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**AGAMBEN**

Link = Oversimplified
Agamben’s biopower is over-simplified and prevents us from confronting specific political circumstances. 

Virno 02 (Paolo, PhD and Italian philosopher, “General intellect, exodus, multitude,” Archipelago No. 54, June 2002, http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpvirno2.htm)

Agamben is a thinker of great value but also, in my opinion, a thinker with no political vocation. Then, when Agamben speaks of the biopolitical he has the tendency to transform it into an ontological category with value already since the

archaic Roman right. And, in this, in my opinion, he is very wrong-headed. The problem is, I believe, that the biopolitical is only an effect derived from the concept of labor-power. When there is a commodity that is called labor-power it is already implicitly government over life. Agamben says, on the other hand, that labor-power is only one of the aspects of the biopolitical; I say the contrary: over all because labor power is a paradoxical commodity, because it is not a real commodity like a book or a bottle of water, but rather is simply the potential to produce. As soon as this potential is transformed into a commodity, then, it is necessary to govern the living body that maintains this potential, that contains this potential. Toni (Negri) and Michael (Hardt), on the other hand, use biopolitics in a historically determined sense, basing it on Foucault, but Foucault spoke in few pages of the biopolitical - in relation to the birth of liberalism - that Foucault is not a sufficient base for founding a discourse over the biopolitical and my apprehension, my fear, is that the biopolitical can be transformed into a word that hides, covers problems instead of being an instrument for confronting them. A fetish word, an "open doors" word, a word with an exclamation point, a word that carries the risk of blocking critical thought instead of helping it. Then, my fear is of fetish words in politics because it seems like the cries of a child that is afraid of the dark..., the child that says "mama, mama!", "biopolitics, biopolitics!". I don't negate that there can be a serious content in the term, however I see that the use of the term biopolitics sometimes is a consolatory use, like the cry of a child, when what serves us are, in all cases, instruments of work and not propaganda words.

We’re not all Nazis

Not all politics turn to Nazism—modern power structures are incredibly diverse. 

Rabinow & Rose 03 (Paul, Professor of Anthropology at UC Berkeley, Nikolas, Professor of Sociology @ the London School of Economics, “Thoughts On The Concept of Biopower Today,” December 10, 2003, http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/sociology/ pdf/RabinowandRose-BiopowerToday03.pdf, accessed July 07, pg. 8-9)
The interpretation of contemporary biopolitics as the politics of a state modeled on the figure of the sovereign suits the twentieth century absolutisms of the Nazis and Stalin. But we need a more nuanced account of sovereign power to analyze  contemporary rationalities or technologies of politics.  Since these authors take their concept and point of reference from Foucault, it is worth contrasting their postulate of a origin and beneficiary of biopower to Foucaultís remarks on sovereignty as a form of power whose diagram, but not principle, is the figure of the sovereign ruler. Its  characteristic is indeed ultimately a mode of power which relies on the right to take life.  However, with the exception of certain ‘paroxysmal’ moments, this is a mode of power whose activation can only be sporadic and non-continuous.  The totalization of sovereign power as a mode of ordering daily life would be too costly, and indeed the very excesses of the exercise of this power seek to compensate for its sporadic nature. Sovereignty, in this sense,  is precisely a diagram of a form of power not a description of its implementation.  Certainly some forms of colonial power sought to operationalize it, but in the face of its economic and governmental costs, colonial statecraft was largely to take a different form. The two megalomaniac State forms of the twentieth century also sought to actualize it, as have some others in their wake: Albania under Hoxha, North Korea.  But no historian of pre-modern forms of control could fail to notice the dependence of sovereign rule in its non-paroxysmal form on a fine web of customary conventions, reciprocal obligations, and the like, in a word, a moral economy whose complexity and scope far exceeds the extravagance displays of the sovereign. Sovereign power is at one and the same time an element in this moral economy and an attempt to master it.
Not all biopolitics bring about genocide—it trivializes Nazism to say that all enactments of the state of exception are equivalent. 

Rabinow & Rose 03 (Paul, Professor of Anthropology at UC Berkeley, Nikolas, Professor of Sociology @ the London School of Economics, “Thoughts On The Concept of Biopower Today,” December 10, 2003, http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/sociology/ pdf/RabinowandRose-BiopowerToday03.pdf, pg. 8-9)

Agamben takes seriously Adorno’s challenge “how is it possible to think after Auschwitz?” But for that very reason, it is to trivialize Auschwitz to apply Schmitt’s concept of the state of exception and Foucault’s analysis of biopower to every instance where living beings enter the scope of regulation, control and government.  The power to command under threat of death is exercised by States and their surrogates in multiple instances, in micro forms and in geopolitical relations. But this is not to say that this form of power commands backed up by the ultimate threat of death is the guarantee or underpinning principle of all forms of biopower in contemporary liberal societies. Unlike Agamben, we do not think that : the jurist the doctor, the scientist, the expert, the priest depend for their power over life upon an alliance with the State (1998: 122). Nor is it useful to use this single diagram to analyze every contemporary instance of thanato-politics  from Rwanda to  the epidemic of AIDS deaths across Africa.  Surely the essence of critical thought must be its capacity to make distinctions that can facilitate judgment and action.
Suggesting that the camp is everywhere is silly—government power may be expansive but it does not always produce corpses—Nazism was unique. Levi & Rothberg 03 (Neil, Professor of English @ Drew University, Michael, Professor of English @ the University of Sydney, “Auschwitz and the Remnants of Theory: Towards an Ethics of the Borderlands,” (11: 1/2), 2003, pg.30-31) At the same time, Agamben's formulations strike us as problematic and inadequate in several respects. First, by restructuring the "zone of the human" to conform to the condition of the Muselmann, Agamben removes the figure of the Muselmann from the context-the camps-in which he or she is "produced." The Muselmann becomes an isolated figure floating, like a Giacometti sculpture, in an otherwise apparently empty abstract space that Agamben calls "humanity." The Muselmann is meant to bear a certain truth about the nature of ethics "after Auschwitz," but is it not important when trying to articulate such an ethics to reflect on what Auschwitz was?4 Surely such an account should attend to the historical, legal, and political conditions that led to the development of the camp system, including the kinds of features that Zygmunt Bauman focuses on in Modernity and the Holocaust - such as a massive, morally indifferent bureaucratic apparatus that dehumanized its "objects" and distanced its agents from a sense of responsibility for their actions, as well as the obsessive hatred of the Jews that Saul Friedländer has recently dubbed "redemptive antisemitism."5 If the Muselmann would not have existed without these factors, shouldn't an ethics focused upon this figure also take account of them? Interestingly enough, in Homo Sacer Agamben himself argues that "the camp" is the "nomos" (definitive political element) of the modern. In remarking that "[w]hat happened in the camps so exceeds the juridical concept of crime that the specific juridico-political structure in which those events took place is often simply omitted from consideration" (1998, 166), Agamben could be preparing a critique of what is omitted from Remnants of Auschwitz. Homo Sacer argues that the camp is the space where the state of exception becomes normal and where "whether or not atrocities are committed depends not on law but on the civility and ethical sense of the police who temporarily act as sovereign" (1998, 174). This line of argument produces an antinomy in the Agamben oeuvre: for the Agamben of Homo Sacer a camp is a camp if anything is possible within it, no matter whether or not it actually produces Muselmänner and corpses, while for the Agamben of Remnants of Auschwitz the important fact about the Muselmann is simply that such a figure happened, not where and how he became possible. What links the positions of his two works is a level of abstraction that deliberately brackets features of each paradigm ordinarily understood as essential: for the camp, figures such as the Muselmann; for the Muselmann, the conditions of the camp. Both moves permit Agamben to dismantle the boundary between the Nazi camps and the modern world. We have already seen this in relation to the Muselmann, in the wake of whose existence all previously existing moral concepts must be revised. It can be seen also in the examples of modern camps Agamben offers, including, "[t]he soccer stadium in Bari into which the Italian police in 1991 provisionally herded all illegal Albanian immigrants," the zones d'attentes in French international airports where foreigners requesting refugee status are held, and even, he suggests in an earlier version of the essay, gated communities in the USA (1998, 174).6 At such moments Agamben seems to be suggesting that Auschwitz is potentially everywhere, a suggestion that ends up eliding the specific challenges posed both by the Muselmann and the camp system.

Alt fails

Agamben’s “coming community” is too weak to be sustainable.

Gordon 04 (Andrew, Lee and Juliet Folger Fund Professor of History at Harvard University, “Review Study: Rethinking Area Studies, Once More,” Journal Of Japanese Studies, Vol. 30, No. 2, 2004, pg. 424-425)

Okada draws on Giorgio Agamben to argue for “singularities to form a community without affirming an identity.” Such a community would be premised on a belief “that humans co-belong without any representable condition of belonging” (p. 200). This is an ambitious but doomed quest. The sort of community here envisioned is devoid of the emotional attachments that reinforce strong communities in real life. The sad part—and here I agree with Okada entirely— is that these emotions so easily rest on feelings of exclusion or essentialist notions of identity; the sadder part is that I don’t see how the community he seeks could generate loyalties sufficient to allow its survival. 

Agamben’s alternative is utopian and impossible. 

Cmiel, 96 (Kenneth, “The Fate of the Nation and the Withering of the State”, American Literary History, Spring, p. 196, JSTOR, Professor of Cultural History at Iowa)  

If community cannot be a closed thing, if it is forever open to the potentially new, then the dream of a national community is simply impossible. In Agamben's community, the idea of some- thing being "un-American'' makes no sense, for there is no defining essence in a "whatever singularity.'' Yet Agamben is also aware that capitalism and the state will continue. Indeed, he recognizes that after the fall of Communism they are sweeping the globe. Politics, in the future, Agamben argues, will not be community building but the perpetual project of communities against the state "a struggle between the State and the non-state (humanity), an insurmountable disjunction between whatever singularity and the State organization'' (84). I doubt Agamben's new community is actually coming. It remains far from clear that communities without identities are emerging anywhere except in the febrile imaginations of a few philosophers. It is not that I dislike the dream. It is for me the most attractive dream there is. It is that I am skeptical that such "whatever singularities'' are possible on more than the level of personal behavior. Politics is too clunky for such subtlety. Even the new social movements seem far more down-to-earth and prone to defining themselves than Agamben's theorizing. Politics, alas, demands more leaden language. Still, the image of the state fighting communities is one worth pondering. Its distance from earlier welfare state thinking could not be more dramatic. Instead of the state embodying the will of the nation we have a picture of numerous communities at war with the state. It is, and I say this with no relish, a far more plausible picture of our emerging politics than Walzer's happy pluralism. Just think of insurance companies, Perotistas, and gay and lesbian activists-all communities distrustful of the states all committed to struggling with the state. Agamben does not ask what this perpetual warfare will do to government. Like Walzer, he assumes that the state will trudge on as before. Yet if this warfare between humanity and the state is constant, is it not plausible to surmise that hostility to the state will become permanent? 

Agamben’s criticism does nothing—it is totalizing, empirically false—we must make reforms to solve.

Daly, 04 (Frances, Australian National University, “The Non-citizen and the Concept of Human Rights”, borderlands, Research Fellow in Philosophy, http://www.borderlandsejournal.adelaide.edu.au/vol3no1_2004/daly_noncitizen.htm)

It is always possible to suppose that a self-fashioned potentiality is simply available to us, and in some senses it is, but not because a type of theory merely posits the social and the historical as completely open to our manipulation or 'perforation'. Likewise, we cannot merely assume that changing 'forms of life' necessarily amount to types of refusal. Such a claim would only make sense if it were put forward on the basis of an appreciation of an impulse to freedom from particular types of constraint and oppression. It would also require a sense of how this impulse takes place within a variety of conditions, some of which might be easily altered and some of which might not. In the absence of an engaged sense of what this impulse means, and of the context in which elements of freedom and unfreedom do battle, it is impossible to speculate on the nature of the subjectivity or potentiality which might be emerging or which might be in stages of decomposition. Agamben merely presumes that a strategy by which we all identify as refugees will renew a politics and thereby end the current plight of the refugee, as if no other reality impinges on this identification. This is also assumed on the basis that the State – in Agamben's theorizing, the abstraction of an all-encompassing, leviathan State – is equally, readily and easily liable to perforation. This contradiction is indicative of a wider problem where what we encounter is a form of critique that is oddly inappropriate to the type of issue it addresses. 29. Much can be said in criticism of the doctrine of right, of the limited nature of the understanding of freedom and rights in documents on rights, of the assumption of the place of citizen rights as the locus of the fundamental rights of the human, and most significantly, the absence of any sense of the undetermined nature of what being might mean. But what must be stated, I feel, is that it would be a serious impoverishment of the ethical problem that we currently face to deny any potential value of rights in carrying forth traces of an impetus towards human dignity, of the ideals of freedom and equality, and to thus reduce rights to what might be termed an absolute politics. Rights cannot be reduced to citizenship rights as if the ideas of rights and citizenship are coterminus. What most critically needs to be understood is, firstly, why values of freedom and equality have such a limited and fragile place within conditions of such inordinate legalism, and, secondly, what the absence of freedom, which the cause of human rights inevitably suggests, means for the installation of any such rights. Without such an understanding we are left with a gestural politics that contains a posture of radicalism but one which fails to connect the aspirations of those who are struggling to achieve elementary rights with a vision of a world that could accord them a degree of dignity. To acknowledge this is not to be seduced by concepts of right or law, but is rather to refuse the denial of a radical questioning of the possibilities with which a discourse presents us. Benjamin's understanding of a genuinely messianic idea is something that is "not the final end of historical progress, but rather its often failed and finally accomplished interruption" (Benjamin, 1974: 1231). We find this in values that resist exploitation and assaults upon human dignity. And it is this realm that currently requires urgent, emphatic and significant renewal.

“Whatever Being” Alt Fails

Whatever being is impossible to realize—we can only empty out the concept of rights if there is a concrete alternative.

Daly, 04 (http://www.borderlandsejournal.adelaide.edu.au/vol3no1_2004/daly_noncitizen.htm, 

The non-citizen and the concept of 'human rights', Frances Daly, Australian National University

2004). 

What it is that we might want a human potentiality to mean is, of course, a complex, difficult and open-ended issue. But it is important for us to ask whether a human potentiality must start from emptiness. Agamben repeatedly refers to the need to begin from a place of 'amorphousness' and 'inactuality', assuming that there is something that will necessarily follow from the simple fact of human existence – but why should we assume this? What might constitute or form this potentiality is surely concerned with what is latent but as yet unrealized. For Agamben, there is nothing latent that is not already tainted by a sense of a task that must be done (Agamben, 1993: 43). There is no ability to achieve any displacement with what is present within values of community and justice, there is only an immobilizing nothingness that assumes a false essence, vocation or destiny. If the 'whatever' being that he contends is indeed emerging, and it possesses, as he argues, "an original relation to desire", it is worthwhile asking what this desire is for (Agamben, 1993: 10). If it is simply life itself, then it is not clear why this should be devoid of any content. Any process of emptying out, of erasing and abolishing, such as that which Agamben attempts, is done for a reason - it involves critique and rejection, on the basis, necessarily, that something else is preferable. But Agamben provides us with very little of what is needed to understand how we might engage with this option.   
No Impact

Biopolitics is an empty term that is deployed in the place of actual analysis of material conditions—their impact representations block useful criticism. 

