. They're all mammals.") Those who claim to base their objection to the use of animals in biomedical research on their reckoning of the net pleasures and pains produced make a second error, equally grave. Even if it were true--as it is surely not--that the pains of all animate beings must be counted equally, a cogent utilitarian calculation requires that we weigh all the consequences of the use, and of the nonuse, of animals in laboratory research. Critics relying (however mistakenly) on animal rights may claim to ignore the beneficial results of such research, rights being trump cards to which interest and advantage must give way. But an argument that is explicitly framed in terms of interest and benefit for all over the long run must attend also to the disadvantageous consequences of not using animals in research, and to all the achievements attained and attainable only through their use. 

Turns their morality claim

Cohen 86 – Professor @ U of M

Carl, Professor @ UMich, http://spot.colorado.edu/~heathwoo/phil1200,Spr07/cohen.pdf
The sum of the benefits of their use is utterly beyond quantification. The elimination of horrible disease, the increase of longevity, the avoidance of great pain, the saving of lives, and the improvement of the quality of lives (for humans and for animals) achieved through research using animals is so incalculably geat that the argument of these critics, systematically pursued, esablishes not their condusion but its reverse: to refrain from using animals in biomedical research is, on utilitarian grounds, morally wrong.

Anthro K Answers – Vegetarianism Turn
TURN – the alternative leads to more animal death – eating animals is the most ethical thing to do 

Pollan 6 – Professor @ Berkeley

“An Animal’s Place,” 11-10, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9500efd7153ef933a25752c1a9649c8b63&pagewanted=6. 

The farmer would point out that even vegans have a ''serious clash of interests'' with other animals. The grain that the vegan eats is harvested with a combine that shreds field mice, while the farmer's tractor crushes woodchucks in their burrows, and his pesticides drop songbirds from the sky. Steve Davis, an animal scientist at Oregon State University, has estimated that if America were to adopt a strictly vegetarian diet, the total number of animals killed every year would actually increase, as animal pasture gave way to row crops. Davis contends that if our goal is to kill as few animals as possible, then people should eat the largest possible animal that can live on the least intensively cultivated land: grass-fed beef for everybody. It would appear that killing animals is unavoidable no matter what we choose to eat.  When I talked to Joel Salatin about the vegetarian utopia, he pointed out that it would also condemn him and his neighbors to importing their food from distant places, since the Shenandoah Valley receives too little rainfall to grow many row crops. Much the same would hold true where I live, in New England. We get plenty of rain, but the hilliness of the land has dictated an agriculture based on animals since the time of the Pilgrims. The world is full of places where the best, if not the only, way to obtain food from the land is by grazing animals on it -- especially ruminants, which alone can transform grass into protein and whose presence can actually improve the health of the land.  The vegetarian utopia would make us even more dependent than we already are on an industrialized national food chain. That food chain would in turn be even more dependent than it already is on fossil fuels and chemical fertilizer, since food would need to travel farther and manure would be in short supply. Indeed, it is doubtful that you can build a more sustainable agriculture without animals to cycle nutrients and support local food production. If our concern is for the health of nature -- rather than, say, the internal consistency of our moral code or the condition of our souls -- then eating animals may sometimes be the most ethical thing to do.  There is, too, the fact that we humans have been eating animals as long as we have lived on this earth. Humans may not need to eat meat in order to survive, yet doing so is part of our evolutionary heritage, reflected in the design of our teeth and the structure of our digestion. Eating meat helped make us what we are, in a social and biological sense. Under the pressure of the hunt, the human brain grew in size and complexity, and around the fire where the meat was cooked, human culture first flourished. Granting rights to animals may lift us up from the brutal world of predation, but it will entail the sacrifice of part of our identity -- our own animality.  Surely this is one of the odder paradoxes of animal rights doctrine. It asks us to recognize all that we share with animals and then demands that we act toward them in a most unanimalistic way. Whether or not this is a good idea, we should at least acknowledge that our desire to eat meat is not a trivial matter, no mere ''gastronomic preference.'' We might as well call sex -- also now technically unnecessary -- a mere ''recreational preference.'' Whatever else it is, our meat eating is something very deep indeed. 

Anthro K Answers – Seperation From Nature Good 
Human separation from nature is inevitable and good- the transition to small ag leads to poverty and environmental destruction

Bailey 6 – Economic Philosopher

Ronald, Economic Philosopher and Science Editor for Reason Magazine, The Lingering Stench of Malthus, http://www.reason.com/news/show/117481.html
The further good news is that the movement of humanity's burgeoning population into the thousand of megacities foreseen that Rifkin is part of a process that ultimately will leave more land for nature. Today cities occupy just 2 percent of the earth's surface, but that will likely double to 4 percent over the next half century. In order to avoid this ostensibly terrible fate Rifkin proclaims, "In the next phase of human history, we will need to find a way to reintegrate ourselves into the rest of the living Earth if we are to preserve our own species and conserve the planet for our fellow creatures." Actually, he's got it completely backwards. Humanity must not reintegrate into nature-that way lays disaster for humanity and nature. Instead we must make ourselves even more autonomous than we already are from her. Since nothing is more destructive of nature than poverty stricken subsistence farmers, boosting agricultural productivity is the key to the human retreat from wild nature. As Jesse Ausubel, the director for the Program for the Human Environment at Rockefeller University, points out: "If the world farmer reaches the average yield of today's US corn grower during the next 70 years, ten billion people eating as people now on average do will need only half of today's cropland. The land spared exceeds Amazonia." Similarly all of the world's industrial wood could be produced on an area that is less than 10 percent of the world's forested area today leaving 90 percent of the world's forests for Nature. 

Apocalyptic Reps K Answers – Discourse Good – General

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

Blain – professor of Sociology – 91

Michael Blain, RHETORICAL PRACTICE IN AN ANTI-NUCLEAR WEAPONS CAMPAIGN, Peace & Change

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)

Apocalyptic Reps K Answers – Extinction Reps Good

Portraying eco-damage as ‘extinction-level’ is a crucial communication act that forestalls complete extinction – it solves their turn because it sparks a new social ethic 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

Final ends for all species are the same, but the journeys will be different. If we cannot influence the end of our species, can we influence the journey? To do so—even in a small way—would be a crowning achievement for human evolution and give new meaning to the term civilization. Only by elevating the topic [End Page 121] of human extinction to the level of serious professional discourse can we begin to prepare ourselves for the challenges that lie ahead. Table 3.   Human Thinking Modes Relevant to Extinction: from Ego-Think to Eco-Think  The difficulty of the required transition should not be underestimated. This is depicted in Table 3 as a painful multistep progression from the 20th-century philosophical norm of Ego-Think—defined therein as a short-term state of mind valuing individual material self-interest above all other considerations—to Eco-Think, in which humans come to adopt a broader Gaia-like outlook on themselves as but one part of an infinitely larger reality. Making this change must involve communicating the non-sensationalist message to all global citizens that “things are serious” and “we are in this together”—or, in blunter language, that the road to extinction and its related agonies does indeed lie ahead. Consistent with this prospect, the risks of human extinction—and the cost-benefit of attempting to reduce these risks—have been quantified in a recent sobering analysis (Matheny 2007).  Once complacency has been shaken off and a sense of collective purpose created, the battle against self-seeking anthropocentric human instincts will have only just begun. It is often said that human beings suffer from the ability to appreciate their own mortality—an existential agony that has given rise to the great religions— but in the present age of religious decline, we must begin to bear the added burden of anticipating the demise of our species. Indeed, as argued here, there are compelling reasons for encouraging this collective mind-shift. For in the best of all possible worlds, the realization that our species has long-term survival criteria distinct from our short-term tribal priorities could spark a new social ethic to upgrade what we now all too often dismiss as “human nature” (Tudge 1989). [End Page 122] 

Human extinction is the greatest act of suffering imaginable – using scientific methods to forestall extinction is crucial 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

Human extinction is 100% certain—the only uncertainties are when and how. Like the men and women of Shakespeare’s As You Like It, our species is but one of many players making entrances and exits on the evolutionary stage. That we generally deny that such exits for our own species are possible is to be expected, given the brutish selection pressures on our biology. Death, which is merely a biological description of evolutionary selection, is fundamental to life as we know it. Similarly, death occurring at the level of a species—extinction—is as basic to biology as is the death of individual organisms or cells. Hence, to regard extinction as catastrophic—which implies that it may somehow never occur, provided that we are all well behaved—is not only specious, but self-defeating.  Man is both blessed and cursed by the highest level of self-awareness of any life-form on Earth. This suggests that the process of human extinction is likely to be accompanied by more suffering than that associated with any previous species extinction event. Such suffering may only be eased by the getting of wisdom: the same kind of wisdom that could, if applied sufficiently early, postpone extinction. But the tragedy of our species is that evolution does not select for such foresight. Man’s dreams of being an immortal species in an eternal paradise are unachievable not because of original sin—the doomsday scenario for which we choose to blame our “free will,” thereby perpetuating our creationist illusion of being at the center of the universe—but rather, in reductionist terms, because paradise is incompatible with evolution. More scientific effort in propounding this central truth of our species’ mortality, rather than seeking spiritual comfort in escapist fantasies, could pay dividends in minimizing the eventual cumulative burden of human suffering. 

The 1AC is necessary discourse – combating complacency is crucial to halting certain and inevitable extinction 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

We shall not speculate here as to the “how and when” of human extinction; rather, we ask why there remains so little discussion of this important topic. We hypothesise that a lethal mix of ignorance and denial is blinding humans from the realization that our own species could soon (a relative concept, admittedly) be as endangered as many other large mammals (Cardillo et al. 2004). For notwithstanding the “overgrown Petri dish” model of human decline now confronting us, the most sinister menace that we face may not be extrinsic selection pressures but complacency. Entrenched in our culture is a knee-jerk “boy who cried wolf ” skepticism aimed at any person who voices concerns about the future—a skepticism fed by a traditionally bullish, growth-addicted economy that eschews caution (Table 1). But the facts of extinction are less exciting and newsworthy than the roller-coaster booms and busts of stock markets.

Deep Ecology K Answers – Contradiction Turn

Deep ecology’s attempt to define value systems in natural objects is directly contradictory with their criticism – it creates the worst form of anthropocentrism 

Bobertz 97 – Professor of Law

Bobertz Ass’t Prof of Law, Nebraska College of Law, 1997, Bradley Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, Lexis 

Apart from the political dangers Ferry associates with deep ecology, he believes the philosophy suffers from a fundamental self-contradiction. The argument that natural objects can possess their own interests strikes Ferry as "one of the most absurd forms of anthropomorphism." n100 We cannot "think like a mountain," to use Aldo Leopold's famous phrase, n101 because, quite obviously, we are not mountains. Recalling Sierra Club v. Morton, n102 the famous standing case involving a proposal to construct a ski resort in California's Mineral King valley, Ferry claims that environmentalists "always suppose that the interests of objects (mountains, lakes and other natural things) are opposed to development. But how do we know? After all, isn't it possible that Mineral King would be inclined to welcome a ski slope after having remained idle for millions of years?" n103 Yet few people, including the writers Ferry labels as deep ecologists, would disagree with the fact that recognizing value in natural objects is an act of human cognition. Perhaps a person suffering from profound psychosis might claim the ability to understand how a mountain "thinks," but the writers Ferry criticizes do not advance such bizarre claims. n104 For deep ecologists and environmental ethicists, phrases such as "think like a mountain" are metaphorical and heuristic, not literal and agenda-setting.

Deep Ecology K Answers – Alt Fails
Deep ecology offers no avenue for actual reform – the idea that we can wish away the need for government intervention is unfunded and dangerous 

Bobertz 97 – Professor of Law


Bobertz Ass’t Prof of Law, Nebraska College of Law, 1997, Bradley Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, Lexis 

Yet even if deep ecologists seek merely to expand our moral field of vision, we are still left with the question of what people should do about their insights. For the most part, deep ecologists are coy on this matter. They hope, along with Naess, that by changing the way people think about nature, the need for government intervention will lessen. But this seems like wishful thinking. We cannot expect the teachings of deep ecology to affect so many people that the ideal of sustainable development will be realized without the need for law. At times, deep ecologists seem to want it both ways, to have a fundamental change in culture without engaging in the dirty work of politics. It is as if culture and law occupy clean, non-overlapping subsets of human experience, and that changes in culture can occur without either promptings by or reflections in the law. On this point, deep ecologists appear naive.

Ecofem K Answers – Alt Fails – General

Ecofeminism won’t solve- it devalues women and will not be accepted by a larger public 

Bretherton 1  - MA in Latin American Studies

Charlotte Bretherton “ECOCENTRIC IDENTITY AND TRANSFORMATORY POLITICS,” The International Journal of Peace Studies, Volume 6, Number 2, Autumn/Winter 2001

The implications of ecofeminist ideas for human identity are numerous. For women, particularly those (primarily Western) women who have become alienated from the natural world, there is a need to rediscover their "natural" ecocentric/ecofeminine identification. Ecofeminism thus posits, for women, an essentialist ecocentric identity. This would involve not a loss or negation of the self but an opportunity to experience the fulfilment of recovering one's true maternal nature and to embrace the responsibilities associated with identification as a saviour of the planet. To some extent women have appeared to take up these responsibilities. In many parts of the world they have undoubtedly contributed significantly to environmental activism. Moreover, a number of women's environmental organisations have espoused overtly ecofeminist principles (Bretherton 1996). Indeed, Mies and Shiva (1993, p.3) claim, from their conversations with women's groups in many parts of the world, "women, worldwide, felt the same anger and anxiety, and the same sense of responsibility to preserve the bases of life, and to end its destruction." However, this raises the danger that women, who are everywhere the least powerful members of society, might be expected to assume disproportionate responsibility for cleaning up men's messes. Rather, an ecocentric identification demands that the "feminine" qualities of cooperation and nurturance be valued and embraced by all members of societies. It demands, too, that the "masculine" qualities of competition and dominance be devalued and rejected. Consequently, it must be concluded that, in many societies, the adoption of an ecocentric identity would involve, for men, a change of consciousness very much more fundamental than that required of women. While the major focus of an ecofeminine identity is positive identification with the natural world, there are implicitly elements of an identity defined negatively against the alien other of unreconstructed "masculine" man. Because of its implied exclusivity, which reflects a tendency towards maternalist essentialism, ecofeminism is unlikely to provide the basis for a universal ecocentric identity. Ecofeminism is important, nevertheless. It provides a trenchant critique of those cultural norms and values which support the power structures of contemporary societies and which have facilitated the development of a dangerously dysfunctional relationship between human collectivities and the ecosystems of which they are a part. In focusing very specifically upon this latter issue, bioregionalists would be well advised to incorporate feminist insights concerning the origin, and persistence, of gendered structures of power (Plumwood 1994; Bretherton 1998).

Acceptance of ecofeminism reinscribes unequal division of labor and devalued women’s work—even if well-intentioned, it will be interpreted as less important work

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow

Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

What I make of this is that ecofeminist discussions of women's activism ought not only to recognize tensions between mothering and politics but also to engage in a critical political economic analysis of women's unpaid labor. Viewed in light of feminist critiques of the feminization of caring in capitalist societies and of the current hegemony of new right ideology, it is dangerous for ecofeminists to uncritically celebrate women's roles as earth carers. It is dangerous if it affirms rather than challenges the [End Page 67] feminization and privatization of caring work. Feminist political economists, on the other hand, have tracked the changes in unpaid work over time and have analyzed the gender implications of a capitalist system that depends on the externalization of reproductive labor (cf. Folbre 1993). This tracking is done not to celebrate the fact that women do this work but to show how women's caring work is deeply implicated in the dominant political and economic agendas. Scholars have argued that care and care-related practices are devalued in liberal-capitalist societies precisely because they are associated with femininity—that is, they are seen as women's work (cf. McDowell 1992). Moreover, their theoretical interpretations of empirical data (such as those gathered in time budget studies) suggest that caring is a deeply gendered, that is, feminized activity in Western (and probably many other) cultures and that the unequal division of unpaid care work between men and women has not changed dramatically in the past thirty years (cf. Eichler 1997; Armstrong and Armstrong 1994).

Ecofem K Answers – Alt Fails – Government Focus Key
The alternative misidentifies consumption problems – lets government and MNCs off the hook

Scott 7 – Professor @ Florida

Austin Scott, Professor @ Florida, Austin E. Scott, University of Florida, Concerning Consumption: The Ecofeminist Reply to Citizens as Consumers, 2007 WPSA Annual Meeting, Las Vegas NV, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/7/6/1/1/pages176113/p176113-1.php

The above discussion is not meant to dismiss all citizen responsibility when it comes to environmental issues. If individuals believed nothing was their fault, it could lead to a nihilistic view of ameliorating the environment. My intent is to draw attention to the overwhelming tendency to cast responsibility for the environment through individualized consumer acts. What is problematic from an ecofeminist account is when women are unfairly made out to be the saviors of the environment through consumption. Placing the principle and value of environmentalism onto the backs of women simultaneously alleviates the influences that government, corporations, and patriarchy has in our environmental struggle. More generally, any attempt to couch “earthcare” in consumption terms is usually done so at the expense of structural and systemic political change. Nurturing citizen responsibility is acceptable as long as it does not neglect the importance of addressing the dominant patriarchal culture that benefits from keeping political transformation out. 45 John Barry argues that the sphere of consumption could be a place where one can practice ecological virtue; the goal is to cultivate mindful, not mindless, consumption. 46 After all, he maintains, “one of the most powerful and radical political acts an individual or group can do in modern, consumption-oriented societies is to refuse to consume.” 47 I think this is an important point to consider from an ecofeminist viewpoint. Women, as the principal domestic consumers, cannot simply refuse to consume since they are responsible for much of their family’s needs. They must consider the needs, even wants, of other individuals and consume accordingly. A flat-out refusal to consume is a radical act, absolutely, but lacks viability. Furthermore, if we consider Kasser’s contention that some consuming activity is akin to addiction, quitting consumption is much more complicated than Barry acknowledges.

Ecofem K Answers – Alt Offense

Tons of DAs to the ecofeminist movement

-disempowerment because fail to challenge institutions

-not intersectional

-causes Hobbesian anarchism that reentrenches  patriarchy

-causes population growth that furthers domination

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 35-36

In more pragmatic ways as well, radical eco-feminism and, to a lesser extent, marxist eco-feminism have profoundly antifeminist implications in practice. The former movement advises women to turn away from existing means of wielding public power. Since large-scale institutions are, by definition, irredeemably patriarchal and exploitative, women are called away from existing positions of public power (Plant 1989:187). Instead, all feminists (men as well as women) are enjoined to retreat into separatist, autonomous communities. Marxist eco-feminists do not de​mand such hermetic exclusion, but their philosophy too calls ultimately for struggle against rather than participation within capitalist society. Since institutional science, corporations, and large public institutions are, despite radicals’ fondest hopes, well entrenched, such withdrawal risks disempowering women still further. A refusal to seek positions in such imperfect institutions as presently exist would relegate women to the role of sideline critics, undermining their opportunity to be partici​pants—and indeed leaders—in the ongoing restructuring of society. In its effort to avoid the appearance of cultural imperialism, radical eco-feminism also flirts with an ethical relativism that could conceivably undermine the feminist agenda at the global scale. To posit that "[wjhat counts as sexism, racism, or classism may vary cross-culturally" (K. Warren r990:139) is to ignore a huge array of deeply sexist practices existing in numerous non-Western cultures. Finally, the successful realization of the radical eco-feminist dream would threaten women in a very immediate sense. In the anarchic world they envision, men—who are certainly more physically powerful than women and appear to be more inclined toward violence as well—could easily arrogate power at the local level and devise neo-patriarchies. Anarchists argue that humankind's inherent good would prevent this—a view accessible only to those wearing the deepest of psychological blinders. As will be shown in chapter three, many primal societies, contrary to eco-romantic fantasies, were unabashedly patriarchal.

Ecofem K Answers – Caring Turn

TURN--Associating women with care dangerously limits the ethico-political possibilities for women

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow


Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

One of the themes in contemporary ecofeminist literature is that women's care-related perspectives on human-nature relations should be adopted as a generalized normative stance, a form of ecological civic virtue or "a universal public caring" (Salleh 1997). This argument is supported by those ecofeminist theorists who portray caring relationships as models for sustainable living and as important sources of political empowerment for women in the larger social sphere. The women who appear in the narratives that inform ecofeminist alternative visions are variously referred to as grassroots women, housewife activists and "re/sisters" (Salleh 1997)) who work voluntarily to sustain life and to fight against the powers that put that life in jeopardy. The vision that their experiences inspire consists of an integration of diverse political struggles into one overarching movement for survival that is grounded in everyday material practices at the local level. So grounded, it is a vision that is fundamentally different from right-wing ideologies that embrace global capitalism as well as from the philosophies of postmodernism that are said to privilege discourse and discourage activism.  While there are important aspects to ecofeminist valuations of women's caring—particularly in light of the way non-feminist ecopolitical discourse ignores the work of care—I argue that there are also political risks in celebrating women's association with caring (both as an ethic and a practice) and in reducing women's ethico-political life to care. In view of these risks, to be discussed herein, I think a degree of skepticism is in order. I question whether care is a wise choice of metaphor around which to create a feminist political project for social and ecological change. How can societal expectations that women be caring or the exploitation of women's unpaid caring labor under capitalism be challenged at the same time that the specificity of women's caring stance towards the environment is held up as an answer to the ecological crisis? What does it mean, moreover, for women to enter the realm of the political through a window of care and maternal virtue? How is this feminist? And how, if at all, is it political? It is my position that ecofeminists should see caring through less-than-rosy-glasses, as a paradoxical set of practices, feelings, and moral orientations that are embedded in particular relations and contexts and socially constructed as both feminine and private. Revaluing care in the way many ecofeminists seem to do results in an affirmation of gender roles that are [End Page 57] rooted in the patriarchal dualisms that all feminisms, on my definition at least, must aim persistently to resist and disrupt. I support my position by drawing on the work of some of the feminist philosophers, political economists, and political theorists who have argued that the positive identification of women with caring ought to be treated cautiously for it obscures some of the negative implications of feminized care and narrows our understanding of women as political actors. In the first part of the discussion, I cast doubt on ecofeminist ideas about the "feminine principle" by highlighting some of the critiques of care ethics made by feminist moral philosophers. I then subject ecofeminist celebrations of caring labor to questions raised by feminist political economists about its exploitation in globalizing capitalist societies. I also question whether claims that women are empowered through their care-inspired eco-activism have been accompanied by a sufficient consideration of feminist political transformation. That discussion leads into the final part of the paper where I look to feminist theorists of citizenship to develop the argument that ecofeminists would be better served by using the language of citizenship instead of the language of care to understand and theorize women's engagement in ecopolitics.

Equating women with care is morally unacceptable—this notion ensures exploitation women and is fundamentally oppressive

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow

Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

However, there are important questions to be raised about the implications of care metaphors and, specifically, care ethics for ecofeminist politics. The first is whether invoking an inevitably and/or intentionally feminized ethic of care is an advisable strategy for problematizing eco-political and social relationships. Can it lead to a destabilization of gender codes? What are the risks in an approach that celebrates women's caring as a public virtue? In response to these questions, it is instructive to take note of a current in feminist philosophy that has combined arguments for valuing the capacity to care with arguments that problematize and politicize women's caring, to show that caring is not an unqualified good. Some feminist philosophers maintain that care ethics is a double-edged sword for feminism. While some believe that an ethics of care can offer a way to assert a positive face of feminism (perhaps one more inspirational than a feminism which dwells upon women's exploitation under patriarchy), an uncritical emphasis on women's care-related morality can also affirm harmful assumptions about gender and reify exclusionary notions about the nature of care and, indeed, of carers. Peta Bowden explains the tension nicely: "Condemnation of caring runs the danger of silencing all those who recognize its ethical possibilities, and risks capitulating to dominant modes of ethics that characteristically exclude consideration of women's ethical lives. On the other hand, romantic idealization is also a danger" (1997, 18-19) [End Page 61] Since the 1980s, when care ethics was in its heyday, questions have been asked about the validity and implications of care perspectives for feminism. There is resistance in feminist philosophy to the "strategy of reversal" that has been deployed by cultural feminists who choose to see "women's ways of knowing," "maternal thinking" or "feminine ethics" as superior to men's ways of knowing and masculine ethics and as an ethic that can transform the world. Lorraine Code points out, for example, that "it is by no means clear that a new monolith, drawn from hitherto devalued practices, can or should be erected in the place of one that is crumbling" (1995, 111). An important lesson for ecofeminists here is that listening to and validating women's voices and those of other marginalized subjects is important but does not inevitably lead to epistemic privilege (Davion 1994). Not only is the idea that women may have greater access to "the truth" questionable on empirical grounds, it is also too risky a position to put forth in the context of a masculinist and misogynist culture that both creates and exploits women's capacity to care. Thinking about this point in the context of ecofeminist rhetoric Code writes: Women may indeed have the capacity to save the world, in consequence, perhaps, of their cultural-historical relegation to a domain 'closer to nature' than men, whatever that means. Yet claims that such a capacity is uniquely, essentially theirs have consistently served as premises of arguments to show that women should be the moral guardians both of 'humanity' and of nature. Such injunctions assign women responsibilities that are fundamentally oppressive, while excluding them from recognition as cognitive agents and creators of social meaning, precisely because of their alleged closeness to nature. An ecofeminism developed in this direction would be morally-politically unacceptable.

Embracing care exploits women and creates anxiety, pain and suffering for the carer

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow

Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

Peta Bowden contends that it is necessary for feminists to acknowledge negative aspects to caring as well as positive ones. She calls them dark sides and light sides of caring:  the tendency to see the perspectives and concerns arising from maternal and other practices of caring simply in a positive light glosses the dark side of these practices: the frustrating, demeaning, and isolating dimensions of their routines. 'Care' has a lengthy history in the (English-speaking) west as a burden, a bed of trouble, anxiety, suffering and pain; care ethicists ignore this history, and the dismal actuality of many contemporary practices of caring, at great risk. (1997, 9) Highlighting the relevance of this insight for ecofeminism, Chris Cuomo (1998, 129) writes: "put simply, caring can be damaging to the carer if she neglects other responsibilities, including those she has to herself, by caring for another."5 Certainly self-sacrifice, exploitation, and loss of autonomy and leisure time are among the more negative aspects of women's caring. So is the inability to withhold care or to say "no" that comes with an internalized duty to maintain relationships. It is important to look at why women tend to have little choice but to be caring.6 Feminist critiques of [End Page 63] violence against women often include the claim that women need to develop a greater sense of autonomy and separation. (Intimacy and abuse sometimes go hand in hand.) Such negative aspects provide reasons to treat with greater scepticism any desire to focus solely on the lighter side of women's caring and life-affirming values. In recognition of this point, perhaps it is necessary to consider striking a balance between an ethic of care and an ethic of justice.7

Ecofem K Answers – AT: Intentions Good
Good intentions are irrelevant—invocation of a rhetoric of care constrains women’s agency and leads to dangerous politics

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow

Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

So Tronto and Curtin wish to extend care beyond the private sphere [End Page 75] as long as it can be a politicized and de-gendered notion of care. To be sure, one can think of examples where caring practices are public and political, and some that are not strictly feminized even though they are still gendered.16 Nevertheless, I tend to agree with those who see the care-politics connection as too closely and unavoidably associated with maternalism to be a good strategy for feminist politics. They see maternalist justifications of women's citizenship through arguments about care as fundamentally constraining of women's political agency and contrary to politics. Dietz (1985) argues, for example, that the ethics of care are inappropriate as bases for political practice because they are inextricably linked to personal relationships rather than more abstract relations of citizenship.17 Other critics warn that politics rooted in caring can very easily become exclusionary and parochial, where care-giving is extended only to particular, well-known others who are deemed worthy of care. Kathleen B. Jones (1993) finds maternalism a "dangerous rhetoric" and so asks, "how far can we extend these moral categories, derived from intimate relations, into the arena of political discourse and public action?" (quoted in Squires 1999, 156). It may also be that the need to protect and care for a particular other (say a child) can lead to actions that are harmful to generalized others. This possibility is extremely relevant to questions of ecological politics. For example, women "earth-carers" in one community could oppose a toxic waste incinerator out of fear for the health of their children, and at the same time fail to "care" that their opposition might lead to its displacement onto another community (as tends to happen in NIMBY-type struggles).

Ecofem K Answers – AT: Standpoints Good

Standpoint narrative is simply a tool used to re-affirm traditional social roles—it serves to keep women in their place

MacGregor 4 – Postdoc Fellow

Sherilyn MacGregor is a postdoctoral fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. “From Care to Citizenship Calling Ecofeminism Back To Politics,” Ethics & the Environment 9.1 (2004) 56-84

A second significant limitation of ecofeminist "empowerment" stories is that they rarely consider, from a feminist perspective, the process through which women might move beyond the politics of survival to political resistance and transformation. Popular examples of grassroots women's narratives tend to give a very simplistic portrayal of women's empowerment as a process that rarely involves consciousness-raising or self-reflective political resistance to gender norms. It is entirely possible that the women who star in ecofeminist dramas are engaged in processes of political and personal transformation, but if they are, this has so far not been an important point in ecofeminist texts. It may be that in order to build a theory of "embodied materialism" (Mellor 1997), the story needs to be that "women's political awareness is not merely reactive, but expresses qualities of personal synthesis, initiative, intuition and flexibility, learned in caring labours" (Salleh 1997, 175, my emphasis). This does not sound like a process of political transformation to me, but rather like an affirmation of social expectations of what it means to be feminine or female—and a claim that political life is not a site for self-knowledge.

Ecofem K Answers – Essentialism Turn

Coalescing politics around the identity of “women” occludes difference and erases the other

Sandlands 97 – Professor of Environmental Studies
Catriona Sandilands, Professor of Environmental Studies @ York, Mother Earth, The Cyborg, and The Queer: Ecofeminism and (More) Questions of Identity, NWSA Journal, 1997

These questions are neither flippant nor academic For feminism, the reliance on the category "women" signals a problematic support for a gendered solidity that is the product of power-laden discursive "Othering" and often smacks of a blindness to the process of social construction." The solidity of the identity "women"—even, or perhaps especially, if pluralized— functions politically by concealing the mode of its construction. Given that in patriarchal discourse the construction is the site of the problem, then that solidity must be rejected.

Eco-feminism risks essentializing women as noble savages, perpetuating patriarchy

Roszak, 95 – on the editorial board of the Ecopsychology Newsletter

Betty, Ecopsychology
Do we turn away from men, do we define ourselves by sex, revel in “the feminine”? The danger is that once more we may become self-separated, ghettoized, our culture relegated to “women’s subjects” or “women’s studies” so easily dismissed by the male hierarchies, so easily ignored. Moreover, there is danger in thinking that women as legislators in male-dominated politics can save the world. Even if all the politicians were woman, as long as the institutions and thinking remain patriarchal, there can be no essential change. Experience has taught us that there is unfortunately nothing magical about women in power. I suggest we cannot accept identity as symbolic: “we are not “woman”: we are—every one of us—a human being with personal characteristics that may or may not approximate some statistical norm or some mystical notion what “woman” is. As feminists we need to guard as much against a new sentimentalized interpretation of women as against the romanticization of nature. We must learn to mistrust a sentimentalized view of women, motherhood, the home. In many cultures and religions throughout the world, where the mother is venerated, women are suppressed. When gender difference in personality and development are considered “inherent,” even though such differences may seem to be advantageous to women, the patriarchal perspective is being perpetuated. Any biological or “natural” differences among groups can eventually be skewed to favor the group in power. Thus the new field of ecopsychology needs from the start to avoid such assumptions that women are in some sense “closer” to nature than men and therefore more intuitive, caring, and specially called to “save the Earth.” Until every man accepts and expresses what has been called “the feminine” in his nature, and every woman is allowed to express what has been called “the masculine” in hers, we must be wary of setting ourselves apart as women in some new version of the noble savage, who bears all wisdom and will redress the wrongs and injustices of the world.  

Ecofeminist identity politics leads to error replication and exclusion

Sandilands 99 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Catriona, Assistant professor of Environmental Studies @ NYU, “The Good-Natured Feminist” p. 5

In ecofeminism, the fact of being a women is understood to lie at the base of one’s experience of ecological degradation of one’s interests in ecological protection, and reconstruction, an of one’s “special” ecological consciousness. Whether the important elements of that “being” are seen to reside in biological, social, ascribed, or imposed factors is immaterial to my argument, the crucial thing is that identity, similarity, and belonging to a specific group are the primary foci of political speech and the basis of political legitimacy, and that the achievement of the freedom to express identity without oppression is a key political goal (as opposed to, say, a focus on individuality and a desire to put specific identity aside to achieve a common good, an equally problematic but nonetheless different political logic). While an obvious result of identity politics is an exclusionary logic—“you can’t speak about this because you do not belong to the group”—there are other deeper problems with the model. For example, Identities are inevitably partial, and the relevant social categories on which identity politics are based can go only so far to describe a person, the reduction of any self to a list of categories replicates many of the problems that identity politics set out to address, including the socially experienced limits of the identity categories themselves. I will outline what I consider the logic and limits of identity politics later, what said at the outset is that ecofeminists in basing their political specificity on an identitarian women’s experience of nature or environmental degradation or on a specifically women’s set of issues or principles or metaphors, assume a correspondence among ontology, epistemology , and politics—an identity politics—that reduces the relations between feminism and ecology to a highly problematic group experience for women and nature. 

Ecofem K Answers – AT: Strategic Essentialism

Ecofem K Answers – Racism Turn

Ecofeminism is racist, classist and essentializing

Sturgeon 97 

Noel, Cultural Critic and Activist, “Ecofeminist Natures”, p 120

One perception among Native American women is that the emphasis on the masculinism of the social and ideological systems involved in environmental destruction implies an essentialist division between women and men, which his problematic for those resisting racism as well as sexism. When I asked Winona LaDuke, Anishinaabeg feminist and environmental activist, if she called herself an ecofeminist, if she called herself an ecofeminist, she said that while she was glad there was an ecofeminist movement developing, she thought of her activism as stemming from her acculturation as a member of her people. Marie Wilson, a Gitskan woman who is interviewed in Healing, expressed a similar distance from ecofeminism; “When I read about ecofeminism I find that the attitudes towards women and the feelings inside myself are quite different. It’s difficult to explain, but it’s as if women are separate. Though I agree with the analysis, the differences must be because of where I come from. In my mind, when is speak about women, I speak about humanity because there is equality in the Gitksan belief: the human is one species broken into two necessary parts, and they are equal.” Such articulations point to different radicalized histories of sexism and of feminism.  White ecofeminism’s legacy of a racist and classist feminism--which could unproblematically argue for the “maleness” of oppressive structures without analyzing the negative consequences for poor men or men of color--bears strange fruit in the unwillingness of some Native American women (or for that matter, some working-class white women) to identify as a “feminist” of any kind. To the extent that ecofeminist theory identifies the intersection of sexism and environmental degradation as a result of “male” thinking rather than a particularity of white, Western, patriarchal capitalist social structures, ecofeminists participate in a kind of separatist feminism that has, sine the late 1960s, been identified as a form of racism. Though this kind of gender essentialism is not often apparent in the two anthologies under consideration, it has been on strand within ecofeminism.

Ecofem K Answers – AT: Root Cause

Eco-feminism fails—Impossible to identify root cause of oppression

Slicer 94  - Professor of Philosophy

Deborah, Assistant Professor of Philosophy @ U of Montana, Ecological Feminism, pg. 29

The first is the claim that there is some “root” cause of our multiple social oppressions, including naturism. While this particular claim does not appear in all ecofeminist literature, some version of a quest for historical or conceptual first causes appears often enough and very often either androcentrism or anthropocentrism are identified as the culprits. I try to clarify what various writers seem to mean when they make this claim, and I argue that our multiple oppressions are too inextricably link to identify a root cause and that little of practical or conceptual important actually hangs on doing so.
Gender is not the “root cause” of environmental degradation—such claims are simplistic and wrong

Fox 98 – Center for Environmental Studies

Fellow @ Cent. Env Studies, “The Deep-Ecology-Ecofem debate,” in “Environmental Philosophy” ed. Zimmerman, p 232-3

To begin with, deep ecologists completely agree with ecofeminists that men have been far more implicated in the history of ecological destruction than women. However, deep ecologists also agree with similar charges derived from other social perspectives: for example, that capitalists, whites, and Westerners have been far more implicated in the history of ecological destruction than pre-capitalist peoples, blacks, and non-Westerners .21 If ecofeminists also agree with these points, then the question arises as to why they do not also criticize deep ecology for being neutral with respect to issues concerning such significant social variables as socioeconomic class, race, and Westernization. There appears to be two reasons for this. First, to do so would detract from the priority that econfeminists wish to give to their own concern with androcentrism. Second, and more significantly, these charges could also be applied with equal force to the ecofeminist focus on androcentrism itself.14 How does one defend the ecofeminist charge against deep ecology (i.e., that androcentrism is "the real root" of ecological destruction) in the face of these charges?" For deep ecologists, it is simplistic on both empirical and logical grounds to think that one particular perspective on human society identifies the real root of ecological destruction. Empirically, such thinking is simplistic (and thus descriptively poor) because it fails to give due consideration to the multitude of interacting factors at work in any given situation. (While on a practical level it can be perfectly reasonable to devote most of one's energy to one particular 'cause-if only for straightforward reasons to do with time and energy-that, of course, is no excuse for simplistic social theorizing.) Such thinking falls, in other words, to adopt an ecological perspective with respect to the workings of human society itself. Logically, such thinking is simplistic (and thus facile) because it implies that the solution to our ecological problems is close at hand-all we have to do is remove "the real root" of the problem-when it is actually perfectly possible to conceive of a society that is nonandrocentric, socioeconomically egalitarian, nonracist, and nonimperialistic with respect to other human societies, but whose members nevertheless remain aggressively anthropocentric in collectively agreeing to exploit their environment for their collective benefit in ways that nonanthropocentrists would find thoroughly objectionable. Indeed, the "green" critique of socialism proceeds from precisely this recognition that a socially egalitarian society does not necessarily imply an ecologically benign society.

Ecofem K Answers – AT: Plumwood
Plumwood mistheorizes the nature of power and human relations—her focus on rationalism functions to entrench dominant modes of thought, precluding its liberatory potential 

Birkeland 95 – Professor @ Canberra

Janis Birkeland U. of Canberra “DISENGENDERING ECOFEMINISM” Trumpeter, 1995, http://trumpeter.athabascau.ca/index.php/trumpet/article/viewFile/302/451

Most ecofeminists identify the concept of ‘gender’ (the social construction of sex)as the conceptual glue between the above interlocking sets of dualisms, and the term ‘patriarchy’ to refer to their systemic expression in social and institutional structures. Such terms have been received by many as highly provocative or even confrontational, because these subjects are still taboo (taboos being things that generally support power relations). Plumwood instead chooses to substitute the term ‘mastery’ for patriarchal consciousness, and the ‘master-slave’ dualism for dominance relationships as overarching concepts in her deconstruction of Western thought. Rather than use gender as a metaphorical icon of value, therefore, she reduces it to the male/female dichotomy, relegating the concept to just another means by which people are categorised, much in the way that race and class have been used to marginalize people. Ecofeminist theory, when framed this way, loses its shock effect - which is ar-guably a good thing. The disengendered terminology makes the paradigm more palatable and academically kosher. While this de-politicised version may broad-en its appeal, however, it may simultaneously narrow its true transformative potential. Further, this disengendered typology may reinvent the mind/body dualism upon which Plumwood focuses and which is notably absent from most ecofeminist literature. In this work, therefore, the biological dimension of hu-man psychology and behaviour (and which we share with other animals) is split off from the cerebral and disgarded. Plumwood challenges the limitations of Western rationalism with a rationalism of the same order, which presents no difficulty, but risks losing a key ecofeminist insight in the process. After all, the pervasiveness of mastery or dominance and the use by the master of dualistic thinking in manipulating the populace is not a new idea to those involved in social justice movements; and certainly institutionalised forms of slavery are at least publicly disapproved of, even when practiced enthusiastically. The virtues of equality and freedom from tyranny have long been taught in such ubiquitous sites as the pulpit - yet these exhortations have done little to reduce hierarchical social relations. Why would they work now?   It is the - until recently invisible- omnipresence of gender within these hierarchical dualisms that creates the potential for new insights and the basis for a new human identity and social transformation. In the desire to displace gender as a pivotal element in her theory, Plumwood appears to overlook the central role of both sex and gender in the motivations behind the seeking and abusing power. For example, in Plumwood’s extensive deconstruction of the master-slave relationship, the power drive on the part of the master is presumed but not theorised. Power and dominance are not really defined; they just present themselves as something that pervades human relationships. Perhaps this is because power cannot be adequately deconstructed in a gender-blind and a-sexual analysis? Surely humans have many biological and instinctual behaviour patterns related to sex and reproduction that they share with a mix of other animals, though we are not as yet able to disentangle these phenomena. In Plumwood’s theory, however, the human appears connected to nature on the cerebral plane only, either by experiencing nature existentially or by understanding nature intellec-tually. In her disengendered theory, the human is a creature without sex drivesor personal insecurities, moved only by cerebral constructs and sensory experi-ence. But is this not a denial of the nature within? I for one find it hard to believe that the power drive we witness daily does not predate the introduction of rational logic in ancient Greece, as is implied. It seems unlikely that power relations originated in modes of reason or that they can be extirpated by new conceptualisations alone. This begs the question as to the strategic impact of a disengendered ecofem-inism. Can people be motivated to abandon relations of personal power, and the value systems that legitimise them, because new cerebral constructs are p-resented which should be preferred by rational people? Ironically, Plumwood’s model of the human is, in this respect, not that unlike the rational information processor of traditional management and decision theory who makes optimal choices based on objective analyses. Have not many malestream green theorists already articulated the view that the remedy to dominance relations or mastery is a new way of perceiving reality? It may indeed be a necessary condition, but it is not sufficient. Rational arguments and intellectual frameworks are important, but if we want to motivate people to take on board these new insights, we need to recognize the human as a complex blending of emotional needs as well as ideologies. In a power-based society, or ‘patriarchy’, many people feel they can only ensure the provision of personal needs (such as sex, love and belonging) through material accumulation and the display of wealth. Until we face the problem of hyper-masculine identification in the self and the culture, I suspect that there will be no fundamental social change. 

Economic Environmentalism K Answers – General
Just because economics was part of the problem of environmental destruction does not mean economic rationality should be disavowed – holds the keys to all environmental solutions

Scorse 8 – Professor of International Studies

Jason, Assistant Professor @ Monterey Institute of International Studies @ Middlebury College, What Environmentalists Need to Know About Economics, Online Book

Environmental problems exist at varying scales-local, regional, national, and international-yet they almost always share similar features, be it air pollution in Mexico City or Los Angeles, habitat loss in Kenya or Brazil, or fisheries collapse in the Indian, Pacific, or Atlantic oceans.  Environmentalists trying to make sense of these issues are posed with difficult questions:  - Why do relatively rational actors buying and selling goods and services very often not take into account the toxic pollution that results from their choices? - Why do fishermen routinely over-exploit the fisheries that they depend on? - Why are the ecological services provided by forests and wetlands, which produce tangible and wide-ranging values for society, usually not taken into account when decisions are made?  - How can there be such massive pollution and resource use involved in industrial agriculture, and yet food is so cheap?  Economists have been studying questioning like these for many decades and have devised a fairly comprehensive framework for understanding the root causes of environmental problems, which is where we begin.  Those who believe that economists have an unalterable faith in the power of markets, may be surprised to learn that economists long ago understood that there are conditions under which markets will not lead to socially optimum outcomes, especially in the environmental realm.' In fact, in the environmental arena market imperfections are ubiquitous.  Readers may also be pleasantly surprised to discover that the economic theories that explain why markets fail also hold the keys to solving the myriad environmental problems we face. Virtually all of the policies being discussed in the political realm, NGO board meetings, and on environmental websites can be traced to economic theories that were derived dating back as early as the 1940s, and are still vigorously debated in academic settings around the world to the present day.  The three most important sources of environmental problems are 1) market failure, 2] the tragedy of the commons, and 3] the under-provision of public goods, which I will discuss independently, even though some of their features overlap.

Applying economic value to the environment is the only way to internalize and combat environmental destruction 

Scorse 8 – Professor of International Studies

Jason, Assistant Professor @ Monterey Institute of International Studies @ Middlebury College, What Environmentalists Need to Know About Economics, Online Book

The atmosphere is a much different type of resource, one that is not actively harvested, but the essential logic holds. Because virtually anyone can dump as much greenhouse gases into the atmosphere as they want, there is little incentive for any individual company or nation to restrict their emissions. If they do so it will have only marginal benefits that are unlikely to reduce global warming and which are spread out over all of the world's people.  Poorer nations, particularly island nations or those at or below sea level, who stand to suffer the most from global warming, have no recourse with which to demand that emissions be restricted, because there is no international body that has jurisdiction over the atmosphere.8 While there are ways to address the issue of global warming short of creating property rights to the atmosphere [to be discussed later), the key point is that it is the open access nature of the atmosphere that has created the problem in the first place.  This brings up another essential point. Many critics of economics claim that it is the commoditization of the environment and living things that are the root causes of environmental problems; that it is a world that assigns property rights to the world's environmental heritage and assigns them price tags, which is the greatest threat to a more livable future.  A careful examination, however, of the areas where we see some of the greatest environmental threats leads to the exact opposite conclusion. It is the fact that much of the world's oceans and the atmosphere are freely open to exploitation that drives the unsustainable levels of both fish harvesting and greenhouse gas emissions. The same is true for many areas of the Amazon rain forest, where property rights are non-existent, non-transparent, or not enforced; as a result we observe massive deforestation.9

Environmental Securitization K Answers – Yes Accurate
Environmental securitization is necessary to accurately represent the link between climate and conflict

Mazo 10 – PhD in Paleoclimatology from UCLA

Jeffrey Mazo, Managing Editor, Survival and Research Fellow for Environmental Security and Science Policy at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, 3-2010, “Climate Conflict: How global warming threatens security and what to do about it,” pg. 12-13

The expected consequences of climate change include rising sea levels and population displacement, increasing severity of typhoons and hurricanes, droughts, floods, disruption of water resources, extinctions and other ecological disruptions, wild- fires, severe disease outbreaks, and declining crop yields and food stocks. Combining the historical precedents with current thinking on state stability, internal conflict and state failure suggests that adaptive capacity is the most important factor in avoiding climate-related instability. Specific global and regional climate projections for the next three decades, in light of other drivers of instability and state failure, help identify regions and countries which will see an increased risk from climate change. They are not necessarily the most fragile states, nor those which face the greatest physical effects of climate change. The global security threat posed by fragile and failing states is well known. It is in the interest of the world’s more afflu- ent countries to take measures both to reduce the degree of global warming and climate change and to cushion the impact in those parts of the world where climate change will increase that threat. Neither course of action will be cheap, but inaction will be costlier. Efficient targeting of the right kind of assistance where it is most needed is one way of reducing the cost, and understanding how and why different societies respond to climate change is one way of making that possible.

Climate and security are linked – Darfur proves environmental concerns were central

Mazo 10 – PhD in Paleoclimatology from UCLA

Jeffrey Mazo, Managing Editor, Survival and Research Fellow for Environmental Security and Science Policy at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, 3-2010, “Climate Conflict: How global warming threatens security and what to do about it,” pg. 84-85

A contrasting illustration is provided by UNEP’s analysis of conflict and the environment in the Sudan. In this case, the authors are primarily interested in the specific environmental aspects of recovery, reconstruction and development, and they explicitly exclude other factors to focus on the environmental dimensions of conflict. 43 Like de Waal, they note that environmental problems affecting pasture and farmland occur throughout Sudan and are ‘clearly and strongly linked to conflict in a minority of cases and regions only’, but that nevertheless ‘there is substantial evidence of a strong link between the recent occurrence of local conflict and environmental degradation ... in the drier parts of Sudan’. 44 Like de Waal, they discuss the breakdown of traditional systems of mediation and dispute resolution after 1970 and the influx of small arms into the region, ‘with the unfortunate result that local conflicts today are both much more violent and more difficult to contain and mediate’. 45 Although they also recognise that land degradation ‘does not appear to be the dominant causative factor in local conflicts’, they conclude that: There is a very strong link between land degradation, desertification and conflict in Darfur. Northern Darfur – where exponential population growth and related environmental stress have created the conditions for conflicts to be triggered and sustained by political, tribal or ethnic differences – can be considered a tragic example of the social breakdown that can result from ecological collapse. Long-term peace in the region will not be possible unless these underlying and closely linked environmental and livelihood issues are resolved. 

Free Market Environmentalism Answers – No Impact

Free markets don’t create progress – they are inefficient and exclude questions of natural capital

Mayer 7 – Professor of Management
Mayer Prof of Management Oakland University 2007 Don American Business Law Journal, Lexis
Conventional wisdom tells us that free markets and private enterprise bring about the greatest good through optimally efficient use of resources. The reality is that corporations can be as bureaucratic as any government agency with new efficiencies and innovations being strangled within the organization.  n98 Corporate initiatives to conserve energy and materials and to invest in cost-effective and eco-friendly products and efficiencies are not a given for many organizations; while there are some emerging corporate exemplars that will be discussed in Part III, they are exceptional. On a  [*266]  more basic level, claims that the free market creates greater wealth and well-being globally will invariably rely on Gross Domestic Product (GDP) numbers that systematically exclude the accelerating draw-down of natural capital. What is natural capital? Natural capital is breathable air, drinkable water, fertile soil, wetlands and coastal dunes that mediate storm surges, aquifers that provide a source for irrigating otherwise unproductive land, rivers and lakes that provide recreation and fishing, and oceans that have provided sustenance and a way of life for people over the centuries. In our economic calculations of how we are doing in terms of wealth creation, the now-accelerating diminution of natural capital has been left out of the equation. Because the market paradigm recognizes only priced exchanges, it cannot compute other conditions about life, health, or happiness. Thus, while we are--by standard economic measures--getting richer, the natural environment that we bequeath to successive generations is getting poorer.  n99

Free Market Environmentalism Answers – No Solvency – General

Doesn’t solve the case

Mingyuan 5 – Professor of Law

Mingyuan Associate Professor of Law at Tsinghua University School of Law 2005, Wang Temple Journal of Science, Technology & Environmental Law, lexis

Compared to conventional energy resources such as coal and oil, renewable energy resources are generally more environmentally-friendly and, therefore, benefit both the economy and the environment. Unfortunately, while the market mechanism  [*358]  generally may not prove renewable energy economically beneficial, sometimes the market fails to operate in terms of a specific energy market. That is, the market fails to operate in the context of energy and renewably energy. Environmental benefits resulting from the development and use of renewable energy sources, a form of positive externality or market failure, cannot be measured by price signals and, therefore, cannot be incorporated into the market system. Furthermore, because of the differences of project scale and the maturity of technology, the costs of developing and using renewable energy are usually more expensive and less competitive than costs of fossil fuel energy, especially electricity derived from coal-burning power plants.

Free Market Environmentalism Answers – No Solvency – Market Failure

Purely market economics fails – public goods, externalities and tragedy of the commons

Speth 8 – Dean of Yale School of Forestry

James, dean of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies at Yale University, and Professor in the Practice of Environmental Policy, The Bridge @ the Edge of the World, pg. 84

In Markets and the Environment, environmental economists Nathaniel Keohane and Sheila Olmstead call attention to three distinct types of market failure where the environment is concerned. First, there are the negative externalities noted above, for example, all the indirect costs of the environmental damage imposed on those downstream of polluters and on the public at large, costs that the unaided market does not require the polluter to pay. The other two categories of market failure are public goods and the tragedy of the commons: "Some environmental amenities, such as biodiversity, are enjoyed by lots of people, whether or not those people help pay for them. Economists call such goods public goods. A market failure arises because some individuals will end up being free riders: Rather than helping to provide the public good themselves, they merely enjoy what others provide for them. "A third class of environmental problems is known as the tragedy of the commons. When a natural resource—such as a fishery or an underground aquifer—is made available to all, individuals will tend to exploit the resource far beyond the optimal level. This problem arises because the incentives of individuals diverge from the common good. We call it a tragedy because everyone would be better off if they could all commit themselves to act less selfishly. Thus individually rational actions add up to a socially undesirable outcome.

Free Market Environmentalism Answers – AT: D-Rule
Not a D-rule

Richards 9 – PhD in Philosophy @ Princeton

Jay Richards, PhD with honors in Philosophy and Theology from Princeton, “Money, Greed, and God: Why Capitalism Is the Solution and Not the Problem,” pg. 53

The problem isn’t simply that taxes are too high. After all, not all forms of taxation are unjust. Every government has to collect taxes to fund services beneficial to all—to maintain courts, pro- tect citizens from domestic and foreign predators, enforce traffic law and contracts, and so forth. These government functions stem from our inalienable rights. We have a right to protect ourselves from aggressors, for instance, so we can delegate that right to government. We don’t have the right to take the property of one person and give it to another. Therefore, we can’t rightfully delegate that function to the state. Delegated theft is still theft.

Global Local K Answers – Global Focus Good

Global thinking promotes local action and checks violence

Sachs 92 – Professor of Science @ Penn State

Wolfgang Sachs, Green Movement Activist and co-ed. Development guest Prof Science @ Penn State, 1992, Development Dictionary, p. 109-113

But recognizing the pitfalls of global eco-managernent does not solve the dilemma which will stay with us in the decades to come. Both alternatives— to think in categories of one world as well as not to think in such categories—are equally self-destructive. On the one hand, it is a sacrilege in our age of cultural evaporation to apprehend the globe as a united, highly integrated world. On the other hand, a vision of the globe as a multitude of different and only loosely connected worlds cannot dispense with the idea of ecumenism in the face of lurking violence and the devastation of nature. Not surprisingly, calls for global consciousness abound. Given that local events can affect the conditions of life in remote places, these calls aim at bringing into congruence the range of our responsibility with the range of our effects.

***Continues***

People are seldom residents of only one mental space. They have the ability to change their point of view and to look with the other’s eyes at themselves. in fact, people often hold multiple loyalties at one and the same time. In many instances they combine rootedness in a place with affiliation to a larger community. An inhabitant of medieval Cologne knew how to be a member of the Christian Church; a villager in Rajasthan was aware of Bharat, Mother india; and Croatian peasants as well as the citizens of Cracow were part of the Habsburg empire.  In a similar vein, the one world may be thought of in terms of a meta-nation instead of a super-nation. It constitutes the horizon within which places live out their density and depth. In this perspective. ‘one world’ is not a design for more global planning, but an ever present regulative idea for local action. Cosmopolitan localism seeks to amplify the richness of a place while keeping in mind the rights of a multi-faceted world. It cherishes a particular place, yet at the same time knows about the relativity of all places.

Even if there are risks, global thinking is necessary to check violence and complacency

Nayar 99 – Professor @ Warwick

Jayan Nayar, Law Prof @ Warwick, Fall 1999, 9 Transnat’l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599, p ln

Located within a site of privilege, and charged to reflect upon the grand questions of world-order and the human condition as the third Christian Millennium dawns, we are tempted to turn the mind to the task of abstract imaginings of "what could be" of our "world," and "how should we organize" our "humanity." Perhaps such contemplations are a necessary antidote to cynicism and skepticism regarding any possibility of human betterment, a necessary revitalization of critical and creative energies to check the complacencies of the state of things as they are. n1 However, imagining  [*601]  possibilities of abstractions--"world-order," "international society," "the global village," "the family of humankind," etc.--does carry with it a risk. The "total" view that is the take-off point for discourses on preferred "world-order" futures risks deflection as the abstracted projections it provokes might entail little consequence for the faces and the names of the humanity on whose behalf we might speak. So, what do we do? I choose, in this contribution to the collective endeavor towards "reframing world-order," not to explore possibilities of reform or transformation of the current "order." My projections do not involve the (re)formulation of "world-order" ideas for the reorganization of the "world polity." They do not seek to advance (re)articulations of normative standards appropriate for the "family of humankind" as it confronts the perceived challenges of the coming years (let alone, the next millennium). They do not (re)conceptualize the configurations of power and responsibilities worthy of an aspired-for collective civilizational project. My reason for this is simple. The projections of "good ideas" for the reconstitution of "global" imaginings within the mainstream of political-legal discourse are many. No doubt such endeavors will continue in search of better futures. Reference to these articulations and attention to their proposals are indeed necessary as we seek to destabilize current hegemonies of violence. However, a representation of these proposals is not, I believe, what I could usefully do here. Instead, I would like to pursue an alternative track of "imaging" human futures, "re-viewing" rather than "reframing" world-order.

Green Aesthetics K Answers – Alt Fails/AT: Foucault
Foucauldian self-reintervention cannot yield social change – their strategy is doomed

Fotopoulos 2

Takis, Editor, former senior lecturer in Economics at the University of North London, DEMOCRACY AND NATURE, v8, n1, March, http://www.democracynature.org/dn/vol8/takis_transitional.htm

 As I mentioned above, we may characterise as ‘Lifestyle anarchism’ strategies all those, spontaneous or not, activities in the economic or broader social realm, which are not an integral part of a political project for systemic change. Such activities may involve the building of communes or ecovillages as well as Community Supported Agriculture, farmers markets, land trusts, LETS, local economic development and alternative technologies. I will therefore classify as ‘lifestyle’ activists all those who are involved in such activities for their own sake, (even if they use antisystemic slogans to justify them), rather than with the explicit aim to build a new political antisystemic movement with a clear vision about a future society and a strategy to reach it. Although Bookchin, who coined the term ‘lifestyle anarchism’, did not specifically describe which activities may be included here I think that the above activities often present many of the characteristics attributed by Bookchin to it: assailing organization, programmatic commitment and se­rious social analysis, as well as rejecting the need for building a political movement (unlike the anarcho-syndicalist movement which in its heyday tried to en­gage in creating an organized movement as we have seen above) and relying instead on bringing social change ‘by example’ and the corresponding change in values. The motive behind such activities, as Bookchin described it, in fact ‘articulates Foucault’s approach of ‘personal insurrection’ rather than social revolution’.[53] Such activities are rampant in countries like Britain since the 1970s, when the ideas of Colin Ward (and others around him) concerning what they called ‘Anarchy in Action’ ―in fields as diverse as town planning, housing, education and allotments― became influential. Similar trends are expressed today by various anarchist currents that extol the virtues of co-ops, which they consider as ‘anarchism in its latest practical manifestation’, since ‘they allow the practice of anarchism to be conducted within the larger capitalist economy’,[54] or adopt a ‘pragmatic’ anarchism, which rejects the traditional antisystemic demands of anarchists to abolish the market economy and money![55] However, it is utterly a-historical to suggest, as some ‘pragmatic’ (lifestyle) anarchists[56] do, that in the same way as capitalism evolved out of feudalism, a new liberatory society could emerge in the future out of the alternative institutions being established today by activities involved in ‘anarchy in action’. The fundamental flaw in such analysis is that the capitalist society was indeed an evolutionary development, but not so much as regards its economic and political institutions, in the establishment of which (as I attempted to show elsewhere[57]) the state played a crucial role. In fact, the capitalist society was an evolutionary development mainly as regards its heteronomous character, i.e. the fact that a new capitalist elite had simply replaced the old feudal one. However, a liberatory society is an autonomous society, a completely different ‘species’ of society, that involves the abolition of the institutional concentration of power at the hands of various elites. This is a revolutionary change which can never be achieved through some kind of evolution, even if such evolution could be speeded up by the activities of ‘anarchists in action’, lifestyle anarchists etc, who are involved in establishing alternative institutions here and there, outside of a political programmatic movement, with its own goals, means and strategy. As Bookchin stressed, the important differences between life-style and LM strategies center around the role of the individual with respect to social change. In life-style strategies, social change is seen to start from the lifestyle of the individual, and to proceed through bypassing the state and the market economy, rather than through contesting and attempting to replace them with new social institutions. On the other hand, the LM strategy emphasises the role of the social individual, that is, of the individual who takes part in political struggles at the local level and social struggles in general, with the aim to effect social change, not `through setting an example', but through creating a confederation of municipalities which will be in tension with the nation-state, until the former replaces the latter.[58] The ID project, although of course also stresses the role of social individual in social change, still, it uses a concept of freedom in terms of individual and social autonomy which aims to transcend the duality of individualism versus collectivism[59] and, in this sense, is differentiated from the LM project which adopts collectivism. The emphasis assigned to the individual (rather than to the social individual) by lifestyle strategies and the similar ‘anarchy in action’ strategies has inevitably led to social marginalization, as the almost insignificant social impact of movements inspired by such strategies has shown in the last 25 years. Furthermore, this trend, inevitably, has not escaped the trap of being “so skewed towards the idea of the reforms of the individual's values and lifestyle, as the primary political route to radical social change, that it ends up seeming positively antipathetic to the notion of the collective”[60] ―the New Age movement being a clear indication of this trap. Furthermore, the activities of the people involved in this sort of ‘anarchy in action’/lifestyle anarchism in no way constitute a movement, let alone a political movement. First, there is no common organisation, something that implies that we should more accurately call the groups involved in such activities as spontaneous gatherings of people with similar ideas and values rather than ‘organised movements’ worthy of this name. Second, the activists involved do not share a common worldview. Furthermore, as the activists involved in such diverse activities have never put forward any kind of common program with shared goals, ideology and strategy we cannot talk about a common set of values characterising the participants in these ‘movements’. Finally, the activities of many of the participants involved are in no way related to antisystemic politics (in the sense of promoting an alternative society), if indeed they are related to politics at all! In fact, all too often some of the activities involved are so politically harmless that the political elites frequently use them for their own ends. As I pointed out elsewhere,[61] this sort of activity is utterly ineffective in bringing about a systemic change. Although helpful in creating an alternative culture among small sections of the population and, at the same time, morale boosting for activists who wish to see an immediate change in their lives, this strategy does not have any chance of success ―in the context of today’s huge concentration of power— to create the democratic majority needed for systemic social change. This is because the projects suggested by this strategy may be too easily marginalized, or absorbed into the existing power structure (as has happened many times in the past) while their effect on the socialisation process is minimal ―if not nil. Particularly so, when such strategies usually concentrate on single issues, which are not part of a comprehensive political program for social transformation and, therefore,, do not help in creating the ‘anti-systemic’ consciousness required for systemic change. 

Individualized ethics cannot create collective change-their alternative results in quietism

Luke 97 – Professor of Political Science

Timothy, professor of political science at Virginia polytechnic, ECOCRITIQUE: CONTESTING THE POLITICS OF NATURE, ECONOMY, AND CULTURE, p-24-25

ultimately, deep ecology is “utopian ecologism.” As a utopia, it presents come alluring moral visions of what might be; at the same time, It fails to outline practicable means for realizing these moral visions. Deep ecologists are caught in the trap of endorsing new visions for new ecotopias but they do not even have a practical program for future primitive reinhabitiation or bioregional community buildings. Political action is displaced into the realm of ethical ideals, making it ever individuals moral duty to change himself or herself in advancing cultural change. Without the opportunity to change collective activity- in the economy, ideology, technology, or policy-this personal moral regeneration might become only a quietistic postmodern Taoism of finding the right path in an evil society. Naess, for example, suggests that hig vision of deep ecology is virtually idiosyncratic; others are strongly enjoined to concoct their own own ecological omelettes. Devall and Sessions conclude that deep ecology stands for these ultimate values; inward and outward direction, two aspects of the same process. We are not alone. We are part and parcel of the larger community, the land community. Each life in its own sense is heroic and connected. In the words of Bodhisativa, “No one is saved until we are all saved.” This perspective encompasses all notions of saving anything whether it be an endangered species, the community, or your own self. Each life is a heroic quest. It is a journey of the sport during which we discover our purpose. We have only to embark to set out in our own hearts, on this journey we began so long ago, to start on the “real work” of becoming real and of doing what is real. Nothing is labored, northing forced. The process of developing maturity is simpler than many think. Like water flowing through the canyons, always yielding, always finding its way back, simple in means, rich in ends. The deep ecologists may claim these values as their final goals. However, such principles have little practical utility for staging an ecological revolution. 

Green Aesthetics K Answers – Alt Fails – Too Individual
Individualized aesthetic changes won`t alter societal behaviors – legal mandates are necessary to overcome collective action problems

Doremus 3 


Holly, Professor of Law and Chancellor`s Fellow at UC-Davis, Environs Environmental Law & Policy Journal, v27, Fall, p. 239-40
I am not comparing most environmental violations to murder; obviously environmental transgressions are not subject to the same harsh and near-universal societal condemnation. I am simply suggesting that environmental protection, like other social goals, may require more than a societal consensus. Inevitably, some people will be “environmental deviants.” They may disagree with a society consensus in favor of environmental protection, they may have strong contrary motivations, or they may simply lack an effective self-sanctioning mechanism. At least some actions those “environmental deviants” would commit could cause grievous environmental harm and therefore merit deterrence or punishment by legal sanctions. But in the environmental context there is a stronger and more generally applicable reason why law must persist even if we develop a very firm consensus on societal values. Environmental problems are typically collective action problems that cannot be solved without the concerted action of a large number of persons. Individual action is futile; it costs the actor some effort or forgone opportunity without bringing the desired environmental gain. Under those circumstances, persons who hold environmentally protective values are like not to act on those values without assurances that others will follow suit. In theory, informal, non-legal, social sanctions could ensure sufficient compliance to prevent futility. But in our increasingly anonymous world, social sanctions such as shaming or ostracization may not operate very effectively. Legal mandates can provide confidence that environmentally protective action will not be futile and that others will bear their fair share of the burden
Darier`s alternative doesn’t spillover to societal change

Murdoch 2k

Jonathan, Dept of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University, Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning, v2, p.91

The unfolding of discourse simultaneously becomes the play of power: as ways of talking emerge, so they open and close options, construct and deconstruct structures and objects, make and unmake people and things. And yet, there is little attention here to the complex interplay of discourses. While many contributors to Discourses of the Environment are happy to criticize “greenspeak”, little attention is given to this discourse in its larger discursive context. Perhaps this explains why the `politics` that follow from these Foucauldian analyses seem so `unpolitical`. A number of the contributors to what Sandilands calls the `space for … a genuinely ethical self-transformative practice` (p.93). Bowerbank examines self-transformation as `ecological identity work`, while Darier sees an environmental ethics (in the wake of Foucault) as comprising a constant `self-reflection`, selfknowledge, self-examination of the existing limits of what constitutes the `environment` and the individual`s conduct vis-à-vis the environment and vis-à-vis oneself` (p.227). Yet, there is little explanation of how this emphasis on “self” might translate into a viable environmental discourse.

Management K Answers – Management Good – General

Domination of the physical universe is key to solve poverty, promote nanotech and space control

Zey 1 – Professor of Business

Michael, professor at Montclair State University School of Business and executive director of the Expansionary Institute, a research and consulting organization focusing on future trends in technology, society, the economy, politics, “MAN'S EVOLUTIONARY PATH INTO THE UNIVERSE” The Futurist, Vol. 35, May 2001

We must examine the many ways such developments impact the individual, society, and the economy. And we must explore the underlying reasons why our species is feverishly working to advance the planet and ourselves and transform all we encounter. When we truly understand the depth and strength of man's overwhelming imperative to grow and progress, we can more clearly anticipate the future.  At first blush, it would seem that there is little mystery about the impulses driving the human species in this quest: We engage in such productive activities merely to enhance our material condition. We invent technologies that will improve our standard of living and make our lives more pleasant and comfortable. Our species from the earliest periods of prehistory seems compelled not just to survive, but to grow, progress, and enhance itself and its environment. At each new level of our development, we endeavor to master our environment as well as the physical dynamics governing our universe.  Humanity's activities, including the entire scientific and technological enterprise, represent a unified attempt by the species to spread "humanness" to everything we encounter. Over the centuries, we have labored to improve planet Earth, and we are now preparing to transform the universe into a dynamic entity filled with life. We will accomplish this by extending our consciousness, skills, intellect, and our very selves to other spheres.  I label the sum total of our species' endeavors to improve and change our planetary environment--and ultimately the universe itself-vitalization. Vitalization is a force that is conditioning human behavior. The drive to vitalize--to imbue our planet and eventually the cosmos with a consciousness and intelligence--is a primary motivation behind all human productive activity.  Vitalization is the primary force shaping human behavior. However, in order to pursue vitalization successfully, the human species must master four other forces, what I label the "building blocks of vitalization." These four processes encompass the extraordinary advances in areas such as space, medicine, biogenetics, engineering, cybernetics, and energy.  The four supporting forces are:  * Dominionization: control over physical forces, such as energy.  * Species coalescence: unity through built systems, such as transportation and communications.  * Biogenesis: improvement of the physical shell, such as through bioengineering.  * Cybergenesis: interconnection with machines to advance human evolution.  Each of these forces plays a critical catalytic role in the achievement of vitalization.  Dominionization: Controlling Nature The term dominionization refers to the process whereby humankind establishes control over several key aspects of its physical universe. With each passing decade, we enhance our ability to manipulate matter, reshape the planet, develop innovative energy sources, and control fundamental aspects of the physical universe, such as the atom and electromagnetism. Someday, we will learn to influence weather patterns and climate.  In a host of ways, dominionization helps humanity vitalize the planet and eventually the universe. As we master the basic dynamics of nature, we are more able to shepherd the evolution of our planet as well as others. As we develop novel and powerful forms of energy, we can rocket from one sphere to another. Moreover, by improving our already formidable skills in moving mountains and creating lakes, we will be better able to change both the topography and the geography of other planets. Examples of dominionization abound. Major macroengineering projects attest to man's ability to transform the very surface of the earth. By constructing man-made lakes, we will be able to live in previously uninhabitable areas such as intenor Australia. Shimizu Corporation envisions a subterranean development called Urban Geo Grid--a series of cities linked by tunnels--accommodating half a million people. In the emerging Macro-industrial Era, whose framework was established in the 1970s and 1980s, we will redefine the concept of "bigness" as we dot Earth's landscape with immense architectural structures. Takenaka, a Japanese construction firm, has proposed "Sky City 1000," a 3,000-foot tower, to be built in Tokyo. Another firm, Ohbayashi, plans to erect a 500-story high-rise building featuring apartments, offices, shopping centers, and service facilities. We will establish dominion over the very heart of physical matter itself. Through nanotechnology, our species will attain control over the atom and its tiniest components. Such control will enable us to effortlessly "macromanufacture" from the bottom up, one atom at a time, any material object. This will enable us to permanently eradicate age-old problems such as scarcity and poverty.   

Management K Answers – Management Good – Corporations Turn

Preventing resource destruction by MNC’s is key to averting every major impact and runaway globalization

-MNCs will damage the environment beyond repair

-Checks runaway globalization and neoliberal order

WEJ 6

World Economic Justice, http://www.worldeconomicjustice.blogspot.com/

Below is a preview of a Documentary Film titled "NIRMO". NIRMO is about the link between natural resource plunder and poverty, diseases, environmental collapse, wars NIRMO exposes the links between natural resource plunder by multinational corporations, and resultant mass poverty, pandemics, environmental degradation, social collapse, and wars in the world today.  This documentary follows a WEJ movement that starts with a walk to Toronto from Montreal. The documentary follows the two friends as the struggle to educate the world that there is an alternative to the abject poverty in the world. A major cause of poverty is that these nations which are rich in resources are being robbed by multinational companies. Although a threat to Multinational Corporations, NIRMO is the start to the beginning of ending poverty. NIRMO will bring the countries resource revenue to the hands of it's people and not corporations.  [Expected Release Date: September 2007]  NIRMO will highlight the world's economic history and the role of the multinational corporation in natural resource extraction from the 16th century, through colonialism, to the present day of multilateral institutions such as the World Bank's MIGA. Viewers will witness the vicious cycle of natural resource depletion within which nations are trapped, which if not checked now, will leave most countries devoid of any life-sustaining resources, by the middle of this century. The crisis amounts to economic genocide. The Issue – Mass Poverty: Poverty outranking smoking and AIDS as the world's leading killer. One third of deaths - some 18 million people a year or 50,000 per day - are due to poverty-related causes. That is 270 million people since 1990, roughly equal to the population of the United States. Poverty amid Immense Natural Resource Wealth Yet, a casual examination of "poor" countries and ‘poor’ communities reveals that they actually possess immense wealth in the form of natural resources. Other urgent issues resulting from resource plunder are climate change, water pollution, soil erosion, fish stock collapse, lakes/river system drying, environmental diseases and other pandemics etc.  A new international resource management order [NIRMO] is therefore the basis for 21st century sustainable living, empowering people to take charge of social, economic, political, and ecological governance within their respective communities. It is the perfect antidote to runaway globalization that leaves dead children in its wake, destroys the natural environment beyond repair, and causes wars and pandemics that threaten world peace, security and biospheric integrity. Once the new international resource management protocol is adopted, countries would be bound to be signatories to it and apply its principles to natural resource management practices. This would have the effect of reducing mass poverty to negligible levels within a few years of adopting the protocol. The new international resource management protocol will be presented to the United Nations for discussion in July 2007, along with a petition of 100,000 signatures from around the world. 