Virno,  02 (Paolo, University of Cosenza, 'General intellect, exodus, multitude. Interview with Paolo Virno', Archipélago number 54, published in English at http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpvirno2.htm) professor of linguistic philosophy
Agamben is a problem. Agamben is a thinker of great value but also, in my opinion, a thinker with  no political vocation. Thus, when Agamben speaks of the biopolitcal he has  the tendency to transform it into an ontological category with value already  since the archaic Roman right. And, in this, in my opinion, he is very wrong-headed. The problem is, I believe, that the biopolitical is only an effect derived from the concept of labor-power. When there is a commodity  that is called labor-power it is already implicitly the government over  life. Agamben says, on the other hand, that labor-power is only one of the  aspects of the biopolitical; I say the contrary: over all because labor  power is a paradoxical commodity because it is not a real commodity like a  book or a bottle of water, but rather is simply the potential to produce. As  soon as it is transformed into a commodity the potential, then, it is  necessary to govern the living body that mantains this potential, that  contains this potential. Toni (Negri) and Michael (Hardt), on the other  hand, use biopolitics in a historically determined sense, basing it on  Foucault, but Foucault spoke in few pages of the biopolitical - in relation  to the birth of liberalism - but that Foucault is not a sufficient base for  founding a discourse over the biopolitical and my apprehension, my fear, is  that the biopolitical can be transformed into a word that hides, covers  problems instead of being an instrument for confronting them. A fetish word, an "open doors" word, a word with the exclamation point, a word that carried  the risk of blocking critical thought instead of helping it. Then, my fear is of fetish words in politics because it seems like the cries of a child  that has fear of the dark..., the child that says "mama, mama!",  "biopolitics, biopolitics!". I don't negate that there can be a serious content in the term, however I see that the use of the term biopolitics some times is a consolatory use, like the cry of a child, when what serves us  are, in all cases, instruments of work and not propaganda words. 

Agamben = Totalizing

Agamben’s critique is too totalizing—accepting appeals to some sovereign power does not cause the negative impacts of sovereignty in every instance.  The plan is a justified use of sovereign power to prevent a catastrophe.

Hussain, 2000  (Department of History at Berkeley Nasser, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 495, lexis). 

Here once again we are forced to question Agamben's teleological mode of thought. Is this sovereign power represented in the concentration camps really a constitutive feature of sovereignty tout court? Even limiting ouselves to the remarks above, we can imagine a liberal critique of this position that asks from where come the limitations that Agamben concedes previous Weimar governments had observed. Surely, one does not have to accept in its entirety a normative liberal conception of sovereign power in order to appreciate that the demand for a factual accounting for the decision on the exception, and institutional checks upon the totalization of the space of exception, can nonetheless - at least in certain instances - be effective. Indeed, one could go further and suggest that a liberal theory of sovereign power understands full well the paradoxical relation between law and fact, norm and exception; and, precisely in light of such an understanding constructs an institutional system that cannot resolve the paradox but nonetheless attempts to prevent it from reaching an intensified and catastrophic conclusion. Given that Agamben is a nuanced and fair-minded thinker, one must wonder about why he largely ignores such a system. We think that one possible answer is that, just as for Agamben the source of the problem is not the institutional operation of sovereign power, but its object - bare life - so too the solution is not a proliferation of institutional safeguards but a rethinking of that mode of being. In this regard, we find his concluding musings on Heidigger to be suggestive.

Agamben = Unverifiable

Agamben’s methodology is flawed—his argument is a giant assertion with no proof. 

Lewis, 99 (Stephen, “Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life (Review)”, Modernism/Modernity 6.3, p. 165, Project MUSE, Humanities Professor at Chicago,)

There are a number of objections one could raise to specific aspects of the book, particularly its premise that concepts such as "sovereign power" and "bare life" describe realities that remain more or less constant over twenty-four centuries of history. I will focus here, however, on what I think is the most fundamentally objectionable aspect of the book: its methodology, or the set of assumptions about what constitutes a good argument that governs its "historico-philosophical" approach to its subject matter. The best way to demonstrate these assumptions is by considering Agamben's adoption of the term "biopolitics." He takes up the term from Michel Foucault with the intent of moving beyond Foucault's thinking of the "double bind" exerted upon the political subject by, on the one hand, "subjective technologies" and, on the other, "political technologies" (5-6). Agamben's claim is that his approach to biopolitics clarifies the precise nature of this "point at which the voluntary servitude of individuals comes into contact with objective power" because he grounds it in an analysis of the juridico-institutional structure of sovereign power, a realm of political reality that Foucault refused to take seriously (119). Agamben's rhetoric when explaining why Foucault did not see the structural nature of modern power in the more complete and illuminating way that Agamben does is interesting. For Agamben, any failings in Foucault's thinking arise not from a problem with Foucault's methods of research or from deficits in his command of evidence, but, rather, from the assumption that Foucault could not have thought otherwise than as he did because he was thinking at the very limits then of Western thought. The "blind spot" in the "double bind" Foucault locates constitutes, says Agamben, "something like a vanishing point that the different perspectival lines of Foucault's inquiry (and, more generally, of the entire Western reflection on power) converge toward without reaching" (6). Unfortunately, yet perhaps unsurprisingly, Agamben intimates that he, too, is thinking at the very limits of current thought (presumably he finds himself able to think beyond Foucault's horizon because he is alive and thinking now, after Foucault).  Agamben's use of what Thomas Pavel has called the "rhetoric of the end" calls attention to the problems that occur when a book is structured by apocalyptic claims about the end (and thus the inaccessibility) of certain modes of being or of thought rather than by empirically or historiographically grounded argument. 2 There is nothing inherently objectionable about claiming that the end of a certain era has occurred; the point is simply that, to my mind, the reader ought to be able to decide from evidence-based argumentation whether the claim is reasonable. 3 Agamben says that his intent in describing the hidden connection between totalitarianism and democracy on an "historico-philosophical" plane rather than through detailed historiographical inquiry is not to "[level] the enormous differences that characterize [the] history and [. . .] rivalry" of democracy and totalitarianism (10). Instead, his intent is to make the structure of this hidden connection known so that it can one day be surpassed through a new form of politics. The problem, however, is that the rhetoric of the end he employs in lieu of historiographical argument prevents him from saying precisely what this new form of politics could be and thus makes its attainment seem mysteriously difficult. Indeed Agamben tends to fall back on impossible-to-prove categorical assertions rather than reasonable explanations when he tells why, for instance, the categories of classical politics, or, alternatively, religion-based ethical systems, cannot be "returned to" in any sense. Functioning hand-in-hand with such categorical assertions about the inaccessibility of the past are equally unsupported gestures towards a future politics articulated in what reads at times like a language of secularized apophatism, which in the present book Agamben tends to employ in conjunction with discussions of Benjamin's messianism.  

(Insert Falsifiability Good Arguments)

AT: Bare Life
The concept of bare life over-determines the power of the state—theories that emphasize resistance are more powerful. 

Cesarino & Negri 04 (Cesare, associate professor of cultural studies, Antonio, professor emeritus @ the Collège International de Philosophie, “It’s a Powerful Life: A Conversation on Contemporary Philosophy,” Cultural Critique, Vol. 57, Spring 2004, pg. 172-173)

I believe Giorgio is writing a sequel to Homo Sacer, and I feel that this new work will be resolutive for his thought—in the sense that he will be forced in it to resolve and find a way out of the ambiguity that has qualified his understanding of naked life so far. He already attempted something of the sort in his recent book on Saint Paul, but I think this attempt largely failed: as usual, this book is extremely learned and elegant; it remains, however, somewhat trapped within Pauline exegesis, rather than constituting a full-fledged attempt to reconstruct naked life as a potentiality for exodus, to rethink naked life fundamentally in terms of exodus. I believe that the concept of naked life is not an impossible, unfeasible one. I believe it is possible to push the image of power to the point at which a defenseless human being [un povero Cristo] is crushed, to conceive of that extreme point at which power tries to eliminate that ultimate resistance that is the sheer attempt to keep oneself alive. From a logical standpoint, it is possible to think all this: the naked bodies of the people in the camps, for example, can lead one precisely in this direction. But this is also the point at which this concept turns into ideology: to conceive of the relation between power and life in such a way actually ends up bolstering and reinforcing ideology. Agamben, in effect, is saying that such is the nature of power: in the final instance, power reduces each and every human being to such a state of powerlessness. But this is absolutely not true! On the contrary: the historical process takes place and is produced thanks to a continuous constitution and construction, which undoubtedly confronts the limit over and over again—but this is an extraordinarily rich limit, in which desires expand, and in which life becomes increasingly fuller. Of course it is possible to conceive of the limit as absolute pow-erlessness, especially when it has been actually enacted and enforced in such a way so many times. And yet, isn't such a conception of the limit precisely what the limit looks like from the standpoint of constituted power as well as from the standpoint of those who have already been totally annihilated by such a power—which is, of course, one and the same standpoint? Isn't this the story about power that power itself would like us to believe in and reiterate? Isn't it far more politically useful to conceive of this limit from the standpoint of those who are not yet or not completely crushed by power, from the standpoint of those still struggling to overcome such a limit, from the standpoint of the process of constitution, from the standpoint of power [potenza]? 
AT: Impact Turns

Turn: liberal democratic protections prevent military action and the slide to totalitarianism—Agamben ignores the actual practice of humanitarianism.

Heins, 05  (Volker, visiting professor of political science at Concordia University and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt, 6 German Law Journal No. 5, May,

http://www.germanlawjournal.com/article.php?id=598)

According to this basic Principle of Distinction, modern humanitarian action is directed towards those who are caught up in violent conflicts without possessing any strategic value for the respective warring parties. Does this imply that classic humanitarianism and its legal expressions reduce the lives of noncombatants to the "bare life" of nameless individuals beyond the protection of any legal order? I would rather argue that humanitarianism is itself an order-making activity. Its goal is not the preservation of life reduced to a bare natural fact, but conversely the protection of civilians and thereby the protection of elementary standards of civilization which prevent the exclusion of individuals from any legal and moral order. The same holds true for human rights, of course. Agamben fails to appreciate the fact that human rights laws are not about some cadaveric "bare life", but about the protection of moral agency.[33]  His sweeping critique also lacks any sense for essential distinctions. It may be legitimate to see "bare life" as a juridical fiction nurtured by the modern state, which claims the right to derogate from otherwise binding norms in times of war and emergency, and to kill individuals, if necessary, outside the law in a mode of "effective factuality."[34] Agamben asserts that sovereignty understood in this manner continues to function in the same way since the seventeenth century and regardless of the democratic or dictatorial structure of the state in question. This claim remains unilluminated by the wealth of evidence that shows how the humanitarian motive not only shapes the mandate of a host state and nonstate agencies, but also serves to restrict the operational freedom of military commanders in democracies, who cannot act with impunity and who do not wage war in a lawless state of nature. Furthermore, Agamben ignores the crisis of humanitarianism that emerged as a result of the totalitarian degeneration of modern states in the twentieth century. States cannot always be assumed to follow a rational self-interest which informs them that there is no point in killing others indiscriminately. The Nazi episode in European history has shown that sometimes leaders do not spare the weak and the sick, but take extra care not to let them escape, even if they are handicapped, very old or very young. Classic humanitarianism depends on the existence of an international society whose members feel bound by a basic set of rules regarding the use of violence—rules which the ICRC itself helped to institutionalize. Conversely, classic humanitarianism becomes dysfunctional when states place no value at all on their international reputation and see harming the lives of defenseless individuals not as useless and cruel, but as part of their very mission.[36]  The founders of the ICRC defined war as an anthropological constant that produced a continuous stream of new victims with the predictable regularity and unavoidability of floods or volcanic eruptions. Newer organizations, by contrast, have framed conditions of massive social suffering as a consequence of largely avoidable political mistakes. The humanitarian movement becomes political, to paraphrase Carl Schmitt,[37] in so far as it orients itself to humanitarian states of emergency, the causes of which are located no longer in nature, but in society and politics. Consequently, the founding generation of the new humanitarian organizations have freed themselves from the ideals of apolitical philanthropy and chosen as their new models historical figures like the Swedish diplomat Raoul Wallenberg, who saved thousands of Jews during the Second World War. In a different fashion than Agamben imagines, the primary concern in the field of humanitarian intervention and human rights politics today is not the protection of bare life, but rather the rehabilitation of the lived life of citizens who suffer, for instance, from conditions such as post-traumatic stress disorder. At the same time, there is a field of activity emerging beneath the threshold of the bare life. In the United States, in particular, pathologists working in conjunction with human rights organizations have discovered the importance of corpses and corporal remains now that it is possible to identify reliable evidence for war crimes from exhumed bodies.[39]
AT: Muselmann
Agamben’s claim that the Muselmann is the ‘complete witness’ undermines the historical importance of other positions within Auschwitz.  This must be rejected.  

Levi & Rothberg 03 (Neil, Professor of English @ Drew University, Michael, Professor of English @ the University of Sydney, “Auschwitz and the Remnants of Theory: Towards an Ethics of the Borderlands,” (11: 1/2), 2003, pg.31-32)

We would also identify a second problem with Agamben's approach: the grounds for Agamben's selection of the Muselmann as the "complete witness" are not clear. Ethics after Auschwitz must take account of the Muselmann, but that does not justify transforming him into a fetish, the sole site of the truth of the camps. If Levi's own testimony is on his own account unrepresentative, that surely does not mean that it has no truth content. The fact that Levi himself distrusts the testimony of, say, former members of the Sonderkommando (the camp inmates who were forced, under threat of death, to operate the crematoria) is no reason to disqualify such testimony out of hand. The power of Claude Lanzmann's astonishing film Shoah derives in no small part from the testimony of a former "crematorium raven" (P. Levi 60). Despite his attempt to develop a complex theory of testimony premised on the relationship between the Muselmann and the surviving witness, Agamben ultimately homogenizes the site of witness by polarizing those positions. While there is warrant for such a reading in Levi's texts (e.g., Levi's notion of "the drowned and the saved"), those texts also include the hypothesis of "the gray zone," a zone of ethical uncertainty in which figures such as the Sonderkommando are paradigmatic. In fact, testimony from the gray zone may prove as illuminating about the ethical challenges of the Nazi genocide as that derived from an understanding of Levi's paradox. Despite the serious reservations expressed by Levi about the testimonies of figures who were forced into the most terrible complicity with the Nazis, such testimonies have been shown to be of great value in understanding the Nazi genocide, and, indeed, in making clear the need for theoretical innovation in order to do so.7 In what remains one of the most profound attempts to "think" the Nazi genocide, historian and social theorist Dan Diner proposes that Nazi action can be most effectively illuminated from the perspective of the gray zone, and particularly that of the Judenräte - the Jewish councils who ran the ghettos and were charged to make decisions about who would be allowed to work and who would be sent to the camps (130-137). The councils negotiated on the assumption that the Nazis were rational - specifically, that they would not want to exterminate a productive labor source while at war. The Nazis utilized this assumption to facilitate the killing process, with which the councils found themselves unsuspectingly cooperating. It is the Jewish councils' experience of participating in their own destruction while acting according to the logic of self-preservation that Diner terms the counterrational. And it is in reflecting on the Jewish experience of Nazi counterrationality that Diner says we encounter the limits of historical understanding. Only at this limit point, according to Diner, can we begin to "think the Nazis" via what he calls negative historical cognition. While we wouldn't want to generalize the standpoint of the Judenräte as the essence of the Holocaust any more than we would that of the Muselmann, when read alongside each other the arguments of Agamben and Diner strongly suggest the importance of multiplying the epistemological standpoints from which we approach the Nazi genocide.

AT: Totalitarianism Impacts

Agamben ignores the actual differences between democracy and totalitarianism—his failure to engage in cost-benefit assessment means he’s a fanatic who only thinks in absolutes.