Management K Answers – Management Good – Environment Turn

Human existence necessarily transforms the environment. Our choice is not whether to intervene, but how – and their style of management excuses unlimited ecological destruction

Barry 99 – Politics Lecturer @ Keele

John, Politics Lecturer at Keele University, RETHINKING GREEN POLITICS: NATURE, VIRTUE AND PROGRESS, p. 101-102

In Chapter 3, I argued that the ecological niche for humans is created rather than naturally given and that a humanized or transformed environment is our natural habitat. The collective management, manipulation and intentional transformation of the environment are thus universal features of all human societies. As a universal requirement they are, in a sense, pre-political. It is how human socieities create their humanized ecological niches, the various insititutional mechanisms used to maintain a stable metabolism between the social and the natural system , that raise moot political and moral question. In this chapter, collective ecological management is presented as an institutional form regulating this metabolism based on green values and principles. This idea of active ecological management cuts across the deep – shallow, radical – reformist continuum within green theory. What conceptions of green political theory differ over are the scale, type, institutional structure and normative side-constraints operative upon social-environmental metabolic states, not the necessity for environmental management and transformation. For example, even deep ecologists, for whom a pre-emptive hands-off-cum-nature-knows-best position constitutes a central principle, accept that preserving wilderness requires active social, and particularly institutional, intervention. In other words, preservation from development, as much as conservation for (future) development or ecological restoration, all take place within the broad framework of ecological restoration, all take place within the broad framework of ecological management. The deep ecology ideal of wilderness preservation, the preservation of the non-human world from a certain type of collective human transformation (in the form of development), paradoxically necessitates another form of human management. In the form of institutional structures, practices, etc. which function as a form of social governance to limit and/or transform development, such that wilderness is preserved. What appears as non-management at one level is at another level simple another form of management. Walking lighter on the earth is as much a form of ecological management as economic development. The political and normative issue is that collective purposive-transformative interaction with the environment can simply be more or less extensive, have a different character or be more or less sustainable.  

Management K Answers – Management Good – Extinction Turn

Management is inevitable- it’s only a question of what kind of intervention is used. Past interventions will result in extinction unless actively reversed

Levy 99- PhD @ Centre for Critical Theory at Monash
Neil, “Discourses of the Environment,” ed: Eric Darier, p. 215

If the ‘technological fix’ is unlikely to be more successful than strategies of limitation of our use of resources, we are, nevertheless unable simply to leave the environment as it is. There is a real and pressing need for space, and more accurate, technical and scientific information about the non-human world. For we are faced with a situation in which the processes we have already set in train will continue to impact upon that world, and therefore us for centuries. It is therefore necessary, not only to stop cutting down the rain forests, but to develop real, concrete proposals for action, to reverse or at least limit the effects of our previous interventions. Moreover, there is another reason why our behavior towards the non-human cannot simply be a matter of leaving it as it is, at least in so far as our goals are not only environmental but also involve social justice. For if we simply preserve what remains to us of wilderness, of the countryside and of park land, we also preserve patterns of very unequal access to their resources and their consolations (Soper 1995: 207).in fact, we risk exacerbating these inequalities. It is not us, but the poor of Brazil, who will bear the brunt of the misery which would result from a strictly enforced policy of leaving the Amazonian rain forest untouched, in the absence of alternative means of providing for their livelihood. It is the development of policies to provide such ecologically sustainable alternatives which we require, as well as the development of technical means for replacing our current greenhouse gas-emitting sources of energy. Such policies and proposals for concrete action must be formulated by ecologists, environmentalists, people with expertise concerning the functioning of ecosystems and the impact which our actions have upon them. Such proposals are, therefore, very much the province of Foucault’s specific intellectual, the one who works ‘within specific sectors, at the precise points where their own conditions of life or work situate them’ (Foucault 1980g: 126). For who could be more fittingly described as ‘the strategists of life and death’ than these environmentalists? After the end of the Cold War, it is in this sphere, more than any other, that man’s ‘politics places his existence as a living being in question’ (Foucault 1976: 143). For it is in facing the consequences of our intervention in the non-human world that the hate of our species, and of those with whom we share this planet, will be decided?

Anti-management results in mass extinctions

Soule 95  - Professor of Environmental Studies

Michael E., Professor and Chair of Environmental Studies, UC-Santa Cruz, REINVITING NATURE? RESPONSES TO POSTMODERN DECONSTRUCTION, Eds: Michael E. Soule and Gary Lease, p. 159-160

Should We Actively Manage Wildlands and Wild Waters? The decision has already been made in most places. Some of the ecological myths discussed here contain, either explicitly or implicitly, the idea that nature is self-regulating and capable of caring for itself. This notion leads to the theory of management known as benign neglect – nature will do fine, thank you, if human beings just leave it alone. Indeed, a century ago, a hands-off policy was the best policy. Now it is not. Given natures`s current fragmented and stressed condition, neglect will result in an accelerating spiral of deterioration. Once people create large gaps in forests, isolate and disturb habitats, pollute, overexploit, and introduce species from other continents, the viability of many ecosystems and native species is compromised, resiliency dissipates, and diversity can collapse. When artificial disturbance reaches a certain threshold, even small changes can produce large effects, and these will be compounded by climate change. For example, a storm that would be considered normal and beneficial may, following widespread clearcutting, cause disastrous blow-downs, landslides, and erosion. If global warming occurs, tropical storms are predicted to have greater force than now. Homeostasis, balance, and Gaia are dangerous models when applied at the wrong spatial and temporal scales. Even fifty years ago, neglect might have been the best medicine, but that was a world with a lot more big, unhumanized, connected spaces, a world with one-third the number of people, and a world largely unaffected by chain saws, bulldozers, pesticides, and exotic, weedy species. The alternative to neglect is active caring – in today`s parlance, an affirmative approach to wildlands: to maintain and restore them, to become stewards, accepting all the domineering baggage that word carries. Until humans are able to control their numbers and their technologies, management is the only viable alternative to massive attrition of living nature. But management activities are variable in intensity, something that antimanagement purists ignore. In general, the greater the disturbance and the smaller the habitat remnant, the more intense the management must be. So if we must manage, where do we look for ethical guidance? 

Management K Answers – Management Good – Warming Turn

Only foresighted management can solve global warming – the impact is the case

Berg 8 – Advisor @ World Federation of United Nations
Robert, Senior Advisor World Federation of United Nations Associations, 2008, Governing in a World of Climate Change, http://www.wfuna.org/atf/cf/%7B84F00800-D85E-4952-9E61-D991E657A458%7D/BobBerg'sNewPaper.doc
If, as Nobel Laureate Paul Crutzen states, humanity is now in the Anthropocene Epoch where forever more humanity must manage the environment, the scientific community for centuries to come must take a leading social and institutional role. This places a completely new responsibility on national and global scientific academies. It implies a constructive, serious and sustained dialogue with the public as well as with political leadership. Frankly, few scientific academies are yet up to this task. Building the capacity of scientists to respond If governments and foundations are far-sighted, they will help ensure that national scientific academies are strengthened so that they can become responsible partners in forming public policies in response to climate change.  Each ecological setting will need specific responses calling for national academies and academic centers to partner with national policy makers.  The Open Society Institute and others are working to strengthen scientific communities, but it is important that scientific communities take even greater leading roles. 

Management K Answers – AT: Luke

Luke concludes that institutional change is necessary to stop extinction – their alternative fails

Luke, 97 – professor of political science at Virginia polytechnic

Timothy, “Ecocritique: Contesting the Politics of Nature, Economy, and Culture”, pg 126-127

It may be true that “the actions of those now living will determine the future and possibly the very survival of the species”, but it is, in fact, mostly a mystification. Only the actions of a very small handful of the humans who are now living, namely, those in significant positions of decisive managerial power in business or central executive authority in government, can truly do something to determine the future. Hollander’s belief that thousands of his readers, who will replace their light bulbs, water heaters, automobiles, or toilets with ecologically improved alternatives, can decisively affect the survival of the species is pure ideology. It may sell new kinds of toilets, cars, appliances, and light bulbs, but it does not guarantee planetary survival. Hollander does not stop here. He even asserts that everyone on the planet, not merely the average consumers in affluent societies, is to blame for the ecological crisis. Therefore, he maintains, rightly and wrongly, that “no attempt to protect the environment will be successful in the long run unless ordinary people—the California executive, the Mexican peasant, the Soviet [sic] factory worker, the Chinese farmer—are willing to adjust their life-styles and values. Our wasteful, careless ways must become a thing of the past.” The wasteful, careless ways of the California executive plainly must be ecologically reconstituted, but the impoverished practices of Mexican peasants and Chinese farmers, short of what many others would see as their presumed contributions to “overpopulation,” are probably already at levels of consumption that Hollander happily would ratify as ecologically sustainable if the California executive could only attain and abide by them. As Hollander asserts, “every aspect of our lives has some environmental impact,” and, in some sense, everyone he claims, “must acknowledge the responsibility we were all given as citizens of the planet and act on the hundreds of opportunities to save our planet that present themselves every day.” Nevertheless, the typical consumer does not control the critical aspects of his or her existence in ways that have any major environmental impact. Nor do we all encounter hundreds of opportunities every day to do much to save the planet. The absurd claim that average consumers only need to shop, bicycle, or garden their way to an ecological failure merely moves most of the responsibility and much of the blame away from the institutional center of power whose decisions actually maintain the wasteful, careless ways of material exchange that Hollander would end by having everyone recycle all their soda cans. 

Rejection of managerialism is just as dangerous – their author

Luke, 97 – professor of political science at Virginia polytechnic

Timothy, “Ecocritique: Contesting the Politics of Nature, Economy, and Culture”, pg. 80

Although resource managerialism can be criticized on many levels, it has provisionally guaranteed some measure of limited protection to wilderness areas, animal species, and watercourses in the United States. And, whatever its flaws, the attempt to extend the scope of its oversight to other regions of the world probably could have a similar impact. Resource managerialism directly confronts the existing cultural, economic, and social regime of transnational corporate capitalism with the fact that millions of Americans, as well as billions of other human beings, must be provisioned from the living things populating Earth’s biosphere (the situation of all these other living things, of course, is usually ignored or reduced to an aesthetic question). And, if they are left unregulated, as history as shown, the existing corporate circuits of commodity production will degrade the biosphere to the point that all living things will not be able to renew themselves. Other ecological activists can fault resource managerialism, but few, if any, of them face these present-day realities as forthrightly in actual practice, largely because the prevailing regimes of state and corporate power, now assuming the forms of the “wise-use” movement often regard even this limited challenge as far too radical. Still, this record of “success” is not a license to ignore the flawed working of resource managerialism. In fact, this forthright engagement with resource realities raises very serious questions, as the global tactics of such agencies as the Worldwatch Institute reveal. 

Primitivism K Answers – Alt Fails – Recultivation Inevitable

Primitivism not possible – recultivation is inevitable

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 69

Except in a few blessed environments, hunting and gathering is possible only so long as the human presence remains extremely sparse, usually less than one person per square mile. Since many hunter-gatherer populations do increase over time, albeit very slowly, such density thresholds seem to have been reached many millennia ago in several parts of the world. As this occurred, hunting and gathering modes of life became untenable, and local populations either crashed or perforce adopted some form of cultivation or pastoralism.
Primitivism K Answers – Alt Fails – Elitist Backlash
The affirmative’s nostalgia for a return to rural and local agriculture leads to an elitist backlash that undergirds continued environmental destruction and pollution havens that turn the aff

Lewis 94- assistant prof @ Duke School of the Environment and Center for International Studies
Martin, Green Delusions, pg. 82

Radical environmentalists have argued since the late nineteenth century that large-scale economic and political structures are both inherently dehumanizing and deadly to nature (Bramwell 1989). In the 1970s the idea that all organizations should be small of scale was eloquently restated by the economist E.F. Schumacher, whose Small is Beautiful (1973) remains an environmental classic. Schumacher and his followers believe that expansive social entities are invariably governed by stifling bureaucracies whose rule-bound behaviors lead to environmental degradation and social waste. True human values, they aver, can only be realized in intimate groups. Schumacherians have also argued that the wisdom of small-scale organization is mirrored in ecological systems, themselves structures around local transfers of energy and matter. The radical environmentalists’ extraordinary faith in decentralized political power runs counter to the philosophies of both traditional liberalism and socialism. In the United States, movements espousing the devolution of political power, such as the various states rights campaigns, have often been strategic ploys by the radical right to counteract reforming tendencies at the national level. On environmental as much as on social issues, America’s federal government has historically been more forward looking than most local political entities. As Koppes (1988: 240) writes in regard to the history of the American conservation movement: conservationists often found decentralization frustrating for it tended to reflect the immediate economic interests of powerful regional elites rather than national priorities. Arguing that natural resources belonged to the whole country, conservationists thus usually tried to have environmental policy made at the national level.” Indeed, the main environmental agenda of the Reagan administration was precisely to shift responsibility for environmental problems from the federal to the state and local levels (Henning and Mangun 1989:75). While the rhetoric associated with this move may have stressed the desirability of local autonomy and freedom from meddling Washington bureaucrats, its overriding goal was nothing less than the gutting of environmental regulation. This is not to imply, however, that decentralization is always anti-environmental. In certain circumstances a selective shift of authority from the higher to the lower levels of a spatial hierarchy can in fact be highly beneficial. In recent years, political-environmental theorists have carefully examined the ecological consequences of decentralization from the federal to the state level. Several scholars advocating a federalist approach have indeed discovered that certain American states often act as environmental pacesetters (Lowry 1992). Indeed, the national government has at times attempted to weaken state-level pollution standards. But the federalist approach, stressing a carefully constructed balance of federal and local (especially state) authority, must not be confused with the radical decentralization advocated by green extremists. It is necessary to recognize, as Lowry (1992) demonstrates, that the ability of progressive states to enact strong environmental measures is severely hampered whenever interstate competition intrudes. In other words, in the absence of centralized coordination, pollution-generating firms can often thwart state policy by departing, or threatening to depart, for less environmentally sensitive jurisdictions. Even in economic sectors in which offenders cannot relocate, such as agriculture, the lack of centralized authority will severely limit the diffusion of innovative control programs from the more progressive to the less progressive states. And finally, it must be recognized that some states will simply opt to abdicate environmental responsibility altogether” (Davis and Lester 1987: 563).

Primitivism K Answers – Environment Turn
Hunger-gathering dooms the earth to environmental destruction – Pleistocene die-off proves

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 59-60

Primitivists, the most extreme eco-radicals, argue that as soon as plants and animals were domesticated true primal harmony began to vanish. Yet even hunter-gatherers have been guilty of environmental despoliation. In fact, much indirect evidence suggests that roughly 11,000 years ago paleolithic hunters perpetrated the earth's most horrific human-induced ecological tragedy: the extermination of most large mammals in North and South America. Let us begin, therefore, in the Pleistocene epoch. Some 11,000 years ago, a brief interlude in geological terms, the Pleistocene Ice Age came to an end. With it vanished approximately 85 percent of all large mammals in North America. These extinctions were part of a global wave of species death that struck with greatest severity on the peripheral continents of North America, South America, and Australia. Eurasia was less seriously affected, Africa least of all. African extinctions occurred at the earliest date, American extinctions significantly later, and extinctions on remote islands most recently (Martin and Klein 1984). The earth has witnessed many other episodes of mass extinction, but the Pleistocene die-off was unique in several respects. Its geographical patterns were curiously discontinuous, but more unusual was its general restriction to large mammals and, to a lesser extent, large birds. Mammalian megafauna on the hard-hit continents was, however, devastated. Major evolutionary lines, such as that of the ground sloths, perished entirely. As appalling as the extinctions of plants and arthropods currently occurring in tropical rainforests is, it has not yet matched the ecological destruction that occurred when several continents' largest and most widespread animal species perished. Since the end of the Pleistocene, North America has been a faunal wasteland. Our mammalian diversity should equal that of Africa—as it recently did. A host of large mammals had easily survived the ebb and flow of glacial and interglacial climates over the Pleistocene's many hundred thousand years. Were is not for this ecological holocaust, mammoths and mastodons, giant ground sloths and gargantuan armadillos, saber-toothed tigers and dire wolves, American camels and American horses, giant beavers and short-faced bears, and many other species as well, would have greeted the first Europeans to land on this continent.

The attempted move towards the agricultural countryside will only results in increased environmental destruction

-public transportation loses effectiveness

-more detached dwellings

-increased long-distance trade patters

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 49

While the dream of an anarchic rural utopia may be simply naïve, opposition to urbanism per se is directly threatening to nature. As Paehlke (1989) carefully shows, urban living is in a great many respects far less stressful on nature than is rural existence. Given our current political economic structure (which despite eco-radical hopes, is in no immediate danger of collapse), any movement of the American population away from cities toward the countryside will result only in a hastening of environmental destruction. Urbanism’s environmental benefits are most easily visible in the realm of transportation. Public transport, which is almost always less polluting than travel by private automobile, is feasible only in and between cities. The denser a city’s population becomes, the more efficiently its public transport system can operate. Moreover, in urban core areas, walking is often the most convenient mode of travel. In America’s countryside, in contrast, the automobile is generally the sole feasible means of transport. At present, rural Americans seem willing to drive ever greater distances to seek modern conveniences, small towns everywhere are decaying as their erstwhile shoppers cruise to the regional centers large enough to support shopping malls or, at least, discount stores. The intrinsic energy efficiency of cities is evident in other aspects of life as well. Detached dwellings require far more energy to heat than do rowhouses, let alone apartments. Congeneration, a process by which industries use what would otherwise be waste heat, is most feasible in areas of high density. More significant is the reduced energy costs of trucking goods from business and from business to consumer in the urban environment. Simply by virtue of its energy efficiency, the city pollutes far less on a per capita basis than does the countryside, given the same living standards. Noxious by-products may be more quickly diluted in rural environs, but the total output per person is generally much greater. 
Primitivism K Answers – Extinction Turn
Hunter-gathering will cause the next great extinction – the world will not transition to some harmonious balance, but a more Hobbesian state

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 62-63

Strong evidence for the overkill scenario also comes from the few areas that humans did not reach in the Pleistocene. In Europe, for example, many species survived for a period on Mediterranean islands that remained inaccessible to Homo sapiens. "Ironically the last European elephants appear to have been dwarfs occupying oceanic islands, an environment inevitably viewed by biogeographers as especially prone to the hazards of natural extinctions" (P. Martin 1984:390!. The evidence is even more clear for Madagascar and New Zealand. On those islands, large animals persisted until human beings arrived some 1,000 to 2,000 years ago, at which point massive extinctions ensued. Moreover, waves of species death followed Polynesian seafarers not just to New Zealand but to other Pacific island groups as well, most notably Hawaii. Finally, the last of the Pleistocene extinctions, that of the giant Steller's sea cow, did not occur until the eighteenth century, when its remote, unpeopled refuge in the Bering Sea was finally discovered by Russian sailors. In the Pleistocene epoch, this gentle, easily killed marine herbivore had been widespread in coastal waters as far south as California (on island extinctions in general, see the various essays in Martin and Klein 1984). Nonspecialists often dismiss the human-agency thesis out of hand.  They do so, I believe, not because they can refute its arguments, but rather because it contradicts their cherished myths about primitive peoples.  Few radical environmentalist have begun to realize the extent to their error in continuing to imagine that until the advent of Europeans the North American landscape had existed in a harmonious and static balance.

Primitivism K Answers – Gender Equality Turn

Primitivism collapses women’s rights – leads to war and starvation

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 66-67

The assertion that hunter-gatherers are invariably peaceful and sexually egalitarian is also unsupportable. Some of the most egalitarian of small-scale societies have also been cursed with some of humanity's highest rates of murder (Knauft 1987). Among the !Kung San—often upheld as the paradigm of primal virtue—men often dominate women ({Conner and Shostak 1986:71], while murder rates are similar to those of most modern industrial societies (Cohen 1989:92). In one central Australian hunter-gatherer society, conditions have been considerably worse. As Mary Douglas (1966:141) explains, "for the least complaint or neglect of duty, Walbiri women are beaten or speared." Among the Eskimo even war was not unknown, and if battles were small-scale affairs they could still be quite bloody (Chance 1990:25). More striking is the incontrovertibly dominant status of Eskimo men. Birket-Smith (1971:157) claims that among the Netsilik tribes, "the killing of female children is so common that a girl who is not betrothed at birth is usually doomed." The same scholar's report on Netsilik adultery' is equally telling: "when a man punishes his wife for being unfaithful it is because she has trespassed upon his rights; the next evening he will probably lend her himself" (1971:158). Many historical hunter-gatherers also habitually raided their sedentary neighbors. In pre-Columbian Meso-America, for example, the agrarian cavitations of the Basin of Mexico suffered repeated devastations at the hands of the northern "chichimecs," a congeries of foraging peoples described as fierce barbarians by anthropologist Richard Adams (1977: 269). In the American Southwest too, huntcr-gatherers commonly plundered their sedentary neighbors, although the enmity between Pueblos and Apaches was probably exaggerated by an earlier generation of scholars (Goodwin r969). While hunter-gatherers are often peaceful among themselves, this does not necessarily preclude them from exploiting their less-mobile neighbors. Nor were all hunter-gatherers affluent in the sense of enjoying abundant leisure and good health. This thesis rests largely on evidence from the IKung San of the Kalahari, a seasonally dry savannah that has been erroneously called a desert. Hunters living in less-productive environments, such as the arctic tundra, present a grimmer picture. In fact, among virtually all documented hunting and foraging groups, as Mark Cohen (1989:130! demonstrates, "hunger has clearly been at least a seasonal problem .. . and starvation is not unknown" (see also Johnson and Earle 1987:33).

Primitivism K Answers – Epistemology Flawed

Primitivism is based on a flawed epistemology--to oppose civilization justifies its position of hegemony

Vandiver 1 

Pendleton Vandiver, ANARCHIST EPISTEMOLOGY, 7/22/01, http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Pendleton_Vandiver__Anarchist_Epistemology.html

The primitivist critique is very important, and cannot be ignored by anyone with a green anarchist orientation. Yet there are vexing contradictions in much primitivist theory, which seem to result from a lack of consideration of epistemology. The proponents of this philosophy purport to call into question civilization in total. A Primitivist Primer by John Moore calls anarcho-primitivism a shorthand term for a radical current that critiques the totality of civilization from an anarchist perspective, yet they mostly place themselves firmly within Western scientific discourse with their reliance on anthropological data. If anarcho-primitivism were primarily an immanent critique, exploring the aims and methods of civilization in order to show that they are inconsistent with one another, perhaps it could afford to rely upon a perspective that is supplied to it by Western science. But anarcho-primitivism is purporting to tell us how to go outside of civilization, and the outside that is being posited is totally, qualitatively other. The fact that this other is being defined, from top to bottom, by the very institutions that are being called into question scarcely seems to perturb anarcho-primitivist theorists. The juxtaposition of uncompromising purism and naiveté that is revealed in much primitivist writing is often jarring, even shocking. A quote from Zerzan’s Elements of Refusal is emblematic of the unacknowledged irony that pervades much of the anarcho-primitivist critique:” In fact, [primitive] life was lived in a continuous present, (12) underlying the point that historical time is not inherent in reality, but an imposition on it.” It does not matter what source that little number 12 is asking us to consider. After informing the reader that this indemonstrable assertion is a “fact”, Zerzan duly provides a footnote to prove it! That the assertion may in some sense be true, I do not wish to contest. The point is that an entirely unscientific, indeed anti-scientific, stance is being dressed up in academic attire in order to give the entire proceeding an air of rigor and methodological legitimacy that can only seem congruous to the superficial reader. The thesis itself, that time is the primal cause of alienation, is worth considering, and indeed Zerzan is a wonderful writer who often says important things. Yet epistemologically, we are getting into hot water when we simultaneously challenge the very existence of civilization while accepting its methodology and its conclusions. Indeed, the entire primitivist project is saddled with the unfortunate onus of a purist theory that is riddled with impurities it does not even seek to address. The primitivist tendency to valorize nature over culture is naive because it forgets that culture necessarily defines nature. The definition of nature as anything that is not culture is always going to be useful to power, because it equates nature with everything that is already subjugated and offers its opponents the opportunity to identify themselves with the defeated. This is a suckers game, and provides the necessary conditions within which an unwittingly loyal opposition can form around the most ostensibly radical critique. To completely oppose civilization as it defines itself is to grant it hegemony over everything it claims as its own. If we wish to destroy civilization, we should also seek to define it on our terms — which an anarchist epistemology would seek to provide. Primitivists have hitched their wagon to a star, and it would behoove them to look at the trajectory of that star if they want to see where they are headed. Thirty years ago, anthropologists painted a very different picture of what primitive life was like; thirty years from now, the picture is also likely to look different. In that case, the entire social philosophy of anarcho-primitivism will likewise change. How can a critique which purports to be so radical allow itself to be compromised by direct intimacy with the very institutions it claims to oppose? Unless primitivist theory confronts the question of epistemology, it will not remain a vital force in anarchism.

Primitivism K Answers – Ev Indict – General
Prefer our evidence – primitivism has no scientific or academic basis

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

Martin, Assistant Professor in the School of Environment and the Center for International Studies @ Duke, Green Delusions, pg. 81

Conclusion

A large proportion of eco-radicals fervently believe that human social and ecological problems could be solved if only we would return to a primal way of life. Ultimately, this proves to be an article of faith that receives little support from the historical and anthropological records. Although many radical environmentalists are anxious to find empirical groundings for their primal visions, their marshaling of evidence is far too selective to satisfy the demands of scholarship. Meanwhile, in academia the tide has finally turned. The contemporary view of careful scholars Is well summarized by Timothy Silver, who concludes that American Indians on the whole were neither despoilers nor preservers of nature, and that "since his arrival in North America, mankind has remained apart from, and altered, the natural world" (1990:66, 197).

Social Ecology K Answers – Environment Protection Consistent/AT: Bookchin
Environmental protection is consistent with social ecology

Bookchin 90

Murray, American anarchist & environmentalist, Institute for Social Ecology, The Philosophy of Social Ecology:  Essays on Dialectical Naturalism, p. 16
Admittedly, I have simplified the alternatives.  But I have done so only to reveal their logic and implications.  For one thing, I do not wish to deny that even liberal environmentalism and the value of instinctive sensibility have their roles in resisting a powerful technology that has been placed in the service of mindless growth, accumulation, and consumption.  A stand against the construction of a nuclear reactor, a new highway, an effort to clear-cut mountains, or a new condo development that threatens to deface an urban landscape—all represent impact acts, however limited, to prevent further environmental deterioration.  Land, wildlife, scenic natural beauty, and ecological variety that is preserved from the bull dozer and profit-oriented predators, are important enclaves of nature and aesthetics that must be preserved where we can do so.  It requires no great theoretical or ideological wisdom to recognize that almost everything of wonder and beauty, from a statuesque tree to a burrowing mammal, has its place in the world and function in the biosphere.

Even Bookchin says we should do what we can to stop more environmental harms – don`t reject the plan

Bookchin 91 

Murray, Institute for Social Ecology, Defending the Earth: a Dialogue Between Murray Bookchin and Dave Foreman p.78

Let me make it clear, however, that by counterposing reform environmentalism to the possibility of a truly radical ecology movement, I am not saying that we should desist from opposing the construction of nuclear power plants or highways today and sit back passively to await the coming of an ecological millennium. To the contrary, the existing ground must be held on to tenaciously, everywhere along the way. We must try to rescue what we still have so that we can at least reconstitute society with the least polluted and least damaged environment possible. To be effective, however, we must break away from conventional reformism and energetically adopt much more powerful nonviolent direct-action resistance strategies. Furthermore, we need to go well beyond tinkering with existing institutions, social relations, technologies, and values and begin to fundamentally transform them. This doesn’t mean that we don’t organize around a minimum program with clear immediate objectives or even that we never participate in local elections. I have argued for such measures in my books and articles on libertarian municipalism. It does mean, however, that the immediate goals we seek and the means we use to achieve them should orient us toward the radical fundamental changes that are needed instead of towards co-optation and containment within the existing, hopelessly destructive system.

Social Ecology K Answers – Racism Turn
Turn – their project creates a political void that would be filled with racist forms of local power 

Kovel 98


(Joel, Professor of Social Studies at Bard College, “Negating Bookchin,” in SOCIAL ECOLOGY AFTER BOOKCHIN, Ed: Andrew Light, p.46)

The issue is no longer hierarchy as such, but hierarchy as it becomes domination – and domination as it is undone to become emancipation. Here a criterion is at hand in the notion of dialectic as the emergence of being through negation. Is this occluded or thwarted? Then we have an instance of domination. Is the occlusion undone so that negations emerge, proliferate, expand, and more toward universality? Then domination is to that degree overcome, while emancipation supervenes. Such an approach fosters concrete engagement with points of resistance and transformation as they spontaneously emerge. The abstract denunciation of hierarchy as such favors an equivalently abstract kind of politics, with the abstraction filling up with the localization of whoever enunciates it. Thus social ecology`s municipalism, rigidly advanced by Bookchin, is a doctrine unable to be shared with or to learn from that 90% and more of the world population who do not share in the blessings of the Vermont town, German philosophy, or the emancipatory heritage of the white West. There is, in short, a kind of cryptofacism inherent in social ecology as Bookchin develops the notion, no matter how antiracist its individual practitioners may be.

***HEIDEGGER ANSWERS
Heidegger K Answers – Ontology Focus Bad

Pure ontological focus precludes politics – leads to endless questioning and inaction

Wolin 90 – Professor of European History
Richard Wolin, Professor of Modern European Intellectual History at Rice, 1990, The Politics of Being, pg. 117-118

Moreover, as Harries indicates, Heidegger's theory of the state as a "work" is modeled upon his theory of the work of art. Thus, as we have seen, in Heidegger's view, both works of art and the state are examples of the "setting-to-work of truth." In essence, the state becomes a giant work of art: like the work of art, it partici​pates in the revelation of truth, yet on a much more grandiose and fundamental scale, since it is the Gesamtkunstwerk within which all the other sub-works enact their preassigned roles. However, the idea of basing political judgments on analogy with aesthetic judg​ments is an extremely tenuous proposition. Though we may readily accept and even welcome Heidegger's claim that works of art re​veal the truth or essence of beings ("The work [of art] ... is not the reproduction of some particular entity that happens to be pres​ent at any given time," observes Heidegger; "it is, on the contrary, the reproduction of the thing's general essence"),66 we must ques​tion the attempt to transpose aesthetico-metaphysical criteria to the realm of political life proper. Is it in point of fact meaningful to speak of the "unveiling of truth" as the raison d'etre of politics in the same way one can say this of a work of art or a philosophical work? Is not politics rather a nonmetaphysical sphere of human interaction, in which the content of collective human projects, in​stitutions, and laws is articulated, discussed, and agreed upon? Is it not, moreover, in some sense dangerous to expect "metaphysical results" from politics? For is not politics instead a sphere of hu​man plurality, difference, and multiplicity; hence, a realm in which the more exacting criteria of philosophical truth must play a sub​ordinate role? And thus, would it not in fact be to place a type of totalitarian constraint on politics to expect it to deliver over truth in such pristine and unambiguous fashion? And even if Heidegger's own conception of truth (which we shall turn to shortly) is suffi​ciently tolerant and pluralistic to allay such fears, shouldn't the main category of political life be justice instead of truth? Undoubt​edly, Heidegger's long-standing prejudices against "value-philosophy” prevented him from seriously entertaining this proposition; and thus, as a category of political judgment, justice would not stand in sufficiently close proximity to Being. In all of the aforementioned instances, we see that Heidegger’s political philosophy is overburdened with ontological considerations that end up stifling the inner logic of politics as an independent sphere of human action. 

Focusing on ontology obfuscates recognition of the truth about the world—It encourages relativist accounts of identity, which serve the interests of the market—This leads to environmental destruction, mass poverty and violent oppression

Graham 99 – Professor of Management

Phil Graham, Graduate School of Management , University of Queensland, Heidegger’s Hippies: A dissenting voice on the “problem of the subject” in cyberspace, Identities in Action! 1999, http://www.philgraham.net/HH_conf.pdf

Half the world’s people have never made a phone call. In reality, the Asian “miracle” wasn’t. In reality, the world is worse off now than it was thirty years ago. These are facts of life. Which brings me to another sticky point: fact. Ethics, morality, and social justice are (separate) notions that have buckled under the weight of a consciousness-free, totalitarian work ethic. They have disappeared from the public agenda, except for those who wish to point out that we really can’t afford to have any, economically speaking. That’s a fact. Symbol worship has replaced questions of reality, ethics, and beauty. The “problem of the subject” is a dumb issue of ontology that has been settled innumerable times throughout history, both in the East and the West, if I may make the crass distinction. Of course, if we do not look back at history, which gives the clearest view of humanity’s progress, then we may not realise this. The various relativisms that plague notions of reality have placed the burden of proof on existence itself - a task that Heidegger kick-started in a (seemingly successful) effort to wipe out public thought in 1933. In reality, 0.1 percent of the world’s people own a computer. If this is the constituency of the global information society, it is a very small society indeed. But computers, of course, are just a small part of the informationalism story. Multinational companies, especially multinational media companies, are generally much more powerful than nation-states these days –except, perhaps, in the United States where the one is almost indistinguishable from the other. Regardless, business tells government what it should and should not do, and it gets paid good money for its flawed and self-interested advice. In reality, by 1997, the 358 richest people in the world owned more than the poorest 2.3 billion (Bauman, 1998). The inequality is increasing. These are not controversial statements, which makes them all the more alarming. “The market” continues to go about its socially and environmentally destructive work, largely unhindered by any coherent opposition, the remnants of which are either being financially assuaged, intellectually confused, or violently silenced. “Harmony and understanding” are the public order of the day in the information age. Community consciousness in the West is a function of propaganda. Identity is a mere commodity –a “thing”. The media fix is the public consciousness in action. It is the symbol worship, the ritual, myth, and ceremony of everyday life at the end of the second Christian millenium.

Focus on ontology forces an inward subjectivist turn—this prevents emancipation and limits the role of the social

Graham, ‘99 

Phil Graham, Graduate School of Management , University of Queensland, Heidegger’s Hippies: A dissenting voice on the “problem of the subject” in cyberspace, Identities in Action! 1999, http://www.philgraham.net/HH_conf.pdf

Of course, “the problem of the subject” is not specific to the information age. Indeed, it found its roots, like most recurring philosophical problems, in ancient Greece: The power of abstraction reached new levels when Heraclitus concentrated attention on the knowing of things rather than the thing known. As thought constitutes the thinker it controls phenomena. Since thought controls all things the universe was intelligible. The whole was a perpetual flux of change. The cosmos was the dynamics of existence. Being was a perpetual becoming. In attempting to meet the problem of correlating being and becoming or space and time Parmenides declared the two mutually exclusive and that only being was real. His philosophical absolute was “the unshaken heart of wellrounded truth”. (Innis 1951: 111) To state their positions more succinctly: ‘Heraclitus maintained that everything changes: Parmenides retorted that nothing changes’ (Russell 1946: 66). Between them, they delineated the dialectical extremes within which the “problem of the subject” has become manifest: in the extremes of questions about ontology, the nature of “Being”, or existence, or ‘Existenz’ (Adorno 1973: 110-25). Historically, such arguments tend towards internalist hocus pocus: The popular success of ontology feeds on an illusion: that the state of the intentio recta might simply be chosen by a consciousness full of nominalist and subjective sediments, a consciousness which self-reflection alone has made what it is. But Heidegger, of course, saw through this illusion … beyond subject and object, beyond concept and entity. Being is the supreme concept –for on the lips of him who says “Being” is the word, not Being itself –and yet it is said to be privileged above all conceptuality, by virtue of moments which the thinker thinks along with the word “Being” and which the abstractly obtained significative unity of the concept does not exhaust. (Adorno 1973: 69) Adorno’s (1973) thoroughgoing critique of Heidegger’s ontological metaphysics plays itself out back and forth through the Heideggerian concept of a universalised identity –an essentialist, universalised being and becoming of consciousness, elided from the constraints of the social world. Adorno’s argument can be summed up thus: there can be no universal theory of “being” in and of itself because what such a theory posits is, precisely, non-identity. It obscures the role of the social and promotes a specific kind of politics –identity politics (cf. also Kennedy 1998): Devoid of its otherness, of what it renders extraneous, an existence which thus proclaims itself the criterion of thought will validate its decrees in authoritarian style, as in political practice a dictator validates the ideology of the day. The reduction of thought to the thinkers halts the progress of thought; it brings to a standstill would thought would need to be thought, and what subjectivity would need to live in. As the solid ground of truth, subjectivity is reified … Thinking becomes what the thinker has been from the start. It becomes tautology, a regressive form of consciousness. (Adorno 1973: 128). Identity politics - the ontological imperative - is inherently authoritarian precisely because it promotes regression, internalism, subjectivism, and, most importantly, because it negates the role of society. It is simplistic because it focuses on the thingliness of people: race, gender, ethnicity. It tries to resolve the tension of the social-individual by smashing the problem into two irreconcilable parts. Identity politics’ current popularity in sociological thought, most wellevidenced by its use and popularity in “Third Way” politics, can be traced back to a cohort I have called Heidegger’s Hippies –the failed, half-hearted, would-be “revolutionaries” of the 60s, an incoherent collection of middle-class, neo-liberal malcontents who got caught up in their own hyperbole, and who are now the administrators of a ‘totally administered’ society in which hyperbole has become both lingua franca and world currency (Adorno 1964/19731973).