Heins, 05  (Volker, visiting professor of political science at Concordia University and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt, 6 German Law Journal No. 5, May,

http://www.germanlawjournal.com/article.php?id=598)

Agamben is not interested in such weighing of costs and benefits because he assumes from the outset that taking care of the survival needs of people in distress is simply the reverse side of the modern inclination to ignore precisely those needs and turn life itself into a tool and object of power politics. By way of conclusion, I will indicate briefly how his view differs from two other, often no less shattering critiques of modern humanitarianism. Martti Koskenniemi warned that humanitarian demands and human rights are in danger of degenerating into "mere talk."[47] The recent crisis in Darfur, Sudan, can be cited as an example for a situation in which the repeated invocation of human rights standards and jus cogens norms, like those articulated in the Genocide Convention, might ultimately damage those norms themselves if states are unwilling to act on them.[48] This criticism implies that human rights should be taken seriously and applied in a reasonable manner. Both David Kennedy and Oona Hathaway have gone one step further by taking issue even with those who proved to be serious by joining treaties or engaging in advocacy. In a controversial quantitative study, Hathaway contended that the ratification of human rights treaties by sets of given countries not only did not improve human rights conditions on the ground, but actually correlated with increasing violations.[49] In a similar vein, David Kennedy radicalized Koskenniemi's point by arguing that human rights regimes and humanitarian law are rather part of the problem than part of solution, because they "justify" and "excuse" too much.[50] To some extent, this is an effect of the logic of legal reasoning: marking a line between noncombatants and combatants increases the legitimacy of attacking the latter, granting privileges to lawful combatants delegitimizes unlawful belligerents and dramatically worsens their status. On the whole, Kennedy is more concerned about the dangers of leaving human rights to international legal elites and a professional culture which is blind for the mismatch between lofty ideals and textual articulations on the one side, and real people and problems on the other side.[51] Whereas these authors reveal the "dark sides" of overly relying on human rights talk and treaties, the moral fervor of activists or the routines of the legal profession, Agamben claims that something is wrong with human rights as such, and that recent history has demonstrated a deep affinity between the protection and the infringement of these rights. Considered in this light, the effort of the British aid organization Save the Children, for instance, to help children in need both in Britain and abroad after World War I —faithful to George Bernard Shaw's saying, "I have no enemies under seven"—is only the flip side of a trend to declare total war on others regardless of their age and situation. This assertion clearly goes far beyond the voices of other pessimists. Agamben's work is understandable only against the backdrop of an entirely familiar mistrust of liberal democracy and its ability to cultivate nonpartisan moral and legal perspectives. According to Agamben, democracy does not threaten to turn into totalitarianism, but rather both regimes smoothly cross over into one another since they ultimately rest on the same foundation of a political interpretation of life itself.[52] Like Carl Schmitt, Agamben sees the invocation of human rights by democratic governments as well as the "humanitarian concept of humanity"[53] as deceptive manouvers or, at least, as acts of self-deception on the part of the liberal bourgeois subject. The difference between Agamben and Schmitt lies in the fact that Schmitt fought liberal democracy in the name of the authoritarian state, while Agamben sees democracy and dictatorship as two equally unappealing twins. Very much unlike Schmitt, the Italian philosopher confronts us with a mode of thinking in vaguely felt resemblances in lieu of distinctly perceived differences. Ultimately, he offers a version of Schmitt's theory of sovereignty that changes its political valence and downplays the difference between liberal democracy and totalitarian dictatorship—a difference about which Adorno once said that it "is a total difference. And I would say," he added, "that it would be abstract and in a problematic way fanatical if one were to ignore this difference."[54]
**ASHLEY**

2AC

Poststructuralism critiques totalizing principles but must totalize to do it—doesn’t really look to diversity because preoccupied with attacking realism. 

Porter, 94. Tony (Professor of Political Science, McMaster University), Editors Claire Turenne Sjolander and Wayne S Cox (Full Professor at the School of Political Studies and Director of the Institute of Women's Studies at the University of Ottawa),Beyond positivism: critical reflections on international relations,117
This radical simplification is apparent in Ashley’s treatment of international theory. For example, in his analysis of the anarchy problematique, he proceeds through what he calls two models of reading of the problematique. The first, the “model of the monologue, most explicitly sets out to create a straw target: My first reading of theoretical discourse on the anarchy problematique will obey this monological model of interpretation. I shall treat this discourse as a well-bounded text that exhibits a “hardcore” unity in its representational claims and I shall not take seriously its ambiguous, dynamic and contingent connections to an array of “marginal themes. Ashely’s goal in this reading is to discover a kind of deep structure, a totalizing principle from which everything meaningful in this discourse originates. At first, Ashley’s second “dialogical” reading appears to recognize diversity: According to the model of the dialogue, a discourse or text does not emanate from a unique, autonomous, and rational source… A discourse or text is instead to be comprehended as an “intertext” that penetrates and is penetrated by other texts in the cultural universe within which it moves and takes on meaning. Yet in this second reading, rather than recognizing the nuances and diversity within the realist discourse it targets, instead creates a kind of straw weapon with which to attack it. IN this reading he cites nonstate actors as an example of an anomaly for the reliance on the notion of a sovereign being that was revealed by his first reading. He then claims, but once nonstate actors are introduced into their discourse and taken seriously, every attempt to represent such a being is immediately undone. It is no longer possible even ideologically to represent a coherent sovereign presence, an identical source of meaning and power. 
The reason that realism appears bad to the neg is because of the emancipatory nature of the alt—its agenda is inclusionary. 
Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 189

Ashley's critique thus boils down to a judgement as to the potentialities for change in the current situation and how best to exploit them. It amounts to the difference between a progressive philosophy which regards systemic transformation as imminent, and one which remains more sceptical. In 'Political realism and human interests', for instance, realism's practical strategy ultimately appears illegitimate to Ashley only because his own agenda is emancipatory in nature. His disagreement with realism depends on a highly contestable claim based on Herz's argument that, with the development of global threats, the conditions which might produce some universal consensus have arisen that its 'impossibility theorem' is empirically problematic, that a universal consensus is achievable, and that its practical strategy is obstructing its realisation.48 In much the same way, in 'The poverty of neorealism', realism's practical strategy is illegitimate only because Ashley's agenda is inclusionary. His central disagreement with realism arises out of his belief that its strategy reproduces a world order organised around sovereign states, preventing exploration of the indeterminate number of potentially less exclusionary alternative world orders.49 Realists, however, would be unlikely to be troubled by such charges. Ashley needs to do rather more than merely assert that the development of global threats pessimism, and a strategy proactively enforcing this pessimism and more, party to a greater, overarching, conservative conspiracy against femininity. If, for instance, we examine Anne Tickner's critique of realism, we find it portrayed as the chief culprit underlying the framing of the central categories of international relations theory the images of man, the state, and the states system in terms of a set of characteristics associated with western constructions of masculinity. 52 In particular, Morgenthau's realism is held, first, to attempt to generate 'an objective science of international politics based on the model of the natural sciences' which 'imposes a coercive, hierarchical and conformist pattern on scientific enquiry' which turns it into a quest for control and, ultimately, domination;53 second, to construct international politics as an autonomous Hobbesian sphere in which amoral behaviour is 'not only permissible but prudent';54 third, to construct morality as a universal, abstract, perfectionist, ideal to which states are incapable of adhering, thereby reducing state behaviour to an instrumental, self-interested logic.55 Consequently, Tickner suggests that Morgenthau's theory 'is rooted in assumptions about human nature and morality that, in modern Western culture, are associated with masculinity ...'.56 According to Tickner, the gendered accounts of man, the state, and the system that it produces 'generate a national security discourse that privileges conflict and war and silences other ways of thinking about security ...'.57 
***ASTEROID K***

K Untrue For Asteroids

Their K is not true in the context of asteroids.

Pekyno 04 – (Robert, thesis paper in fulfillment of a Masters of Science in Space Studies, University of North Dakota, “THE SKY IS FALLING: Disaster Mitigation, Management, and Media regarding the Asteroid Hazard,” http://www.imaginaurium.com/research/asteroid.pdf DH) 

Strictly speaking, there is no such thing as a natural disaster. There are only natural hazards, such as cyclones and earthquakes (and asteroids). The difference between a hazard and a disaster is an important one. A disaster takes place when a community is affected by a hazard (usually defined as an event that overwhelms that community’s capacity to cope). It is misnomer to talk about natural disasters as if they exist outside the actions and decisions of human beings and societies. Allowing a high density population in flood plains, poor or non-enforced earthquake building codes, delaying evacuation from volcanic slopes, providing inadequate information or warnings about tsunamis, are far more important than the disaster agent itself in creating the casualties, property and economic losses, psychological stresses, and disruptions of everyday routines that are the essence of disasters. If people are living in unprotected flood plains, in non-earthquake proof buildings in known seismic zones, or next to chemical plant complexes, they are creating the necessary conditions for a hazard to generate a disaster. In other words, the impact of the disaster is determined by the extent of a community’s vulnerability to the hazard. The human dimension of disasters is the result of the whole range of factors (economic, social, cultural, institutional, political, and even psychological) that shape people’s lives and create the environment that they live in and their respective vulnerability. However, for the asteroid hazard, this is not the case. All people living on planet Earth share a nearly equal risk of being affected by a NEO impact and even the smallest of objects that would survive through the atmosphere will overcome a community’s ability to cope. For this hazard, disasters cannot be attributed to human choice, except perhaps, in the hesitance to take the hazard seriously. 

Today, researchers have accepted that rocks from space can, and do, impact the Earth with potentially disastrous consequences. This was not true when the NASA Spaceguard Survey Report provided a quantitative estimate of the impact hazard and concluded that humans are as much at risk from impacts as from earthquakes and severe storms. Some in the media even treated this original report with derision. Even today, there is a "giggle factor" associated with claims that "the sky is falling.” Congressman Dana Rohrabacher (R-Calif), arguably one of the most influential members of the United States Congress in matters affecting space and science, gave the keynote address at the 2004 Planetary Defense Conference comparing the general apathy about the impact hazard with public feelings about terrorism before the attacks of September 11, 2001. He expressed his hope that it would not require a similar catastrophe to alert people to the need to take action to protect the planet from impacts.

Asteroid Threat = Distinct

Impact threats from asteroids are distinct from all other threats – context doesn’t matter.

Morrison 07 – (David, PhD in astronomy from Harvard, senior scientist at the NASA Astrobiology Institute, NASA Ames Research Center, author of more than 155 technical papers and a dozen books, recipient of the Dryden Medal for research of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, the Sagan Medal of the American Astronomical Society for public communication, and the Klumpke-Roberts award of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific for contributions to science education, “Chapter 8: The Impact Hazard: Advanced NEO Surveys and Societal Responses,” published in Comet/Asteroid Impacts and Human Society, ed. Peter T. Bobrowsky and Hans Rickman, springerlink DH)

While the level of hazard is sufficient to warrant public concern and justify possible government action, its nature places it in a category by itself. Unlike more familiar hazards, the impact risk is primarily from extremely rare events, essentially without precedent in human history. Although there is a chance of the order of one in a million that each individual will die in any one year from an impact, it is not the case that one out of each million people dies each year from an impact. The expectation value for impact casualties within any single lifetime is nearly zero. The most important consideration for society is not, therefore, the average fatalities per year, but rather the question of when and where the next impact will take place. Surveys must find each asteroid, one at a time, and calculate its orbit, in order to determine whether any are actually on a collision course with Earth. 

Everyone would get screwed by an asteroid impact – location is irrelevant.

Wisner 07 – (Ben, PhD, Research Fellow Oberlin College, United States; and London School of Economics, former professor of geography and Director of International Studies at California State University at Long Beach vice-chair of the Earthquakes and Megacities Initiative, vice-chair of the International Geographical Union's Commission on Hazards and Risks, and a research coordinator for the United Nations University's project on urban disasters, “Chapter 26: The Societal Implications of a Comet/Asteroid Impact on Earth: a Perspective from International Development Studies,” published in Comet/Asteroid Impacts and Human Society, ed. Peter T. Bobrowsky and Hans Rickman, springerlink DH) 

However, even if we imagine a relatively peaceful world with a well-connected and well-financed international disaster response mechanism, would that be enough to cope with a CAI?

The answer is probably no. The scale of urban destruction would be great. It would include the obliteration of port facilities that are the still the heart of international trade. International financial transactions would be disrupted for a period. The cost and logistical requirements to meet the needs of displaced persons would be great, but that is not the main problem. The Marshall Plan dispensed $ 13 billion between 1947–1953 to feed and clothe a large part of the European population following World War II and to begin to rebuild livelihoods (US Department of State 2004). This is approximately $ 238 billion in the value of 2004 dollars, a considerable investment by the Marshall Plan in a kind of disaster response.

The problem is that now, and certainly by the time we suffer a CAI, the urban industrial system will be (a) larger and more mutually interdependent and (b) already stressed during the final decades of petroleum availability (Heinberg 2003; Shah 2004). One estimate of the impact of a recurrence of the 1923 earthquake in Tokyo produced by the consulting firm Risk Management Solutions considers the cost of disrupted markets plus the cost of the physical damage to a much larger metro area. The number they got was $ 2.1–3.3 trillion (Stanford 1996). The knock on effect of such an event – a simple earthquake of known size and location – would be world wide. This loss estimate dwarfs even the considerable economic destruction caused by the 26 December 2004 tsunami that affected 11 countries in Southeast Asia, South Asia, the Indian Ocean and coastal East Africa. Even a very rich country such as the U.S. has a hard time absorbing the economic shock of a single large hurricane when it hits the heart of one of its main petroleum production regions and a major city. Hurricane Katrina, which flooded New Orleans and did catastrophic damage to the Gulf Coast of Mississippi, is at the time of writing likely to be the most costly disaster triggered by a natural event in U.S. history, surpassing the $ 48.4 billion cost of hurricane Andrew that devastated Miami in 1992 (Fields and Rogers 2005).

This leads me to the conclusion that the precautionary principle (Harremoes et al. 2002) demands more than the seven measures already on the agenda of international development and disaster management experts and policy makers (as ambitious as they already seem). Lateral thinking is required, as Foster puts it, “to survive change” (1997). Thus three additional measures are required: 

Science Education k2 Solve

Science education about asteroids is key to mitigation efforts.

Hartwell 07 – (2007, William, Deputy Executive Director, Community Environmental Monitoring Program, Associate Research Archaeologist, Division of Earth and Ecosystem Sciences, Desert Research Institute, Nevada System of Higher Education, “Chapter 3: The Sky on the Ground: Celestial Objects and Events in Archaeology and Popular Culture,” published in Comet/Asteroid Impacts and Human Society, ed. Peter T. Bobrowsky and Hans Rickman, springerlink DH)
In industrial societies, the celestial constants and some phenomena have been relegated to the realm of scientific curiosity. However, unusual transient events can trigger significant, albeit often brief, resurgences in public interest. It is clear that public understanding of and interest in the near-Earth object issue has undergone a transformation over the last decade that was initiated by the impact of comet Shoemaker-Levy 9 on Jupiter. This real-world event and the resultant popular cultural cinematic productions helped focus the public on the actual threat that near-Earth objects present, and also greatly increased public awareness and potential support for development and implementation of public policy on the issue.
When targets-of-opportunity arise, such as feature films addressing topics of serious scientific concern, scientists should take a proactive role in initiating and participating in frank discussions that engage the public on relevant issues depicted in mass popular culture, offering correction and explanation when appropriate, and availing themselves of the opportunity to educate about the process of science at the same time. Science fiction film can also present excellent opportunities to teach students about real science and the process of critical thinking (Dubeck et al. 1988). As an additional measure, promoting good general science education at all educational levels will ensures that the future public is better equipped to independently evaluate where their support should be focused on such issues.

We may be nearing the end-life of continued popular interest in potential impact scenarios, but recent events such as the fly-by of Asteroid 4179 Toutatis in September 2004, the visit of comet c/2004, visible to the naked eye at the writing of this article in December 2004, and significant media attention focused on scientific ventures such as NASA’s Deep Impact mission will ensure that the subject remains in the public eye. 

**ASTROPOLITICS**

Perm

Perm do both: the exploration and development fosters a universal over-view that is a prerequisite to peace

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

The second point raised by cosmopolitan sovereignty regards how outer space itself may be contributing to wider cognitive and societal shifts that generate a stronger sense of global community and common humanity (and hence cosmopolitanism), which is causing a shift away from Westphalian sovereignty. The concept of the Overview Effect (White 1987) suggests that outer space is playing a role in forcing into our collective social epistemes a greater sense of our common destiny and humanity. Cosmologist Carl Sagan described this as an awakening from our "slumbering planetary consciousness" S.lgJn 1994: 215), which is forcing a reconsideration of our relationship to ourselves, and to the universe. The budding field of astrosociology further studies the ways in astrosocial phenomena (such as space exploration and space . science) and society are related (Pass 2004) and mutually constitutive. The potential influence of outer space on collective mentalities is said to be achieved in various ways: through images of the Earth from space, which impact upon humans the ecological unity of our planet, and the arbitrariness of political boundaries; through the meta-experiences of astronauts which impact upon us the reality that humans can now go into space; through the role of satellites in connecting us through telecommunications; and shrinking time through real-time images (White 1987) (a la the CNN effect). From this perspective, not only does outer space law embody liberal principles, but outer space activity itself may be contributing to a cosmopolitan shift that emphasizes the commonality of the human condition [our "overlapping communities of fate" (Held 2002: 35)}, and the arbitrariness of state-centred approaches to sovereignty. The need to cooperate on big science projects, combined with the planetary and cosmological perspectives that space exploration provides, powerfully demonstrate global interdependence, and thus potentially make the prospect of a coe of universal moral conduct seem both required and justified. It can be pointed out that the root of "cosmopoli anism" and "cosmology" are the same "cosmos", meaning "order" and universe" . 
XT: Perm

Perm do both: the plan challenges realist violent sovereignty in space—the aff, in the context of international legal regimes, creates cooperation instead of competition

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

Regimes for outer space, codified in outer space treaties, have unbundled sovereignty by establishing sovereignty of states over their own objects in space, despite the fact that the objects are de-linked from a state's terrestrial territory. Through established norms and principles, states have agreed to treat outer space as neutral territory, but also to treat human-made objects there as pieces of each state's sovereign territory, In terms of establishing outer space as neutral, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 established that outer space is to be used for "Peaceful Purposes" (Preamble), that it is to be used for the "benefit of all peoples irrespective of the degree of their economic or scientific development" (Preamble), and that no nation-state may lay sovereign claim to a celestial body (Article II), By the time the Outer Space Treaty was ratified, outer space had also been accepted as "neutral territory", as Sputnik and subsequent satellites were allowed to pass freely through outer space. 

Responsibility for objects was, however, to remain with states, making objects in outer space enclaves of territory belonging to the launching state (Arnopoulos 1998: 205). The 1974 Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space requires objects launched into outer space to be registered via the UN with the "launching state"; the 1968 Treaty on the Rescue of Astronauts and Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space stipulates that, even once an object returns to earth, it remains the possession of the launching state; the 1972 Convention on Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects establishes that damage caused to a state's object in space (or to its territory on Earth) due to crashes is owed compensation from the state responsible for the collision. Individual objects are subject to the launching state's domestic legislation, and once in space they are treated as objects belonging to the launching state, in the setting of neutral territory (White 1998). 

Nested within the major regimes established by treaties are further negotiated regimes, such as that established by the International Telecommunications Union to allocate bandwidths for satellite broadcasts and orbital slots, the regime to establish cooperation amongst Earth-monitoring satellites, and the regime for the International Space Station (explored further below, pp. 13-1 In each of these cases, the negotiation of rules, norms, principles and decision-making procedures allow for the absolute individuation of Westphalian sovereignty to be overcome by providing a method for states to establish governance over areas that do not clearly fit the practical and conceptual Westphalian system. The combination of new technology, territorial uniqueness, inherent transnational ism of the issue area, and complexity due to multiple actors and interests, are all factors that converge to challenge traditional methods of governance based on Westphalian sovereignty. Outer space regimes serve to establish the notion of neutral territory and also the preservation of sovereignty over objects in outer space, and thus allow for the reshaping of political space (in outer space), with the unbundling of sovereignty that preserves state rule in a unique area.

XT: Perm = Interdependence

The international space station proves—space exploration is essential to forgetting issues of national sovereignty and encouraging interdependence

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

However the ISS can also be seen as related to the Overview Eftect, which implies shifts towards more cosmopolitan epistemes and discourse. Evidence of this is shown by the language used to describe the ISS, in the practical 

scientific procedures carried out on the space station, and in how the ISS provides visual reinforcement of perceptions of the earth as a single community. Linguistically, the ISS is often toted as a significant cooperative and "human" project. A United Nations report has described it as the largest collaborative scientific undertaking in history, 13 and the Canadian government heralded its involvement in the ISS as a "noble" undertaking. 14 Practically, the ISS also gives scientists the opportunity to study the long-term effects on the human body and mind of living in space, and the opportunity to experiment with things like growing food in space. This has implications for future exploration of outer space and, potentially, settlement of off-Earth locales. Visually, NASA is unique in being a government agency with its own television stream (NASA Television, or NTV),l5 which provides live and prerecorded programmes on missions and projects, including occasional footage of the Earth as it passes beneath the space station. According to the Overview Effect, it is images of the Earth, devoid of obvious political borders, which is pushing an internalization of space projects such as the ISS as for "humankind". Thus the space station provides images of the Earth that visually indicate how territorial boundaries are ultimately meaningful because of the value that humans infuse them with.16 Thus the ISS employs the language of cosmopolitan ideas, as well as practically acting as providing study for future collective endeavours in outer space, and in visually reinforcing ideas of an interdependent Earth-community. 

The International Space Station can be also be seen as a microcosmic environment that embodies principles of interdependence, which exemplify the type of nascent conceptions of shared community affiliated with greater cosmopolitanism. Regime theory explains how the ISS was created based on state-related territorial and sovereignty terms. However, political negotiations aside, it is worth considering how the station itself is physically interdependent. While treaties can legally assign liability and responsibility over component parts of the station to individual states, the fact is that, in Earth orbit, the station is dependent for its very survival on the smooth functioning of all the hardware, and the day-to-day cooperation of its crew (who are both representatives of their respective states, of "all mankind" [Search and Rescue Agreement}, and who are also individuals and who are, in some cases, the customers of companies). While regime theory explains how sovereignty of the station is rooted in decision-making procedures based on Earth, there is a less tangible social dynamic in which the station is a microcosm in outer space. Politically, the survival of the project has also become dependent on the continued cooperation of members, in that the cost and, for some partners, public backing of the project is dependent on the continuation of the project as a joint effort. I? 
Treating the ISS as a symbol of cosmopolitanism should not be overexaggerated; the station is still very much embedded in terrestrially-based power politics, and rooted in rationalist negotiations amongst actors that result in the station's evolving regime. However cosmopolitan sovereignty adds to the analysis of sovereignty on the station by taking account of the mutual and long-term implications of such a remarkable project. As Held himself suggests, while one form of sovereignty may predominate in any given  political system, elements of others can also be found (Held 2002: 2)

Link Turn

Space exploration will not be militarized—instead, it will lead to cooperation and better monitoring of arms treaties

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 45-47) RF
Rather than developing the implications of this as a strategic opportunity for anyone state (e.g. the U.S.), however, Deudney sees it as a collective problem to be kept in check through collaboration; his project is to avoid space-based hegemony through cooperation among states. In a series of articles on global security written in the 1980s -while Cold War tensions between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. continued to frame much theoretical discussion in international relations -Deudney saw the space age as a double-edged sword in superpower relations, On the one side, space weaponization posed a risk that the superpowers would extend their conflict extra-terrestrially and devise new, deadlier technologies that would enhance the risk of exterminating all of humanity; on the other, according to Deudney, the space age had found productive opportunities for the superpowers to deal with their rivalries in stabilizing collaboration. He notes that the Sputnik mission, while in the popular understanding only an escalation of the Cold War, initially was the result of an internationally organized research program -the International Geophysical Year (Deudney 1985; though see Dolman 2002a: 106-107 for an alternate interpretation of these events as Cold War competition). Another example was President Eisenhower's proposed "Atoms for Peace" project, which involved the great powers sharing nuclear technology with developing nations for energy purposes. Most famous was the collaboration between the Soviet Union and the U.S. during the 19705 on the rendezvous between an Apollo capsule and the Soyuz space station. Similar multinational collaborations continue to this day, with the most notable example being the International Space Station. In addition to promoting collaboration, according to Deudney, the space age has also enhanced the ability of space powers to monitor each other -through spy satellites -thereby increasing the likelihood that they abide by arms control treaties. Deudney believes that these types of collaboration and increased surveillance could be strengthened and deepened so that great powers could be persuaded over time to "forge missiles into spaceships" (Deudney 1985: 271). In the 1980s this led Deudney to develop a set of specific proposals for a peaceful space policy, includ ing collaboration between space powers on manned missions to the Moon, asteroids, and Mars. The development of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency would make "space-based surveillance technology accessible to an international community" for monitoring ceasefires, crises, compliance with international arms control treaties, and the Earth's environment (Deudney 1985: 291). These proposals are aimed at promoting collaboration on projects of great scientific and military significance for the individual states. Deudney's expectation is that such cooperation would mitigate security dilemmas and promote greater ties between states that would co-bind their security without sacrificing their sovereignty. While Deudney has not been explicit about how his astropolitics of collaboration would alter world order, in his more theoretical writings he has elaborated the logic of a liberal-republican international system. In a 2002 article on geopolitics and international theory, he developed what he called a I ':orical security materialist' theory of geopolitics: 

Space Mil. Inevitable


Space is already ‘weaponized,’ we just make it more effective
Kueter , 07 – president of the George C. Marshall Institute, a nonprofit think tank dediicated to science and technology in public policy (Jeff, May 23, Statement to Committee on House Oversight and Government Reform Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, EBSCOhost)

Any serious discussion of policy options must begin by moving beyond a tired lexical dispute. Discussions about space security are cluttered with commentators and advocates fretting about the potential implications of ``militarizing`` and ``weaponizing`` space. But it is too late: space is already militarized and weaponized. These terms assumed precise meanings during the Cold War and subsequent debates, but discussion of the lexicon never fully grappled with the underlying security dilemma. The militarization of space, or the use of space for military purpose, occurred as an outgrowth of the integration of space- enabled capabilities into terrestrial weapons systems. The aforementioned space-enabled reconnaissance strike complex which emerged during the first Gulf War effectively militarized space. The weaponization of space is more nuanced. The most common - understanding of the phrase ``weaponizing space`` involves the placement of weapon systems into orbit or development of weapons which fire into space. Weapon systems are already in orbit. They are not anti-satellite or missile defense systems, development of both was effectively blocked by the arms control community for years, but instead, they are the existing suite of space assets. The integration of space capabilities into terrestrial warfighting assets is essential and indispensable to the functioning of those weapons. Without GPS, stand-off precision strike, the backbone of American warfighting, fails to function. Put another way, the reconnaissance strike complex does not work unless it is space-enabled. Chinese strategic thinking provides additional support for the view that defines space systems as weapons-in information-age warfare. From a more traditional perspective, China's direct ascent anti- satellite (ASAT) test on January 11, 2007, weaponized space and potentially so does every long-range ballistic missile in the world. There is no doubt that space is now weaponized. China's test prompted arguments over whether an earth-launched ASAT is really ``a space weapon.`` The contention that a ground-based system is not a space weapon because it is not launched ``from`` space ignores the practical reality that an ASAT launched from either the ground or fi-om space brings war to space. Understanding how China weaponized space is simple, the missile it launched destroyed an asset on orbit. Ballistic missiles, which are principally designed to strike terrestrial targets, are space weapons under the traditional definition because they can be fired into space and they transit through space to their targets. More broadly, electronic attacks on data transmissions and destruction of ground stations are attacks against space systems. But are they space weapons? Not in the traditional sense, but their effects are just the same. In the end, the silicon revolution overtook the tired debates about the militarization and weaponization of space that produced so much angst during the Cold War. Debate over the nuances of the lexicon may continue, but the threat to the United States remains the same.

Other countries are increasing their military dominance of space – this will be used to challenge U.S. hegemony
The Washington Times, 08 (David. R Sands, “China, India hasten arms race in space; U.S. dominance challenged,” 6-25-08, Lexis) 

On the planet's final frontier, more and more countries are beefing up their border guards. India became the latest country to boost its defense presence in space, announcing last week plans to develop a military space program to counter the fast-growing space defense efforts of neighboring China. India, which has an extensive civilian space satellite program, must "optimize space applications for military purposes," army Chief of Staff Gen. Deepak Kapoor said at a defense conference in New Delhi. "The Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content." Last month, Japanese lawmakers passed a bill ending a decades-old ban on the use of the country's space programs for defense, although officials in Tokyo insist that the country has no plans to develop a military program in space. French President Nicolas Sarkozy, in the first major review of France's defense and security policy in more than a decade, has proposed nearly doubling spending for space intelligence assets, including spy satellites, to more than $1 billion annually. "I don't think what you are seeing is coincidental," said Wade Boese, a researcher at the Washington-based Arms Control Association. "Countries are increasingly aware of the potential for military development in space, and increasingly aware that other countries are moving ahead." The issue of an arms race in space took on new prominence in January 2007, when China stunned Western military analysts by using a medium-range ballistic missile to shoot down a defunct weather satellite. Pentagon planners said two orbiting U.S. spacecraft were forced to change course to avoid being hit by the thousands of pieces of space debris caused by the surprise test. China insists the exercise was not conducted for military reasons. "We are against weaponization or an arms race in space," Zhou Wenzhong, China's ambassador to the United States, said in an interview at The Washington Times earlier this month. "This was a scientific experiment." But in what many around the world saw as at least in part a return salvo to the Chinese action, the U.S. Navy in February shot down a wayward U.S. spy satellite over the Pacific, arguing that the action was needed to prevent the craft from crashing to Earth and spreading potentially toxic fuel. India, which competes for influence with China even as trade relations between the two Asian giants have blossomed, made no effort to hide its concerns about Beijing's plans for space. "With time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space," Lt. Gen. H.S. Lidder, one of India's most senior officers, said last week in comments reported by the Indian Express newspaper and confirmed by the country's defense ministry. "In a life-and-death scenario, space will provide the advantage," Gen. Lidder said. Although the United States holds a vast technological and spending edge in space defense programs, the military's reliance on satellites and space-based assets exposes the United States more than any other country to military threats in space. 

Weaponization of space inevitable, with or without the U.S.
Pfaltzgraf & Van Cleave, 07 -* Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and ** Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf.) //WCH 

While in effect, the ABM Treaty served as a critical impediment to U.S. deployment of space-based missile defense.  With the Treaty’s termination in 2002, new opportunities for space-based missile defense have emerged. However, the key obstacles to space defenses remain more political than technological in nature. For example, certain constituencies continue to voice vehement opposition to space-based missile defenses in the mistaken belief that they could result in the weaponization of space. This assumption is the result of the dubious logic that if the United States refrains from the deployment of space- based missile defense; other nations will behave in similar fashion. There is no empirical basis for expecting such international reciprocation, however. Whatever the United States chooses to do (or not to do), China, among other nations, seems determined to pursue space programs and, at least in the case of Beijing, to establish itself as a space superpower. 

U.S. Domination Good

US Space dominance solves space conflict 

Dolman, 05—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” 9/14) 
Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the US is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race is space. From low-Earth orbit (LEO), the enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the US were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the US use its advantage to police the heavens (assuming the entire cost on its own), and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of LEO could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. Much in the manner that the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights , the US could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion.

Space militarization reduces backlash and interventionism.