Heidegger declared the end of dogmatic thought and ideology free politics – While this sounds benign, this void allowed for the ascension of Hitler
Graham 99

Phil Graham, Graduate School of Management , University of Queensland, Heidegger’s Hippies: A dissenting voice on the “problem of the subject” in cyberspace, Identities in Action! 1999, http://www.philgraham.net/HH_conf.pdf

Societies should get worried when Wagner’s music becomes popular because it usually means that distorted interpretations of Nietzsche’s philosophy are not far away. Existentialists create problems about what is, especially identity (Heidegger 1947). Existentialism inevitably leads to an authoritarian worldview: this, my Dionysian world of the eternally self-creating, the eternally self-destroying, this mystery world of twofold voluptuous delight, my “beyond good and evil,” without a goal, unless the joy of the circle itself is a goal; without will, unless a ring feels good will towards itself – do you want a name for this world? A solution to all its riddles? A light for you, too, you best-concealed, strongest, most intrepid, most midnightly men? – This world is the will to power – and nothing besides! And you yourselves are also this will to power – and nothing besides! (Nietzsche 1967/1997). Armed with a volume of Nietzsche, some considerable oratory skills, several Wagner records, and an existentialist University Rector in the form of Martin Heidegger, Hitler managed some truly astounding feats of strategic identity engineering (cf. Bullock, 1991). Upon being appointed to the Freiberg University, Heidegger pronounced the end of thought, history, ideology, and civilisation: ‘No dogmas and ideas will any longer be the laws of your being. The Fuhrer himself, and he alone, is the present and future reality for Germany’ (in Bullock 1991: 345). Heidegger signed up to an ideology-free politics: Hitler’s ‘Third Way’ (Eatwell 1997). The idealised identity, the new symbol of mythological worship, Nietzsche’s European Superman, was to rule from that day hence. Hitler took control of the means of propaganda: the media; the means of mental production: the education system; the means of violence: the police, army, and prison system; and pandered to the means of material production: industry and agriculture; and proclaimed a New beginning and a New world order. He ordered Germany to look forward into the next thousand years and forget the past. Heidegger and existentialism remain influential to this day, and history remains bunk (e.g. Giddens4, 1991, Chapt. 2). Giddens’s claims that ‘humans live in circumstances of … existential contradiction’, and that ‘subjective death’ and ‘biological death’ are somehow unrelated, is a an ultimately repressive abstraction: from that perspective, life is merely a series of subjective deaths, as if death were the ultimate motor of life itself (cf. Adorno 1964/1973). History is, in fact, the simple and straightforward answer to the “problem of the subject”. “The problem” is also a handy device for confusing, entertaining, and selling trash to the masses. By emphasising the problem of the ‘ontological self’ (Giddens 1991: 49), informationalism and ‘consumerism’ confines the navel-gazing, ‘narcissistic’ masses to a permanent present which they self-consciously sacrifice for a Utopian future (cf. Adorno 1973: 303; Hitchens 1999; Lasch 1984: 25-59). Meanwhile transnational businesses go about their work, raping the environment; swindling each other and whole nations; and inflicting populations with declining wages, declining working conditions, and declining social security. Slavery is once again on the increase (Castells, 1998; Graham, 1999; ILO, 1998). There is no “problem of the subject”, just as there is no “global society”; there is only the mass amnesia of utopian propaganda, the strains of which have historically accompanied revolutions in communication technologies. Each person’s identity is, quite simply, their subjective account of a unique and objective history of interactions within the objective social and material environments they inhabit, create, and inherit. The identity of each person is their most intimate historical information, and they are its material expression: each person is a record of their own history at any given time. Thus, each person is a recognisably material, identifiable entity: an identity. This is their condition. People are not theoretical entities; they are people. As such, they have an intrinsic identity with an intrinsic value. No amount of theory or propaganda will make it go away. The widespread multilateral attempts to prop up consumer society and hypercapitalism as a valid and useful means of sustainable growth, indeed, as the path to an inevitable, international democratic Utopia, are already showing their disatrous cracks. The “problem” of subjective death threatens to give way, once again, to unprecedented mass slaughter. The numbed condition of a narcissistic society, rooted in a permanent “now”, a blissful state of Heideggerian Dasein, threatens to wake up to a world in which “subjective death” and ontology are the least of all worries.

Heidegger K Answers – Humanism Good

Liberal humanism liberates more than it destroys and stops the worst oppression in history – the West’s fight against communism proves

Kors 1 – Professor of History

Alan Kors, Professor of History at University of Pennsylvania and Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2001, “Triumph without Self-Belief,” Orbis, Summer, EBSCO

For generations, and to this day, the great defenders of the humane consequences of the allocation of capital by free markets--Ludwig von Mises, Friedrich Hayek, and Milton Friedman, for example--have remained unexplored, marginalized, or dismissed as absurd by most American intellectuals. The lionized intellectuals were and are, in sentimental memory, those who dreamed about and debated how one would make the transition from unproductive and unjust capitalism to the cornucopia of central planning. For a full generation, academic intellectual culture above all generally viewed the West's anticommunist military strength, let alone its willingness to project that strength, as the great obstacle to international justice and peace, and derided the doctrine of peace through strength as the slogan of the demented. For at least a generation, Western intellectual contempt for the West as a civilization, a set of ideals, and the object of hope for the potentials of humanity has been the curriculum of the humanities and "soft" social sciences. Given these ineffably sad phenomena, the seeming triumph of the West (both the collapse of neo-Marxist theory at universities outside the West, and especially the downfall of the Soviet empire) will be understood by Western intellectuals as showing, in the latter case, how absurd Western fears were from the start, and, in both cases, not so much a victory for the West as merely the economic collapse of communists who in various ways betrayed their ideals or failed to temper them with adequate pragmatism or relativism. One must recall, however, the years 1975-76 in the world of the intellectual Left: the joy at American defeat in Indochina; the excitement over Eurocommunism; the anticipation of one, ten, a hundred Vietnams; the contempt for Jean-Francois Revel's The Totalitarian Temptation; the ubiquitous theories of moral equivalence; the thrill Of hammers and sickles in Portugal; the justifications of the movement of Cuban troops into those great hopes for mankind, Angola and Mozambique; the loathing of all efforts to preserve Western strategic superiority or even parity. One must recall, indeed, the early 1980s: the romanticization of the kleptomaniacal and antidemocratic Castroite Sandinistas and the homicidal megalomaniac Mengistu of Ethiopia; the demonization of Reagan's foreign policy; the outrage when Susan Sontag declared the audience of Reader's Digest better informed than readers of The Nation about the history of the USSR; the mockery of the president's description of the Soviet Union as the "evil empire" and of communism as a vision that would end on "the dustbin of history"; and the academic associations that approved politically correct resolutions for a nuclear freeze. The latter included the American Historical Association, which voted in overwhelming numbers to inform the American government and public that, as professional historians, they knew that Reagan's rearmament program and deployment of missiles in Europe would lead to a severe worsening of U.S.-Soviet relations, end the possibilities of peace, and culminate in an exchange of weapons in an ineluctable conflict. All of that will be rewritten, forgotten, indirectly justified, and incorporated into a world view that still portrays the West as empire and the rest of the world as victim. The initial appeal of communism and romanticized Third World leaders--Kwame Nkrumah, Julius Nyerere, Mao Zedong, Ho Chi Minh, Fidel Castro, Sekou Toure, and Daniel Ortega--who would redefine human well-being and productivity (well, they certainly redefined something) reflected the Western pathology whereby intellectuals delude themselves systematically about the non-West, about that "Other" standing against and apart from the society that does not appreciate those intellectuals' moral and practical authority and status. However, when an enemy arose that truly hated Western intellectuals--namely, fascism--and whose defeat depended upon the West's self-belief, Western intellectuals quickly became masters of judgments of absolute superiority and had no difficulty in defining a contest between good and evil. Cognitive dissonance is an astonishing phenomenon, and in academic circles, it prevents three essential historical truths from being told. First, the most murderous regime in all of human history, the Bolsheviks in power, has fallen: its agents were guilty of irredeemable crimes against humanity, and its apologists should do penance for the remainder of their lives. Anticommunists within the law were warriors for human freedom; communists and anti-anticommunists, whatever their intentions, were warriors for human misery and slavery. The most that can be said in communism's favor is that it was capable of building, by means of. slave labor and terror, a simulacrum of Gary, Indiana, once only, without ongoing maintenance, and minus the good stuff. Secondly, voluntary exchange among individuals held morally responsible under the rule of law has demonstrably created the means of both prosperity and diverse social options. Such a model has been a precondition of individuation and freedom, whereas regimes of central planning have created poverty, and (as Hayek foresaw) ineluctable developments toward totalitarianism and the worst abuses of power. Dynamic free-market societies, grounded in rights-based individualism, have altered the entire human conception of freedom and dignity for formerly marginalized groups. The entire "socialist experiment," by contrast, ended in stasis, ethnic hatreds, the absence of even the minimal preconditions of economic, social, and political renewal, and categorical contempt for both individuation and minority rights., Thirdly, the willingness to contain communism, to fight its expansion overtly and covertly, to sacrifice wealth and often lives against its heinous efforts at extension--in Europe, Vietnam, Central Asia, Central America, Korea, Laos, Cambodia, and, indeed, Grenada--was, with the struggle against Nazism over a much briefer period, the great gift of American taxpayers and the American people to planet earth. As Britain under Churchill was "the West" in 1940, so was the United States from 1945 to 1989, drawing from its values to stand against what was simultaneously its mutant offspring and its antithesis. In the twentieth century, the West met and survived its greatest trial. On the whole, howeverWestern intellectuals do not revel in these triumphs, to say the least. Where is the celebration? Just as important, where is the accounting? On the Left, to have either would be to implicate one's own thought and will in the largest crime and folly in the history of mankind. We have seen myriad documentaries on the collective and individual suffering of the victims of Nazism, but where is the Shoah, or the Night and Fog, let alone the Nuremberg trails of the postcommunist present? As Solzhenitsyn predicted repeatedly in The Gulag Archipelago, the countless victims who froze to death or were maimed in the Arctic death camps would go unremembered; the officers and guards who broke their bodies and often their souls would live out their lives on pensions, unmolested; and those who gave the orders would die peacefully and unpunished. Our documentary makers and moral intellectuals do not let us forget any victim of the Holocaust. We hunt down ninety-year-old guards so that the bones of the dead might have justice, and properly so. The bones of Lenin's and Stalin's and Brezhnev's camps cry out for justice, as do the bones of North Vietnam's exterminations, and those of Poi Pot's millions, and Mao's tens of millions. In those cases, however, the same intellectuals cry out against--what is their phrase?--"witch-hunts," and ask us to let the past be the past. We celebrated the millennium with jubilation; we have not yet celebrated the triumph of the West. Ask American high school or even college students to number Hitler's victims and Columbus's victims, and they will answer, for both, in the tens of millions. Ask them to number Stalin's victims and, if my experience is typical, they will answer in the thousands. Such is their education, even now. The absence of celebration, of teaching the lessons learned, and of demands for accountability is perhaps easily understood on the Left. Convinced that the West above all has been the source of artificial relationships of dominance and subservience, the commodification of human life, and ecocide, leftist intellectuals have little interest in objectively analyzing the manifest data about societies of voluntary exchange, or in coming to terms with the slowly and newly released data about the conditions of life and death under the Bolsheviks and their heirs, or in confirming or refuting various theories on the outcome of the Cold War (let alone, given their contemporary concerns, in analyzing ecological or gender politics under communist or Third World regimes). Less obvious, but equally striking in some ways, has been the absence of celebration on so much of the intellectual Right, because it is not at all certain something worth calling Western civilization did in fact survive the twentieth century.

Heidegger K Answers – AT: Calculations Bad

Calculative thought is necessary in order to secure justice in the face of specific forms of oppression that deny “being” or “alterity”

Campbell 99 – Professor of International Politics

David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 50-51

In pursuing Derrida on the question of the decision, a pursuit that ends up in the supplementing of Derridean deconstruction with Levinasian ethics, Critchley was concerned to ground political decisions in something other than the "madness" of a decision, and worried that there could be a "refusal of politics in Derrida's work" because the emphasis upon undecidability as the condition of responsibility contained an implicit rejection of politics as "the field of antagonism, decision, dissension, and struggle," the "domain of questioning s Yet from the above discussion, I would argue that Derrida's account of the procedure of the decision also contains within it an account of the duty, obligation, and responsibility of the decision within deconstruction. Moreover, the undecidable and infinite character of justice that fosters that duty is precisely what guarantees that the domain of politics bears the characteristics of contestation rightly prized by Critchley. Were everything to be within the purview of the decidable, and devoid of the undecidable, then (as Derrida constantly reminds us) there would be no ethics, politics, or responsibility, only a program, technology, and its irresponsible application. Of course, for many (though Critchley is clearly not among them), the certainties of the program are synonymous with the desires of politics. But if we seek to encourage recognition of the radical interdependence of being that flows from our responsibility to the other, then the provocations give rise to a different figuration of politics, one in which its purpose is the struggle for-or on behalf of-alterity, and not a struggle to efface, erase, or eradicate alterity. Such a principle -one that is ethically transcendent if not classically universal-is a powerful starting point for rethinking, for example, the question of responsibility vis-avis "ethnic" and "nationalist" conflicts.'°6 But the concern about politics in Derrida articulated by Critchley is not about politics per se, nor about the possibilities of political analysis, but about the prospects for a progressive, radical politics, one that will demand-and thus do more than simply permit-the decision to resist domination, exploitation, oppression, and all other conditions that seek to contain or eliminate alterity. Yet, again, I would argue that the above discussion demonstrates that not only does Derridean deconstruction address the question of politics, especially when Levinasian ethics draws out its political qualities, it does so in an affirmative antitotalitarian manner that gives its politics a particular quality, which is what Critchley and others like him most want (and rightly so, in my view). We may still be dissatisfied with the prospect that Derrida's account cannot rule out forever perverse calculations and unjust laws. But to aspire to such a guarantee would be to wish for the demise of politics, for it would install a new technology, even if it was a technology that began life with the markings of progressivism and radicalism. Such dissatisfaction, then, is not with a Derridean politics, but with the necessities of politics per se, necessities that can be contested and negotiated, but not escaped or transcended.

Heidegger K Answers – Perm

Absolutist rejection fails

Pasquale 5 – PhD in Anthrolology
Frank L., Ph.D., a cultural anthropologist Secular Humanist Bulletin, Feb. 10 Volume 20, Number 3. Absolute Thinking in an Inabsolute World http://secularhumanism.org/index.php?section=library&page=pasquale_20_3&back=http://secularhumanism.org/lib/list.php%3Fpublication%3Dshb

For my own part, I have grown weary of extremist thinking, whether purely right/wrong, black/white, good/evil, either/or, us/them, absolute, or absolutely relative. Western history and philosophy sometimes seem to me a succession of presumptuous pretensions to certainty. Such thinking has led to great achievements, but also untold destruction. It provided an impetus for great adventure and oppressive imperialism. It envisioned shining cities on a hill, and a purified “race” of superior humans (minus those deemed “unfit”).  To view ourselves as absolutely, unchangeably prejudiced, judgmental, selfish, oppressive, or evil is as dangerous and as empirically indefensible as to think ourselves perfect or capable of perfection. By doing so, we lapse back into an age-old habit of framing the world in dueling absolutes. (Remember Manichaeanism? How about Bushism?) But we are not absolutely good, nor absolutely evil; we are capable of both and generally interested in improving. We make small advances here and lapse back there. Our ethics and values are neither fixed and eternal nor absolutely relative but an approximate reflection of our nature (such as we dimly perceive it at this point in species evolution), our needs, and our shared aspiration to live lives worth living.  While it is essential that we remain skeptically aware of our many failings and foibles, we should not deny our incremental advancements, our ethical aspirations, or our potential for goodness and nobility, imperfect as these may be. At the very least, to deny such advancements is to negate the contributions of those whose lives were devoted to promoting a precious self-fulfilling prophecy of human decency and justice, regardless of power, class, culture, skin color, or metaphysical stance. At the worst, it is to frame a dismal world and a self-fulfilling prophecy where power alone is the greatest “good,” where we are forever consigned to an original sin of destructive judgmentalism without hope of improvement, and where all “religious” people and phenomena constitute a uniform evil that must be obliterated without a trace. I had thought that humanism represented a repudiation of such thinking, but perhaps I was mistaken.  

Heidegger K Answers – Authoritarianism Turn
The alternative results in authoritarian dogmatism

Thiele 3 – Professor of Political Science

Leslie Paul, Professor of Political Science @ Florida, “The Ethics and Politics of Narrative,” Foucalt and Heidegger: Critical Encounters, 

The pursuit of knowledge continues unabated for the skeptic. Yet it proceeds with a suspicious eye. There are inherent limitations to— and a price to pay for—the pursuit of knowledge. Charles Scott describes Foucault's efforts in this regard: “Far from the skepticism that argues that nothing is really knowable…genealogies embody a sense of the historical limits that define our capacities for knowing and believing. Things are known. But they are known in ways that have considerable social and cultural costs.” 8 Both Heidegger and Foucault maintain that there is no legitimate basis for the radical skeptic's conviction that knowledge is impossible or unworthy of pursuit. This sort of skepticism, Heidegger states, consists merely in an “addiction to doubt.” 9 The skeptical nature of political philosophical thought, in contrast, is grounded in the imperative of endless inquiry. The point for Heidegger and Foucault is to inquire not in order to sustain doubt, but to doubt that one might better sustain inquiry. At the same time, inquiry is tempered with a sensibility of the ethico-political costs of any “knowledge” that is gained. Doing political philosophy of this sort might be likened to walking on a tightrope. If vertigo is experienced, a precarious balance may be lost. Falling to one side leaves one mired in apathy, cynicism, and apoliticism. This results when skeptical inquiry degenerates into a radical skepticism, an addictive doubt that denies the value of (the search for) knowledge and undermines the engagements of collective life, which invariably demand commitment (based on tentatively embraced knowledge). Falling to the other side of the tightrope leaves one mired in dogmatic belief or blind activism. Authoritarian ideologies come to serve as stable foundations, or a reactive iconoclasm leads to irresponsible defiance. Apathy, cynicism, and apoliticism, on the one side, and dogmatic authoritarianism or reactive iconoclasm, on the other, are the dangerous consequences of losing one's balance. These states of mind and their corresponding patterns of behavior relieve the vertigo of political philosophical inquiry, but at a prohibitive cost. It has been argued that Foucault did not so much walk the tightrope of political philosophy as straddle it, at times leaving his readers hopeless and cynical, at times egging them on to an irresponsible monkeywrenching. For some, the Foucauldian flight from the ubiquitous powers of normalization undermines any defensible normative position. Hopelessness accompanies lost innocence. Cynicism or nihilism become the only alternatives for those who spurn all ethical and political foundations. By refusing to paint a picture of a better future, Foucault is said to undercut the impetus to struggle. Others focus on Foucault's development of a “tool kit” whose contents are to be employed to deconstruct the apparatuses of modern power. Yet the danger remains that Foucault's “hyperactive” tool-kit users will be unprincipled activists, Luddites at best, terrorists at worst. In either case, Foucault provides no overarching theoretical vision. Indeed, Foucault is upfront about his rejection of ethical and political theories and ideals. “I think that to imagine another system is to extend our participation in the present system, ” Foucault stipulates. “Reject theory and all forms of general discourse. This need for theory is still part of the system we reject.” 10 One might worry whether action is meant to take the place of thought. If Foucault occasionally straddles the tightrope of political philosophy, Heidegger obviously stumbled off it. In the 19305, Heidegger enclosed himself within an authoritarian system of thought grounded in ontological reifications of a “folk” and its history. Heidegger's historicization of metaphysics led him to believe that a new philosophic epoch was about to be inaugurated. It implicitly called for a philosophical Fuehrer who could put an end to two millennia of ontological forgetting. 11 The temptation for Heidegger to identify himself as this intellectual messiah and to attach himself to an authoritarian social and political movement capable of sustaining cultural renewal proved irresistible. Whether Heidegger ever fully recovered his balance has been the topic of much discussion. Some argue that Heidegger's prerogative for political philosophizing was wholly undermined by his infatuation with folk destiny, salvational gods, and political authority. 12

Heidegger’s philosophy has moral consequences and leads to paralysis – It justifies sitting back and allowing for the Holocaust while criticizing the technology used to kill the Jews

Bookchin 95 – Professor @ Ramapo College

Murray Bookchin, Founder of the Institute for Social Ecology and Former Professor at Ramapo College, 1995, Re-enchanting Humanity, p. 168-170

"Insofar as Heidegger can be said to have had a project to shape human lifeways, it was as an endeavor to resist, or should I say, demur from, what he conceived to he an all-encroaching technocratic mentality and civilization that rendered human beings 'inauthentic' in their relationship to a presumably self-generative reality, 'isness', or more esoterically, 'Being' (Sein). Not unlike many German reactionaries, Heidegger viewed ‘modernity' with its democratic spirit, rationalism, respect for the individual, and technological advances as a 'falling' (Gefallen) from a primal and naive innocence in which humanity once 'dwelled,’ remnants of which he believed existed in the rustic world into which he was born a century ago. 'Authenticity', it can be said without any philosophical frills, lay in the pristine Teutonic world of the tribal Germans who retained their ties with ‘the Gods’, and with later peoples who still tried to nourish their past amidst the blighted traits of the modern world. Since some authors try to muddy Heidegger's prelapsarian message by focusing on his assumed belief in individual freedom and ignoring his hatred of the French Revolution and its egalitarian, 'herd'-like democracy of the 'They', it is worth emphasizing that such a view withers m the light of his denial of individuality. The individual by himself counts for noth​ing', he declared after becoming a member of the National Socialist party in 1933. 'The fate of our Volk m its state counts for everything.'22 As a member of the Nazi party, which he remained up to the defeat of Germany twelve years later, his antihumanism reached strident, often blatantly reactionary proportions. Newly appointed as the rector of the University of Freiburg upon Hitler's ascent to power, he readily adopted the Fuehrer-principle of German fascism and preferred the title Rektor-Fuhrer, hailing the spirit of National Socialism as an antidote to 'the darkening of the world, the flight of the gods, the destruction of the earth [by technology], the transformation of men into a mass, the hatred and suspicion of everything free and creative.’28 His most unsavory remarks were directed in the lectures, from which these lines are taken, 'from a metaphysical point of view', against 'the pincers' created by America and Russia that threaten to squeeze 'the farthermost corner of the globe ... by technology and ... economic exploitation.'29 Technology, as Heidegger construes it, is 'no mere means. Technology is a way of revealing. If we give heed to this, then another whole realm for the essence of technology will open itself up to us. It is the realm of revealing, i.e., of truth.’30 After which Heidegger rolls out technology's transformations, indeed mutations, which give rise to a mood of anxiety and finally hubris, anthropocentricity, and the mechanical coercion of things into mere objects for human use and exploitation. Heidegger's views on technology are part of a larger weltanschauung which is too multicolored to discuss here, and demands a degree of inter​pretive effort we must forgo for the present in the context of a criticism of technophobia. Suffice it to say that there is a good deal of primitivistic animism in Heidegger's treatment of the 'revealing' that occurs when techne is a 'clearing' for the 'expression' of a crafted material - not unlike the Eskimo sculptor who believes (quite wrongly, I may add) that he is 'bringing out' a hidden form that lies in the walrus ivory he is carving. But this issue must be seen more as a matter of metaphysics than of a spir​itually charged technique. Thus, when Heidegger praises a windmill, in contrast to the 'challenge' to a tract of land from which the ‘hauling out of coal and ore' is subjected, he is not being 'ecological'. Heidegger is concerned with a windmill, not as an ecological technology, but more metaphysically with the notion that 'its sails do indeed turn in the wind; they are left entirely to the wind's blowing'. The windmill 'does not unlock energy from the air currents, in order to store it'.31 Like man in relation to Being, it is a medium for the 'realization' of wind, not an artifact for acquiring power. Basically, this interpretation of a technological interrelationship reflects a regression - socially and psychologically as well as metaphysically – into quietism. Heidegger advances a message of passivity or passivity conceived as a human activity, an endeavor to let things be and 'disclose' themselves. 'Letting things be' would be little more than a trite Maoist and Buddhist precept were it not that Heidegger as a National Socialist became all  too  ideologically engaged,  rather than  'letting things be', when he was busily undoing 'intellectualism,' democracy, and techno​logical intervention into the 'world'. Considering  the  time,   the  place,   and  the   abstract  way in which Heidegger treated humanity's 'Fall' into technological ‘inauthenticity’ – a ‘Fall’ that he, like Ellul, regarded as inevitable, albeit a metaphysical, nightmare - it is not hard to see why he could trivialize the Holocaust, when he deigned to notice it at all, as part of a techno-industrial ‘condition’. 'Agriculture is now a motorized (motorsierte) food industry, in essence the same as the manufacturing of corpses in the gas chambers and extermination camps,' he coldly observed, 'the same as the blockade and starvation of the countryside, the same as the production of the hydrogen bombs.’32 In placing the industrial means by which many Jews were killed before the ideological ends that guided their Nazi exterminators, Heidegger essentially displaces the barbarism of a specific state apparatus, of which he was a part, by the technical proficiency he can attribute to the world at large! These immensely revealing offhanded remarks, drawn from a speech he gave in Bremen m 1949, are beneath contempt. But they point to a way of thinking that gave an autonomy to technique that has fearful moral consequences which we are living with these days in the name of the sacred, a phraseology that Heidegger would find very congenial were he alive today. Indeed, technophobia, followed to its logical and crudely primitivistic conclusions, finally devolves into a dark reactionism – and a paralyzing quietism. For if our confrontation with civilization turns on passivity before a ‘disclosing of Being’, a mere ‘dwelling’ on the earth, and a ‘letting things be’, to use Heidegger’s verbiage – much of which has slipped into deep ecology’s vocabulary as well – the choice between supporting barbarism and enlightened humanism has no ethical foundations to sustain it. Freed of values grounded in objectivity, we are lost in a quasi-religious antihumanism, a spirituality that can with the same equanimity hear the cry of a bird and ignore the anguish of six million once-living people who were put to death by the National Socialist state.

Heidegger K Answers – Extinction Turn
Heidegger’s philosophy is reminiscent of Nietzhe’s nihilism – rejecting all technology makes life meaningless, culminating in extinction

Hicks 3 – Professor of Philosophy @ Queens

Steven V., Professor of Philosophy @ Queens, “Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Foucault: Nihilism and Beyond,” Foucault and Heidegger: Critical Encounters, Ed. Alan Milchman and Alan Rosenberg, p. 109, Questia

Why a “philosphical shock”? The answer, in part, may be that from Foucault's perspective, Heidegger's insightful reading of Nietzsche and the problem of nihilism is itself too ascetic. Heidegger's emphasis on  “silence” as proper to Dasein's being, his frequent use of quasireligious (even Schopenhauerean) terms of “grace” and “call of conscience, ” his many references to the destiny of the German Volk, his avoidance of politics and the serious “quietistic” tone of Heideggerian Gelassenheit are all reminiscent of the life-denying ascetic ideal Nietzsche sought to avoid.  65  Moreover, Foucault seems to join with Derrida and other “neo-Nietzscheans” in regarding Heidegger's idea of “letting Being be”—his vision of those who have left traditional metaphysics behind and with it the obsession with mastery and technology that drives contemporary civilization—as too passive or apathetic a response to the legitimate problems of post-Nietzschean nihilism that Heidegger's own analysis uncovers.  66  Here we have arrived at a key difference between Heidegger and Foucault: for Foucault, Heidegger takes insufficient account of the playful and even irreverent elements in Nietzsche and of Nietzsche's critique of the dangers of the ascetic ideal. Foucault joins with other new Nietzscheans in promoting, as an alternative to Heideggerian Gelassenheit, the more Nietzschean vision of “playing with the text”—which in Foucault's case means promulgating active and willful images of resistance and struggle against particular practices of domination, rebellion against “micro-powers, ” and blatant disregard for tradition (cf. DP, 27).  67  This context-specific, unambiguously confrontational nature of Foucault's critique of the forms of domination and technologies of power lodged in modern institutions offers a more Nietzsche-like response than the one Heidegger offers to the nihilistic problems of Western civilization. As Foucault sees it, the lessons Heidegger would have us draw from Nietzsche throw us back to the passive “nihilism of emptiness” that Nietzsche feared. While not predicting the emergence of better times, Foucault tries to offer a better (less passive, less ascetic) model for reforming our “background practices” and for cultivating an affirmative attitude toward life that he and other neo-Nietzscheans think may be “our only chance to keep from extinguishing life on earth altogether.” 

Heidegger K Answers – Genocide Turn
Simply uncovering Being provides no method for combatting violence – leads to genocide

Rockmore 91 – Prof of Philosophy

Tom, On Heidegger’s Nazism and Philosophy Dusquesne University Prof of Phil http://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft6q2nb3wh;brand=ucpress

Heidegger's failure to denounce, or even to acknowledge, Nazi practice can be interpreted as an oblique resistance to the practical consequences of his theoretical commitment. He was obviously unwilling to acknowledge the failure of his turn to Nazism, not for mere psychological reasons, but on good philosophical grounds; for his turn to Nazism was grounded in his own theory of Being, which he never abandoned. For the same reason, he was also unwilling to abandon National Socialism, or at least an ideal form of it, because of his continued interest in certain points where his thought converged with Nazism, including the coming to be of the Germans as German and the confrontation with technology. Heidegger's insensitivity to the effects of Nazism in practice is coupled, then, with a residual theoretical enthusiasm for a form of Nazism in theory. In Heidegger's writings on technology, at least two passages indicate a striking insensitivity to human suffering. Heidegger, who understood technology as a form of disclosure, was careful to conceal and not to reveal some of his most deeply held views about the technological process. There is a passage in the original version of Heidegger's essay, "The Question concerning Technology," which originated as a lecture in 1949 under the title "Enframing" but which was altered in the version published in 1954.[126] In the version published during Heidegger's lifetime, the text, which was clearly changed to conceal an earlier formulation, retains only seven words in the translation, five in the revised text: "Agriculture is now the mechanized food industry."[127] This banal point hardly reveals the startling claim embedded in the original manuscript, which only became available some seven years after Heidegger's death. The original passage reads as follows: "Agriculture is now a mechanised food industry, in essence the same as the manufacturing of corpses in gas chambers and extermination camps, the same as the blockade and starvation of nations, the same as the production of hydrogen bombs."[128] From a strictly Heideggerian point of view, this passage is literally correct, since he maintains that all of modernity suffers from the turn away from Being which leads to the hegemony of technology. Yet this passage is disturbing, in part because of Heidegger's manifest insensitivity, in a period when he emphasizes the Ereignis , to the most catastrophic moral Ereignis of our time: the Holocaust. Heidegger, who is sensitive to Being, is startlingly insensitive to human being. There is further a manifest conceptual mistake in simply considering all forms of technology as indistinguishably alike. For Heidegger has failed to consider, and certainly failed to comprehend, the relation of technology to the event of the Holocaust: the unparalleled way in which all available technological resources were harnessed, and new ones were invented, specifically to commit  genocide . No amount of liberal handwringing at this late date should be allowed to obscure Heidegger's incapacity, not only to respond to, but even to comprehend, the Holocaust through his theory of technology.[129] His theory, hence, fails the test of experience. 

***HILLMAN ANSWERS

Hillman K Answers – AT: Numbing Impact

Numbing does not occur – should apply to all threats which empirically disproven

Summers 91

Craig Summers. Mount Allison University. Review of Chernus, Ira. Nuclear Madness: Religion and the Psychology of the Nuclear Age. Nuclear Texts and Contexts. No. 6. Spring 1991. http://www.wsu.edu/~brians/ntc/NTC6.pdf

This book attempts to explain political psychology in the nuclear age through nuclear imagery and psychiatrist R. J. Lifton’s (1967) construct of psychic numbing. To start with an image of my own, the nuclear threat could be characterized by two men (gender intended), each holding a gun to the other’s head as a means of security. The inherent danger and illogic in this is of course mad; a madness defined by Mutual Assured Destruction (M.A.D.). The book draws heavily on metaphors of madness in attempting to explain this situation, and in attempting to “point to new political possibilities that will lead beyond the nuclear trap and void” (p. 70). The logic followed in the book is that psychic numbing causes us to shut off any thoughts about a fundamental threat to our existence. We therefore develop no images of nuclear doomsday, and this is essentially why we do not act to prevent it. It is not completely clear, however, why numbing makes us inactive regarding the nuclear threat, but not about other threats. Certainly death is a more immediate threat to blacks in South Africa or to those in bread lines in Eastern Europe and the U.S.S.R. Yet rather than being numbed into paralysis, these victims defy government threats of bloodshed to hold public rallies. Numbing may not be the cause of general inactivity regarding the nuclear threat; unlike demonstrations against foodlines and racism, we may just find it too longterm, large and improbable to deal with in our day-to-day lives.

Hillman K Answers – Alt Fails/Offense

“Imagining ourselves in war” increases the likelihood of mass murder

-inverts ethics to make killing virtuous

Fasching 93 – prof of religion @ U South Florida

Darrell, The ethical challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima, p. 161

After Auschwitz, says Irving Greenberg, "Nothing dare evoke our absolute, unquestioning loyalty, not even our God, for this leads to possibilities of SS loyalties. "I The path from Auschwitz to Hiroshima and nuclear MAD-ness only reinforces the truth of Greenberg's observation. Equating authentic religious self-transcendence with the total surrender of the self in unquestioning obedience is ethically and politically hazardous. Such an equation occurs within a narrative context that interprets life as warfare. The conditions of war are unique, in that during them we suspend ordinary ethical conventions and invert ordinary ethical norms to make a virtue out of killing in order to heal. Narratives of warfare invert the symbolism of the holy-infinite so as to sacralize some finite order, now rendered more sacred than the dignity of the stranger. Narratives of warfare inevitably cast an impending conflict in apocalyptic terms, seeing the struggle as a sacred task whose purpose is to eliminate the profane other (Le., the stranger) who threatens the sacred order of the society of the elect (i.e., those who are the same).

They are wrong about the psychological effect of conflict – people will respond to the alternative by enjoying mass carnage

Stevens 89 - Royal College of Psychiatrists

 Anthony, Roots of war: a Jungian perspective, p. 2-3

To us, living after two world wars under the threat of nuclear annihilation, such statements seem grotesque anachronisms; yet we too readily forget that, within the memory of people still alive, the outbreak of World War I in Europe in 1914 was greeted with rapturous enthusiasm in France, Britain, Germany, and Austria. Rupert Brook captured this brief moment of joy in his incredible sonnet celebrating the end of Peace: Now, God be thanked Who has matched us with His hour And caught our youth, and wakened us from sleeping, , With hand made sure, clear eye, and sharpened power, To turn, as swimmers into cleanness leaping, , Glad from a world grown old and cold and weary, Leave the sick hearts that honour could not move And half-men, and their dirty songs and dreary, , And all the little emptiness of love! Few, it seemed, dissented from this joyful anticipation of the carnage to come. Those who did found themselves in a despised minority: "I discovered to my amazement that average men and women were delighted at the prospect of war," wrote Bertrand Russell (1967) in his Autobiography. "I had fondly imagined what most pacifists contended, that wars were forced upon a reluctant population by despotic and Machiavellian governments." But the terrible truth of the matter is that the opposing armies of 1914-18 could never have gone on slaughtering one another with such dreadful efficiency had they not been given massive popular encouragement. And so European civilization was shattered and millions maimed or slaughtered, ostensibly because a student murdered an Archduke in a sleepy Balkan town.