Dolman, 05—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” 9-14-05, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf)

Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the US does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so.  America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the US must forego some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because its capacity to do so will have been diminished in the budgetary trade-offs required. Transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The limited requirement for collateral damage, need for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high value, time sensitive targets. Whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor is not necessary to an opposing state’s calculation of survival. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space- dominant American military will subside. The US will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire. 

No Challengers

Continuing space dominance makes challenging the US cost prohibitive 
Dolman, 06—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, George C. Marshall Institute, 3-10-06, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf)

Nonetheless, we have a different system today and, as Karl has pointed out, it may be that if the United States were to unilaterally militarize space – and I am not advocating that necessarily, but it is an option – that it could in fact prevent an arms race. The trillions of dollars that would have to be spent to dislodge the United States from space, if it were to quickly seize control of the low-earth orbit, might be seen as not worthwhile to another state. However, if we wait fifteen or twenty years until a state is able to challenge the United States in space, then we will have a space race. By putting weapons in space to enhance its military capabilities the United States today is saying to the world that in this period of American hegemony, it is not going to wait for problems to develop overseas until they bubble over into its area of interest, and then massively and forcefully fix that problem. No. The American way of war today, based on precision and on space capabilities, is to engage early using less force, using more precise force and more deadly force in a specific area, but with far less collateral damage. That is the new American way of war and we really cannot get out of it.

AT: Arms Races

Space mil will not cause arms races—the US can easily outspend anyone. 

Dolman, 05—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies(Everett C., “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” 9-14-05, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf)
Indeed, it is concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology X that initially motivates my own preference for a policy advocating immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as America is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism should suddenly acquire the means to place quickly and cheaply multiple weapons into orbit? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military force could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the US dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America could respond. And America would respond … finally. But would another state? If America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the infrastructure necessary is too high; hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment it would take to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the US to entrench itself in space, and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments in kind. They might oppose US interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms racein space should the US deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote. 
AT: Fear Links

Fear of global catastrophe from space will motivate cooperative exploration and cosmopolitan internationalism—only a sense of our frailty will cause us to move beyond sovereign borders

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

On the other hand, future developments could serve to reinforce a cosmopolitan shift. A potential asteroidal collision, a drastic deterioration of the Earth's environment (even more than the present situation), or contact from extraterrestrials could require widespread and immediate cooperation, and further impress on humans our common collective fate. Such issues would require a practical movement towards global solutions (and perhaps greater global governance), which in turn would be based on cosmopolitan principles rooted in humanity, 

Drastic developments aside, if one takes a far longer timeline in looking into the future, it is reasonable to assume that centuries ahead, outer space will continue to play a role in requiring cooperation on exploration, and thus potentially (though slowly) inspiring a cosmopolitan (and cosmological) ourlook. 1H Prohibitive costs for exploration, as well as the geographical requirement of having globally placed receiver stations, and the benefits received from sharing scientific information and data (such as with Earthmonitoring satellites) may continue to make big science projects in space an area of necessary (and desirable) cooperation, 

Globalization may also be reinforced by future technologies that continue to "shrink" the world, While the degree to which globalization is a positive thing is obviously subject to debate, from a cosmopolitan perspective it is reasonable to suggest that the phenomenon of a perceived "shrinking" planet may lead to a stronger sense of shared community or world society. Satellite technology revolutionized media and communications, by providing realtime images and telecommunications connections, Proposals also exist for trans-space travel that could drastically reduce the amount of time needed for long-distance travel, according to one website, placing "every major city in the world within 3 hours of the Continental United States",2() If space tourism became financially viable for larger segments of the population (again, far in the future), the Overview Effect would be directly experienced by larger number of people, 

AT: Military Adventurism

Space militarization decreases US interventionism. 

Dolman, 05—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” 9-14-05, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf)
Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the US does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so.  America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the US must forego some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because its capacity to do so will have been diminished in the budgetary trade-offs required. Transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The limited requirement for collateral damage, need for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high value, time sensitive targets. Whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor is not necessary to an opposing state’s calculation of survival. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space- dominant American military will subside. The US will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire.

Space control reduces deployments. 

Dolman, 06—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, George C. Marshall Institute, 3-10-06, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf)

Dolman: Well, that is why we have the debate: to get the awareness of the issue out there.  One of the problems we have is that every single one of our heritage systems that were developed in the Cold War and that performed so well as enlistees in these later con-flicts, are old and have to be replaced.  We are recapitalizing the entire space force at one time; everything we do from communications, navigation, it is all being done now.  That is something that we keep pushing off, as we are finding other priorities for the budget stemming from 9/11 and the global war on terror.  Until we can make the case that space is essential for those, too, the global war on terror is going to be hard to pull to the back burner.  But it is a debate that is going to be growing and continuing, one that will give us the national will to act.  It is not there right now; it certainly is not—but it is needed.  The debate might give us a national understanding that space weaponization should not be done.  It has to go one way or the other, and if the latter we have to come up with a strategy for how to continue and go on with this American hegemony without weaponizing space or without military space or without making these tremendous ad- vances in space.  What I think is important is that we make the decision where we are go-ing, then if we decide not to emphasize space and go more with conventional capabilities, we do so resolutely.  But I believe this would be the wrong.  What is really frightening to the world is to hear the clamoring for another hundred or hundred and fifty thousand troops in Iraq, in order to pacify, occupy, and control that state on the ground directly. And I think with a good information campaign, not only domestically but internationally, the notion that going to a space-heavy military capability reduce America’s ability to in- vade and control the ground level, acceptance of a U.S. domination in space will be forth- coming.  And space will help in the global war on terror, in such things as traditional po-lice efforts.  If terrorism is more akin to organized crime – and I think it might be – then you fight it with the kind of tools of surveillance that you would use in police work- monitoring and surveillance, etc..  It is a very tough question.  But
AT: Space Mil. = Backlash

US militarization of space not seen as aggression—we are maintaining the current world order. 

Dolman, 06—Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air  Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, George C. Marshall Institute, 3-10-06, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf)

Space-enabled force application for the United States, in the sense of going in and getting the job done, was amply demonstrated in Operation Iraqi Freedom.  The conven-tional part of that war was a spectacular success.  The occupation has been equivocal, to say the least.  Now we could imagine, say, that for the price of what we are talking about for space weapons, we could get another five heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, and/or fund all of the weapons systems that the Air Force might want.  Fine.  What is more threatening to foreign states: the ability of the United States to apply a lim- ited amount of violence in a very precise way anywhere on the globe at almost any time, or five more heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, or whatever, giving the United States the capacity to occupy and control foreign states physically?  I submit to you that space weaponization and military space is not an attempt by the United States to be- come an imperial power around the world, but to extend its current period of hegemony into the foreseeable future.  This is the point that I was sidetracked on.  I will plot an ex- ample: say ten or fifteen years from now, China sees taking space as a way of guarantee-ing its sovereignty and giving it advantages in the Taiwan straits or any place else it deems in its security interest.  Seizing low-earth orbit would thus be an attempt to overthrow the existing international order (not continue it), and the United States would have to oppose such actions.  On the other hand, the United States militarizing space aggressively, at least through an aggressive doctrine of space supremacy, would not be an attempt to over- throw the extant global system, but to extend it and it may not – it probably would not – be directly challenged in its efforts. 

The positive balance of U.S. leadership blunts any negative perception associated with space militarization
Lambakis, 01 – senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy (Steven, Policy Review, March/April, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)

It is further assumed that deploying arms not possessed by other states in regions unexploited by other states would put the United States in a position to coerce, even terrify, other nations. One must note, however, that Washington already has the power to tyrannize and bully with its current arsenal — but it does not. The United States deploys unparalleled — even "uncustomary" — nuclear and conventional military forces and engages in peace and combat missions on a global basis. Yet the face of overwhelming American military might neither alarms allies nor incites aggression. The U.S. retreat from several forward bases and its positive global leadership, moreover, belie suspicions that, in this unipolar world, Washington harbors imperialist ambitions. Recent criticisms surrounding the MIRACL test and the U.S. National Missile Defense program were well orchestrated and vociferous, but numerically shallow when put up against the larger body of international opinion. In fact, voices will inevitably rise, from all corners of the globe, to condemn U.S. military decisions and actions. Political assault is the price the United States pays for having global interests and power. There will always be attempts by foreign leaders and vocal minorities to influence U.S. procurement decisions through arms control and public condemnation. It costs little, and the potential gains are great. Would a vigorous military space program alienate foreign governments to the point at which Washington could never again assemble a coalition similar to the one that defeated Saddam Hussein in 1991? This is doubtful. Leading up to the onset of war, the Iraqi leader’s actions, not President Bush’s initiatives, dominated foreign policy discussions abroad. Indeed, many Arab countries joined the coalition, despite America’s stout support for the much-hated Israel. Any significant anti-American rhetoric was quickly overshadowed by the singular goal of turning back naked aggression. Similar international support may be expected in the future, even if the United States were to deploy space-based interceptors to slap down ballistic missiles aimed at New York or Los Angeles or antisatellite weapons to blind prying eyes in times of crisis or conflict. When the stakes are high and the United States must act militarily in self-defense or to protect its interests, allies and friends are likely to judge U.S. activities in space to affect politico-strategic conditions on Earth appropriately and in context.

x

**BADIOU**

Cede the Political

Badiou is not politically useful because his alternative is too vague—he says that the event side steps the state but any alternative politics must be able to reform the state to succeed. 

Brown, 04 (Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

Badiou's ontology cannot usefully displace the dialectic. Because the Event must descend like a grace, Badiou's ontology can only describe situations and never History. Since the event emerges from outside of the state of the situation, it is rigorously untheorizable: as we saw above, it is theorized as untheorizable. Despite every protestation to the contrary, Badiou's system cannot address the question "What is to be done?" because the only thing to do is to wait for the Event. What happens when the precipitation of the Event is precisely what needs to be done? Yes, we can be faithful to a previous event, as Badiou says Lenin was to the Paris Commune. But surely this solution mitigates the power of the Event as the irruption of the void into this situation. The dialectic, on the other hand, conceives the void as immanent contradiction. While both contradiction and void are immanent to the situation, contradiction has the tremendous advantage of having movement built in, as it were: the Event does not appear out of an immanent nowhere, but is already fully present in itself in the situation, which it explodes in the movement to for-itself. Meanwhile, the question of the dialectic leads us back to the twofold meaning of "state": both the law and order that govern knowledge, and law and order in the everyday sense. This identification authorizes Badiou's antistatism, forcefully reflected in his own political commitment, the Organisation Politique (whose members do not vote), which has made limited  [End Page 306]  but effective interventions into the status of immigrant workers. In Badiou's system, nothing can happen within the state of a situation; innovation can only emerge from an evental site, constitutively excluded from the state. But can a principled indifference to the state ground a politics? The state surely has the function of suppressing the anarchic possibilities inherent in the (national) situation. But it can also suppress the possibilities exploited by an anarchic capitalism. It is well known that the current rightist "small-government" movement is an assault on the class compromise represented by the Keynesian state. To be sure, one should be suspicious of that compromise and what it excluded. But it also protected workers against some of capitalism's more baleful effects. As with Ethics, Badiou is certainly describing something: the utopian moment of a total break with the state may be a part of any genuine political transformation. But, unless we are talking about the sad old interplay of transgression and limit—which posited the state as basically permanent, with transgression as its permanent suspension—this anarchic moment says nothing about the new state of affairs that will ultimately be imposed on the generic set it constructs. Surely the configuration of that state will be paramount—in which case state power has to be fought for, not merely evaded.

Perm

The state and the revolutionary political subject can cooperate in Badiou’s conception of the alternative. 

Hallward, 03 (Badiou: a subject to truth, Peter Hallward, University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis / London 2003, Professor of Modern European Philosophy, Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy, Middlesex Univeristy). 

We know that Badiou's early and unequivocally hostile attitude to the state has considerably evolved. Just how far it has evolved remains a little unclear. His conception of politics remains resolutely anticonsensual, anti–“re-presentative, ” and thus antidemocratic (in the ordinary sense of the word). Democracy has become the central ideological category of the neo-liberal status quo, and any genuine “philosophy today is above all something that enables people to have done with the 'democratic' submission to the world as it is.” 66  But he seems more willing, now, to engage with this submission on its own terms. La Distance politique again offers the most precise points de repère. On the one hand, the OP remains suspicious of any political campaign—for instance, an electoral contest or petition movement—that operates as a “prisoner of the parliamentary space.” 67  It remains “an absolute necessity [of politics] not to have the state as norm. The separation of politics and state is foundational of politics.” On the other hand, however, it is now equally clear that “their separation need not lead to the banishment of the state from the field of political thought.” 68  The OP now conceives itself in a tense, nondialectical “vis-à-vis” with the state, a stance that rejects an intimate cooperation (in the interests of capital) as much as it refuses “any antagonistic conception of their operation—a conception that smacks of classism.” There is no more choice to be made between the state and revolution; the “vis-à-vis demands the presence of the two terms and not the annihilation of one of the two.” 69  

2AC: Cap Turn

Badiou’s system fails—he has no way to overcome the enormous power he attributes to capitalism. 

Brown, 04 (Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

But what is strange is the vehemence with which Badiou maintains his distance from the economic—from what classical Marxism called the "base," the elements of a situation that pertain to its own reproduction. It is perfectly orthodox to say that there can be no purely economic intervention in the economy: even with the best intentions, the World Bank could not solve the problem of Third World poverty. However, in Badiou's system the economy is not merely reduced to one aspect among many, but actively dismissed from consideration. Material reproduction is reduced to the sneering Lacanian contempt for "le service des biens," the servicing of goods which pertains to the human animal beneath good and evil. Why should Badiou fully endorse Marx's analysis of the world economy ("there is no need for a revision of Marxism itself," [Ethics, 97]) while keeping Marx's entire problematic at arm's length? In fact, capitalism is the point of impasse in Badiou's own system, the problem which cannot be actively thought without grave danger to the system as a whole. Capital's great power, the tremendous ease with which it colonizes (geographic, cultural, psychic) territory, is precisely that it seizes situations at their evental site. In their paraphrase of a brilliant but much-maligned passage in Marx's Grundrisse, Deleuze and Guattari insist that "capitalism has haunted all forms of society, but it haunts them as their terrifying nightmare, it is the dread they feel of a flow that would elude their codes."2 Is this flow that eludes every society's codes not identical with generic multiplicity, the void which, eluding every representation, nonetheless haunts every situation? Does not capitalism make its entry at a society's point of impasse—social relations already haunted by variously dissimulated exploitation—and revolutionize them into the capital-labor relation? A safely non-Orientalist version of this would be the eruption from modernist art's evental site—the art market, which belonged to the situation of modernism while being excluded from its represented state—of what we might call the "Warhol-event," which inaugurates the transition from the formal to the real subsumption of (artistic) labor under Capital. It makes perfect sense to say that this transition is the truth of the  [End Page 308]  Warhol-event. As we saw earlier, the real subsumption of labor under Capital, the conversion of every relation into a monetary relation, is the origin of formal equality: that is, the foundation of universalism. And far from pertaining to mere animal life beneath the level of the truth-procedure, capitalism itself fits perfectly the form of the revolutionary Event. It would then appear that capitalism is, like religion, eliminated from the art-politics-science-love series only by fiat. And why is this? Because the economic, the "servicing of goods," cannot enter Badiou's system without immediately assuming the status of a cause. Excluded from direct consideration, capitalism as a condition of set theory is perfectly innocuous; its preconditional status belongs to a different order than what it conditions. It opens up a mode of presentation, but what is presented existed all along: look at Paul, for example. But included as the product of a truth-procedure, capitalism immediately appears as the basis for all the others: it is, in fact, the revolutionary irruption of Capital (in whatever society) that conditions any modern process of science, art, love, or politics. If Badiou's system were to consider capitalism directly, some elements, those pertaining to the "base," would appear to have more weight than others—the "superstructure." The effects of such an inclusion of capitalism in Badiou's system—an inclusion which nothing prevents—would be catastrophic. Radical universality (as opposed to the historically conditioned universality imposed by the emergence of capitalism) would become unthinkable. The "eternity" of truth would yield to historicism. 

Unfortunately for Badiou, his great enemy of capitalism fits perfectly within what he considers a truth event—the alternative merely re-creates the status quo. 

Brown, 04 (Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

Badiou cannot think Capital precisely because Capital has already thought Badiou. And let's face it: despite Badiou's inspiring presentation, nothing is more native to capitalism than his basic narrative matrix. The violent seizure of the subject by an idea, fidelity to it in the absence of any guarantee, and ultimate transformation of the state of the situation: these are the elements of the narrative of entrepreneurial risk, "revolutionary innovation," the "transformation of the industry," and so on. In pushing away material reproduction, Badiou merely adapts this narrative to the needs of intellectuals, who, in Badiou's conception, have a monopoly over much of the field of truth.

Failure to cope with the power of capitalism dooms any ethical system to failure.

Brown, 04 (Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

The problem with this ethics—as Brecht showed us, with ethics in general—is that, under capitalism, the only fully consistent ethical position is ruthless self-interest. There is no ethical position that is both minimally compassionate and fully ethically consistent. Mauler in Saint Joan is doomed to make money from all of his generous impulses; the good woman of Szechwan can only help her neighbors by taking advantage of them. In fact, this split constitutes part of capitalism's dynamism. The ideological force of capitalism is that so many people are given a subjective interest in maintaining the stability of capitalism, even if this interest involves competing with neighbors who share an "objective" interest in ending it. Any "opting out" is at present simply quixotic, and only possible on the basis of substantial privilege. Plainly, professors want tenured positions, for the same reason the unemployed want jobs: because they exist. (As for playing the stock market, this criticism buys neoliberal rhetoric hook, line, and sinker: most academics who "play the stock market" do so because universities, like many other U.S. employers, have shifted the burden of risk from their own retirement systems onto the individual employees.) 

Ethics Good

Badiou’s concept of ethics fails because it is impossible to make qualitative distinctions between different sorts of evil—leading to absurd results. 

Brown, 04 (Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

This apparatus is a powerful lens, and there can be no doubt that Badiou is describing something important; perhaps it is even an aspect of evil. But is it really Evil (Mal) itself? Badiou's evil, like his truth, is indifferent to content, a merely formal label. In its formalism, its insistence on fidelity to any Event whatever—on "ethical consistency" itself as a value—Badiou's good is almost an aesthetic rather than an ethical category. (At one point, in an echo of Kant's purposeless purpose, ethical consistency is even described as "disinterested interest.") While there is something undeniably attractive in ethical consistency (and something ugly in its lack), the most important thing for a modern ethics may be to push these sentimental considerations aside. The value of ethical consistency is authorized by Lacan's well-known dictum not to give up on one's desire [ne pas céder sur son désir]. But we should not forget that this maxim derives from the reading of Antigone in Séminaire VII. Yes, Sophocles' Antigone, in her awful ethical consistency, is a captivating figure. Brecht's Galileo, on the other hand, in his opportunism and wavering inconsistency, is a bit distasteful. But Antigone is a reactionary, and Galileo invents physics. Further, Badiou has no way of sorting out different evils beyond his tripartite division. Ethics tells us what Nazism and scientific obscurantism have in common. But an ethics would have to be able to tell them apart. The distinction between, say, the abandonment of a social movement by its leader and the abandonment of a poem by its author cannot be made without some kind of qualitative supplement. Since, as we shall see, Badiou's philosophy is predicated precisely on the subtraction from consideration of all qualitative predicates, this supplement can only be vulgar, non-philosophical. Perhaps the supplement it requires is the language of human rights, which, whatever its faults, can tell the difference between a concentration camp and a creationist textbook. 

Alt Fails

Badiou’s alternative of radical egalitarianism is unworkable and is based on a failed model of communism. 

Hallward, 03 (Badiou: a subject to truth, Peter Hallward, University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis / London 2003, Professor of Modern European Philosophy, Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy, Middlesex Univeristy). 

Badiou's politics have always been about “collective emancipation, or the problem of the reign of liberty in infinite situations” (DO, 54; cf. TC, 60). His political goals have remained consistent over the years, since “every historical event is communist, to the degree that 'communist' designates the transtemporal subjectivity of emancipation, the egalitarian passion, the Idea of justice, the will to break with the compromises of the service des biens, the deposition of egoism, an intolerance of oppression, the wish to impose a withering away of the state. The absolute preeminence of multiple presentation over representation.” 84  What has changed is communism's mode of existence. In Badiou's earlier work, the practical (if ultimately unattainable) goal was always to effect the actual, historical achievement of stateless community. Today, in order to preserve politics' “intrinsic relation to truth” (DO, 48), Badiou has had to let go of almost any sort of political engagement with the economic and the social. He continues to declare a wholly egalitarian politics, but as reserved for a strictly subjective plane. The unqualified justice of a generic communism, first proposed in Marx's 1844 Manuscripts and conceived in Badiou's own terms as the advent of “pure presentation, ” as the “undivided authority of the infinite, or the advent of the collective as such” (AM, 91), remains the only valid subjective norm for Badiou's political thought. This subjective norm has become ever more distant, however, from the day-to-day business of “objective” politics: the programmatic pursuit of the generic ideal is itself now dismissed as a “Romantic” dream leading to “fraternity terror” (AM, 101). 

**BATAILLE**

Perm

Perm solves best – captures the benefits of social criticism while avoiding the harms of total contestation. 

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 167-168]

Mauss's Weberian lament concerning the fragmentation of modern life is accompanied by admiration for premodern communities Mauss's flamboyant descriptions of sacrifice, potlatch, gift-giving, and other nonutilitarian forms of ritual were undoubtedly the main sources for Bataille's theory of expenditure or nonproductive consumption. But Mauss's conclusions are unproblematic in a way that Bataille's are not. Mauss—who was politically allied with the French Socialist Party (SFIO)—merely sought to restore an element of balance in advanced industrial societies whose relation to nonutilitarian modes of social interaction had seriously atrophied. His critique represented as a welcome corrective to their potentially debilitating uniformity.

Bataille's stance was in fact quite different. His critique of modernity was intended neither as a palliative nor as a corrective, but, in keeping with the leitmotif of transgression, as a type of (non- Hegelian) supersession.' Bataille appeals for a total break with the modernity. He rejects not only its utilitarian predispositions and [end page 167] excesses but also its very status as a form of life: its cultural, political, legal, ethical, and aesthetic aspects. Thus, his theory inclines toward a totalizing indictment of modernity that shares marked affinities with the critique of civilization proffered by the German conservative revolutionaries. Their shared belief that the shortcomings of the modern age can be remedied neither piecemeal nor from within entails an ethos of total contestation.

You take Bataille’s theories too far – the perm is the best option – we have to avoid indiscriminate violence

Kenneth ITZKOWITZ, 1999, Associate Professor of Philosophy – Marietta College, “To witness spectacles of pain: The hypermorality of Georges Bataille” College Literature, Winter

Yet in our lives there are also limits. It is unlikely that Bataille would applaud Manson for the same reason he ultimately rejects Sade. They are both indiscriminate; they both go too far. "Continuity is what we are after," Bataille confirms, but generally only if that continuity which the death of discontinuous beings can alone establish is not the victor in the long run. What we desire is to bring into a world founded on discontinuity all the continuity such a world can sustain. De Sade's aberration exceeds that limit. (Bataille 1962, 13) In other words, our wasteful consumption must also have limits. To actually approve of our own self-destruction goes too far. Later on in Death and Sensuality, Bataille continues, Short of a paradoxical capacity to defend the indefensible, no one would suggest that the cruelty of the heroes of Justine and Juliette should not be wholeheartedly abominated. It is a denial of the principles on which humanity is founded. We are bound to reject something that would end in the ruin of all our works. If instinct urges us to destroy the very thing we are building we must condemn those instincts and defend ourselves from them. (Bataille 1962, 179-80)      This passage is crucial for understanding Bataille's ethics. Usually Bataille writes on behalf of the violence that remains unaffected by absolute prohibitions. Prohibitions cannot obviate this transformative violence. There is always ample motive to produce the experiences of sacred transformation, i.e., to transgress the prohibitions.      Yet self-preservation is also a fundamental value for Bataille; there is also ample motive to resist the violence that denies the value of the well being of life itself. As he says in the second of the above passages, we must condemn what threatens to destroy us; our sovereign aspirations can be taken too far. In another passage he speaks of our need "to become aware of . . . [ourselves] and to know clearly what . . . [our] sovereign aspirations are in order to limit their possibly disastrous consequences" (1962, 181). It is when we are ignorant of these aspirations that we are most vulnerable to them, enacting them anyway, albeit inattentively. 

Ext. Uselessness

The alternative fails to be transgressive – extend the Mann evidence – their sacrificial consumption fails to fail and instead is incorporated into an economy of pure criticism – it fails to prevent violence and instead devolves into a politics which leaves behind only corpses

More evidence

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 73

The name ‘Bataille’ could easily mislead us. It might seem, for instance, as if transgression had a defence, a voice. As if evil could be a praxis or a cause. It is in such ways that senseless loss might be neutralized within rationality. There are certainly good reasons for seeking to reconstruct some such ‘Bataille’. It is an unfortunate fact that such projects inevitably fail, not because of some ‘death of the author’, but because of the death that is precisely not that of the author, or of anybody else. ‘Bataille’s’ irrelevance is due to a death denuded of all sophistical ornamentation, a death that is the vortex of evil, and as such sufficiently incommensurate with his discourse to be exiled to ‘the impossible’, only puncturing his text as a dark shaft of inavowable impersonality. Literature is itself a crime.

Their argument devolves to nihilism for the sake of criticism 

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 3-4

The importance of Hegel to Bataille is not immediate. It stems from the character of Hegelian thinking as a redemption of Kantianism; its attempt to save transcendental philosophy from the lethal spasms welling up from within. Irrespective of his own immensely confused intellectual project, Bataille’s reading of Hegel is a regression into the nihilistic momentum of critique; into a thanatropism which Kant largely misconceived, and which Hegel attempted to speculatively excise. Hegel’s philosophy is the life-support machine of Kantianism, the medical apparatus responding to a crisis. When Bataille explores this machine it is not primarily in order to understand its inherent potentiality for malfunction, but to excavate the euthanasia it prohibits.

More evidence 

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 59

It has often been suggested—not least by Sartre—that Bataille replaces dialectic and revolution with the paralysed revolt of transgression. It is transgression that opens the way to tragic communication, the exultation in the utter immolation of order that consummates and ruins humanity in a sacrifice without limits. Bataille is a philosopher not of indifference, but of evil, of an evil that will always be the name for those processes that flagrantly violate all human utility, all accumulative reason, all stability and all sense. He considers Nietzsche to have amply demonstrated that the criteria of the good: self-identity, permanence, benevolence, and transcendent individuality, are ultimately rooted in the preservative impulses of a peculiarly sordid, inert, and cowardly species of animals. Despite his pseudo-sovereignty, the Occidental God—as the guarantor of the good—has always been the ideal instrument of human reactivity, the numbingly anti-experimental principle of utilitarian calculus. To defy God, in a celebration of evil, is to threaten mankind with adventures that they have been determined to outlaw.

No Link

Bataille’s theory of expenditure doesn’t apply to postmodern consumer capitalism, which is based on massive amounts of consumption and waste – exactly what Bataille advocates.

Yang 2000 (Mayfair Mei-hui, Professor of Anthropology at the University of California Santa Barbara, has held fellowships at the Center for Chinese Studies of the University of Michigan, the Chicago Humanities Institute, University of Chicago, and the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, “Putting Global Capitalism in Its Place: Economic Hybridity, Bataille, and Ritual Expenditure,” Current Anthropology, University of Chicago Journals)

Scholars such as Jean‐Joseph Goux (1998) have pointed to a troubling overlap between Bataille’s views on luxury and sacrificial expenditure and postmodern consumer capitalism. Consumer capitalism is also predicated on massive consumption and waste rather than on the thrift, asceticism, and accumulation against which Bataille directed his theory of expenditure. It exhibits potlatch features in the tendency for businesses to give goods away in the hope that “supply creates its own demand”; it collapses the distinction between luxury and useful goods and between need and desire (Goux 1998). Unlike modernist capitalism, postmodern consumer capitalism is driven by consumption rather than production. Thus, Bataille’s vision of the ritual destruction of wealth as defying the principles of accumulative and productive capitalism does not address this different phase of consumer capitalism, whose contours have only become clear since his death in 1962. It seems to me that despite their overt similarities, the principles of ritual consumption and those of consumer capitalism are basically incompatible. If Bataille had addressed our consumer society today, he would have said that this sort of consumption is still in the service of production and productive accumulation, since every act of consumption in the world of leisure, entertainment, media, fashion, and home décor merely feeds back into the growth of the economy rather than leading to the finality and loss of truly nonproductive expenditure. Even much of modern warfare is no longer truly destructive but tied into the furthering of military‐industrial production. Nor, despite its economic excesses, does our consumer culture today challenge the basic economic logic of rational private accumulation as a self‐depleting archaic sacrificial economy does.15 Furthermore, capitalist consumption is very much an individual consumption rather than one involving the whole community or social order.

Bataille doesn’t apply to modern capitalism, which is already based on excessive consumption and desire.

Goux et al 90 (Jean-Joseph, the Lawrence Favrot professor of French and chair of French studies at Rice University, Kathryn Ascheim, PhD and editor of Nature Biotech, Rhonda Garelick, taught at Yale, University of Colorado at Boulder, and Columbia, critic of literature and politics, PhD in comparative literature, “General Economics and Postmodern Capitalism,” Yale French Studies No. 78 On Bataille, pp. 206-224)

Where do we situate Bataille’s claim? What happens to the demand of the sacred in capitalist society? How do we reconcile the affirmation that capitalism represents an unprecedented break with all archaic [precapitalist] forms of expenditure and the postulate of the necessary universality of spending as pure loss? This is the difficulty Bataille wants to maintain as a general anthropological principle the necessity of unproductive expenditure while simultaneously upholding the historic singularity of capitalism with regard to this expenditure. Bourgeois society corresponds to a “general atrophy of former sumptuary processes” (41). An anomaly whereby loss is not absent (which would contradict the general principle) but virtually unreadable: “Today, the great and free social forms of unproductive expenditure have disappeared. Nevertheless, we should not conclude from this that the very principle of expenditure is no longer situated at the end of economic activity” (37). So what happens to ostentatious expenditure in capitalism? And can we really believe, furthermore, that the even more radical desacralization effected by communism could become a libertarian affirmation of sovereignty – the feast of self-consciousness, without divinities and myths? Everything suggests that Bataille was unable to articulate the mystical tension toward sovereign self-consciousness “without form and mode,” “pure expenditure” (224) with a utopia of social life that would make it possible, nor to explain in a developed capitalist society the consumption of the surplus beyond its reinvestment in production. Now it is quite clear that today’s capitalism has come a long way from the Calvinist ethic that presided at its beginning. The values of thrift, sobriety, and asceticism no longer have the place that they held when Balzac could caricature the dominant bourgeois mentality with the characters of pére Grandet or the usurer Gobseck. It is doubtful that the spirit of capitalism, which according to Weber is expressed with an almost classical purity in Benjamin Franklin’s principles [“he who kills a five shilling coin assassinates all that it could have produced: entire stacks of sterling pounds”] [cited by Bataille, 163], could today be considered the spirit of the times. Undoubtedly, the pace at which all residual sacred elements inherited from feudalism are eliminated has quickened. but hasn’t contemporary society undergone a transformation of the ethic of consumption, desire, and pleasure that renders the classical [Weberian] analyses of the spirit of capitalism [to which Bataille subscribes] inadequate? If the great opposition between the sacred and the profane no longer structures social life, if communal, sacrificial, and glorious expenditure has been replaced by private expenditure, it is no less true that advanced capitalism seems to exceed the principle of restricted economy and utility that presided at its beginning. No society has “wasted” as much as contemporary capitalism. What is the form of this waste, of this excess?