The alternative doesn’t lead to resistance to real war

Stevens 89 - Royal College of Psychiatrists

 Anthony, Roots of war: a Jungian perspective, p. 5

It seems that organization for a common goal brings its own deep satisfaction. Cooperation and collaboration, whether for a military operation, a team game, hunting" or clearing the bush, yields a powerful sense of belongingness and self-importance within the group. Uniting for a common purpose is a means of submerging self-interest in the interests of the common weal. This is particularly true when the shared purpose is one of survival. Thus war puts us in a painful double-bind: although we hate it as brutal, cruel, and wantonly destructive, there is something evilly seductive about it which, under certain circumstances, renders it difficult to resist. As a result, armed conflict has repeatedly and remorselessly afflicted every part of our planet where men have come into contact with one another-not only in recent times but, in all probability, since our species came into existence.

***SECURITY ANSWERS

Security K Answers – Alt Fails – Anti Americanism Inevitable

Anti-Americanism is inevitable – foreign powers would use any excuse to blame America

Rubin and Rubin 4
Barry and Judith, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Hating America, Google Book

This book in no way seeks to suggest that all criticism of America constitutes anti-Americanism
or is invalid. One reason why it is impor- tant to examine the history of this debate is to see what can be learned about the real defects of the United States, as well as ways to com- municate its virtues better. Similarly, those governments, classes, groups, ideologies, and individuals who have held anti-American views can be better understood by investigating the reasons for these attitudes. In this book we have carefully defined anti-Americanism as being limited to having one or more of the following characteristics: An antagonism to the United States that is systemic, seeing it as completely and inevitably evil. A view that greatly exaggerates America's shortcomings. The deliberate misrepresentation of the nature or policies of the United States for political purposes. A misperception of American society, policies, or goals which falsely portrays them as ridiculous or malevolent. We have also restricted our discussion to anti-American views held by non-Americans (or in a few cases to Americans who lived abroad for so long as to become virtually part of this category). Otherwise, the issues that must be dealt with more properly fall into the sphere of domestic political and partisan debate. Of course, opposition to specific American actions or policies is easily understandable and may well be justifiable, but anti-Americanism as a whole is not. The reason for this conclusion is simply that the United States is not a terrible or evil society, whatever its shortcomings. It does not seek world domination and its citizens do not take pleasure in de- liberately injuring others. There are many occasions when decisions inevitably have drawbacks and bad effects. There are equally many times when mistakes are made.

Policy changes can’t influence Anti-Americanism – it’s based on misinterpretation and misinformation of even benign US policies

Rubin and Rubin 4
Barry and Judith, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Hating America, Google Book

On one hand, the United States was portrayed as a bad society, es- pecially dangerous since its model might displace the Arab/Muslim cul- ture and way of life. On the other hand, the United States had an evil foreign policy, antagonistic to Arab/Muslim interests because it sought to injure, conquer, and dominate the Middle East. The root of anti- Americanism in the Middle East, then, is not so much the substance of American words or deeds but the deliberate reinterpretation of American words or deeds to make them seem hostile and evil. What were some of the causes that made Middle Eastern anti- Americanism so intense? First, and ironically, was the fact that anti- Americanism developed later in the Middle East than in Europe or Latin America, largely because that region's significant contacts with the United States only took place in relatively recent times. It came onto the stage at the time of that phenomenon's highest, most intense, phase. Middle Eastern views of America were formed at the time in which that country was a global power and seen mainly in that light. Second, and perhaps even more significant, was that cultural distance made it far easier to distort the nature and motives of the United States. Europe and Latin America knew they shared a great deal in common with America. Ultimately, the United States was only a variation-even
if some considered it a perverted one-of
their own civilization. For the Arab and Muslim world, however, the United States was not only far more alien but also often seen as the embodiment of the entire Western world. A third key element was the entwining of anti-Americanism with the Arab world's, and later Iran's, political system. At the root of this version of anti-Americanism was less a factually based set of grievances than a campaign far more systematic and keyed to political advantage than else- where in the world. Most of the ruling and opinion-making elite-even those whose countries maintained good relations with the United States, as in Saudi Arabia or Egypt-had strong political motives for endorsing anti-American views and making them a key part of their strategy for retaining power. As in the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany, anti-Americanism was a state-supported doctrine. The reason was that in the Arab world and Iran, ruling ideologies-Arab nationalism and Islamism, respectively- saw themselves as alternative models of how society should be organized. For them, America was a rival for the loyalties of their own people and the preservation of the way of life they wanted. Consequently, it had to be discredited and defeated in order for their vision to triumph. Unlike in Europe or Latin America, these dictatorial and ideological regimes controlled all social institutions, including the media, mosque, and schools, using them to spread systematically their version of the United States. Also in comparison to other places, the liberal forces that had always been the main foes of anti-Americanism
in Europe and Latin America were far weaker there. Fourth, the Middle Eastern regimes' visible failures made them need to wield anti-Americanism all the more. How else could they explain their own inability to unite the Arab world, destroy Israel, bring rapid economic development, or give their people more freedom than by citing U.S. sabotage? To survive, they needed to persuade their people that the main threat came from a powerful and evil external enemy, which re- quired them to unite around their government to fight. 

Policy won’t change Anti-Americanism

Elshtain 3
Judith, Professor of Social and Political Ethics at the University of Chicago Divinity School, Just War Against Terror: The Burden of American Power In a Violent World

There is a "crisis within Islam," as one scholar of Islam after another has put it in the wake of September 11. 'Who speaks in the name of Is- lam? W'ho govems in the name of Islam? It is no exaggeration to say that the future of humanity turns importantly on the answers to these questions~ particularly in light of the fact that, in "an Islamic state, there is in principle no law other than the sbari'a, the Holy Law of Islam." Women's rights have suffered "the most serious reverses in countries where fundamentalists of various types have influence or where ... they rule. Indeed, ... the emancipation of women by modernizing rulers was one of the main grievances of the radical fundamentalists, and the re- versal of this trend is in the forefront of their agenda."26 We cannot treat the violation of women's rights as a minor peccadillow hen respect for women's rights is a key reason America IS number one on the ene- mies list of radical Islamists. Authentic cultural dialogue can go forward only when the threat of terror is removed. Much of this dialogue will clarify our differences. Per- haps we will also come to see our commonalities. In the meantime, those who use their religion to underwrite the brutal treatment of women as a mandated cultural practice and who despise the free exercise of religion cannot as a matter of principle find common ground with those who ab- hor abuse and second-class citizenship (or no citizenship at all) based on gender and who embrace religious and political liberty, It is naive folly to assume that rational grievances in reaction to American policy or even American lie at the root of the terrorist threat. Whatever America’s sins and shortcomings, Islamist fundamentalism requires none of these to turn people into ideological fundamentalists with whom dia- logue is impossible-as
a matter of principle, not merely prudence-and who are not content to "live and let live." 

Anti-Americanism is based on culture not policy
Rubin and Rubin 4
Barry and Judith, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Hating America, Google Book

Middle Eastern anti-Americanism is thus based on a comprehensive critique of America based on such issues as America's history, its society, and analogies with its behavior elsewhere in the world. In some cases, these ideas are drawn by European sources, either read or absorbed dur- ing studies there, though increasingly they may come from the direct experience of those who attended universities in the United States. Many of these sentiments arise from cultural clashes, a pattern similar to nineteenth-century European anti-Americanism. Indeed, even on is- sues where Arab-Muslim differences to the West in general are the greatest, there is still a striking similarity between the anti-American reactions of Arabs and Muslims and the expressions of horror at America by those from conservative European perspectives. Such is the case with the view of women's role in America. Qutb's discussion of this issue positively drips with a sense of sensual danger, a frightening power that might overwhelm the pious and subvert Arab- Muslim society as the social equivalent of a nuclear weapon . He...describes the American female as a temptress, acting her part in a system Qutb described as "biological": "The American girl is well acquainted with her body's seductive capacity. She knows it lies in the face, and in expressive eyes, and thirsty lips. She knows seductiveness lies in the round breasts, the full buttocks, and in the shapely thighs, sleek legs-and
she shows all this and does not hide it.?'! Like their European counterparts, Middle Eastern critics also viewed America as a country where women suffered from the loss of their proper role and an excess of social power. Islamist Iran's spiritual guide Ali al- Husseini al-Kharnene'i explained that this was why women were better off in his country than in America." A secular Egyptian journalist used an argument identical to Islamists and nineteenth-century European anti-Americans: since the United States was controlled by "money and sex ... the materialistic ambition of some American women ends with . . . broken hearts and homes, and sick, exhausted souls, and with them drowning their wretchedness in drugs and alcohol."?" If American women had subverted their own men to destruction, they could also be portrayed as playing that same role of seducing Arab men into cultural surrender. The secular leftist Egyptian Sherif Hetata wrote a novel entitled The Net in 1982with a plot like a Soviet Cold War story. The Egyptian hero is tempted by a glamorous, mysterious American woman spy to leave a state-run pharmaceutical company to work for an American multinational. He also abandons his wife, who represents tra- ditional Egyptian virtues. But the evil American's real purpose is to de- stroy the Egyptian left. The love affair ends in disaster, the woman is murdered, and her Egyptian victim is executed as a traitor. The moral is that Egypt will face disaster if it heeds the siren call of a falsely glittering but treacherous America." This idea of a disgusting society inevitably producing a repellent for- eign policy often appears in Middle Eastern anti-Americanism. And so while the political side of anti-Americanism is more commonly expressed than the cultural-civilizational
side, this is in no small part due to the fact that the latter is taken for granted. In a remarkable passage, Saddam Hussein brought the two aspects together when he told his subjects, "The United States exports evil, in terms of corruption and criminality, not only to any place to which its armies travel, but also to any place where • . "19 Its movies go. Ironically, the main architect of Arab nationalist anti-Americanism, the secularist Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser, was the man who executed Qutb on charges of fomenting an Islamist revolution against himself. As the Arab world's leader and would-be unifier, Nasser knew that the United States would not back his plans to seize control of the region and overturn all the other regimes. Therefore: he had to dedicate America as the enemy of the Arabs in general and stir up hostility to it. 

Even benign policies produce Anti-Americanism

Rubin and Rubin 4
Barry and Judith, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Hating America, Google Book

The second variety of complaint contained a paradox. If the United States was criticized when it went against Arab states, it was also con- demned for cooperating with them. As one writer put it, Arabs said that their governments were so "corrupt and authoritarian" because the United States gave them billions of dollars each year so they must be U.S. puppets ...• But the only country to which the United States gave large-scale aid was Egypt, which ill turn promoted anti Americanism  because, it complained, America was not helping the Arabs enough. The United States was constantly said to dominate everythin and through conspiracies, to be behind every government or event. it was blamed for supporting "unpopular" or "repressive" regimes even by those who themselves represented the worst examples of this genre. Kha- mene'i, Khcmeini's successor as Iran's spiritual guide, complained in 1997, "The American government speaks of ... democracy and sup- portls] some of the most despotic regirnes.ve Even high-ranking Saudi officials complained that the United States backed "autocrats" and "op- pressive" regimes.w But what "despotic" and "oppressive" Arab regimes did they have in mind as being backed by the United States? The most brutal Arab rulers were also the most energetic advocates of anti-Americanism, yet many Arabs believed that the United States was so powerful that it controlled even those most outwardly hostile to it. Thus, Saddam, Arafat, Khomeini, Asad, and others were said to be American agents. After all, it was ex- plained, the United States could easily remove those it really opp.osed, Thus, the United States was not only blamed by the dictatorships but blamed for them as well. Yet, whenever it pressed regimes for reform or moderate policies, they accused it of a bullying imperialism; when it dealt with them as legitimate rulers, they accused it of blocking democracy and keeping tyrants in power. In fact, during the twentieth century's second half, no Arab govern- ment existed because of U.S. backing. Incumbent rulers retained power without its help. At most, U.S. policy gave occasional protection to more moderate Arab regimes against foreign attack, a tradition culminating with an American-led coalition freeing Kuwait from Iraqi aggression in 1991. If anything, the story of us. policy in the Middle East has proven how little it was able to affect the policy of Arab regimes, or Islamist Iran, for that matter. Equally, on no occasion did Arab governments get direct U.S. help against internal threats. In contrast to Latin America, counterinsurgency against radicals-at least until after September 11th.  With U.S. assistance or at American behest. For example, It was Britain that aided Oman to battle a Marxist insurgency in the 1970Sand France that helped Algeria fight Islamist revolutionaries in the 19905. Aside from fighting Iraq in 1991 as part of a UN-mandated, Arab league-endo~sed coalition, there had been only two short-lived U.S. military interventlO~s into Lebanon-in 1958and 1982-that
had little effect on that countrys internal politics. 

Anti-Americanism is falsified to pacify domestic problems internationally

Rubin and Rubin 4
Barry and Judith, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the IDC, and a senior fellow at the Interdisciplinary Center's International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism, Hating America, Google Book

The United States cannot find a solution for Middle Eastern anti- Americanism because the answer is not within its grasp. The problem is a product of the regional system itself, of the governing regimes and ideologies that find anti-Americanism to be so useful for their own needs. In this sense, it is like the state-sponsored anti-Americanism of Com- munism and fascism and different from the far more marginal varieties seen in Europe and Latin America. Hatred of America is thus used to justify a great deal that is bad in the Arab world and helps keep it politically dominated by dictatorships, socially unfree. and economically less successful. Blaming national short- comings on America means that the Arab debate avoids dealing with the internal problems and weaknesses that are the real cause of their prob- lems.It justifies the view that the only barrier to complete success ,pros- perity. and justice for the Arab (and Islamic) world is the United States. Instead of dealing with privatization, women's equality. democracy. civil society. freedom of speech, due process of law. and twenty other issues the Arab world needs to address, attention can be diverted to conjuring American conspiracies and threats. In discussing the 2003 war in Iraq, the relatively moderate Jordanian Fahd al-Fanik claimed. "The world has not witnessed such blatant ag- gression since the days of the Tartars .... While pretending to save the Iraqi people it will in fact murder them. "el And a Gulf newspaper insisted that the United States should leave Iraq after murdering 1 million people there in "'an unlawful embargo and a colonial war." That article ends by asking. "Are the Americans willing to admit their mistakes? This is the most important question of the nst century. since much of the world's safety depends on it. "34 Yet the United States has always been willing-even eager-to admit mistakes. It is part of that penchant for self-improvement and constant change that some of the world finds admirable and others find dangerous or sinful. One might better say that much of the world's safety and the course of the twenty-first century will depend on whether the world is willing to admit its mistakes about misjudging and hating the United States. 

Security K Answers – Alt Fails – Evolutionary Biology

The alternative cannot overcome securitization. Humans CANNOT change the orientation of terror towards threats. It’s a natural product of evolution

Pyszczynski et al 6
Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Sheldon Solomon, Prof. Psych. – Skidmore College, Jeff Greenberg, Prof. Psych. – U. Arizona, and Molly Maxfield, U. Colorado, Psychological Inquiry, “On the Unique Psychological Import of the Human Awareness of Mortality: Theme and Variations” 17:4, Ebsco

Kirkpatrick and Navarette’s (this issue) first specific complaint with TMT is that it is wedded to an outmoded assumption that human beings share with many other species a survival instinct. They argue that natural selection can only build instincts that respond to specific adaptive challenges in specific situations, and thus could not have designed an instinct for survival because staying alive is a broad and distal goal with no single clearly defined adaptive response. Our use of the term survival instinct was meant to highlight the general orientation toward continued life that is expressed in many of an organism’s bodily systems (e.g., heart, liver, lungs, etc) and the diverseapproach and avoidance tendencies that promote its survival and reproduction,ultimately leading to genes being passed on to fu- ture generations. Our use of this term also reflects the classic psychoanalytic, biological, and anthropological influences on TMT of theorists like Becker (1971, 1973, 1975), Freud (1976, 1991), Rank (1945, 1961, 1989), Zilborg (1943), Spengler (1999), and Darwin (1993). We concur that natural selection, at least initially, is unlikely to design a unitary survival instinct, but rather, a series of specific adaptations that have tended over evolutionary time to promote the survival of an organism’s genes. However, whether one construes these adaptations as a series of discrete mechanisms or a general overarching tendency that encompasses many specific systems, we think it hard to argue with the claim that natural selection usually orients organisms to approach things that facilitate continued existence and to avoid things that would likely cut life short. This is not to say that natural selection doesn’t also select for characteristics that facilitate gene survival in other ways, or that all species or even all humans, will always choose life over other valued goals in all circumstances. Our claim is simply that a general orientation toward continued life exists because staying alive is essential for reproduction in most species, as well as for child rearing and support in mammalian species and many others. Viewing an animal as a loose collection of independent modules that produce responses to specific adaptively-relevant stimuli may be useful for some purposes, but it overlooks the point that adaptation involves a variety of inter-related mechanisms working together to insure that genes responsible for these mechanisms are more numerously represented in future generations (see, e.g., Tattersall, 1998). For example, although the left ventricle of the human heart likely evolved to solve a specific adaptive problem, this mechanism would be useless unless well-integrated with other aspects of the circulatory system. We believe it useful to think in terms of the overarching function of the heart and pulmonary-circulatory system, even if specific parts of that system evolved to solve specific adaptive problems within that system. In addition to specific solutions to specific adaptive problems, over time, natural selection favors integrated systemic functioning(Dawkins, 1976; Mithen, 1997). It is the improved survival rates and reproductive success of lifeformspossessing integrated systemic characteristics that determine whether those characteristics become widespread in a population. Thus, we think it is appropriate and useful to characterize a glucose-approaching amoeba and a bear-avoiding salmon as oriented toward self-preservation and reproduction, even if neither species possesses one single genetically encoded mechanism designed to generally foster life or insure reproduction, or cognitive representations of survival and reproduction. This is the same position that Dawkins (1976) took in his classic book, The selfish gene: The obvious first priorities of a survival machine, and of the brain that takes the decisions for it, are individual survival and reproduction. … Animals therefore go to elaborate lengths to find and catch food; to avoid being caught and eaten themselves; to avoid disease and accident; to protect themselves from unfavourable climatic conditions; to find members of the opposite sex and persuade them to mate; and to confer on their children advantages similar to those they enjoy themselves. (pp. 62–63) All that is really essential to TMT is the proposition that humans fear death. Somewhat ironically, in the early days of the theory,we felt compelled to explain this fear by positing a very basic desire for life, because many critics adamantly insisted, for reasons that were never clear to us, that most people do not fear death. Our explanation for the fear of death is that knowledge of the inevitability of death is frightening because people know they are alive and because they want to continue living. Do Navarrete and Fessler (2005) really believe that humans do not fear death? Although people sometimes claim that they are not afraid of death, and on rare occasions volunteer for suicide missions and approach their death, this requires extensive psychological work, typically a great deal of anxiety, and preparation and immersion in a belief system that makes this possible (see TMT for an explanation of how belief systems do this). Where this desire for life comes from is an interesting question, but not essential to the logic of the theory. Even if Kirkpatrick and Navarrete (this issue) were correct in their claims that a unitary self-preservation instinct was not, in and of itself, selected for, it is indisputable that many discrete and integrated mechanisms that keep organisms alive were selected for. A desire to stay alive, and a fear of anything that threatens to end one’s life, are likely emergent properties of these many discrete mechanisms that result from the evolution of sophisticated cognitive abilities for symbolic, future- oriented, and self-reflective thought. As Batson and Stocks (2004) have noted, it is because we are so intelligent, and hence so aware of our limbic reactions to threats of death and of our many systems oriented toward keeping us alive that we have a general fear of death. Here are three quotes that illustrate this point. First, for psychologists, Zilboorg (1943), an important early source of TMT: “Such constant expenditure of psychological energy on the business of preserving life would be impossible if the fear of death were not as constant” (p. 467). For literature buffs, acclaimed novelist Faulkner (1990) put it this way: If aught can be more painful to any intelligence above that of a child or an idiot than a slow and gradual confronting with that which over a long period of bewil- derment and dread it has been taught to regard as an irrevocable and unplumbable finality, I do not know it. (pp. 141–142) And perhaps most directly, for daytime TV fans, from The Young and the Restless (2006), after a rocky plane flight: Phyllis: I learned something up in that plane Nick: What? Phyllis: I really don’t want to die. An important consequence of the emergence of this general fear of death is that humans are susceptible to anxiety due to events or stimuli that are not immediately present and novel threats to survival that did not exist for our ancestors,such as AIDS, guns, or nuclear weapons. Regardless of how this fear originates, it is abundantly clear that humans do fear death. Anyone who has ever faced a man with a gun, a doctor saying that the lump on one’s neck is suspicious and requires further diagnostic tests, or a drunken driver swerving into one’s lane can attest to that. If humans only feared evolved specific death-related threats like spiders and heights, then a lump on an x-ray, a gun, a crossbow, or any number of weapons pointed at one’s chest would not cause panic; but obviously these things do. Of what use would the sophisticated cortical structures be if they didn’t have the ability to instigate fear reactions in response to such threats?
Evolutionary theory is best because it’s falsifiable, direct, and scientific- prefer our ev

Thayer 2k
Bradley A., Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, Bringing in Darwin: Evolutionary Theory, Realism, and International Politics, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2. (Autumn, 2000), pp. 124-151

Evolutionary theory provides a better foundation for realism than the theological or metaphysical arguments advanced by Niebuhr or Morgenthau for three  reasons. First, it is superior as judged by the common metrics in philosophy of  science developed by Carl Hempel and Karl Evolutionary theory  meets all of Hempel's criteria of the deductive-nomological (D-N) model of scientific explanation, unlike Niebuhr's evil or Morgenthau's animus dominandi.  Measured by Popper's criteria-developed in his theory of critical rationalism-evolutionary theory is also superior because it is falsifiable. That is, scholars know what evidence would not verify the theory.67 Niebuhr's and  Morgenthau's ultimate causes are noumenal (i.e., outside the realm of scientific  investigation). Second, evolutionary theory offers a widely accepted scientific  explanation of human evolution, thus giving realism the scientific foundation  it has lacked.  Third, realists can use evolutionary theory to advance arguments supporting  offensive realism without depending on the anarchic international system. Offensive realists argue that states seek to maximize power because competition in the international system to achieve security compels them to do so.68 Realism based on evolutionary theory reaches the same conclusion, but the causal  mechanism is at the first image (the individual) rather than the third image  (the international system). State decisionmakers are egoistic and strive to dominate others. In international politics they do so by maximizing state power.69  Focused, empirical testing is required to determine which insights an offensive  realism based on evolutionary theory provides. This in turn may inform explanations of why state leaders choose to expand and why they are often able to  generate popular support for expansion with relative ease, or why external or  internal threats have been such powerful motivators in building national solidarity and mobilizing a society's resources.   

We can’t stop caring about our survival. The ONLY way humans can deal with the terror of inevitable death is to manage it with order and denial. The alternative LITERALLY makes life unlivable
Pyszczynski 4  

Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Social Research, “What are we so afraid of? A terror management theory perspective on the politics of fear”, Winter, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_4_71/ai_n13807478/
TMT starts with a consideration of how human beings are both similar to, and different from, all other animals. We start with the assumption that, like all other animals, humans are born with a very basic evolved proclivity to stay alive and that fear, and all the biological structures of the brain that produce it, evolved, at least initially, to keep the animal alive. This, of course, is highly adaptive, in that it facilitates survival, and an animal that does not stay alive very long has little chances of reproducing and passing on its genes. But as ourspecies evolved, it developed a wide range of other adaptations that helped us survive and reproduce, the most important being a set of highly sophisticatedintellectual abilities that enable us to: a) think and communicate with symbols, which of course is the basis for language, b) project ourselves in time and imagine a future including events that have never happened before, and c) reflect back on ourselves, and take ourselves as an object of our own attention--self-awareness. These are all very adaptive abilities that play central roles in the system through which humans regulate their behavior--usually referred to as the self (cf. Carver and Scheier, 1998). These abilities made it possible for us to survive and prosper in a far wider range of environments than any other animal has ever done, and accomplish all that we humans have done that no other species ever has been capable of doing. However, these unique intellectual abilities also created a major problem: they made us aware that, although we are biologically programmed to stay alive and avoid things that would cut our life short, the one absolute certainty in life is that we must die. We are also forced to realize that death can come at any time for any number of reasons, none of which are particularly pleasant--a predator, natural disaster, another hostile human, and an incredible range of diseases and natural processes, ranging from heart attacks and cancer to AIDS. If we are "lucky" we realize that our bodies will just wear out and we will slowly fade away as we gradually lose our most basic functions. Not a very pretty picture. TMT posits that this clash of a core desire for life with awareness of the inevitability of death created the potential for paralyzing terror. Although all animals experience fear in the face of clear and present dangers to their survival, only humans know what it is that they are afraid of, and that ultimately there is no escape from this ghastly reality. We suspect that this potential for terror would have greatly interfered with ongoing goal-directed behavior, and life itself, if it were left unchecked. It may even have made the intellectual abilities that make our species special unviable in the long run as evolutionary adaptations--and there are those who think that the fear and anxiety that results from our sophisticated intelligence may still eventually lead to the extinction of our species. So humankind used their newly emerging intellectual abilities to manage the potential for terror that these abilities produced by calling the understandings of reality that were emerging as a result of these abilities into service as a way of controlling their anxieties. The potential for terror put a "press" on emerging explanations for reality, what we refer to as cultural worldviews, such that any belief system that was to survive and be accepted by the masses needed to manage this potential for anxiety that was inherent in the recently evolved human condition. Cultural worldviews manage existential terror by providing a meaningful, orderly, andcomforting conception of the world that helps us come to grips with the problem of death. Cultural worldviews provide a meaningful explanation of life and our place in the cosmos; a set of standards for what is valuable behavior, good and evil, that give us the potential of acquiring self-esteem, the sense that we are valuable, important, and significant contributors to this meaningful reality; and the hope of transcending death and attaining immortality in either a literal or symbolic sense. Literal immortality refer to those aspects of the cultural worldview that promise that death is not the end of existence, that some part of us will live on, perhaps in an ethereal heaven, through reincarnation, a merger of our consciousness with God and all others, or the attainment of enlightenment--beliefs in literal immortality are nearly universal, with the specifics varying widely from culture to culture. Cultures also provide us with the hope of attaining symbolic immortality, by being part of something larger, more significant, and more enduring than ourselves, such as our families, nations, ethnic groups, professions, and the like. Because these entities will continue to exist long after our deaths, we attain symbolic immortality by being valued parts of them.

Social hierarchy and domination are part of human nature- attempts to resist them inevitably increase aggression- group observation proves

Thayer 2k
Bradley A., Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, Bringing in Darwin: Evolutionary Theory, Realism, and International Politics, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2. (Autumn, 2000), pp. 124-151

Evolutionary theory can also explain the trait of domination. In evolutionary  theory, domination usually means that particular individuals in social groups  have regular priority of access to resources in competitive situations. For most  social mammals, a form of social organization called a "dominance hierarchy" operates most of the time.45 The creation of a dominance hierarchy may be violent and is almost always competitive. A single leader, almost always male (the  alpha male), leads the group. The ubiquity of this social ordering strongly suggests that such a pattern of organization contributes to fitness.  Two principal types of behavior are evident among social mammals in a  dominance hierarchy: dominant and submissive. Dominant mammals have  enhanced access to mates, food, and territory, thus increasing their chances of  reproductive success.46 Acquiring dominant status usually requires aggression. Dominance, however, is an unstable condition; to maintain it, dominant  individuals must be willing to defend their privileged access to available resources as long as they are able. Ethologists Richard Wrangham and Dale Peterson explain why an individual animal vies for dominant status: "The  motivation of a male chimpanzee who challenges another's rank is not that he  foresees more matings or better food or a longer life."47 Rather "those rewards  explain why . . . selection has favored the desire for power, but the immediate  reason he vies for status . . . . is simply to dominate his peers."48  Dominant animals often assume behavior reflecting their status. For example, dominant wolves and rhesus monkeys hold their tails higher than do  other members of their group in an effort to communicate dominance. A dominant animal that engages in such displays is better off if it can gain priority of  access to resources without having to fight for it continuously. Submissive social mammals recognize what is permitted and forbidden  given their place in the hierarchy. They often try to be as inconspicuous as possible. This behavior signals that the subordinate accepts its place in the dominance hierarchy and at least temporarily will make no effort to challenge the  dominant animal.  Ethologists and sociobiologists argue that dominance hierarchies evolve because they aid defense against predators, promote the harvesting of resources, and reduce intragroup conflict.50 A species that lives communally has two  choices: either it accepts organization with some centralization of power, or it  engages in perpetual conflict over scarce resources, which may result in serious injury and thus deprive the group of the benefits of a communal existence. Ethological studies have confirmed that a hierarchical dominance system within a primate band minimizes overt aggression; aggression increases,  however, when the alpha male is challenged.  The dominance hierarchy has had a profound effect on human evolution. As  cognitive psychologist Denise Dellarosa Cummins argues, "The fundamental  components of our reasoning architecture evolved in response to pressures to  reason about dominance hierarchies, the social organization that characterizes  most social mammals."52 Her study and others have found that dominance hierarchies contribute to the evolution of the mind, which in turn contributes to  fitness. 

Security K Answers – Hegemony Turn

Securitization key to hegemony

Noorani 5
Yaseen, Assistant Professor in Near Eastern Studies at the University of Arizona, The Rhetoric of Security" CR: The New Centennial Review 5.1 (2005) 13-41 Muse

Any threat to the existence of the United States is therefore a threat to the existence of the world order, which is to say, the values that make this order possible. It is not merely that the United States, as the most powerful nation of the free world, is the most capable of defending it. It is rather that the United States is the supreme agency advancing the underlying principle of the free order. The United States is the world order's fulcrum, and therefore the key to its existence and perpetuation. Without the United States, freedom, peace, civil relations among nations, the possibility of civil society are all under threat of extinction. This is why the most abominable terrorists and tyrants single out the United States for their schemes and attacks. They know that the United States is the guardian of liberal values. In the rhetoric of security, therefore, the survival of the United States, its sheer existence, becomes the content of liberal values. In other words, what does it mean to espouse liberal values in the context of the present state of world affairs? It means to desire fervently and promote energetically the survival of the United States of America. When the world order struggles to preserve its "self," the self that it seeks to preserve, the primary location of its being, is the United States. Conferring;this status upon the United States allows the rhetoric of security to insist upon a threat to the existence of the world order as a whole while confining the non-normative status that arises from this threat to the United States alone. The United States-as the self under threat-remains external to the normative relations by which the rest of the world continues to be bound. The United States is both a specific national existence struggling for its life and normativity itself, which makes it coextensive with the world order as a whole. For this reason, any challenge to U.S. world dominance would be a challenge to world peace and is thus impermissible. W e read in The National Security Strategy that the United States [End Page 321 will "promote a balance of power that favors freedom" (National Security 2002, 1).And later, we find out what is meant by such a balance of power.

US military primacy is comparatively better than the alternative

Noonan 10
John, 1/4, The Weekly Standard, Obama's Nuke-Free Vision Impacts with Reality

If the White House's stance on disarmament is indeed that elementary, we might have a real problem. For better or for worse, America's mighty strategic vanguard has served as one of the most powerful global stabilization tools in history. We shouldn't abandon it simply to appease a gaggle of Scandanavian peaceniks, nor should we sacrifice America's security because we're off chasing utopian fantasies.

Absolute rejection of security based politics leads to global injustices – only US forces can prevent global violence

Elshtain 3 
Jean Bethke, Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Social and Political Ethics at the University of Chicago Divinity School, and is a contributing editor for The New Republic, Just War Against Terror

Peace is a good, and so is justice, but neither is an absolute good. Neither automatically trumps the other, save for those pacifists who claim that “violence is never the solution,” “fighting never settled anything,” and “violence only begets more violence.” Does it? Not always, not necessarily. One can point to one historical example after another of force being deployed in the name of justice and leading to not only a less violent world but a more just one.  Consider the force used to combat Japanese militarism in World War II. Defeating Japan in the war, occupying Japan in its aftermath and imposing a constitutional order did not incite further Japanese aggression of the sort witnessed in its full horror in what came to be known as “the rape of Manchuria.” What emerged instead was a democratic Japan. Are there living Japanese who believe it is time to return to a violent world of militarist dominance or the world of violent self-help associated with the samurai tradition? When the great Japanese writer Yukio Mishima called for a mass uprising and restoration of the old militarism in 1970, only a couple of pathetic disciples responded. Mishima’s bizarre fantasy of the return of a more violent world was regarded by the Japanese as daft and nigh-unintelligible.  All violence, including the rule-governed violence of warfare, is tragic. But even more tragic is permitting gross injustices and massive crimes to go unpunished. Just war stipulates that the goods of settled social life cannot be achieved in the face of pervasive and unrelenting violence. The horror of today’s so-called failed states is testament to that basic requirement of the “tranquility of order.” In Somalia, as warlords have jostled for power for more than a decade, people have been abused cynically and routinely. Anyone at anytime may be a target. The tragedy of American involvement in Somalia is not that U.S. soldiers were sent there, but that the American commitment was not sufficient to restore minimal civic peace and to permit the Somalian people to begin to rebuild their shattered social framework. Can anyone doubt that a sufficient use of force to stop predators from killing and starving people outright would have been the more just course in Somalia and, in the long run, the one most conducive to civic peace?
Security K Answers – Imperialism Turn

Criticizing US power distracts from deterring global imperial powers that actually trigger the impact

Shaw 2
Martin Shaw, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, April 7, Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm
It is fashionable in some circles, among which we must clearly include the organizers of this conference, to argue that the global era is seeing 'a new imperialism' - that can be blamed for the problem of 'failed states' (probably among many others). Different contributors to this strand of thought name this imperialism in different ways, but novelty is clearly a critical issue. The logic of using the term imperialism is actually to establish continuity between contemporary forms of Western world power and older forms first so named by Marxist and other theorists a century ago. The last thing that critics of a new imperialism wish to allow is that Western power has changed sufficiently to invalidate the very application of this critical concept. Nor have many considered the possibility that if the concept of imperialism has a relevance today, it applies to certain aggressive, authoritarian regimes of the non-Western world rather than to the contemporary West.  In this paper I fully accept that there is a concentration of much world power - economic, cultural, political and military - in the hands of Western elites. In my recent book, Theory of the Global State, I discuss the development of a 'global-Western state conglomerate' (Shaw 2000). I argue that 'global' ideas and institutions, whose significance characterizes the new political era that has opened with the end of the Cold War, depend largely - but not solely - on Western power. I hold no brief and intend no apology for official Western ideas and behaviour. And yet I propose that the idea of a new imperialism is a profoundly misleading, indeed ideological concept that obscures the realities of power and especially of empire in the twenty-first century. This notion is an obstacle to understanding the significance, extent and limits of contemporary Western power. It simultaneously serves to obscure many real causes of oppression, suffering and struggle for transformation against the quasi-imperial power of many regional states.  In order to explore the intellectual and political problem that 'a new imperialism' poses it is necessary to do several things. Obviously, we must explore the old imperialism, but before we can do that we must look at the roots of the concept in the idea of empire itself. Indeed, my argument is that the coherence of the concept of 'imperialism' lay partly in its connection with the idea of empire. In analysing imperialism, classic Marxist writers (see Table 1) linked the new economic relations of late nineteenth-century world capitalism to the phenomenon of political empire. Late twentieth-century anti-imperialists have struggled with the problem that modern Western power has almost entirely abandoned formal empire. Hence the idea of neo-imperialism, rooted in economic exploitation buttressed only by indirect political dominance, has already a history of half a century. The problem that these critics have faced is that their chosen concept has become more and more abstracted from the real politics of empire.  I argue that in the global era, this separation has finally become critical. This is for two related reasons. On the one hand, Western power has moved into new territory, largely uncharted -- and I argue unchartable -- with the critical tools of anti-imperialism. On the other hand, the politics of empire remain all too real, in classic forms that recall both modern imperialism and earlier empires, in many non-Western states, and they are revived in many political struggles today. Thus the concept of a 'new imperialism' fails to deal with both key post-imperial features of Western power and the quasi-imperial character of many non-Western states. The concept overstates Western power and understates the dangers posed by other, more authoritarian and imperial centres of power. Politically it identifies the West as the principal enemy of the world's people, when for many of them there are far more real and dangerous enemies closer to home. I shall return to these political issues at the end of this paper.

Dissident IR locks in global exploitation – political action is necessary to change material conditions of oppression

Agathangelou & Ling 97 
Anna M., Director of the Global Change Institute in Nicosia and Former Assistant Professor of Women’s Studies and Politics at Oberlin; L.H.M., Institute of Social Studies at the Hague, STUDIES IN POLITICAL ECONOMY, v54, Fall, p. 7-8

Yet, ironically if not tragically, dissident IR also paralyzes itself into non-action. While it challenges the status quo, dissident IR fails to transform it. Indeed, dissident IR claims that a “coherent” paradigm or research program – even an alternative one – reproduces the stifling parochialism and hidden power-mongering of sovereign scholarship. “Any agenda of global politics informed by critical social theory perspectives,” writes Jim George, “must forgo the simple, albeit self-gratifying, options inherent in ready-made alternative Realisms and confront the dangers, closures, paradoxes, and complicities associated with them.” Even references to a “real world,” dissidents argue, repudiate the very meaning of dissidence given their sovereign presumption of a universalizable, testable Reality. What dissident scholarship opts for, instead, is a sense of disciplinary crisis that “resonates with the effects of marginal and dissident movements in all sorts of other localities.” Despite its emancipatory intentions, this approach effectively leaves the prevailing prison of sovereignty intact. It doubly incarcerates when dissident IR highlights the layers of power that oppress without offering a heuristic, not to mention a program, for emancipatory action. Merely politicizing the supposedly non-political neither guides emancipatory action nor guards it against demagoguery. At best, dissident IR sanctions a detached critically rooted (ironically) in Western modernity. Michael Shapiro, for instance, advises the dissident theorist to take “a critical distance” or “position offshore” from which to “see the possibility of change.” But what becomes of those who know they are burning in the hells of exploitation, racism, sexism, starvation, civil war, and the like while the esoteric dissident observes “critically” from offshore? What hope do they have of overthrowing these shackles of sovereignty? In not answering these questions, dissident IR ends up reproducing, despite avowals to the contrary, the sovereign outcome of discourse divorced from practice, analysis from policy, deconstruction from reconstruction, particulars from universals, and critical theory from problem-solving. 

Security K Answers – Realism Good

The alternative to realism is an idealism that results in morally grounded intervention- this inevitably leads to genocide and instability

Bacevich 5
Andrew J. Bacevich is a professor of international relations at Boston University, Boston Globe, 11-6-05, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/ideas/articles/2005/11/06/the_realist_persuasion/?page=1
In fact, when it comes to moral issues, realism has gotten a bum rap. As the events of the post-Cold War era have reminded us, idealism-whether the left liberal variant that emphasizes humanitarian interventionism or the neoconservative version that urges using American power to promote American values-provides no escape from the moral pitfalls of statecraft. If anything, it exacerbates them. Good intentions detached from prudential considerations can easily lead to enormous mischief, both practical and moral. In Somalia, efforts to feed the starving culminated with besieged US forces gunning down women and children. In Kosovo, protecting ethnic Albanians meant collaborating with terrorists and bombing downtown Belgrade. In Iraq, a high-minded crusade to eradicate evil and spread freedom everywhere has yielded torture and prisoner abuse, thousands of noncombatant casualties, and something akin to chaos. Given this do-gooder record of achievement, realism just might deserve a second look.

Realism best preserves hegemony, solves overstretch, and avoids conflict- it avoids war except as a last resort

Bacevich 5
Andrew J. Bacevich is a professor of international relations at Boston University, Boston Globe, 11-6-05, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/ideas/articles/2005/11/06/the_realist_persuasion/?page=1
Realists in the American tradition are similarly circumspect when it comes to power. On the one hand, they prize it. On the other hand, they view it is a fragile commodity. The prudent statesman deploys power with great care. These realists appreciate that ''greatness'' is transitory. The history of Europe from 1914 to 1945 testifies to the ease with which a few arrogant and short-sighted statesmen can fritter away advantages accumulated over centuries, with horrific consequences. Determined to husband power, realists cultivate a lively awareness of what power-especially military power-can and cannot do. They agree with Kennan, principal architect of the Cold War strategy of containment, who wrote in his book ''American Diplomacy'' (1950), that ''there is no more dangerous delusion...than the concept of total victory.'' At times, war becomes unavoidable. But realists advocate using force as a last resort-hence, the dismay with which they view the Bush doctrine of preventive war. To the extent war can be purposeful, realists see its utility as almost entirely negative. War is death and destruction. Politically, it can reduce, quell, eliminate, or intimidate. But to wage war in order to spread democracy, as President Bush says the United States is doing in Iraq, makes about as much sense as starting a forest fire to build a village: It only gets you so far, and the costs tend to be exorbitant. Costs matter because resources are finite. In the formulation of foreign policy, realists emphasize the importance of ''solvency.'' Lippmann, who in maturity abandoned the Wilsonian views of his youth to advocate realism, gave particular weight to this theme. This means ensuring that a nation's commitments don't outstrip its resources.
Anti-Realist methods of prediction are flawed and universalize our historical prejudices- this turns the kritik and makes their impact claims suspect

Solomon 96 – sex edited

Hussein, Senior Researcher, Human Security Project, Institute for Defence Policy, "In Defence of Realism," African Security Review, Vol 5, No 2, http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html
Moreover, in the last years of Dulles’ life, he came to see that internal changes within communist states might alter their external behaviour more rapidly than the deliberate application of pressure without.54 History has proven Dulles correct in asserting that economics and ethnicity, internal as opposed to external forces, will result in the demise of the Soviet superpower. What the above illustrates is the lie in George’s statement that from a realist perspective there can be no ‘rational explanation for Soviet behaviour in peacefully relinquishing its power status and systemic authority other than in traditional power politics terms.’ But the question is, did the post-modernists predict the demise of the Soviet superpower and the end of the Cold War? This question, however, raises another one: what sort of methodology do critics of realism employ in order to ‘objectively’ predict the future? Since Gaddis is quoted by George, above, as revealing the essential ‘nakedness’ of traditional international relations theory, it is to his methodology that we turn. Gaddis posits the view that individuals and nations have ‘limited capacity’ for self-analysis. A good way of putting things into proper perspective is by stepping back to take in a wider view. For Gaddis ‘stepping back’ means moving forward in time or as he puts it, "... imagining ourselves at some point in the future ... looking back on the present and the sequence of events that led to it."55 By employing this ‘method’ Gaddis asserts that we will "... gain insights into our present condition from the detachment of temporal distance..."56 While this may be an imaginative way of viewing things, it is a ‘method’ left best to the realm of imagination. Trying to apply such a ‘method’ to serious academic discourse is foolhardy in the extreme. [Hu]Man is a temporal and a spatial being and wish as much as we can, we cannot negate that fact. It is difficult to believe that were we simply to project ourselves forward in time and look back we would gain objectivity. Were we to project ourselves into the future we would also be projecting our individual twentieth century pride and prejudices (our patterns of socialisation, if you will) with us.

Security K Answers – Threat Construction Good
Responding to threats is necessary – the alternative is isolationist pacifism

Schweller 4
Randall, Professor of Political Science @ The OSU, Unanswered threats: political constraints on the balance of power, Google Book

Balancing behavior requires the existence of a strong consensus among elites that an external threat exists and must be checked by either arms or allies or both. As the proximate causal variable in the model, elite consensus is the most necessary of necessary causes of balancing behavior. Thus, when there is no elite consensus, the prediction is either unbalancing or some other nonbalancing policy option. Developing such a consensus is difficult, however, because balancing, unlike expansion, is not a behavior motivated by the search for gains and profit. It is instead a strategy that entails significant costs in human and material resources that could be directed toward domestic programs and investment rather than national defense. In addition, when alliances are formed, the state must sacrifice some measure of its autonomy in foreign and military policy to its allies. In the absence of a clear majority of elites in favor of a balancing strategy, therefore, an alternative policy, and not necessarily a coherent one, will prevail. This is because a weak grand strategy can be supported for many different reasons (e.g., pacifism, isolationism, pro-enemy sympathies, collective security, a belief in conciliation, etc.). Consequently, appeasement and other forms of underbalancing will tend to triumph in the absence of a determined and broad political consensus to balance simply because these policies represent the path of least domestic resistance and can appeal to a broad range of interests along the political spectrum. Thus, underreacting to threats, unlike an effective balancing strategy, does not require overwhelming, united, and coherent support from elites and masses; it is a default strategy. 

***VIRILIO ANSWERS

Virilio K Answers – Environment Outweighs
Plan solves—Virilio concedes the environmental movement critiques progress; connecting the destruction of the environment to the prevalence of dromology solves the accident. 

Smith 09

“Ecology Beyond Ecology: Life After the Accident in Octavia Butler's Xenogenesis Trilog”y Rachel Greenwald Smith (B.A., Sarah Lawrence College (2001) M.A., Rutgers University (2004) Ph.D., Rutgers University (2008), Focus on  Twentieth and twenty-first century American literature and culture, ecocriticism and environmental literature, aesthetics, theories of emotion, materialist approaches to literature, and critical theory.) MFS Modern Fiction Studies, Volume 55, Number 3, Fall 2009, pp. 545-565 (Article) Published by The Johns Hopkins University Press DOI: 10.1353/mfs.0.1627 http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/modern_fiction_studies/v055/55.3.smith.html

While eschatology and ecology might seem to make odd companions, Virilio suggests that they share a crucial attention to the disasters of the present: an ecological stance offers an analysis of the immediate consequences of our myriad accidents, while an eschatological view turns to our prospects for the future. This startling claim for the relevance of spiritual concepts of eschatology to ecological critiques of technological progress has far reaching consequences for the aims and scope of ecocritical thought. Environmentalism, Virilio posits, is the only existing political movement that offers a sustained critique of progress. It does so by recognizing the relationship between human technological progress and disasters, both natural and artificial.1 The extension of the scope of environmental politics to address the diverse accidents of the present, however, involves rethinking the boundaries of ecology itself. In light of the acceleration of global information flows, for instance, Virilio points to the necessity of incorporating awareness of temporal ecology into traditional concepts of habitat that tend to focus on place as a condition of existence and consequently ignore the repercussions of spacio-temporal changes in the environment for living organisms. Virilio broadens this definition by demonstrating the interconnectedness of experiences of time with the material and spatial substances of nature, noting that "alongside the pollution of substances (of air, water, fauna and flora), there is emerging the sudden pollution of the distances and intervals that make up the very density of our daily reality; of that real space of our activities which the interactivity of the real time of instant exchanges has just abolished" (109–10).2 Just as natural resources are polluted by artificial chemicals, so do more fundamental ontological conditions of space and time become polluted by the technologies that continue to speed up everyday life. The sun is obscured by particulate matter; the temporal experience of anticipation dissolves in a wash of instant communication. The loss of certain kinds of spacio-temporal experience that comes with the increased pace of travel, information, and communication is for Virilio an ecological problem insofar as it concerns the conditions that constrain and permit life. As a result, he posits the necessary conceptualization of "the 'grey ecology' of the pollution of the natural scale," which "rounds out the 'green ecology' of the pollution—by chemical or other products—of nature" (110). The world, in this conception, is destroyed by constricting the spacio-temporal distances by which it is experienced just as it is torn apart by the degradation of ecosystems. This "grey" addition to ecological concepts emphasizes the centrality of the acceleration of capital flows, information networks, and global trade to ecological matters. Concerns that Smith 547 appear to be separate from environmental issues—such as dwindling free time and the social effects of new media communications— therefore become central to ecological thought But why turn to eschatology? One of Virilio's greatest achievements is in pointing to possible alliances between environmentalism and a range of movements that address the multifarious effects of globalization. The danger of the increasing worldwide interconnectedness becomes, for Virilio, the increasing danger of what he terms the integral accident. He writes: Whereas, in the past, the local accident was still precisely situated (in situ) . . . the global accident no longer is, and its fall-out extends to entire continents. Waiting in the wings is the integral accident, which may, some day soon, become our only habitat, with the deleterious effects of Progress extending this time not merely to the whole of geophysical space, but, most importantly, to a time span of many centuries. (25)

Virilio K Answers – Globalism Good

Globalism good--- interconnectedness allows real political change. 

Connolly 2000“Speed, Concentric Cultures, and Cosmopolitanism” Author(s): William E. Connolly. (Eisenhower Professor, Johns Hopkins University Political Theory, International Relations B.A., University of Michigan, Flint Ph.D., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor Recent Courses and Research Interests: Capitalism and Christianity Perception, The Media, Politics Nietzsche and His Interlocutors) Reviewed work(s):Source: Political Theory, Vol. 28, No. 5 (Oct., 2000), pp. 596-618Published by: Sage Publications, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/192290 . 

The need today is to challenge the closures of nationalism and civilizopolism with a more rhizomatic or network conception of political culture. T he idea is not to delegitimize concentric identifications  s such, for you need to participate in the family that nourishes you and the state that governs you. It is to appreciate how concentric circles of political culture are complicated and compromised by numerous crosscutting allegiances, connections, and modes of collaboration. Even more, it is to take advantage of the possibilities created by the compression of distance to enact a more vibrant plurality of connections exceeding the concentric model. For existing patterns of identification, allegiance and collaboration already exceed the concentric image of them. You might cultivate ties to ecologists or feminists in South America that are more significant than those you share on these two issues with some neighbors, in-laws, or corporate leaders in your own state. You might support cross-country citizen networks designed to protect rain forests in several countries (including your own) or to reduce toxic emissions in the world, doing so to nourish the future of life anywhere and everywhere on the planet.1 2 YoU might cultivatee xtra-state lines of identification with aboriginal peoples, targets of state torture, refugees, or boat people, partly because you extrapolate from experiences of minority standing in your own state to these more radical conditions, partly because your state may have helped to produce the injuries involved, and partly because you realize that cross-state citizen pressure is often needed to modify oppressive state, interstate, and international corporate practices. In these cases, and numerous others, your participation may involve creative political tactics, such as the formation of e-mail networks to protect the rain forests, or a cross-country citizen divestment movement to end apartheid, or the organization of cross-country boycotts against corporate use of child labor,o r the introduction of cross-country labor negotiations with international auto corporations, or the creation of global tribunals to try tyrants.1 3

Virilio K Answers – Speed Good

Totalizing alterantive ignores positive benefits of speed

Connolly 2000“Speed, Concentric Cultures, and Cosmopolitanism” Author(s): William E. Connolly. (Eisenhower Professor, Johns Hopkins University Political Theory, International Relations B.A., University of Michigan, Flint Ph.D., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor Recent Courses and Research Interests: Capitalism and Christianity Perception, The Media, Politics Nietzsche and His Interlocutors) Reviewed work(s):Source: Political Theory, Vol. 28, No. 5 (Oct., 2000), pp. 596-618Published by: Sage Publications, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/192290 . 

But what if the compression of distance through speed has effects Virilio records while some of those effects also improve the prospects for democratic pluralizationw within the state and a cosmopolitanism across states that speaks affirmatively to issues of ecology, peace, indigenous minorities, the legitinmation of new identities and rights, and the protection of old rights? Then acceleration would carry positive possibilities as well as dangers. And a single-minded attack on its dangers would forfeit access to its positive possibilities. Thus, to summarize for now a few contentions: First, the contemporary accentuation of tempo in interterritorial communications, entertainment, tourism, trade, and population migration exposes numerous settled constituencies to the historical basis of what they are and the comparative contestability of faiths and identities they have taken to be universal or incontestable. Second, the acceleration of accident and surprise, listed by Virilio as effects of speed, can also function over time to disrupt closed models of nature, truth, and morality into which people so readily become encapsulated, doing so in ways that support new paradigms of natural science and careful reconsideration of the injuries to difference supported by dogmatic conceptions. Third, Virilio's identification of the territorial nation as repository of democratic unity and of slowness as the temporal condition of national deliberation depreciates the value of a more expansive practice of pluralism that speaks generously to the multidimensional diversity of life already  operative o n most territories  today. Speed can be dangerous. At a certain point of acceleration, it jeopardizes freedom and shortens the time in which to engage ecological issues. But the crawl of slow time contains injuries, dangers, and repressive tendencies too. It may be wise therefore to explore speed as an ambiguous medium that contains some positive possibilities. The positive possibilities are lost to those who experience its effects only through nostalgia for a pristine time governed by the compass of the centered nation, the security of stable truth, the idea of nature as a purposive organism or a set of timeless laws, and the stolidity of thick universals. Today, ironically, the most virulent attempts to slow things down take the form of national and religious fundamentalisms that deploy media sound bites and military campaigns of ethnic cleansing to reinstate a slow, centered world. Indeed, the ambiguity of speed finds its most salient manifestation in the paradoxical contest taking place before our eyes between the pluralization and the fundamentalizationo f public cultures.T he politics to pluralize culture along several dimensions and the politics to fundamentalize hegemonic identities form two contending responses to late-modem speed. Each propensity intensifies under the same temporal conditions. As this contest proceeds, it also becomes clear why democratic pluralists must embrace the positive potentialities of speed while working to attenuate  its most dangerous effects

Virilio K Answers – Perm
Only by reshaping “progress” by realizing the dymanicism of life and utilizing the mutations of the psyche can we avert the Accident. 

Smith 09“Ecology Beyond Ecology: Life After the Accident in Octavia Butler's Xenogenesis Trilog”y Rachel Greenwald Smith (B.A., Sarah Lawrence College (2001) M.A., Rutgers University (2004) Ph.D., Rutgers University (2008), Focus on  Twentieth and twenty-first century American literature and culture, ecocriticism and environmental literature, aesthetics, theories of emotion, materialist approaches to literature, and critical theory.) MFS Modern Fiction Studies, Volume 55, Number 3, Fall 2009, pp. 545-565 (Article) Published by The Johns Hopkins University Press DOI: 10.1353/mfs.0.1627 http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/modern_fiction_studies/v055/55.3.smith.html

Grosz seizes on the Deleuzian concept of repetition-with-a difference and links it to the work of Charles Darwin, which, she writes, "offers an account of the genesis of the new from the play of repetition and difference within the old . . . an explanation of the dynamism, growth, and transformability of living systems, the impulse toward a future that is unknown in, and uncontained by, the present and history" (19). Grosz argues that Darwin's concept of life epitomizes the Deleuzian alternative to thinking of the future as a repetition of identities, offering instead a version of futurity that sees life as full of potential for surprise, difference, and rupture. Drawing from a legacy of thinkers that reaches back to Spinoza and extends through Nietzsche, Bergson, and Deleuze, Grosz develops a concept of life that she sees as infinitely generative of the new. Reading Darwin through these other thinkers, she demonstrates that his philosophy offers a vision of life that is "definitively linked to the movement of time and the force of the unpredictable, even random, future." In this vision, "life is this very openness to the dynamism of time, an active response to time's provocation to endure" (37). The usefulness of this concept of life to political praxis is, for Grosz, immanent. She explains: Darwin's ontological provocation in philosophy is also a provocation to all those discourses involved in or indebted to philosophical concepts of identity, being, substance, materiality, culture, and so on: he bequeaths to us all a challenge to understand dynamism, movement, endless becoming as the conditions, not the limits, of life. He gives us a concept of life larger than itself, open to and directed by otherness, by forces and energies that imply newness and invention. The task ahead is to utilize such an invigorated concept of life to rethink power, politics, and struggle in new terms. (42) Grosz's move here, while different from Shiva's, also poses a certain concept of life against political and economic norms. Suggesting that the logic of life itself is one of continual innovation, newness, crisis, and change, Grosz posits that this dynamism inherent to life processes might be seized on productively within the political sphere. For her and the tradition she embraces, forces of life tend toward creativity and change, and political systems of domination merely obstruct those otherwise revolutionary possibilities. In short, she argues that the reproduction of life, understood in Darwinian terms, produces unexpected futures, surprise mutations, and catastrophic inventions.8 Grosz's concept of "life larger than itself" that promises discontinuity and becoming as an ontological condition poses an alternative to prevailing concepts of progress. It calls attention to the political need for concepts of futurity that stress discontinuity and rupture— concepts of futurity that answer the threat of crisis in the present with the threat of a crisis for present structures of power and ideology: an eschatological position that insists on the end of the world as we know it in order to prevent the end of the world itself. If we are, as Virilio suggests, propelling ourselves with increasing speed toward an integral accident, an eschatological position does not simply imagine the end times as the catastrophic result of the philanoia of the present, but must also imagine the end times within our time—what Walter Benjamin calls the "now-time"—that offers the possibility to radically alter the course of our actions beyond the seeming inevitability of neoliberal control and its consequences for our ecologies of distance, of time, and of relations among diverse forms of life.9 While Grosz's evolutionary becomings are figured as emerging out of the material conditions of the present, they also promise radical breaks. Yet these breaks, however necessary, have under-examined implications insofar as the potential violence they might entail. Evolution might occur through unexpected beginnings and untimely endings, but what of the branch of the evolutionary tree that is so brutally lopped off? If our current practices are unsustainable, if the future of the world depends on an intrusion of the changeability of life on our expectations, are we prepared for what might ensue? It is this violence that Virilio's "Museum of the Accident" unrelentingly emphasizes. Vast fields burn, while elsewhere trains crash through seemingly impenetrable stone facades. Oil spills span beyond the horizon, tidal waves jump suddenly from seemingly calm seas, highways topple in the wake of earthquakes or bombs, and the iconic atomic mushroom cloud looms indistinguishably from the cloud of ash hovering over a recently erupted volcano. In Virilio's work, the confusion between the natural disaster and the manmade disaster emphasizes not only the dangerous consequences of the continuation of business as usual, but also the terrifying fact of the ubiquitous catastrophes that constitute the continuation of life—a darker side of the potential ruptures that produce, for better or for worse, change.

Perm do both – solves better 

Cooper 2


[Simon, Senior Lecturer at the University of Sunderland, "Technoculture and Critical Theory: In the Service of the Machine?" 2002, Psychology Press, Page 124]//SH

Virilio's description of the relationship between speed and inertia serves as a useful corrective to more naïve appraisals of the revolutionary capacities of information technologies. Nevertheless, he fails to explore in more depth the contradictory nature of 'speed'. It is possible to think about 'speed' more productively in terms of the levels of abstraction argument. For instance, the excitement of 'speed' depends upon the continuing sense of embodied limitation. In this sense it is very similar to the excitement of 'cybersex'. An approach that reflexively theorized these levels-in-contradiction, whereby we recognizes that the benefits of technological speed are best achieved by allowing more concrete forms of interaction to limit the degree to which disembodied exchanges become the dominant mode of engaging the world, presents a more constructive approach that Virilo is able to furnish.

Virilio K Answers – Alt Fails – General

The alt doesn't solve – it retrenches the impacts 

Cooper 2


[Simon, Senior Lecturer at the University of Sunderland, "Technoculture and Critical Theory: In the Service of the Machine?" 2002, Psychology Press, Page 129, ellipses were part of original text, nothing was removed]//SH

Despite an extensive catalogue of the negative effects of technology extending to over seven books, Virilio has not elaborated on how we might engage differently with technology, beyond simply critiquing its negative aspects. As Conley points out 'Virilio does not see any issue beyond resistance through denunciation' (Conley 1993:87). On this point, it is instructive to compare Virilio with an earlier French theorist of technology, Jacques Ellul, who constructed a similarly overwhelming portrait of technological domination and advocated resistance through denunciation and heroic self-assertion. Virilio too, seeks resistance through as similarly assertive process. When faced with progressivist ideologies of technology Virilio's simplest strategy is: 'as a Christian, I do the opposite, I say no'; or 'let us not trust' the false freedoms that technology promises (Virilio 1989a: 119). Expanding this position, he has staged the problem of resistance in terms reminiscent of Lyotard's technoanarchism: the question of freedom is thus central to the problem of techno-science… too what extent can the individual still avoid sensory confusion? To what extend will he be able to keep his distance when faced with the hyperstimulation of his sense? What new type of dependency or addiction will be produced in the near future (Virilio 1995: 119, emphasis added) On one level, these are important and insightful questions and it is not my intention to question their validity. Instead I wish to examine the way they are framed in terms of individual 'freedom', the ability to avoid technological contamination, and hence, them metaphors of distance and addiction. The question of resistance is clothed in the rhetoric of heroic freedom: the repeated references to Stoic philosophy help to confirm this impression. The question of resistance revolves around a stoical ability to remain uncontaminated, not to 'trust' the ideology of techno-fundamentalism, to say 'no' to further technological mediation. Yet such resistance operates within its own disempowering metaphysic. To denounce technology by asserting one's own relative freedom, is to fall into a similar trap as that faced by Ellul, in so far as 'freedom remains a metaphysical concept tied to subjectivity and control (Theile 1995:216).3 Placing the question of resistance within such a metaphysic ignores the question of constitutive framing, which on one level Virilio is so intent on exploring in terms of its dispersal. Perhaps this is unavoidable in Virilio's work as a result of the terminology he employs. 

Virilio's terminology precludes resistance – it constructs an ontology trapped in the system 

Cooper 2


[Simon, Senior Lecturer at the University of Sunderland, "Technoculture and Critical Theory: In the Service of the Machine?" 2002, Psychology Press, Page 130, ellipses were part of original text, nothing was removed]//SH

The problem lies in Virilio's analytical terms such as speed, vectors, and disappearance, all of which implicitly construct a one-dimensional ontology trapped within the confines of the very technological system he opposes. For instance we can question the overemphasis given to the term 'disappearance'. All too often in Virilio's work, the reconstituting capacity of technology is equated wit the disappearance of something. Virilio himself has stated that 'I have always been interested in missing things… people, time, history'. As Korker perceptively notes: Virilio can write The Aesthetics of Disappearance because all his texts have focused on 'absented' subjects: from the absented city of Bunker Archaeology and the absented bodies of speed and Politics to the absented human) vision of Cinema and War and the Sight Machine. (Kroker 1992: 42) One might well add the absence of the 'human' altogether with the publication of the Art of the Motor. But there are serious problems in conflating technological reconstitution with disappearance. Two in particular revolve around the use of a term like disappearance. The first is overstatement: time, space, bodies do not simply disappear, but rather their meanings are reconstituted, they still exist, but their meanings unfold through a more abstract framework. Such overstatement also precludes the construction of a space for resistance based around the question of ontological contradiction. In other words, people may not wish for so easy an acquiescence in such disappearance; or they may attempt to reclaim or preserve prior frameworks of meaning outside the sphere of technological abstraction which initiates such disappearance (The current 'backlash' against the Internet may be a case in point). Second, by framing 'disappearance' around the aesthetic, Virilio ignores the existence of several constitutive levels within the social. Social relations with the other can occur at a face-to-face level and at an extended and abstracted level (in Virilio's terms 'tele-proximity'). The second level does not entail the disappearance of the first, indeed it draws its meaning from the prior framework, which structure the significance of intersubjective activity. Yet the twin axes of co-existence and drawing upon a prior framework are elided by Virilio who conflates and aestheticieses this process around the question of disappearance. At this point, one might well consider how to read the epigraph quoted at the beginning of this chapter: '[w]ill Earth become humanity's phantom limb?' Virilio 1995: 127). A reading based around the question of disappearance would lament the severing of humanity from the more earthly grounding which once constrained and supported the meanings of subjective action. While a powerful lament, this doesn't suggest any viable alternative to its own pessimistic conclusion. This would be Virilio's reading, at least as I have argued for it here. A second reading, more in line with this book, might concentrate on the metaphor of the globe and its relation to locality. One can argue that prior modes of being have not simply 'disappeared' under the rule of technology' rather they remain and structure activates that take place on more abstracted, technologically mediated levels. This reading would focus on the ontological importance of the means of perspective.4 By placing prior modes of constitutive being within the category of the aesthetic nature of their disappearance, Virilio elides the productive role of these 'phantoms'. A similar observation can be made about the use of 'vector' and 'speed.' Both terms structurally preclude a consideration of the qualitative differences which occur between actions that arise within different constitutive frameworks. For instance, a communicative 'vector', established in a relation of presence of tangibility, is qualitatively different from the movement of information on the Internet, or images transmitted through the vectors of the global media. Yet the term 'vector' tends to collapse these different levels in to a single level, through which all vectors pass (as does Lyotard's description of the subject as a 'nodal point'). Similarly, 'speed' can only describe quantitative, but not qualitative difference, thereby eliding questions of how we could create frameworks that would allow a differentiated sense of temporality to unfold. In this way, Virilio's terminology remains complicit, and an analytic level, with that which he opposes.

Virilio K Answers – Alt Fails – Tech Good
No alt solvency- transition would be an apocalypse and would never result in the understanding of truth—only the realization of its impossibility. Only by utilizing technology can reality truly be achieved.  

Otero-Pailos 2000“Living or Leaving the Techno-Apocalypse: Paul Virilio's Critique of Technology and Its Contribution to Architecture” Author(s): Jorge Otero-Pailos (New York Architect, tenured Associate Professor of Historical Preservation at Columbia University, published in Art in America, Artforum, and Architectural Record) (Reviewed work(s):Source: Journal of Architectural Education (1984-), Vol. 54, No. 2 (Nov., 2000), pp. 104-110Published by: Blackwell Publishing on behalf of the Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1425597

In The Open Sõtiny and ils Enemies, Popper claims civilization was born in the shock of moving from a “tribal or ‘closed society’ which submitted to magical forces, to the ‘open society’ which set free the critical powers of man. ‘Where he sets himself apart from Popper. however, is in his apocalyptic rhetoric. Popper’s work is in fact aimed at exposing the dangers of such modes of historicizing. Attempts. like Virilio’s, to deal with society as a whole, ‘leaving no stone unturned.” are suspected of what Pop per calls ‘utopian sedal engineering-” Through Poppet’s lens, we find in the shadow of Virilio’s thinking a dangerous and a more or less whimsically aesthetic “blueprint for society.” which, in or der to be achieved, must eradicate from the world all that it does not anticipate. Like all utopian engineering, it presupposes (or at least desires) a tabula rasa or an apocalypse.$ The danger of such reasoning is that, being born out of an aesthetic vision, it is be yond the scope of scientific analysis. In its more physical expres sions, it can lead to the sort of irrational violence that characterizes most revolutions. In its more abstract expressions. such as Virilio’s critique of technology, this thinking is burdened by the same teleological metaphysics of history and stands equally outside of the realm of reason, except that the violence is now performed on concepts. not on bodies. Popper believes that the utopian thinker’s desire for apocalyptic events is the precondition for the establishment of their own kingdom on earth. But as we have seen, Virilio’s apocalypse is negative; it does not hold the promise of a better future. His final moment does not disclose the truth of history; on the contrary, it veils it completely. How then can we understand Virilio as a critic of technology and not ust as a fatalist or a pessimist? Where is his blueprint for society? It is implicit in his historical construction. However, in his case, the new order cannot result from the current technologically driven history. War and cintma is an attempt to prove that western history has fulfilled itself by defeating itself. It has ended. This is how Virilio gets out of the historiographic im mobility proposed by his own theoretical web. Precisely to the de gree that the historical drive of technology don riot result in an apocalyptic disclosure of truth. but in a negative apocalypse where the final resolution of history is endlessly postponed and truth veiled, technology reveals the truth of its awn artificiality Virilio’s final moment of history holds no future, but it does offer an insight, that of its own lie. The doer that Virilio aska u.s to step through in order to free ourselves has “I am not reality; reality is on the other side” written across the lintel. War and Cinema is an attempt to awaken the world to this new reality. Virilio’s blueprint is defined as a rejection of technology: We must look away from technology, away from the “hell of images.” and seek to experience the world and history, rime and place directly, bodily, without me diation. The problem is, I hope to have made apparent in this essay, that the immediacy Virilio desires in experience is not the ¡deali,ed essence he Wants it to be. It is not waiting. pure and abso lute, outside of history. In fact. the problem of getting out of his— tory is a historical problem. In order to demote technology. Virilio has delivered the whole of reality, including himself, over to it. It is no coincidence that architects and technophiles should enjoy the wonderful catalogue of’ technological facts he presents, and ignore his critique: His argument undoes itself.

Blanket rejection of tech fails – the aff is proof that tech can be deployed to benefit humanity
Cooper 2


[Simon, Senior Lecturer at the University of Sunderland, "Technoculture and Critical Theory: In the Service of the Machine?" 2002, Psychology Press, http://books.google.com/books?id=oLToY6Kz10MC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_atb#v=onepage&q&f=false]

More than any other theorist discussed in this book (except perhaps Heidegger), Virilio has focused on the role of technology as a reconstituting agent, in relation to embedded social and cultural meanings. In this sense, his work is vital in that he sketches out the ground on which we can assess the impact of technological change. However, his work never goes beyond this point. So while Virilio is valuable for one part of my argument (critique), it is severely limited in terms of outlining the ground for a more reflexive theory of technology. Indeed, this limitation at times makes Virilio partially complicit with the trends and ideologies he opposes. Virilio's aphoristic brilliance allows his theoretical insights to reveal themselves spectacularly, like the technological 'accidents' which briefly counter the prevailing technological telos. As with the nature of accidents, however, Virilio's rapid fire missive fade almost as quickly as they appear. This book as argued for a need to conceive of the social as an intersection of levels, each more or less abstract. It is the existence and often contradictory relationship between these levels that is downplayed in Virilio, remaining only implicitly available through his category of  'disappearance'. Hence, he develops only a one-dimensional critique, on that cannot determine how technology might be deployed critically, or show how effective forms of resistance might be allowed to unfold beyond a mere strategy of invocation. I hope to show this through an extended analysis of Virilio's work, arguing that his pessimism and lack of alternative is a structural problem rather than a question of individual inflection. This structural difficulty can be further highlighted through an analysis of the writing of McKenzie Wark, who attempts to use Virlio's work to gesture towards an alternative conception of technology lacking in Virilio himself. Ultimately, I want to say that both Virilio's overwhelming negative analysis and Wark's optimism are insufficient because they fail to go beyond the construction of a one-dimensional ontology that overstates the extent of technological reconstitution. Such an ontology can only move between a technologically determined nihilism (Virilio) and the celebration of heterogeneous fragmentation (Wark.) 

Rejection of tech makes the impact worse – checks aren't established

Lomas 8


[Natasha, interviewing Ray Kurzweil, Ph.D from MIT, internationally renown inventor, "Q&A: Kurzweil on tech as a double-edged sword," 11/19/8, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11386_3-10102273-76.html]

In my view, relinquishing these technologies is a bad idea for three reasons: one it would deprive us of these proponed benefits and there's still a lot of suffering in the world that we need to overcome. Secondly it would require totalitarian government to implement a ban. And thirdly it wouldn't work, and I think that's really the key point--we'd just drive these technologies underground where they would be even more dangerous, more out of control. So my view is the correct response is twofold: one, ethical standards to prevent accidental problems by responsible practitioners...and secondly developing a rapid response system that can deal with people who don't follow the guidelines, who are trying to be destructive like terrorists. The good news is we now have the tools to do that. We can now sequence a biological virus in one day.

Debating about our technology allows us to change it and avoid the impact of the K 

Katz et al 3


[Eric, professor of philosophy and director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology, Andrew Light, assistant professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program at New York University, William Thompson, professor emeritus of philosophy at SUNY College, "Controlling Technology," 2003, Prometheus Books, Page 403]//SH

One approach to this question is to suggest that the public needs to be more involved with technology not merely as thoughtful consumers but as active participants in its design. We can find an example of this approach in the work of Andrew Feenberg. As he argues, most notably in his recent book Alternative Modernity: the Technical Turn in Philosophy and Social Theory, the advantage of technical politics, of greater public participation in the design of technological objects and technologically mediated services such as health care, is to open up this process to the consideration of a wider sphere of values than if the design process were to be left up to bureaucrats and professionals, whose main concern is with preserving efficiency. Democratic values such as personal autonomy and individual agency are part of this wider sphere. For Feenberg, the route of technological reform and the preservation of democracy thus runs directly through the intervention of nonprofessionals in the early stages of the development of technology

Even if tech is dangerous, it's the only way to prevent extinction

Bostrom 2


[Nick, Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, "Existential Risks Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards," 2002, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html]

In combination, these indirect arguments add important constraints to those we can glean from the direct consideration of various technological risks, although there is not room here to elaborate on the details. But the balance of evidence is such that it would appear unreasonable not to assign a substantial probability to the hypothesis that an existential disaster will do us in. My subjective opinion is that setting this probability lower than 25% would be misguided, and the best estimate may be considerably higher. But even if the probability were much smaller (say, ~1%) the subject matter would still merit very serious attention because of how much is at stake.  In general, the greatest existential risks on the time-scale of a couple of centuries or less appear to be those that derive from the activities of advanced technological civilizations. We see this by looking at the various existential risks we have listed. In each of the four categories, the top risks are engendered by our activities. The only significant existential risks for which this isn’t true are “simulation gets shut down” (although on some versions of this hypothesis the shutdown would be prompted by our activities [27]); the catch-all hypotheses (which include both types of scenarios); asteroid or comet impact (which is a very low probability risk); and getting killed by an extraterrestrial civilization (which would be highly unlikely in the near future).[19]  It may not be surprising that existential risks created by modern civilization get the lion’s share of the probability. After all, we are now doing some things that have never been done on Earth before, and we are developing capacities to do many more such things. If non-anthropogenic factors have failed to annihilate the human species for hundreds of thousands of years, it could seem unlikely that such factors will strike us down in the next century or two. By contrast, we have no reason whatever not to think that the products of advanced civilization will be our bane.  We shouldn’t be too quick to dismiss the existential risks that aren’t human-generated as insignificant, however. It’s true that our species has survived for a long time in spite of whatever such risks are present. But there may be an observation selection effect in play here. The question to ask is, on the theory that natural disasters sterilize Earth-like planets with a high frequency, what should we expect to observe? Clearly not that we are living on a sterilized planet. But maybe that we should be more primitive humans than we are? In order to answer this question, we need a solution to the problem of the reference class in observer selection theory [76]. Yet that is a part of the methodology that doesn’t yet exist. So at the moment we can state that the most serious existential risks are generated by advanced human civilization, but we base this assertion on direct considerations. Whether there is additional support for it based on indirect considerations is an open question.  We should not blame civilization or technology for imposing big existential risks. Because of the way we have defined existential risks, a failure to develop technological civilization would imply that we had fallen victims of an existential disaster (namely a crunch, “technological arrest”). Without technology, our chances of avoiding existential risks would therefore be nil. With technology, we have some chance, although the greatest risks now turn out to be those generated by technology itself.  