Expenditure Fails 
Celebrating expenditure for its own sake is non-sensical – their criticism links to itself.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 165 // BATMAN]

At times, Bataille's celebration of transgression for its own sake seems woefully simplistic. In lieu of a conceptual framework that would permit one to distinguish between constructive and retrograde instances of transgression, we are left with an ethos of shock, rupture, and disruption simpliciter. Bataille seeks to ground postmodern ethics in the attitudes of a cultural avant-garde (Acephale and the College of Sociology) oriented toward precapitalist life forms that modernity has scorned. Yet the very idea of achieving a conceptual reckoning with Bataille-generated ideals such as "transgression," "heterogeneity," and "expenditure" would seem inimical to their very spirit. In his idiom, to rely on procedures of principled legitimation or a rational accountability would be to succumb to the logic and rhetoric of "productive consumption"—the values of a society predicated on instrumental reason and commodity exchange.

The critique is ivory tower elitism – only the rich and powerful can afford to expend without reserve. 

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 170-171 // BATMAN]

One could raise an analogous criticism of Bataille's treatment of potlatch—the public, demonstrative destruction of wealth—as well [end page 170] as gift-giving. In truth, only those who possess great wealth can afford to destroy it. Consequently, the option to engage in potlatch does not exist for society's lower classes. 56 Like sacrifice, potlatch is implicated in the reproduction of social hierarchy. Such acts reinforce the status and prestige of those who destroy their wealth. In nearly every case, the practitioners of potlatch belong to the upper strata of society. Those who are forced to passively endure the potlatch are in effect humiliated. Through such acts, their lowly social rank is reaffirmed.

2AC: Consumption Turn

Bataille is wrong - the world’s supply of energy and resources is finite and is being consumed rapidly now, risking extinction.

Tverberg, 07 (Gail E., fellow of the Casualty Actuarial Society and a Member of the American Academy of Actuaries, writes for Contingency magazine and TheOilDrum.com, “Our world is finite: Is this a problem?” Energy Bulletin/Our Finite World, http://www.energybulletin.net/node/29117)

We all know the world is finite. The number of atoms is finite, and these atoms combine to form a finite number of molecules. The mix of molecules may change over time, but in total, the number of molecules is also finite.

We also know that growth is central to our way of life. Businesses are expected to grow. Every day new businesses are formed and new products are developed. The world population is also growing, so all this adds up to a huge utilization of resources. At some point, growth in resource utilization must collide with the fact that the world is finite. We have grown up thinking that the world is so large that limits will never be an issue. But now, we are starting to bump up against limits. Where are we reaching earth’s limits? 1. Oil Oil is a finite resource, since it is no longer being formed. Oil production in a given area tends to increase for a time, then begins to decline, as the available oil is pumped out. Oil production in the United States has followed this pattern (Figure 1), as has oil production in the North Sea (Figure 2). This decline has taken place in spite of technology improvements. There is now serious concern that world oil production will begin to decline (”peak”), just as it has in the United States and the North Sea. I discussed this earlier in Oil Quiz - Test Your Knowledge . A congressional committee was also concerned about this issue, and asked the US Government Accountability Office to study it. The GAO’s report, titled CRUDE OIL: Uncertainty about Future Supply Makes It Important to Develop a Strategy for Addressing a Peak and Decline in Oil Production confirmed that this is an important issue. Exactly how soon this decline will begin is not certain, but many predict that the decline may begin within the next few years. 2. Natural Gas
Natural gas in North America is also reaching its limits. United States natural gas production reached its peak in 1973. Each year, more and more wells are drilled, but the average amount of gas produced per well declines. This occurs because the best sites were developed first, and the later sites are more marginal. The United States has been importing more and more natural gas from Canada, but this is also reaching its limits. Because of these issues, the total amount of natural gas available to the United States is likely to decline in the next few years - quite possibly leading to shortages. 3. Fresh Water Fresh water is needed for drinking and irrigation, but here too we are reaching limits. Water from melting ice caps is declining in quantity because of global warming. Water is being pumped from aquifers much faster than it is being replaced, and water tables are dropping by one to three meters a year in many areas. Some rivers, especially in China and Australia, are close to dry because of diversion for agriculture and a warming climate. In the United States, water limitations are especially important in the Southwest and in the more arid part of the Plains States. 4. Top soil The topsoil we depend on for agriculture is created very slowly - about one inch in 300 to 500 years, depending on the location. The extensive tilling of the earth’s soil that is now being done results in many stresses on this topsoil, including erosion, loss of organic matter, and chemical degradation. Frequent irrigation often results in salination, as well. As society tries to feed more and more people, and produce biofuel as well, there is pressure to push soil to its limits–use land in areas subject to erosion; use more and more fertilizer, herbicides, and pesticides; and remove the organic material needed to build up the soil. Are there indirect impacts as well? Besides depleting oil, natural gas, fresh water, and top soil, the intensive use of the earth’s resources is resulting in pollution of air and water, and appears to be contributing to global warming as well. Can technology overcome these finite world issues? While we have been trying to develop solutions, success has been limited to date. When we have tried to find substitutes, we have mostly managed to trade one problem for another:

Excessive consumption will cause extinction – it’s already at an unsustainable level.

Trainer, 07 (Ted Trainer, Senior Lecturer in the School of Social Work at the University of New South Wales. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society” p. 128-29) 

It is of the utmost importance to recognize that whether or not renewable energy can sustain consumer-capitalist society is not a matter of whether it can meet present  energy demand. The essential question is whether it can enable constant increase  int he volume of goods and services being consumed and the associated increase in  energy demand.  Energy demand is rising significantly, although estimates of future demand vary.  ABARE’s Energy Outlook 2000shows that the average annual rate of growth in  energy use in Australia over the decade of the 1990s was around 2.5% p. a. The  Australian Yearbook shows that between 1982 and 1998 Australian energy use  increased 50%, an arithmetical average growth rate of 3.13% p.a., and the rate has  been faster in more recent years. (Graph 5.12.) However ABARE estimates that  Australian energy demand will slow, reaching about 1.9% p.a. by 2040, meaning  more than a doubling in annual use by then.  In July 2003 Australian electricity authorities warned that blackouts are likely in  coming years due to the rapid rate of increase in demand, estimated at almost 3% pa for the next five years. (ABC News, 31 July.) Robbins (2003) reports NEMMCO  predicting electricity growth over the next 10 years in NSW, Queensland and  Victoria as 3.1%, 3.5% and 2.6% p.a. respectively. Poldy (2005) shows that over the  past 100 years Australian energy consumption has followed GDP growth closely,  and he estimates that in recent years it has approximated a growth rate of 3.6% p.a.  In 2004 world energy use jumped, growing at 4.3% p.a. (Catan, 2005.)  Thus the commitment to growth greatly exacerbates the problem, and in turn all  of the other resource supply problems, because all involve an energy component. For instance if the cost of fuel increases significantly, then so will the cost of food and  minerals, and even university courses, because fuel is needed to produce them. It has  been argued above that renewables are not likely to be capable of meeting present  electricity and liquid fuel demand, but given the inertia built into growth trends, the  demand to be met will probably be three or four times as big as it is now by mid  century...and doubling every approximately 35 years thereafter.  To summarise regarding Fault 1, consumer-capitalist society is obviously grossly  unsustainable. We have far overshot levels of production, consumption, resource use  and affluence that are sustainable for ourselves over a long period of time, let alone  extended to all the world’s people. Yet our top priority is to increase them continuously, without limit. This is the basic cause of the many alarming sustainability problems now threatening our survival.   

XT: Consumption Turn

Bataille’s theory of energy is flawed – viewing the world the way he does leads to the collapse of civilization and slavery

Allan STOEKL, 2007, Professor of French and Comparative Literature – Penn State University, “Excess and Depletion: Bataille’s Surprisingly Ethical Model of Expenditure” in Reading Bataille Now edited by Shannon Winnubst, p. 254-8

To think about the use-value of Bataille, we must first think about the nature of energy in his presentation. For Bataille, excessive energy is natural: it is first solar (as it comes to us from the sun), then biological (as it passes from the sun to plants and animals to us), then human (as it is wasted in our monuments. artifacts, and social rituals). The movement from each stage to the next involves an ever-greater wasting: the sun spends its energy without being repaid; plants take the sun's energy, convert it, and throw off the excess in their wild proliferation; and animals burn off the energy conserved by plants (carnivores are much less "efficient" than herbivores), all the way up the food chain. "On the surface of the globe, for living matter in general, energy is always in excess, the question can always be posed in terms of extravagance [luxe], the choice is limited to how wealth is to he squandered {le mode de la dilapidation des richesses}" (1976a, 31; 1988, 23, italics in original). There never is or will be a shortage of energy; it can never be used up by man or anything else because it comes, in endless profusion, from the sun.    Georges Ambrosino, Bataille's friend, a nuclear scientist, is credited in the introduction of The Accursed Share (1976a, 23; 1988, 191) as the inspiration for a number of the theses worked out in the book. In some unpublished "notes preliminary to the writing of The Accursed Share" (1976a, 465-69), Ambrosino sets out very clearly some of the ideas underlying Bataille's work:     We affirm that the appropriated energies produced during a period are superior in quantity to the appropriated energies that are strictly necessary to their production. For production rigor of the thesis, it would be necessary to compare the appropriated energies of the same quality. The system produces all the appropriated energies that are necessary to it, it products them in greater quantities than are needed, and finally it even produces appropriated energies that its maintenance at the given level does not require. In an elliptical form, but more striking, we can say that the energy produced is superior to the energy necessary for its production. (I 976a, 469)4     Most striking here is the rather naive faith that, indeed, there always will be an abundance of energy, and that spending energy to get energy inevitably results in a surplus of energy. Ambrosino, in other words, projects a perpetual surplus of energy return on energy investment (EROEI).5 One can perhaps imagine how a nuclear scientist, in the early days of speculation about peaceful applications of atomic energy, might have put it this way. Or a petroleum geologist might have thought the same way, speculating on the productivity of the earth shortly after the discovery of a giant oil field.6 Over fifty years later it is much harder to think along these lines.     Indeed, these assumptions are among those most contested by current energy theorists and experts. First, we might question the supposition that, since all energy in the biosphere ultimately derives from the sun, and the sun is an inexhaustible source of energy (at least in relation to the limited life spans of organisms), there will always be a surplus of energy. The correctness of this thesis depends on the perspective from which we view the sun's energy. From the perspective of an ecosystem—say, a forest—the thesis is true: them will always be more than enough solar energy so that plants can grow luxuriantly (provided growing conditions are right: soil. rainfall, etc.) and in that way supply an abundance of biomass, the excess of which will support a plethora of animals and, ultimately, humans. All living creatures will in this way always absorb more energy than is necessary for their strict survival and reproduction; the excess energy they (re)produce will inevitably, somehow, have to be burned of.     If we shift this perspective slightly, however, we will see that an excess of the sun's energy is not always available. It is (and will continue to be) extremely difficult to achieve a positive energy return directly from solar energy.7 As an energy form, solar energy has proven to be accessible primarily through organic (and fossilized) concentration: wood, coal, and oil. In human society, at least as it has developed over the last few millennia, these energy sources have been tapped and have allowed the development of human culture and the proliferation of human population. It has often been argued that this development/proliferation is not due solely to technological developments and the input of human labor; instead, it is the ability to utilize highly concentrated energy sources that has made society's progress possible. Especially in the last two hundred years, human population has expanded mightily, as has the production of human wealth. This has been made possible by the energy contributed to the production and consumption processes by the combust ion of fuels in ever more sophisticated mechanical devices: first wood and then coal in steam engines, and then oil and its derivatives (including hydrogen, via natural gas) in internal combustion engines. Wealth, in other words, has its origins not just in the productivity of human labor and its ever more sophisticated technological refinements, as both the bourgeois and Marxist traditions would argue, but in the energy released from (primarily) fossil fuels through the use of innovative devices. In the progress from wood to coal, and from coal to oil, there is a constant progression in the amount of energy produced from a certain mass of material. Always more energy, not necessarily efficiently used: always more goods produced, consumers to consume them, and energy-based fertilizers to produce the food needed to feed them. The rise of civilization as we know it, then, is tied directly to the type of fuels used to power and feed it.8     Certainly BataiIle, following Ambrosino, would see in this ever-increasing energy use a continuation—but on a much grander scale—of the tendency of animals to expend energy conserved in plant matter. Indeed, burning wood is nothing more than that. But the fact remains that by tapping into the concentrated energy of fossil fuels, humans have at their disposal (ancient) solar energy—derived from fossil plants (coal) and algae (oil)—in such a concentrated form that equivalent amounts of energy could never be derived from solar energy alone.9     In a limited sense, then, Bataille and Ambrosino are right: all the energy we use ultimately derives from the sun. They are wrong in ignoring the fact that for society as we know it to function, with our attendant leisure made possible by "energy slaves," energy derived from fossil fuels, with their high EROEI, will be necessary for the indefinite future.10 There is simply no other equally rich source of energy available to us; moreover, no other source will likely be available to us in the future. Bataille's theory, on the other hand, ultimately rests on the assumption that energy is completely renewable, that there will always be a high EROEI, and that, for that reason, we need not worry about our dependence on finite (depletable) energy sources. The Accursed Share for this reason presents us with a strange amalgam of awareness of the central role energy plays in relation to economics (not to mention life in general) and a willful ignorance concerning the social-technological modes of energy delivery and use, which are far more than mere technical details. We might posit that the origin of this oversight in Bataille's thought is to be found in the economic theory, and ultimately philosophy, both bourgeois and Marxist, of the modern period, where energy resources and raw materials do not enter into economic (or philosophical) calculations, since they are taken for granted: the earth makes human activity possible, and in a sense we give the earth meaning, dignity, by using resources that otherwise would remain inert, unknown, insignificant (one thinks of Sartre's "in-itself" here). Value has its origin, in this view, not in the "natural" raw materials or energy used to produce things, but in human activity itself. Bataille merely revises this model by characterizing human activity—in other words, production—as primarily involving gift giving and wasting, rather than production and accumulation.     We can argue, then, that solar energy is indeed always produced, always in excess (at least in relation to the limited life spans of individuals, and even species): but it is fossil fuels that best conserve this energy and deliver it in a rich form that we humans can effectively use. Unfortunately; these fuels can be depleted, indeed, are in the process of being depleted.      Why is this important in the context of Bataille? For a very simple reason: if Bataille does not worry about energy cost and depletion, he need not worry about energy conservation. Virtually every contemporary commentator on energy use sees only one short-term solution: conservation. Since fossil fuels are not easily replaceable by renewable sources of energy, our only option is to institute radical plans for energy conservation—or risk the complete collapse of our civilization when, in the near future, oil, coal, and natural gas production declines, and the price of fuel necessarily skyrockets.11 Indeed, some commentators, foreseeing the eventual complete depletion of Fossil energy stores, predict a return to feudalism (Perelman 1981), or simply a quasi-Neolithic state of human culture, with a radically reduced global population (Price 1995).     Without a theory of depletion, then, Bataille can afford to ignore conservation in all senses: not only of resources and energy, but also in labor, wealth, and so on. He can also ignore (perhaps alarmist) models of cultural decline. In Bataille's view, energy will always reproduce itself with a surplus: thus, the core problem of our civilization is how we waste this excess. We need never question the existence of the "energy slaves" that make this squandering of the products of human labor, and of our own time and effort, possible. Nor will there need to he any consideration of the fact that these virtual energy slaves may very well, in the not-so-distant future, have to be replaced by real human slaves. (Who or what else would do the work?)