Benefits outweigh the costs – we can prevent misuse 

Bostrom 3


[Nick, Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, "The Transhumanist FAQ," 2003, http://www.transhumanism.org/resources/FAQv21.pdf]

The position that we ought to relinquish research into robotics, genetic engineering, and nanotechnology has been advocated in an article by Bill Joy (2000). Joy argued that some of the future applications of these technologies are so dangerous that research in those fields should be stopped now. Partly because of Joy’s previously technophiliac credentials (he was a software designer and a cofounder of Sun Microsystems), his article, which appeared in Wired magazine, attracted a great deal of attention. Many of the responses to Joy’ s article pointed out that there is no realistic prospect of a worldwide ban on these technologies; that they have enormous potential benefits that we would not want to forgo; that the poorest people may have a higher tolerance for risk in developments that could improve their condition; and that a ban may actually increase the dangers rather than reduce them, both by delaying the development of protective applications of these technologies, and by weakening the position of those who choose to comply with the ban relative to less scrupulous groups who defy it. A more promising alternative than a blanket ban is differential technological development, in which we would seek to influence the sequence in which technologies developed. On this approach, we would strive to retard the development of harmful technologies and their applications, while accelerating the development of beneficial technologies, especially those that offer protection against the harmful ones. For technologies that have decisive military applications, unless they can be verifiably banned, we may seek to ensure that they are developed at a faster pace in countries we regard as responsible than in those that we see as potential enemies. (Whether a ban is verifiable and enforceable can change over time as a result of developments in the international system or in surveillance technology.) 26 In the case of nanotechnology, the desirable sequence of development is that nanotech immune systems and other defensive measures be deployed before offensive capabilities become available to many independent powers. Once a technology is shared by many, it becomes extremely hard to prevent further proliferation. In the case of biotechnology, we should seek to promote research into vaccines, anti-viral drugs, protective gear, sensors, and diagnostics, and to delay as long as possible the development and proliferation of biological warfare agents and the means of their weaponization. For artificial intelligence, a serious risk will emerge only when capabilities approach or surpass those of humans. At that point one should seek to promote the development of friendly AI and to prevent unfriendly or unreliable AI systems. Superintelligence is an example of a technology that seems especially worth promoting because it can help reduce a broad range of threats. Superintelligent systems could advise us on policy and make the progress curve for nanotechnology steeper, thus shortening the period of vulnerability between the development of dangerous nanoreplicators and the deployment of effective defenses. If we have a choice, it seems preferable that superintelligence be developed before advanced nanotechnology, as superintelligence could help reduce the risks of nanotechnology but not vice versa. Other technologies that have wide risk-reducing uses include intelligence augmentation, information technology, and surveillance. These can make us smarter individually and collectively or make enforcement of necessary regulation more feasible. A strong prima facie case therefore exists for pursuing these technologies as vigorously as possible. Needless to say, we should also promote non-technological developments that are beneficial in almost all scenarios, such as peace and international cooperation. In confronting the hydra of existential, limited, and endurable risks glaring at us from the future, it is unlikely that any one silver bullet will provide adequate protection. Instead, an arsenal of countermeasures will be needed so that we can address the various risks on multiple levels. The first step to tackling a risk is to recognize its existence. More research is needed, and existential risks in particular should be singled out for attention because of their seriousness and because of the special nature of the challenges they pose. Surprisingly little work has been done in this area (but see e.g. Leslie (1996), Bostrom (2002), and Rees (2003) for some preliminary explorations). The strategic dimensions of our choices must be taken into account, given that some of the technologies in questions have important military ramifications. In addition to scholarly studies of the threats and their possible countermeasures, public awareness must be raised to enable a more informed debate of our long-term options. Some of the lesser existential risks, such as an apocalyptic asteroid impact or the highly speculative scenario involving something like the upsetting of a metastable vacuum state in some future particle accelerator experiment, could be substantially reduced at relatively small expense. Programs to accomplish this – e.g. an early detection system for dangerous near-earth objects on potential collation course with Earth, or the 27 commissioning of advance peer review of planned high-energy physics experiments – are probably cost-effective. However, these lesser risks must not deflect attention from the more serious concern raised by more probable existential disasters [see “Aren’ t these future technologies very risky? Could they even cause our extinction?” ]. In light of how superabundant the human benefits of technology can ultimately be, it matters less that we obtain all of these benefits in their precisely most optimal form, and more that we obtain them at all. For many practical purposes, it makes sense to adopt the rule of thumb that we should act so as to maximize the probability of an acceptable outcome, one in which we attain some (reasonably broad) realization of our potential; or, to put it in negative terms, that we should act so as to minimize net existential risk. 

No way to question technology – all spheres of human perception are already implicated by technology

Drake 97


[Michael, Ph.D, teachs political and historical sociology, social and political theory at the University of Hull, " The Question of Military Technology: Apocalyptics or Politics?," 1/30/97, http://nideffer.net/proj/_SPEED_/1.4/articles/drake.html]

In contrast, Virilio questions technology in the Heideggerian sense, and through this coming to its inherent association with the military project. In a sense, then, Virilio seeks to work through the problem of how to question technology as to what is becoming revealed in a technologisation which simultaneously constitutes the militarisation of the world. The great problem of this programme is, as Jean-Luc Nancy has recently noted in his reflection on the Gulf War, that of how we can locate and occupy the space from which such a questioning could be undertaken (NANCY 1994). If 'military' is indistinguishable from 'civilian' technology in the sense that with technologisation and total war all resources are incorporable in the military project, then it is not possible to question military technology in particular, nor to adopt the position of 'civillian' to do so. The ploughshare is as much a military technology as the sword, as the past millenium of Western colonisation illustrates. The problem is not merely one of distinguishing a civilian from a military perspective, however, but of distinguishing a position which is not already implicated in technologisation and hence incorporable in military systems.

Virilio's wrong about military tech

Grove 11


[Jarius Victor, Ph.D., 2011, Department of Political Science, Johns Hopkins University. Double Major: International Relations; Political Theory, "Chapter 1: A Schmittian Century?: From Nuclear Leviathan to Nuclear-Sovereign-Assemblage," 3/17/8, http://becomingwar.blogspot.com/2008/03/chapter-1-schmittian-century-from.html]

Initially nuclear weapons seemed to solidify even complete the decisionistic model of sovereignty once and for all. In Virilio’s reading of Schmitt’s the state of emergency became permanent and democracy ended once it became possible for a single individual to decide to got to war and to finish that war in 30 minutes. At first glance Virilio’s apocalyptic diagnosis seems accurate. Nuclear weapons at their current numbers could destroy the entire planet and given the structure of the United States nuclear command any Congressional or popular attempt to stop the war would be in vain. This is the backbone of Virilio’s argument. Politics and a democratic balance of power require time. Time to react, time to respond, time to debate, time to strategize, time to implement and ICBMS nullify time. But Virilio is wrong. The threat of the extreme case has obscured the actual or present case that presents new opportunities for intervention. Politics, whether micro or macro, does not begin and end with the sovereign decision; the sovereign decision (both expressively and in its enactment) emerges from a relay of forces, connections, and other previous decisions, resonances, forces, and actants that are presupposed in each subsequent iteration of the sovereign decision, and layered in multiple streams of time. Even an increasingly automated nuclear arsenal requires the participation of literally millions of people and countless networks, objects, tectonic stability, stable solar flare activity and on and on. The decision only appears singular when Virilio truncates time to the moment the president ‘pushes the button.’ We are not as of yet in that moment so other temporal rhythms abound and each part of the nuclear assemblage follows a different temporal course. 

Tech is net good – there are checks 

USA Today 11


[News source, interviewing Ray Kurzweil, Ph.D from MIT, internationally renown inventor, "A.I. expert Ray Kurzweil picks computer in 'Jeopardy' match," 2/8/11, http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/2011-02-09-kurzweil09_ST_N.htm]//SH

A: Technology has always been a double-edged sword — ever since fire, which cooked our food and kept us warm but also was used as a weapon of destruction. In my mind, the right answer is to create a rapid-response system. We do that with software viruses. We don't just sit back and say no one would ever write a destructive software virus. It happens every day. But we have technology, along with humans, that actually helps defend us. Q: Is it worth the risk? A: I would say overall we benefit more than we're harmed. Read Thomas Hobbes about what human life was like a few centuries ago. It was short, brutish, disaster-prone, disease-filled. We've come a long way. 

Tech is good and the benefits outweigh – we can stop misuse

Academy of Achievement 2k


[non-profit organization that aims to bring high profile, successful people from various fields, interviewing Ray Kurzweil, Ph.D from MIT and internationally renown inventor, "Ray Kurzweil Interview," 6/17/00, http://www.achievement.org/autodoc/page/kur1int-6]

I think we have no choice but to proceed. I mean, there have been calls recently -- and there have, actually, ever since the Luddite movement emerged in the English textile industry two centuries ago -- calls for relinquishing technology that is just too dangerous. I think we have no choice, because there's a great economic imperative to move forward, and it's a road paved with gold, and we have received tremendous benefit from technology. Short of creating a totalitarian system that would ban any form of economic incentive, we're going to be advancing technology. I think the right way to deal with it is to be very concerned with the ethical dimension and with the application of technology, and I think it's not something that's done in one field of technology ethics. I think it's something that everybody, and not just the technologist, needs to be actively concerned with, because we have the power to actually create our future world, very literally, including really redesigning our bodies and brains and our experiences at very profound levels. So it's something that everybody needs to understand, and contribute to that dialogue so that we do advance our human values. Not that we have a consensus on what those are, but I think there is, at least at some levels, emerging consensus on what human values are.
Giving up on tech is worse – magnifies the harms

PCWorld 4


[global computer magazine, interviewing Ray Kurzweil, Ph.D from MIT and internationally renown inventor, "Three Minutes With Ray Kurzweil," 11/1/4, http://www.pcworld.com/article/118375/three_minutes_with_ray_kurzweil.html]

You don't have to look further than the 20th century to see the deeply intertwined promise and peril of technology. We had over 100 million people die in 20th-century wars made possible by technology. On the other hand, how many would really want to go back one or two centuries to the labor-filled, disease- and disaster-prone lives that people lived? Human life expectancy was 37 years in 1800.  The 21st-century technologies have the potential to overcome problems that humanity has struggled with for eons. As mentioned, biotechnology and nanotechnology have the potential to overcome disease and to vastly extend human health and longevity. Nanotechnology can also produce radical wealth creation in that we will be able to manufacture essentially any physical product from inexpensive raw materials costing pennies per pound. There are many other profound benefits to come.  But these technologies are also introducing new perils. The capability exists right now in a routine college biotechnology laboratory to create a bioengineered virus that could spread easily and stealthily--that is, have a long incubation period so it spreads far and wide before being detected--and could be deadly. Self-replicating nanobots would essentially be a nonbiological cancer that could threaten the biomass. As for strong AI, artificial intelligence at human levels and beyond, this could be the most daunting challenge of all if it does not remain "friendly." [For more on Kurzweil and AI, see KurzweilAI.net.]  But relinquishing these future technologies is not the answer. That would eliminate the benefits while actually making the dangers worse by driving development underground, where responsible practitioners would not have ready access to the tools needed to develop the defensive technologies. Broad relinquishment would also be impossible except in a worldwide totalitarian system.  We've actually done well with the test case of software viruses. Although they remain a problem, and always will be a problem, the technological "immune system" that has developed in response has managed to keep pace. If we do as well with biological viruses, self-replicating nanotechnology, and other future dangers, we will be able to keep a step or two ahead of the perils. 

Virilio K Answers – Too Pessemistic

Virilio only can see the negative effects of technology by assuming all tech is militaristic. 

Connolly 2000“Speed, Concentric Cultures, and Cosmopolitanism” Author(s): William E. Connolly. (Eisenhower Professor, Johns Hopkins University Political Theory, International Relations B.A., University of Michigan, Flint Ph.D., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor Recent Courses and Research Interests: Capitalism and Christianity Perception, The Media, Politics Nietzsche and His Interlocutors) Reviewed work(s):Source: Political Theory, Vol. 28, No. 5 (Oct., 2000), pp. 596-618Published by: Sage Publications, Inc.Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/192290 . 

And the danger is great. Little doubt about that. If you treat the war machine as the paradigm of speed, as Virilio does, it seems that sometime during the 1960s, the ability to deliberate democratically about military action was jeopardized by the imperative to automatize split-second responses to preemptive strikes a minute or less away from their targets. My concern, nonetheless, is that Virilio allows the military paradigm to overwhelm all other modalities and experiences of speed. Virilio remains transfixed by a model of politics insufficiently attuned to the positive role of speed in intrastate democracy and cross-state cosmopolitanism. He underplays the positive role speed can play in desanctifying closed and dogmatic identities in the domains of religion, sensuality, ethnicity, gender, and nationality, and he remains so committed to the memory of the nation as the place where democratic deliberation occurred that he dismisses the productive possibilities (I do not say probabilities) of cosmopolitanism in the late-modern time. Let us listen to some moves in Virilio's presentation of the correspondences between speed, temporality, territory, democratic deliberation, nationhood, and belonging.

No impact – Virilio is too pessimistic and ignores the benefits of technology

Kellner 98

[Douglas, Ph.D., Philosophy, Columbia University, " Virilio, War, and Technology: Some Critical Reflections," 11/7/1998, http://www.uta.edu/huma/illuminations/kell29.htm]

Virilio misses a key component of the drama of technology in the present age and that is the titanic struggle between national and international governments and corporations to control the structure, flows, and content of the new technologies in contrast to the struggle of individuals and social groups to use the new technologies for their own purposes and projects. This optic posits technology as a contested terrain, as a field of struggle between competing social groups and individuals trying to use the new technologies for their own projects. Despite his humanism, there is little agency or politics in Virilio's conceptual universe and he does not delineate the struggles between various social groups for the control of the new technologies and the new politics that they will produce. Simply by damning, demonizing and condemning new technologies, Virilio substitutes moralistic critique for social analysis and political action, reducing his analysis to a lament and jeremiad rather than an ethical and political critique Œ la Ellul and his tradition of Catholic critique of contemporary civilization, or critical social theory. Virilio has no theory of justice, no politics to counter, reconstruct, reappropriate, or transform technology, no counterforces that can oppose technology. Thus, the increasing shrillness of his lament, the rising hysteria, and sense of futile impotence.

***ZIZEK ANSWERS

Zizek K Answers – Alt Fails – Reductionism

Psychoanalysis is reductive and ignores difference

--means not root cause, their theory is not predictive and we should look at different places (culture, biology, sociology, etc.) to determine policy

Sharpe 10 – lecturer, philosophy and psychoanalytic studies, and Goucher, senior lecturer, literary and psychoanalytic studies – Deakin University

Matthew and Geoff, Žižek and Politics: An Introduction, p. 231 – 233

We realise that this argument, which we propose as a new ‘quilting’ framework to explain Žižek’s theoretical oscillations and political prescriptions, raises some large issues of its own. While this is not the place to further that discussion, we think its analytic force leads into a much wider critique of ‘Theory’ in parts of the latertwentieth- century academy, which emerged following the ‘cultural turn’ of the 1960s and 1970s in the wake of the collapse of Marxism. Žižek’s paradigm to try to generate all his theory of culture, subjectivity, ideology, politics and religion is psychoanalysis. But a similar criticism would apply, for instance, to theorists who feel that the method Jacques Derrida developed for criticising philosophical texts can meaningfully supplant the methodologies of political science, philosophy, economics, sociology and so forth, when it comes to thinking about ‘the political’. Or, differently, thinkers who opt for Deleuze (or Deleuze’s and Guattari’s) Nietzschean Spinozism as a new metaphysics to explain ethics, politics, aesthetics, ontology and so forth, seem to us candidates for the same type of criticism, as a reductive passing over the empirical and analytic distinctness of the different object fields in complex societies. In truth, we feel that Theory, and the continuing line of ‘master thinkers’ who regularly appear particularly in the English- speaking world, is the last gasp of what used to be called First Philosophy. The philosopher ascends out of the city, Plato tells us, from whence she can espie the Higher Truth, which she must then bring back down to political earth. From outside the city, we can well imagine that she can see much more widely than her benighted political contemporaries. But from these philosophical heights, we can equally suspect that the ‘master thinker’ is also always in danger of passing over the salient differences and features of political life – differences only too evident to people ‘on the ground’. Political life, after all, is always a more complex affair than a bunch of ideologically duped fools staring at and enacting a wall (or ‘politically correct screen’) of ideologically produced illusions, from Plato’s timeless cave allegory to Žižek’s theory of ideology. We know that Theory largely understands itself as avowedly ‘post- metaphysical’. It aims to erect its new claims on the gravestone of First Philosophy as the West has known it. But it also tells us that people very often do not know what they do. And so it seems to us that too many of its proponents and their followers are mourners who remain in the graveyard, propping up the gravestone of Western philosophy under the sign of some totalising account of absolutely everything – enjoyment, différance, biopower . . . Perhaps the time has come, we would argue, less for one more would- be global, allpurpose existential and political Theory than for a multi- dimensional and interdisciplinary critical theory that would challenge the chaotic specialisation neoliberalism speeds up in academe, which mirrors and accelerates the splintering of the Left over the last four decades. This would mean that we would have to shun the hope that one method, one perspective, or one master thinker could single- handedly decipher all the complexity of socio- political life, the concerns of really existing social movements – which specifi cally does not mean mindlessly celebrating difference, marginalisation and multiplicity as if they could be suffi cient ends for a new politics. It would be to reopen critical theory and non- analytic philosophy to the other intellectual disciplines, most of whom today pointedly reject Theory’s legitimacy, neither reading it nor taking it seriously.

Zizek K Answers – Alt Fails – Psychoanalysis Specific

Psychoanalysis can’t be scaled up to explain society or politics – they can’t explain our impacts and definitely can’t solve 

Sharpe 10 – lecturer, philosophy and psychoanalytic studies, and Goucher, senior lecturer, literary and psychoanalytic studies – Deakin University

Matthew and Geoff, Žižek and Politics: An Introduction, p. 182-185

Can we bring some order to this host of criticisms? It is remarkable that, for all the criticisms of Žižek’s political Romanticism, no one has argued that the ultra- extremism of Žižek’s political position might reflect his untenable attempt to shape his model for political action on the curative final moment in clinical psychoanalysis. The differences between these two realms, listed in Figure 5.1, are nearly too many and too great to restate – which has perhaps caused the theoretical oversight. The key thing is this. Lacan’s notion of traversing the fantasy involves the radical transformation of people’s subjective structure: a refounding of their most elementary beliefs about themselves, the world, and sexual difference. This is undertaken in the security of the clinic, on the basis of the analysands’ voluntary desire to overcome their inhibitions, symptoms and anxieties. As a clinical and existential process, it has its own independent importance and authenticity. The analysands, in transforming their subjective world, change the way they regard the objective, shared social reality outside the clinic. But they do not transform the world. The political relevance of the clinic can only be (a) as a supporting moment in ideology critique or (b) as a fully- fl edged model of politics, provided that the political subject and its social object are ultimately identical. Option (b), Žižek’s option, rests on the idea, not only of a subject who becomes who he is only through his (mis) recognition of the objective sociopolitical order, but whose ‘traversal of the fantasy’ is immediately identical with his transformation of the socio- political system or Other. Hence, according to Žižek, we can analyse the institutional embodiments of this Other using psychoanalytic categories. In Chapter 4, we saw Žižek’s resulting elision of the distinction between the (subjective) Ego Ideal and the (objective) Symbolic Order. This leads him to analyse our entire culture as a single subject–object, whose perverse (or perhaps even psychotic) structure is expressed in every manifestation of contemporary life. Žižek’s decisive political- theoretic errors, one substantive and the other methodological, are different (see Figure 5.1) The substantive problem is to equate any political change worth the name with the total change of the subject–object that is, today, global capitalism. This is a type of change that can only mean equating politics with violent regime change, and ultimately embracing dictatorial government, as Žižek now frankly avows (IDLC 412–19). We have seen that the ultra- political form of Žižek’s criticism of everyone else, the theoretical Left and the wider politics, is that no one is sufficiently radical for him – even, we will discover, Chairman Mao. We now see that this is because Žižek’s model of politics proper is modelled on a pre- critical analogy with the total transformation of a subject’s entire subjective structure, at the end of the talking cure. For what could the concrete consequences of this governing analogy be? We have seen that Žižek equates the individual fantasy with the collective identity of an entire people. The social fantasy, he says, structures the regime’s ‘inherent transgressions’: at once subjects’ habitual ways of living the letter of the law, and the regime’s myths of origin and of identity. If political action is modelled on the Lacanian cure, it must involve the complete ‘traversal’ – in Hegel’s terms, the abstract versus the determinate negation – of all these lived myths, practices and habits. Politics must involve the periodic founding of entire new subject–objects. Providing the model for this set of ideas, the fi rst Žižekian political subject was Schelling’s divided God, who gave birth to the entire Symbolic Order before the beginning of time (IDLC 153; OB 144–8). But can the political theorist reasonably hope or expect that subjects will simply give up on all their inherited ways, myths and beliefs, all in one world- creating moment? And can they be legitimately asked or expected to, on the basis of a set of ideals whose legitimacy they will only retrospectively see, after they have acceded to the Great Leap Forward? And if they do not – for Žižek laments that today subjects are politically disengaged in unprecedented ways – what means can the theorist and his allies use to move them to do so?

Psychoanalysis has zero explanatory power at the stat level

Sharpe 10 – lecturer, philosophy and psychoanalytic studies, and Goucher, senior lecturer, literary and psychoanalytic studies – Deakin University

Matthew and Geoff, Žižek and Politics: An Introduction, p. 186

• So here is the force of the second, methodological component to Žižek’s untenable erasure of the difference between politics and psychoanalysis. By looking at the contemporary world as a contemporary subject–object in need of the theorist’s liberating ‘psychoanalysis’, Žižek is unable to make a series of key sociotheoretical distinctions long recognised in political and socialtheoretical literature on complex societies. • The key one of these, as we saw in ‘Vanishing Mediations’, is the distinction between the lifeworld of subjects (their lived world of meanings wherein a psychoanalytic ideology critique can be highly informative) and the media- steered subsystems – principally the economy- - whose workings demand an objectifying social- scientific analysis, not a psychoanalytic account. • The problem Žižek elides, in the words of his own teacher Althusser, is that modern post- traditional societies are a complex totality of ‘relatively autonomous’ instances – in Althusser’s thinking, the economy, the ideological and the political instances. • Then there is the question of which instance or level might be the predominant one in any particular historical regime. One practical consequence of this theoretical observation is that the peoples or potentials that might be either ‘symptomatic’ or particularly vital at one level (say, the ideological level) may be either well integrated or wholly disempowered at the other levels.

All of their evidence relies on lab studies – that’s useless for IR

McDermott et al., 11 – professor of political science @ Brown University

Rose, “Applying Psychology to International Studies: Challenges and Opportunities in Examining Traumatic Stress,” International Studies Perspectives, Vol. 12 Iss. 2, May

Concern about the external validity (that is, generalizability) of applying psychological constructs to real-world situations is a fundamental issue that has long been noted as problematic, as Irving L. Janis noted over 40 years ago (1958). The “gold standard” for research in psychology is the laboratory experiment. These setting are often dissimilar to real-world political situations in multiple ways, including the distilled nature of the hypothetical laboratory situation as well as the nature of the sample population, which is often comprised of college undergraduates. Also, psychological studies are dissimilar to real-world political situations in their operationalization of variables, which are often assessed by simple behaviors, such as choosing from an inventory of foreign policy choices in reaction to a news report in a study of fictional warring nations (Beer, Sinclair, Healy, and Bourne 1995). Such psychological research also tends to be dissimilar to real-world situations in its setting (often occurring within a laboratory in a psychology department of a university), timeframe (typically examining behavior occurring within a period of less than an hour), number of actors (often involving as few as two or three), and motivations of the participants (often for a modest payment or course credit). However, such laboratory studies also offer the benefit that they allow for control of the independent variables in ways that cannot be replicated in the analysis of complex real-world cases. Such control offers unrivalled possibilities for drawing accurate causal inferences. Political science often offers a way to test the external validity of ideas established in psychological laboratory experiments within real-world contexts. Increasingly, political scientists and psychologists have combined some of the strengths of rigorous experimental methods in the context of either embedded nationally representative surveys (Kuklinski, Sniderman, Knight, Piazza, Tetlock, Lawrence, and Mellers 1997) or in field experiments both within the United States (Gerber and Green 2000) as well as abroad (Habyarimana, Humphreys, Posner, and Weinstein 2007). However, the question of the value of laboratory vs field experimentation, like the larger issue of internal as opposed to external validity which it reflects, extends beyond questions of generalizability to incorporate ethical concerns as well. Even the most sophisticated experimental designs in a laboratory cannot come even close to generating the kind of traumatic experience that a person would endure if they were to lose a loved one in a war, nor should such a replication ever be sought. However, as a result, scientists’ ability to approximate the real-world experiences of something like, say, traumatic stress will be necessarily limited to either lesser forms of induced stress, or the study of those who have endured such events in their real lives. In the latter case, questions of self-selection and unknown pre-morbid experiences and vulnerabilities will always complicate the analysis and limit the degree of generalizability to the larger population we seek to characterize. Methods outside of the laboratory—such as surveys—are frequently used in applying psychological and political constructs to international issues and can also incorporate experimental manipulations that allow for control of the independent variables (for example, Koopman, Snyder, and Jervis 1990; Kuklinski et al. 1997). However, every methodological approach has its limitations, with the findings yielded by surveys also brought into question because of possible biases in sampling due to large numbers of potential respondents who refuse to participate and possible biases in the responses (for example, social desirability) that can affect the internal validity of the results. The application of psychological interpretations to analyzing actual political cases is not without limitations. Inevitably, methodological limitations raise concerns in using any available methodology to apply psychological perspectives to real-world situations in the international context.

Zero validity outside of the lab setting

Gordon 1 – MD, Psychotherapist
Paul, Psychoanalysis and Racism: The Politics of Defeat, Race Class 2001 42: 17

The problem with the application of psychoanalysis to social institu tions is that there can be no testing of the claims made. If someone says, for instance, that nationalism is a form of looking for and seeking to replace the body of the mother one has lost, or that the popular appeal of a particular kind of story echoes the pattern of our earliest relationship to the maternal breast, how can this be proved? The pioneers of psychoanalysis, from Freud onwards, all derived their ideas in the context of their work with individual patients and their ideas can be examined in the everyday laboratory of the therapeutic encounter where the validity of an interpretation, for example, is a matter for dialogue between therapist and patient. Outside of the consulting room, there can be no such verification process, and the further one moves from the individual patient, the less purchase psychoanalytic ideas can have. Outside the therapeutic encounter, anything and everything can be true, psychoanalytically speaking. But if every thing is true, then nothing can be false and therefore nothing can be true.

Can’t scale-up psycho-analysis to the state level

Epstein 10 – senior lecturer in government and IR – University of Sydney

Charlotte, “Who speaks? Discourse, the subject and the study of identity in international politics,” European Journal of International Relations XX(X) 1–24

To be clear, this move is not intended to deny the intimate links between discourse and subjectivity. The earlier foray into Lacanian thought served precisely to underline the centrality of discourse to both the making and subsequent analysis of the subject. But by the same token it also drew out what is required to wield the discourse approach effec​tively in IR. Indeed Lacan’s analysis emphasizes the sheer complexity of the dynamics of a highly individual phenomenon (identity), and consequently the difficulties in taking this level as the starting point for analysing all other levels at which identity is politically at play.13 As the discipline that positions itself at the highest level of analysis (the supra​national), IR cannot maintain its focus at the level where some of the finer debates around subjectivity take place (see for example, Butler, 1997). The issue here is one of discipli​nary specificity, or, in other words, equipping IR for what it wants to do; and the solu​tion proposed is one of suspension or bracketing. To restate this important point differently, at the individual level, subjectivities and subject-positions remain coextensive. The distinction between subject-positions and subjectivities becomes operative once the analysis shifts beyond the individual level. This distinction thus offers a theoretically cogent way of studying identity while bracket​ing some of its more unwieldy dimensions that may, moreover, not be pertinent at the levels at which IR casts its focus. It renders the discourse approach operative for IR, because it makes it possible to study state identities, without having to presume that states have feelings, or indeed enter into questions of how much exactly are they like people, or what kind of selves do they possess. What the discourse approach analyses, then, is the ways in which actors — crucially, whether individuals or states — define themselves by stepping into a particular subject-position carved out by a discourse. In taking on the ‘I/we’ of that discourse, actors’ identities are produced in a very specific way. In doing so, they are establishing them​selves as the subjects of particular discourses, such as the anti-whaling discourse, and thereby marking themselves as ‘anti-whalers’. How, then, do discursive subject-positions differ from Wendt’s (1999: 227–229) role identities, where the actor is similarly seen as stepping into institutionalized roles (such as professor and student)? The crucial differ​ence is that the concept of subject-position does not harbour any assumption about any primordial self supporting these roles. Importantly, this is not to say that the self does not exist — that the professor or student have no selves — but simply that the concept is not relevant to the analysis of the discursive construction of identity, especially when taken to the interstate level.
Zizek K Answers – Alt Causes Violence

Alternative doesn’t solve – only ends in violence

Critchley, 9 (Simon Critchley, professor of philosophy at the New School, studied philosophy at the University of Essex and the University of Nice, Ph.D. in philosophy, Chief Philosopher of the International Necronautical Society, "Violent Thoughts About Slavoj Zizek", www.nakedpunch.com/articles/39) 

But, in a final twist, Zizek counsels us to do nothing in the face of the objective, systemic violence of the world. We should ‘just sit and wait’ and have the courage to do nothing. The book ends with the words, ‘Sometimes, doing nothing is the most violent thing to do’. True enough, but what can this possibly mean? Let me briefly turn to the governing concept of Zizek’s recent work, the parallax, and what is purportedly his magnum opus, The Parallax View.[4] The concept of parallax is a way of giving expression to, at its deepest, the radical non-coincidence of thinking and being. Such is Zizek’s metaphysics. If Parmenides and the entire onto-theological tradition that follows him, famously recovered by Heidegger, claims that it is the same thing to think and to be, then Zizek disagrees. Between thinking and being, between, in his parlance, the ticklish subject and the tickling object, there exists a radical non-coincidence, a constitutive lack of identity. Such is, of course, nothing more than the teaching of Lacan and the parallax view is the expression of the pas-tout, the not-all that circles around the traumatic kernal of the Real. In the conclusion to The Parallax View (pp.375-85), although it is suggested throughout the book, Zizek claims that the parallax view opens onto a politics, what he calls - echoing Badiou - a subtractive politics, expressed in the figure of Melville’s Bartleby, who reappears as the hero in the closing pages of Violence.(pp.180-83) What interests Zizek in Bartleby is his insistent ‘I would prefer not to’, where Zizek places the emphasis on the ‘not to’ or the ‘not to do’, on Bartleby’s impassive, inert and insistent being, which hovers uncertainly somewhere between passivity and the vague threat of violence. So, at the level of politics, it is ultimately the politics of Bartleby’s smile, of his ‘not’ that Zizek wants to oppose to other forms of thinking about politics. Which other forms? Well, mine for example, but we’ll come back to that. At the core of Zizek’s relentless, indeed manic, production of books, articles and lectures is a fantasy, I think, what my psychoanalyst friends would call an obsessional fantasy, a very pure version of the obsessional fantasy. On the one hand, the only authentic stance to take in dark times is to do nothing, to refuse all commitment, to be paralyzed like Bartleby. On the other hand, Zizek dreams of a divine violence, a cataclysmic, purifying violence of the sovereign ethical deed, something like Sophocles’ Antigone. But Shakespearean tragedy is a more illuminating guide here than its ancient Greek predecessor. For Zizek is, I think, a Slovenian Hamlet, utterly paralyzed but dreaming of an avenging violent act for which, finally, he lacks the courage. In short, behind its shimmering dialectical inversions, Zizek’s work leaves us in a fearful and fateful deadlock, both a transcendental-philosophical deadlock and a practical-political deadlock: the only thing to do is to do nothing. We should just sit and wait. Don’t act, never commit, and continue to dream of an absolute, cataclysmic revolutionary act of violence. Thus speaks the great obsessional. As Hamlet says, ‘Readiness is all’. But the truth is that Zizek is never ready. His work lingers in endless postponement and over-production. He ridicules others’ attempts at thinking about commitment, resistance and action - people like me and many others - while doing nothing himself. What sustains his work is a dream of divine violence, cruelty and force. I hope that one day his dreams come true. * Let me begin to try and deepen and perhaps depolemicize matters by going back to the source of Zizek’s notion of divine violence in Benjamin’s dense, difficult and massively over-interpreted essay, ‘Critique of Violence’ (Derrida, Agamben and Judith Butler have all been over this essay with a fine tooth-comb). The first thing to keep in mind, and this will be my main point in what follows is that Benjamin’s essay is called ‘critique of violence’, and I want to think about what that might mean in relation to the topic of non-violence. The essay is a critique of the violence of the law, where Benjamin writes, ‘violence…is the origin of the law’(p.242). This is exemplified in the death penalty as the violence over life and death, and embodied in the activity of the key executive institution of the modern state, the police. In the act of violence, then, the essence of the law is manifested, as well as – to use Hamlet’s word – revealing something rotten, etwas Morsches, about the law. As many of you will know, Benjamin advances some fascinating, but slightly obscure, conceptual distinctions: between law-making and law-preserving violence, between the political and the general strike, and between mythic and divine violence. Let’s take them in turn and use them to unravel the argument of Benjamin’s essay. The first distinction between a violence that is rechtsetzend and rechtserhaltend is, for Benjamin, internal to the theory and practice of law. The claim is that all law is either law-making or law-preserving and that both these forms are violent. Benjamin makes a fascinating aside about the violent origin of every contract,(p.243) which recalls Shylock’s undermining of Antonio’s idealization of law as mercy by returning it to the brute materiality of the contract, of the bond, of the pound of flesh, cut from close to the heart. The same would also go for constitutional law, it requires a violent cut, a moment of decision and the assertion of power, say, for example, in a revolution or a period of dramatic social transformation. What Zizek misses, and I suspect he deliberately misses, is the fact that the operation of law-making and law-preserving violence raises a question. Benjamin writes, ‘…the question poses itself whether there are no other than violent means for regulating conflicting human interests’.(p.243) At the beginning of the next paragraph, he writes, ‘Is any non-violent resolution of conflict possible?’(p.243) His answer is that such a non-violent resolution of conflict is indeed possible in what he calls ‘relationships among private persons’, in courtesy, sympathy, peaceableness and trust. This leads Benjamin to conclude that ‘…there is a sphere of human agreement that is non-violent to the extent that it is wholly inaccessible to violence: the proper sphere of “understanding”, language, (‘die Sprache)’.(p.245) Without wanting to get into the complexities of what Benjamin means by language, particularly his idea of a pure language (reine Sprache) we can already see that he is not simply arguing, like Zizek, that all human life is utterly pervaded determined at every level by systemic or objective violence, but that a sphere of non-violence is available, at the private or what Benjamin calls the ‘subjective’ level. Against Zizek, I want to defend this sense of the subjective. Benjamin continues by turning to Georges Sorel’s account of the general strike and makes a distinction between two forms of strike: the political strike and the proletarian general strike. Whereas the political strike is law-making, that is, it simply reinforces state power, the latter attempts to destroy state power and argue for ‘a wholly transformed work, no longer enforced by the state’. As such – and readers of Infinitely Demanding will perhaps see where I am heading with this line of thought – where the political strike is law-making, the proletarian general strike is, to use Benjamin’s word, ‘anarchistic’.(p.246) That is, it is revolutionary rather than reformist, committed to non-violence rather than the violence of law, moral rather than governed by law and the state, and subjective rather than objective. Such anarchism does not requires the violence of contracts or indeed constitutions, but aims at the extra-legal resolution of conflict, ‘Peacefully and without contracts’, as he writes, ‘On the analogy of agreement between private persons’.(p.247) It is not difficult to imagine why Zizek chooses to avoid and suppress this crucial aspect of Benjamin’s essay. What he wants is Bartelbian inertia, on the one hand, and the sexy excitement of the prospect of a dose of ultra-violence, on the other. He wants to live his obsessional deadlock and not give up on his desire for postponement and lack of readiness, a desire that fuels his over-production. However, what I have just tried to explain about Benjamin’s essay is the conceptual background against which he introduces his key concept of divine violence. Let’s now turn to that idea. Benjamin makes two key assumptions. Firstly, he writes, ‘Since, however, every conceivable solution to human problems, not to speak of deliverance from the confines of all the world-historical conditions of existence, obtaining hitherto, remains impossible if violence is totally excluded in principle, the question necessarily arises as to what kinds of violence exist other than those envisaged by legal theory.’(p.247) So, we cannot expect a radical change in the state of human beings in the world if we exclude violence as a matter of principle. I think this is a crucial point and it has also led to misunderstandings of my defence of non-violence and neo-anarchism in Infinitely Demanding. To be clear, I do not think that in the sphere of politics it makes sense to assert and hold to some principled and a priori conception of non-violence. The standard objection to anarchism always turns on this point: how can you justify your use of violence? Shouldn’t you be committed to non-violence? If you resort to violence, don’t you begin to resemble the enemy you are fighting against? Of course, non-violence is the aim of anarchist politics, but why should anarchists be the only political agents who have to decide beforehand that they will not be violent, when the specific circumstances of a political situation are still unknown? To this extent, the abstract question of violence versus non-violence risks reducing anarchism to what Jacob Blumenfeld has called the politics of the spectator position where non-violence becomes an abstract value, principle or categorical imperative.[5] In specific political sequences, and it is always and only a case of such specifics - an evental site, as Badiou might say - the move to violence is often entirely understandable. The turn to violence by protestors, critics and opponents of a regime is most often simply a response to the provocations of the police and legal violence. Also, it is crucial here to distinguish violence against property from violence against persons. I have no moral problem with the former, but a lot of problems with the latter. As a character in Godard’s Notre Musique writes, ‘To kill a human being in order to defend an idea is not to defend an idea, it is to kill a human being’. My problem, then, is not so much with violence as with armchair or writing chair romantic heroicizations of revolutionary violence of the kind that one finds in Zizek’s mannerist Leninism. So, to go back to Benjamin’s words, if violence cannot be excluded in principle from any social transformation, then what forms of violence exist other than those in legal theory, namely law-making and law-preserving violence? Can we perhaps even speak of what Judith Butler has called, in her highly compelling reading of Benjamin’s essay, a ‘non-violent violence’?[6] We will come back to that.

The alt results in mass suicides—Zizek advocates self-sacrifice as the ultimate fidelity—turns VTL—he also advocates Nazism

Johnson, 11 (Alan Johnson, founder and editor of Democratiya, online journal of international politics, works at the Britain Israel Communications and Research Centre, professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University, co-author of the Euston Manifesto, "Slavoj Zizek’s Theory of Revolution: A Critique", May 19, 2011, global-discourse.com/contents/slavoj-zizek’s-theory-of-revolution-a-critique-by-alan-johnson-with-reply-by-paul-bowman/)

The doctrine that Zizek has transformed into a total ideology is, as we have seen, a crude mish-mash of one-dimensional Leninism, spiritualist Maoism, and psychoanalytic Stalinism. His recent writing is saturated with the idea that the only authentic life is one given up in self-sacrificial fidelity to the ‘Event.’ Inevitably, this has led Zizek to valorize and aestheticise martyrdom. For example, Robespierre’s ‘sublime greatness’ lies in the fact that he was ‘not afraid to die’ and viewed his own death at the hands of the revolution as ‘nothing.’ Zizek has plainly come to find death more interesting, authentic, and meaningful than (merely bourgeois) life. Again and again his gaze falls lovingly on death. Thus, Mao’s insouciance in the face of the threat of nuclear war is lauded, as is Che Guevara’s willingness to risk nuclear war during the Cuban Missile Crisis. ‘There is definitely something terrifying about this attitude,’ Zizek admits, ‘however, this terror is nothing less that the condition of freedom’ (2008:170).  The revolutionary’s role is to adopt the ‘proper attitude of a warrior towards death’ as illustrated by, of all people, the Zen Priest Yamamoto Jocho. Zizek quotes Mr Jocho approvingly: ‘Every day without fail [the warrior] should consider himself as dead … This is not a matter of being careful. It is to consider oneself as dead beforehand.’ Zizek even praises those Japanese soldiers who, during World War Two, performed their own funerals before they left for war. It is tempting to laugh at this and assume Zizek is joking. Resist; he isn’t. He tells us this ‘pre-emptive self-exclusion from the domain of the living’ is ‘constitutive of a radical revolutionary position’ (2008:170). Linksfaschismus indeed. [10] Lefort points out that totalitarian ideology establishes the supreme law which is exalted far above law-as-such, which shrinks to mere command, indistinguishable from terror (1998:14). Because Zizek’s revolution is a ‘magic moment of enthusiastic unity of a collective will’ then even mass murder can be justified when carried out in the name of that enthusiasm, in a spirit of fidelity to the Event. Mao’s Red Guards, for example, may have killed half a million people during the Cultural Revolution but for Zizek all is redeemed because… it ‘sustained revolutionary enthusiasm’; indeed, it was ‘the last big installment in the life of this Idea’ (2008:207). Zizek invites his readers to ‘heroically accept this “white intellectual’s burden”, observing that Heidegger was great ‘not in spite of, but because of his Nazi engagement’ (2008:107,119) while Foucault’s support for the Iranian Islamists is to be applauded because ‘[w]hat matters is not the miserable reality that followed the upheavals … but the enthusiasm that the events in Iran stimulated in the external (Western) observer, confirming his hopes in the possibility of a new form of spiritualised political collective’ (2008:108). 

Alternative replicates violence

Robinson and Tormey 4 (Andrew Robinson, University of Nottingham, Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice, Simon Tormey, professor of Politics and Critical Theory at The University of Sydney, former Head of the School of Politics and International Relations an founding Director of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice at the University of Nottingham UK, PhD from University of Whales, "Zizek's Lenin (pre-publication) - later version published in Historical Materialism. Co-authored with Simon Tormey: What is Not to be Done! Everything you wanted to know about Lenin, and (sadly)weren’t afraid to ask Zizek", October 8, 2004, andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/10/zizeks-lenin-pre-publication-later.html)
Zizek’s Lenin takes his place amongst the various elements in Zizek’s theory which operate as a conservative pull on the possibility of a transformative politics. Basically, Zizek is telling left radicals to abandon the notion of the state - even an authoritarian or totalitarian state - as a source of unwanted violence and oppression. Instead, he urges his readers to see the state as part of the solution to, rather than the problem of, reorganising social life. The state is a useful ally because it is the instrument through which to impose the Good Terror. Zizek denounces anti-statism as idealistic and hypocritical (RL 16, FA 171, DSST 271), and he attacks the anti-capitalist movement for its lack of political centralisation (RL 20). He does not offer any alternative to the violence of the existing state, or rather, the alternative he offers is (in his own phrase) a replacement of Bad with Worse. In Zizek’s world, to misquote an anarchist slogan, ‘whoever you fight for, the state always wins’. Opponents of imperialist war and the arms trade, of police racism and repression against demonstrators, will find no alternative in Zizek; while he may oppose the acts of existing states, his own preferred institutions look remarkably similar. He offers no alternative to statist violence, only a new militarism, a Good Terror and yet another Cheka. In this, he goes further even than Lenin, who at least has a commitment on paper to the eventual elimination of the state. Here is one absolute Zizek never suspends, the universal which remains operative at the very heart of his own theory. 

Zizek K Answers – Alt Cedes Political

Alternative cedes political

Johnson, 11 (Alan Johnson, founder and editor of Democratiya, online journal of international politics, works at the Britain Israel Communications and Research Centre, professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University, co-author of the Euston Manifesto, "Slavoj Zizek’s Theory of Revolution: A Critique", May 19, 2011, global-discourse.com/contents/slavoj-zizek’s-theory-of-revolution-a-critique-by-alan-johnson-with-reply-by-paul-bowman/)

Today, the project of the Left desperately needs theoretical resources that help it to do two things: deepen and extend the democratic revolution begun in the 18th century while completing what the French antitotalitarian writer Pierre Rosanvallon calls the ‘reconceptualisation of the political in the light of the totalitarian experience’ (2006). Slavoj Zizek’s theory of revolution sunders the political project of the left from both. It reprises as an academic farce in this century what was a genuine tragedy in the last, when, in the plangent words of Albert Camus, ‘The great event of the twentieth century was the forsaking of the values of freedom by the revolutionary movements. Since that moment a certain hope has disappeared from the world and a solitude has begun for each and every man’ (quoted in Howe 1982:132-3). Zizek may make us laugh. But he does not restore that hope, nor lift that solitude. 

Zizek K Answers – AT: Epistemology

Zizek explicitly avoids peer review – he's totally ignorant on relevant topics, ignore evidence from him

Gilbert 7 – Senior Lecturer in Cultural Studies
Jeremy, Senior Lecturer in Cultural Studies, University of East London, “All the Right Questions, All the Wrong Answers,” The Truth of Zizek, ed Bowman, p 68-9
Zizek's ideal reader, then, would seem to be someone who knows too little about the topics on which he comments to question his authority, who does not look to other, competing sources for either corroboration (which would be difficult to find) or alternative opinions: in other words, the ideal reader implied by Zizek's texts is a 'brand-loyal' Zizek reader, assenting to the assumption that Zizek's fame is a sufficient guarantee of quality that other competing products in the intellectual marketplace need not trouble their attention. Perhaps we should not be surprised, and even less outraged, that such a phenomenon should occur at the present time. What we see here is simply the logic of celebrity culture and deep commodification extended to the field of 'intellectual' publishing, and it is virtually a truism today to acknowledge that celebrity culture is one of the most striking manifestations of the commodifying and individualizing logics of neo-liberal capitalism, logics whose widespread operation is symptomatic of the secure hegemony of neo-liberalism almost throughout the non-Islamic world (Littler 2004). The hegemony of neo-liberalism produces and is secured by a process which posits the autonomous individual in competition with others as the basic and irreducible unit of human experience and which subjects as many areas of social life as possible to the logic of commodification, constituting autonomous, unrelated monads and placing them into competition with each other in fields as diverse as cuisine and education (Harvey 2005). Just as the existence of well-defined culinary traditions and the era of culinary 'movements' is replaced by one in which individual 'star' chefs compete for public attention, the neo-liberal approach to education is to break-up coherent systems of interconnected institutions, putting individual schools into competition with each other in an open market place, struggling to outshine each other as 'centres of excellence' and even (in the UK case) explicitly seeking to attract 'star' head teachers (Whitfield 2000). Of course, the operation of a comparable 'star' system in the field of philosophy is nothing new. At least since Socrates and Confucius, philosophy has been identified with the names of individuals and has tended to generate personality cults. In many ways, the lives of intellectuals in earlier periods seem to prefigure the fate of today's millions of mobile, insecure knowledge-workers — just think of the poor but highly mobile scholars of medieval Europe, such as Duns Scotus — and these conditions will always encourage those subjected to them to seek to secure their precarious positions (socially and financially) by promoting the idea of their individual and irreducible genius. Furthermore, the names of authors have always functioned as the marker of the unique intervention that they make in a field of thought (Derrida 1988; Foucault 1977: 113-38; Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 61-83). However, it is also true that one of the impulses behind the development of a range of institutions of intellectual life since the Middle Ages has been precisely to protect intellectual work from both the relentless logic of the market and the intrusive influence of patronage and government. While this is obviously true of traditional institutions such as academic tenure (formally abolished in the UK during the first wave of aggressive neo-liberalization and further undermined by the casualization of higher education in the 1990s), one can also argue that institutions such as the traditional apparatus of reference and citation serve a similar function, rendering all claims to knowledge publicly accountable and formally acknowledging the extent to which the production and legitimation of 'knowledge' is always a collaborative and intertextual exercise. If academic institutions such as citation, tenure, peer-review, etc. have always in part served to protect intellectual work from the direct intrusion of both the state and market forces, then we should be particularly concerned about their erosion at a moment when the project of neo-liberalism is precisely to use the mechanisms of government to intensify the reach and ubiquity of market relations in spheres such as the university sector (Whitfield 2006a). The state and the market are no longer two definite but distinct dangers for institutions like the university today: instead the institutions of government are now collaborating towards a single common goal, doing all they can to ensure that the market meets with no inconvenient obstacles in the drive to commodity everything (Harvey 2005). In this context, a form of knowledge production which eschews these traditional protections in favour of an intellectual project legitimating itself in terms of celebrity and brand-loyalty is precisely what neoliberal strategies might have been formulated to generate, and they certainly meet with no kind of resistance in the formation of such a project. And such a project has been the career to date of Slavoj Zizek. But why then, any reader may fairly ask, does he continue to attract so much attention? 

The criticism is ahistorical garbage

Hart, 3 (William David Hart, critical theorist of religion, associate professor of religious studies at The University of North Carolina Greensboro, Ph.D., Princeton University "Can a Judgment Be Read? A Response to Slavoj Zizek", Neplanta: Views from the South 4.1 (2003) 191-194, Project Muse)

According to tradition, when asked why he robbed banks, the notorious Willie Sutton is reputed to have said: “Because that's where the money is.” An honest expression of his motives, no doubt, and a logic that is easy to understand, but hardly a persuasive ethical-political argument for robbing banks, which isn't to say that a good argument for robbing banks, for reimagining the very notion of wealth creation and distribution, cannot be made. Similarly, I do not doubt Slavoj Zizek's honesty and sincerity when he describes himself, in his response published with my essay in Nepantla 3.3, as a left-Eurocentrist. What I do doubt is the cogency of his so-called argument. A forthright acknowledgment that one is a Eurocentrist is hardly an argument for Eurocentrism. It is merely a confession. This confession may be good for Zizek's soul. It may be a way for him to hold his ethical-political commitments and the remnants of his religious commitments in a unified vision. Whether it is good for “us,” however, is an ethical and political question, which has to be put to a historical, empirical, and theoretical test. My complaint is that Zizek ignores history altogether. His analysis operates on the most abstract and rarefied level. He is guilty of the fallacy of misplaced abstraction—the notion that historical-empirical questions can be addressed primarily, if not solely, on the level of abstract theory. This is not an argument against theory. By definition, theory abstracts. That is what it is supposed to do. But like anything that illuminates, it can also blind. Zizek is blinded by [End Page 191] the light of his “Christian,” Eurocentrist “just so” story. Like all “just so” stories, Zizek's account evades the messy and nasty complexities of history. Since Zizek adopts a certain didactic tone in his response to my essay, which has the rhetorical function of “pulling rank,” I shall respond in kind. Zizek accuses me of knocking on a door—his self-designation as a Eurocentrist—that he opened. This is an odd claim, this notion of opening and openness, since there are good reasons for keeping the door to the outhouse closed. I have no desire to walk through the door that Zizek has opened. On the contrary, I want him to be honest about the history behind that door, which underwrites my argument for why the door should remain closed. Contra Zizek, I am not making an argument for purity. Mine is an argument for how we acknowledge our impurities, complicities, and historical contingency without adopting a reactionary rhetoric masquerading under the honorific label of Left. I take left-Eurocentrism to be just that kind of masquerade, a burlesque of the very notion of the Left. My goal is to “bum rush” the party and tear the mask off the “sucka”—off Zizek's notion of a progressive Eurocentrism. Zizek's argument, such as it is, has three main points. First, I dismiss his claims for Judaism and Christianity without providing a “proper judgment” of their merits. Second, I underestimate his vast knowledge of Hegel, of the many uses of the Hegelian narrative, indeed, of my argument's every line, since like the Owl of Minerva, he has been there and done that. Third, he castigates my ethical-political stance: “It is Hart's ‘postcolonial' ideology that is hegemonic in today's academia, and he dismisses me not by specific argumentation, but ultimately by simply stating that I don't agree with this hegemonic ideology—it is his voice that is the Master's Voice.” I must confess, as I take Zizek's points in reverse order, that being placed in the subject position of the Master is an uncanny experience. Actually, Zizek's argument is more ridiculous than uncanny, since the uncanny has much in common with the sublime. But alas, there is nothing sublime about Zizek's polemical assertions. They lack the force of argument, which is more than a little ironic since it is precisely this defect in specific argumentation that he attributes to me. I suppose that we could get into a spitting contest about the Master's Voice and whether the postcolonial voice is hegemonic in the academy. But there is something manifestly silly about confusing the alleged hegemony of the academic, postcolonial voice with the hegemony of those who command nuclear arms, run international institutions, and dominate the world market (which collectively and effectively maintains an international division of labor that privileges the old imperial [End Page 192] powers). I have a sneaking suspicion (call me crazy) that their voice is the voice of Eurocentrism, even left-Eurocentrism! Eurocentrism is an ideology that rank-orders nations, races, and cultures. At its worst, it consecrates imperial domination both retrospectively and prospectively. Zizek is incapable of distinguishing between Eurocentrism and a critical appropriation of European sources—for example, Fanon's appropriation of Hegel's master/slave dialectic. Thus the fact that Hegel's work produces ambivalent and ambiguous responses on both sides of the imperial divide, which is true of any work of depth, is seen by Zizek as a deep mystery requiring the ministrations of priestly analysts such as he. The only thing deep or mysterious here is Zizek's belief that there is a deep mystery requiring explication. If there be a mystery, it is a cheap, baroque mystery, an artifact of the autohypnotic character of Zizek's defective analysis.

You should care about evidence – Zizek doesn’t

Robinson and Tormey 4 (Andrew Robinson, University of Nottingham, Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice, Simon Tormey, professor of Politics and Critical Theory at The University of Sydney, former Head of the School of Politics and International Relations an founding Director of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice at the University of Nottingham UK, PhD from University of Whales, "Zizek's Lenin (pre-publication) - later version published in Historical Materialism. Co-authored with Simon Tormey: What is Not to be Done! Everything you wanted to know about Lenin, and (sadly)weren’t afraid to ask Zizek", October 8, 2004, andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/10/zizeks-lenin-pre-publication-later.html)

As a historical account, Zizek’s reading of Lenin is problematic. He often seems to feel he has little need for evidence to back his claims. He is satisfied to read contingent events in extremely abstract ways (for instance, interpreting the Stalinist Terror as a ‘suicide’ by a collective subject), and the evidence he provides is highly selective. One finds, for instance, that his discussion of the Stalinist Terror is based on only a single text which he embraces because it shares his theoretical reference-points (WPCS). This attitude is not too surprising. It is, after all, the ‘Lenin’ signifier and not the ‘historical’ Lenin which interests Zizek, if one can still speak of the ‘historical Lenin’ in today’s postmodern times. At one point, Zizek even confirms the suspicion that he ‘gets from Lenin more or less just the name’ (RG 312). One should keep in mind, however, that the usefulness of the ‘Lenin’ signifier cannot be separated entirely from the historiography of the Russian Revolution. In short, if the ‘historical’ Lenin did not accomplish something akin to a Zizekian Act, Zizek’s entire account becomes little more than a historical sophism. Zizek might be permitted a fictive Lenin, but not a fictional one. We would suggest that there is something in Zizek’s analysis of Lenin, but that one might nevertheless query the validity of Zizek’s account on a whole range of points. 
Arab Spring proves

Galloway and Kacem 11 

Alexander R. Galloway, associate professor in the Department of Culture and Communication at New York University, and Mehdi Belhaj Kacem, a French-Tunisian writer and philosopher. He is the author of three novels and several works of philosophy, “A Tunisian Renaissance: Interview with Mehdi Belhaj Kacem,” Jan 31, 2011, http://www.lacan.com/thesymptom/?page_id=1046
AG: There seem to be two arguments in the West, both of which cast a haughty cynicism over these lands: either Tunisia and Egypt are “merely” the final moments of a revolutionary cycle inaugurated two decades ago at the fall of the Berlin wall to push out the sclerotic tyranny of twentieth-century strongmen; or, as some on the Left have argued, these rebellious Muslims, in seeking their liberal freedoms, are only trying to “be like us,” the children of Coca-Cola–as Godard put it–and hence will only ever gain the false freedoms of neoliberal consumerist democracy. What do you say to these critics? MBK: I’d really like to know who the imbeciles are who have the gall to say those things. But I can’t speak for them. First, the Tunisian event has nothing to do with the fall of the Berlin Wall, whose groundwork was laid in advance by Gorbachev’s politics in the USSR. Nothing prepared for the Tunisian revolution; the unrest was very significant from December 14th, 2010, on. I understood, I’ll say it again, that something very important was happening when people, everyone, started saying, “We’re not afraid anymore.” That came out of nowhere, so to speak. That’s why it was a real event: the people had no support for weeks and weeks, during which everyone consciously, “Hegelianly,” risked their lives. As a Tunisian, I was already tired of the haughty contempt of those, always from important bourgeois universities, who have never stepped foot in a dictatorship but nonetheless think, from a distance, that Chinese concentration camps–they’re just great, the same thing as Lacan’s couch. I had had enough of the position typical of seventies’ leftism, the contempt for the Law, this way of saying that when all is said and done capitalist dictatorship is the same everywhere. At best it’s ridiculous, at worst obscene. This “hatred of democracy,” as Rancière puts it, which for the last few years has been eating away at the French intellectual extreme-left and beyond. This haughty contempt, as you put it, for formal “freedoms.” It’s always from within a democracy that one plays the trendy provocateur thumbing his nose at democracy. It’s always when one is protected by the Law that one can say, from the perspective of “the” political truth dreamed up in one’s office or some prestigious academic chair, that Law has no importance. It’s always when one already enjoys formal freedoms that one can scorn them elsewhere. There are no fewer rich on the side of “radical chic” than on the right, and in both cases, as if by chance, all those who make these kinds of remarks come from the grand bourgeoisie, and so give themselves away, even if they brandish the little red book to shock the gallery. Those who make these kinds of remarks are no better than those who, during the Tunisian revolution and now elsewhere, claim to see Islamism everywhere. That’s what Adorno said to the Frankfurt students when they would quote Mao to him, “just like your grandparent’s quoting the Prince of poets.” He would tell them that he knew “what it was like to have someone ring at your door at six o’clock in the morning, not knowing if it’s the baker or the Gestapo.”The Tunisians have ended twenty years during which every day they knew what Adorno meant. Adorno added that bourgeois Law had a positive side vis-à-vis communism itself, in contexts where its absence brought only “the idiotic brutality of leftist fascisms,”notably in the USSR and in Maoist China. That’s what I had come to last year. I had had enough of this senile rubbish from the leftist ghetto of “radical chic.” But I didn’t expect that a crucial event, arising in the country of my birth, would prove me so right. To get straight to the heart of the matter: I’d been wondering for years if it wasn’t necessary quite simply to forget nearly all of twentieth-century politics. That is, to forget the failure of Leninism and its deep causes. Concretely, over several weeks Tunisia has become a Commune spanning a whole nation. As far as food is concerned, rubbish disposal, and above all the organization of neighbourhoods against the fascist militias left by Ben Ali to destroy the country, once again, all this represents a small miracle. The savvy and enormous ingenuity displayed by the Tunisian population in limiting to an incredible extent the damage that could otherwise have driven us to civil war–it’s really a heroic feat: and it’s still far from over. Every night we have to get home before the curfew; we talk with people from the neighbourhood getting ready to keep watch all night carrying metal bars, flashlights and whistles to protect themselves from Ben Ali’s militias. The Commune wasn’t a “dictatorship of the proletariat,” that is, an illuminated, armed avant-garde à la Lenin, but a real direct takeover by the people. Self-management, in food, protection and information. The Marxist and Leninist not to mention Stalinist and Maoist deviation in their interpretation of the consequences of the French revolution–it meant imposing equality dictatorially without ever giving a thought to freedom. As for the American Revolution, it meant exchanging freedom for equality. The twentieth century proved that by and large people still preferred freedom without equality to equality without freedom. And here again it’s Hegel’s turn to gloat: the sole and unique form in which the revolutionary conquest of freedom becomes effective is as Right. Therein lies one of the essential components of the current Tunisian Renaissance. This is a fact that the Badious and the Zizeks of the world mustn’t make us forget, and especially not a Tunisian in 2011: the Stalinist and Maoist regimes were thoroughly abominable. A Chinese woman whose family actively participated in the Cultural Revolution told me that for her it was worse than Auschwitz. As far as that’s concerned, one really has to beware of the shortcuts one takes, playing at a trendy leftist in the comfort of a bourgeois academic apartment. The “Badiou affair” may very well blow up in our faces just as much as the “Heidegger affair.” What I’ve read from Badiou and Zizek on the Tunisian revolution is absolutely useless. Tunisian philosophers have told me they regret that a Deleuze, a Foucault, a Derrida isn’t still around. They would have found the right, resonant words to take the measure of the event. I find the silence of people like Nancy and Rancière regrettable. Their sensitivity is totally right for what has happened. It’s obvious that Badiou and Zizek, who reacted very late to the first positive event of historical and global scope of the twenty-first century, know absolutely nothing about the situation, although, in Badiou’s case, it’s truly spectacular: almost like Sarkozy he manages to talk about the Tunisian revolution as if it were no more than some “riots.” He says: “maybe some interesting utterances will come out of this, let’s wait and see…” He’s completely out of it. From where I sit, there are “interesting” utterances absolutely everywhere. One need only walk down Habib Bourguiba Avenue, which has been transformed into a giant agora over the last three weeks. What bothers Badiou’s bureaucratic leftism is that the twenty-first century has begun with the master-signifiers “freedom” and “democracy” and not with “communism” or “equality.” Badiou manages the feat of not even mentioning the word “event,” even though this is the first major, absolute event of the twenty-first century. He doesn’t mention the word “revolution” either, even though that’s what it is. Even me, like most of the thinkers on the “far-left,” I had nearly stopped believing in the word and the concept “revolution”! Then revolution returned to the real, the real of my native country. Badiou obviously doesn’t mention the word “democracy,” which the Tunisian people and a majority of Arabs have only had the right to say for the last three weeks. That’s the profound dead-end of Badiou’s philosophy and, therefore, of his history of the event. For him, history stopped in Shanghai in 1967. I live in 2011, in Tunis. If Badiou and Zizek make fools of themselves with their reflections on the event, it’s because they haven’t understood that a crucial event has made it such that Tunisia in 2011 is in a state of philosophical-political awareness and in a more advanced state in general, if I may say so, than post-Maoist China and post-Stalinist Russia are today. The Tunisian Revolution is an event because the whole Tunisian people, as a people, are experiencing freedom, here and now. All the social barriers are falling away, just like in ’68. Every voice is free. The Russian or Chinese people, in 2011, as a people, have still not experienced freedom. They went directly from a medieval system to an armed dictatorship of equality–what Adorno called “left fascism.” That’s the reason why the Tunisian event is already a historic event: the Tunisians are collectively experiencing freedom and, in the truth of the event, we see that a people that experiences freedom also experiences equality. That’s the hard lesson that the Tunisian event gives to our academic Stalinist dinosaurs. Kojève said, rather humorously: “They take me for a leftist Hegelian. But I’m a right-wing Marxist.” He said that Fordism was part of Marxist politics and that he’s the one who thought up the Marshall plan. I’d rather be that kind of right-wing Marxist than a postmodern leftist fascist.

***NEG

Virilio K – Alt – Reject Neoliberal Discourse

You must reject the aff's neoliberal discourse of technology – specifically in debate rounds 

Armitage 99



[John, teaches politics and media studies at the University of Northumbria, "Resisting the Neoliberal Discourse of Technology," 3/1/99, Ctheory, international peer-reviewed journal of theory, technology, and culture, http://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=111]//SH

Resisting the unconstrained development of the neoliberal discourse of technology is vital because such resistance impedes the contemporary development of the virtual class. To some of its members, like Douglas Coupland, the reigning technological discourse constitutes the narcissistic flowering of long-held personal ambitions, while to others, like Wired's neoliberal evangelist Nicholas Negroponte, it represents the beginning of a new techno-religion. To Alvin & Heidi Toffler, the neoliberal discourse heralds the emergence of a whole new civilization while to Bill Gates and Kevin Kelly it means material wealth and political influence beyond measure. 16 Certainly, it is possible to characterise the present period of self-consciously "spectacular" technological innovation as being driven primarily by pan-capitalism's need to arm itself against the onset of virtual class warfare. 17 Without doubt, the virtual class must, at some stage - and probably with the acquiescence, if not the full participation of global technocratic, political and military elites - confront living labour, actual communities, tangible spaces, material environments, and physical, breathing, bodies. The neoliberal discourse of technology therefore represents an attempt by the virtual class to open up a new period in the cybernetic carnival that is pan-capitalism. The unfolding of the neoliberal discourse of technology is thus the unfolding of virtual class relations. This is the true nature of social communications in the contemporary era.  For these reasons it is essential to advance unorthodox, bottom-up, explanations of the evolution of the neoliberal discourse of technology. The chief aim ought to be the equipping of the digitally dispossessed with counter arguments and active political strategies that will work against what the late Christopher Lasch might have called "the revolt of the (virtual) elites and the betrayal of (electronic) democracy." 18  Make no mistake, VR and cyberspace have not simply opened up new wealth generating possibilities for the virtual elites. They have also opened up new political prospects for those who wish to see the spectacular representational systems of crash culture disappear. What is important in the interim, then, is to challenge the pronouncements of the virtual class wherever they appear and join with others in a comprehensive and detailed critique of the neoliberal discourse of technology in a variety of fields ranging from VR to cyberwarfare and beyond. 19 Further, such challenges need to involve a multiplicity of individuals and groups. These might range from school kids and students disenchanted with the increasing replacement of education by mere technocratic information, to disaffected computer industry workers, or simply local communities seeking control over their own technological environments.  Virtual politics, therefore, should be founded on defying the neoliberal discourse of technology currently being fashioned by the virtual class. It is crucial to ensure that the political genealogy of technology, of virtual reality, of the reality of virtuality, is uncovered by numerous individuals, groups, classes, and new social movements. Indeed, without such excavations, the increasingly institutionalised neoliberal discourse of technology currently being promoted by the virtual class will rapidly become a source of immense social power. This is why concrete, corporeal, and ideological struggles over the nature and meaning of technology are so important in the realm of virtual politics. It is also why the specifically neoliberal discourse of the virtual class needs to be countered.  The pan-capitalist revolution and the development from industrial to virtual production have generated the neoliberal discourse of technology. It provides the virtual class with an ideological rationale for the ever increasing manufacture of virtual distractions (e.g., movies, VR, and interactive video games). Consequently, many human activities are no longer simply mediated through technology. Indeed, they are so utterly "possessed" by technology that the distinction between virtual activities and actual activities borders on the incomprehensible. 20 The ambitions of the neoliberal discourse of technology are not only unremitting but also potentially infinite.   Totalitarianism is latent in technology. It is not simply the virtual class that is totalitarian. Totalitarianism is always present in technology itself.  Virilio's acute observations on technology are therefore essentially correct: his theoretical analysis indicates that while we are indeed in the midst of some kind of technological transition, it is improbable that such a transition will usher in a new era of digital democracy. 21 On this view, then, humanity is not on the verge of the kind of technological and democratic revolution envisaged by the neoliberals.  What separates a critical interpretation of technology from that of global technological entrepreneurs and leading politicians is a determination to forge a radical understanding of technology's consequences. The advantage of this kind of analysis is that it focuses on key aspects of technology that are rarely, if ever, voiced by computer manufacturers and political pundits. Indeed, the general absence of a critical understanding of technology is one of the chief reasons why so many people seem to be so baffled by the "mysteries" of technology.  Thus, it is vital to resist both the neoliberal discourse of technology and the contemporary development of pan-capitalism. In the specific context of the political debates over the discourse of cyberculture, then, it is important to question the uncritical and antidemocratic conception of technology presently being elaborated and disseminated by the virtual class in its quest for actual wealth and power.  While technology is obviously an extremely important and determining force, it is crucial to remember that it is not the only force or agent of change. The virtual class is not simply an assortment of technological and visual representations. In fact, it is all too real. It is the class that at this moment is rewriting the history of virtual and other technologies while simultaneously controlling their organized production, distribution and consumption.  As a result of it's monopolistic control of technology, the virtual class is presently being courted by the newly ascendant virtual political class (of which Newt Gingrich in the US and Tony Blair in the UK are examples). This class opposes all those who resist the neoliberal discourse of technology in whatever form it takes (e.g., anti-road building and animal rights protests by young people). It is time, then, to radically rethink, redefine and reinterpret the very meaning of technology, politics, and cyberculture in the age of the virtual class.  

Virilio K – Alt – Paper Debate

The alternative is to resist the seduction of speed through paper debate

Smajic 1


[Srdjan, Professor at Tulane University, "The Ecstasy of Speed," 2001, http://pmc.iath.virginia.edu/text-only/issue.901/12.1.r_smajic.txt]

6. Virilio, more than anyone else I can think of, makes us feel that the printed word is a remnant of an earlier, slower, sleepier, and happier age: it is quaint, archaic--one would be tempted to say prehistoric, except that the relative slowness and linearity of print ought to remind us of the relative slowness and linearity of historic time, that is, of the fact of history itself. Print is therefore not prehistoric but precisely      historical. 7. It is the logic of print technology--its relative slowness in the age of light-speed televisual information--that keeps open a path of resistance to the logic of chronostrategy and the seduction of speed. The speed at which one is informed (or even misinformed) through print will always be inferior to the speed at which one passively registers televisual images, but because of this the quality of reception, as it were, is substantially in favor of print. The book as a physical object becomes a site of resistance to speed. It transforms viewers back into readers. It slows down the transmission of information. It leaves time for active participation in communication and meaningful dialogue. Because print moves at the speed of cognition, because it is cognition and comprehension that make it move along, control its progress, and determine its durations, one can never be bombarded by print in the same way that one can be harassed and paralyzed by the blinding explosion of televised images. 8. Even though words on a computer terminal look very much like their hard-copy counterparts, they behave very differently--or we behave differently as readers, scrolling and clicking rather than skimming and page-turning. The fact that so many cannot see the difference or remember how things used to be, Virilio would insist, is indicative of the global loss of critical discernment and the degeneration of public and private memory. The twin activities of clicking and forgetting have become a way of life.[3] We have internalized the process so thoroughly that the acme of artificiality seems now perfectly natural, even biologically preprogrammed. The hominoid has replaced the human (34). In comparison to cyberspatial texts and televised images, print appears more dignified and humane. Even if Virilio would surely agree that all types of media are always ideologically suspect, writing for print is perhaps one way to stand up against "the intermittent eclipse of the speaking beings that we are" (52). 

Virilio K – Misc

Technology cannot be removed from its political implications

Katz et al 3


[Eric, professor of philosophy and director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology, Andrew Light, assistant professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program at New York University, William Thompson, professor emeritus of philosophy at SUNY College, "Controlling Technology," 2003, Prometheus Books, Page 313]//SH

The preceding analysis evaporate the claims of technological objectivity and value-neutrality. The nature of a society's technology is intimately related to issues of power and control, and reflects the dominant paradigm in terms of which reality is interpreted. A society in which economic growth is highly valued necessitates a particular kind of technology – one with a high level of innovation, quite independent of social need. Policies leading to economic expansion have to be reflected in the particular form of technology through which this expansion is achieved. Hierarchical forms of social control become reflected in the technology. The presumed neutrality of technology then lends legitimacy to social policies, however repressive.