Embracing excess leads to extinction – conservation is key

Allan STOEKL, 2007, Professor of French and Comparative Literature – Penn State University, “Excess and Depletion: Bataille’s Surprisingly Ethical Model of Expenditure” in Reading Bataille Now edited by Shannon Winnubst, p. 253-4

Humans waste not only the energy accumulated by other species, but, just as important, their own energy, because humans themselves soon hit the limits to growth. Human society cannot indefinitely reproduce: soon enough what today is called the “carrying capacity” of an environment is reached.3 Only so many babies can be born, homes built, colonies founded. Then limits are reached. Some excess can be used in the energy and population required for military expansion (the case, according to Bataille, with Islam {1976a, 83-92; 1988, 81-91}), but soon that too screeches to a halt. A steady state can be attained by devoting large numbers of people and huge quantities of wealth and labor to useless activity: thus the large numbers of unproductive Tibetan monks, nuns, and their lavish temples (1976a, 93-108; 1988, 93-110). Or, most notably, one can waste wealth in military buildup and constant warfare. No doubt this solution kept populations stable in the past (one thinks of constant battles between South American Indian tribes), but in the present (i.e., 1949) the huge amounts of wealth devoted to military armament, worldwide, can only lead to nuclear holocaust (1976a, 159-60; 1988, 169-71).     This final point leads to Bataille’s version of a Hegelian “Absolute Knowing,” one based not so much on the certainty of a higher knowledge as on the certainty of a higher expenditure, improperly conceived, can threaten the very existence of society. Bataille’s theory, then, is a profoundly ethical one: we must somehow distinguish between versions of excess that are “on the scale of the universe,” and whose recognition-implementation guarantees the survival of society (and human expenditure), and other versions that entail blindness to the real role of expenditure and thereby threaten man’s, not to mention the planet’s, survival.     This, in very rough outline, is the main thrust of Bataille’s book. By viewing man as waster rather than conserver, Bataille manages to invert the usual order of economics: the moral imperative, so to speak, is the furthering of a “good” expenditure, which we might lose sight of if we stress an inevitably selfish model of conservation or utility. For if conservation is put first, inevitably the bottled-up forces will break loose, but in unforeseen and in, so to speak, untheorized ways. We should focus our attention, not on conservation, maintenance, and the steady state – which can lead only to mass destruction and the ultimate wasting of the world – but instead on the modes of waste in which we, as human animals, should engage.     But how does one go about privileging waste in an era in which waste seems to be the root of all evil? Over fifty years after the publication of The Accursed Share, we live in an era in which nuclear holocaust no longer seems the main threat. But other dangers lurk, ones just as terrifying and definitive: global warming, deforestation, and the depletion of resources – above all, energy resources: oil, coal, even uranium. How can we possibly talk about valorizing waste, when waste seems to be the principle evil threatening the continued existence of the biosphere on which we depend? Wouldn’t it make more sense to stress conservation, sustainability, downsizing, rather than glorious excess?

2AC: Facism Turn

The alternative results in fascism – it is impossible to draw the line between “good” subversive violence and “bad” totalitarianism – Bataille’s embrace of the former inevitably results in the latter.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 179-182 // BATMAN]

Bataille's unabashed admiration of fascist methods—for example, their aesthetics of violence—had surfaced in a manner that proved profoundly embarrassing to Breton and his allies. In Bataille's view, only the fascist revolutions in Italy and Germany had been successful in challenging liberal democratic decadence. They alone had replaced the decrepit value system of bourgeois society with a [end page 179] new collective mythology, a restoration of myth so avidly desired by the belief-starved masses. This telltale flirtation with a "left fascism"—the advocacy of fascist methods for left-wing political ends—was apparent from the group's inaugural manifesto of October 1935, "Contre-Attaque: Union de lutte des intellectuals revolutionnaires." A sanguinary fascination with revolutionary violence suffused the manifesto, in which Bataille's views played a formative role. Thus, one of the group's resolutions emphasized that "public safety" ("le salut publique") required an "uncompromising dictatorship of the armed people." Europe's political destiny would be determined by "the creation of a vast network of disciplined and fanatical forces capable of exercis- ing one day a merciless dictatorship." In conclusion, Bataille and his confreres explicitly praised fascist methods: "The time has come for all of us to behave like masters and to physically destroy the slaves of capitalism. . . . We intend to make use of the weapons created by fascism, which has known how to make use of the fundamental human aspiration for affective exaltation and fanaticism."" The stress on revolutionary violence, the endorsement of "sovereignty" and "mastership," the celebration of "affective exaltation and fanaticism"—the emotional side of mass politics that fascism had excelled in exploiting—represent key aspects of the ethos of left fascism as propagated by Bataille. In the context at hand, it is of more than passing interest to note that the notion of a "revolt of the masters" ("Herren-Aufstand") was one of the key ideas of Ernst Jiinger's prophetic 1932 fascist manifesto Der Arbeiter (The Worker)." A heuristic definition of left fascism suggests the idea—extremely widespread in 1930s French politics—of appropriating fascist methods for the ends of the political left. But this approach ran up against an insoluble methodological dilemma. At a certain point it became impossible to define the magic line or point of no return where the assimilation of fascist means had become indistinguishable from the fascist cause. As Allan Stoekl has remarked, "Effervescence, the subversive violence of the masses, the baseness of their refusal to enter into boring discussions—all these things, then, without a clear and correct theory behind them, could easily be reversed into fascism, as Bataille quickly became aware."84 [end page 180] Henri Dubief, a former member of Contre-Attaque, has described Bataille's political thinking circa 1935 in the following terms: Persuaded of [fascism's] intrinsic perversity, Bataille affirmed its historical and political superiority to a depraved workers' movement and to corrupt liberal democracy. . . . There is an inevitable movement from anguish to intoxication over fascism. At this moment there were reflections of the fascist experience among Georges Bataille and his friends. Later, the influence of Hitler's neopaganism was patent in the case of Acephale.85 The publication of a one-page manifesto, "Sous le Feu des Canons Francais" ("Under the Fire of French Canons"), precipitated the break between the factions dominated by Bataille and Breton. Breton had been listed as a signatory to the document without prior consultation. The tract began with a condemnation of the Soviet Union, whose counterrevolutionary nature had been exposed as a result of its willingness to enter into an alliance with the corrupt bourgeois democracies, the "victors of 1918." (Under the auspices of Leon Blum's Popular Front government, the Franco-Soviet cooperation treaty had recently been signed.) The declaration concluded with the following provocative claim: "We are against rags of paper, against the slavish prose of the chancelleries. . . . We prefer to them, come what may, the anti-diplomatic brutality of Hitler, which is more peaceful than the slobbering excitation of the diplomats and politicians."86 Such forthright praise for Hitler came as a major embarrass- ment to the surrealist faction (which, in addition to Breton, included Benjamin Peret and Paul Eluard), which promptly resigned. Although in his "Manifesto of Surrealism" Breton, in a Dadaist spirit of "epater le bourgeois," had openly celebrated the virtues of random violence—"The simplest surrealist act consists of dashing down into the street, pistol in hand, and firing blindly, as fast as you can pull the trigger, into the crowd. Anyone who has not dreamed of thus putting an end to the petty system of debasement and cre- tinization in effect has a well-defined place in the crowd with his belly at barrel level"87—there were limits beyond which he refused to follow Bataille's fascination with political transgression. This [end page 181] hesitancy certainly pertained to Bataille's advocacy of "fascist heterogeneity." Bataille's attraction toward fascism was consistent with a position he had articulated for some time, one epitomized by the epithet "left fascism." Like his brethren on the German right, Bataille was convinced of the bankruptcy of both bourgeois democracy and the communist alternative, which under Stalin's reign had degenerated into naked dictatorship. Like Germany's young conservatives, he sought out a "third way" beyond the equally disreputable politics of liberalism and communism."

The impact is nazism, stalinism, and slavery.

Lynne Henderson, Professor of Law at the Indiana University School of Law at Bloomington, 1991
[“Authoritarianism and the Rule of Law,” Indiana Law Journal (66 Ind. L.J. 379), Spring, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis // BATMAN]

Substantive authoritarianism means opposition to the "liberal" values of tolerance of ambiguity and difference, insistence on obedience to rules, insistence on conformity, and use of coercion and punishment to ensure that obedience. Frequently associated with xenophobic nationalism or ethnocentrism, n18 authoritarianism in the substantive sense is premised on a suspicious and distrustful view of human nature and is frequently linked, both on a personal and political level, to racism, anti-semitism and patriarchy. n19 Substantive authoritarianism oppresses in the name of order and control. This form of authoritarianism may reach the extreme level it did in Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia or appear in milder forms, as it did during the McCarthy era in the United States, when, as a result of fear, hatred and extreme nationalism, the government, with private and judicial support, used law to persecute and punish citizens for being "un-American." n20 Authoritarianism need not be based only in active coercion and oppression of disfavored groups by government. The government may also allow authoritarianism to flourish by omission -- by permitting other institutions or persons to coerce and oppress others in the interest of maintaining control. Thus, much of the history of slavery in the United States could be characterized as government authoritarianism by omission in the interests [*383] of maintaining order and national and party unity. n21 Other examples include the government largely ignoring oppression of and violence against African-American women, n22 and a long history of governmental tolerance of private oppression of women and children through violence. n23

Bataille’s notions of subjectivity are consistent with Nazism – lead to extinction

Slavoj Zizek, 1996, The Indivisible Remainder: An Essay on Shelling and Related Matters, p. 124-5

This notion of the modern, Cartesian subject qua the radical negativity of the double (self-relating) sacrifice also enables us to demarcate the paradoxical place of the theories of Georges Bataille, that is, of Bataille’s fascination with the ‘real’, material sacrifice, with the different forms of holocaust and the excessive destruction of (economic, social, etc.) reality.41 On the one hand, of course, Bataille’s topic is modern subjectivity, the radical negativity implied in the position of the pure transcendental subject. On the other hand, Bataille’s universe remains the pre-Newtonian universe of balanced circular movement, or – to put it in a different way – his notion of subjectivity is definitely pre-Kantian: Bataille’s ‘subject’ is not yet the pure void (the transcendental point of self-relating negativity), but remains an inner-worldly, positive force. Within these co-ordinates, the negativity which characterizes the modern subject can express itself only in the guise of a violent destruction which throws the entire circuit of nature off the rails. It is as if, in a kind of unique short circuit, Bataille projects the negativity of the modern subject backwards, into the ‘closed’, pre-modern Aristotelian universe of balanced circular movement, within which this negativity can materialize itself only as an ‘irrational’, excessive, non-economical expenditure. In short, what Bataille fails to take notice of is that the modern (Cartesian) subject no longer needs to sacrifice goat’s intestines, his children, and so on, since his very existence already entails the most radical (redoubled, self-relating) sacrifice, the sacrifice of the very kernel of his being. Incidentally, this failure of Bataille also throws a new light on the sacrificial violence, the obsession with the ultimate twilight of the universe, at work in Nazism: in it, we also encounter the reinscription of the radical negativity characteristic of the modern subject into the closed ‘pagan’ universe in which the stability of the social order guaranteed by some kind of repeated sacrificial gesture – what we encounter in the libidinal economy of Nazism is the modern subjectivity perceived from the standpoint of the pre-modern ‘pagan’ universe.42

XT: Facism Turn

The affirmation of unconditional expenditure leads to fascism—the concentration camp is the modern figure of a totally useless loss

Bell, M.A. Thesis in the Theory, Culture and Politics Program at Trent University, 2008 [Jeremy, “Bataille, the Economic, and the Sacred: Working through the accursed share,” January, proquest, 91-96]
At the same time however, we need not apologize for the irrefutable problems with Bataille's vision, problems better recognized by those sympathetic to this vision than by its overt detractors. For although Sartre's critique of Bataille as a "nouveau mystique" or Breton's critique that "Bataille professes to wish only to consider in the world that which is vilest, most discouraging, and most corrupted"24 are not without their grain of truth, it is Caillois, Kojêve, and Walter Benjamin that properly identify the most problematic points of Bataille's vision. Caillois' criticism is the most obvious, the least surprising: simply put, Bataille's preoccupation with "mysticism, tragedy, madness, and death" borders on a pathological obsession that compromises the establishment of "a moral community... as accessible as the community of established science".25 Kojêve's criticism is subtler, but equally valid: in wanting to revitalize the sacred within contemporary existence the College generally but Bataille particularly were "wanting to play at being sorcerer's apprentices... [and that] a miracleworker, for his part, could no more be carried away by a sacred knowingly activated by himself, than could a conjuror be persuaded of the existence of magic while marveling at his own sleight of hand".26 Even if one does recognize a value in the sacred, in this time of its fragmentation, its internalization, how possibly could one knowingly revitalize it? Although Kojêve's critique may, ultimately, be wrong, the puzzles set forth within it move it toward Benjamin's criticism, by far the most grave and persistently pertinent. "According to Klossowski," Michel Surya writes, "recent German exiles (Walter Benjamin first and foremost, but also Hans Meyer...) grew worried that the College was toying with explosive ideas without realistically weighing up the consequences."27 These explosive ideas, as we know, concerned fascism. For although, as Michel Surya's biography of Bataille conveys in the most unequivocal terms, in the most immediate sense Bataille was passionately opposed to fascism, which is illustrated, for example, in "Nietzsche and the Fascists", his single- handed effort to rescue and differentiate Nietzsche's philosophy from its cooptation by the fascists, as well as the journal of Acephale generally, one of the central purposes of which was the refutation of fascist ideology, one cannot help but feel that, nonetheless, there is an unsettling truth to Benjamin's worries. Was it not fascism, more than any other ideology within the last century, which toyed with idea of the sacred, while at the same time expressing an uprootedness no longer binding it to explicit religious formations? Bataille was well aware of this, as he expresses in no uncertain terms in "The Psychological Structure of Fascism". Not only this, but even if Acephale was oriented around a headlessness antithetical to the "head" of a fascist state, is there not, nonetheless, an insidious character to the secret society which evokes for us the most disturbing occult configurations of the Nazis? Although, on the one hand, it is wrong and false to accuse Bataille of being a fascist, are we really surprised that he has elicited this criticism, continually, from his detractors? One way in which we can acknowledge these dangers while nonetheless retaining Bataille's essential lessons without exhaustively rehashing Bataille's biography is by returning to our earlier observations regarding negative entropy, and how this is counterbalanced by an interest in "remaining a child" in the face of "mere survival", particularly as these terms are configured in "The Survivor", Lyotard's essay on Hannah Arendt and the dangers of totalitarianism. For as Lyotard explains it here, echoing Bataille's observations in "The Psychological Structure of Fascism", the shortcoming of Arendt's analysis of totalitarianism rests in her failure to recognize the proper "origins of totalitarianism" in our relation to the heterogeneous, repressed, or sacred. Although her analysis elegantly illustrates the particular historical conditions responsible for its development, it fails to observe the manner in which totalitarian ideology makes use of the forces of attraction and repulsion by simultaneously drawing from the anxiety brought about by our relation to these forces and by presenting it as a tremendously threatening force disseminated across the political sphere It is for this reason that we cannot view the defeat of particular regimes as properly sufficient in exhausting the presence of these dangers within contemporary political structures or forms. What totalitarianism earlier accomplished through extermination camps and military ventures he argues, now occurs through what Lyotard describes as the administration of daily life, and — more generally — the processes of negative entropy wherein the human is no more meaningful than any other term within the system, the dangerous culmination of the concept of utility. For as Lyotard writes, Crude propaganda is discreet in democratic forms: it gives way to the inoffensive rhetoric of the media. And worldwide expansion occurs not through war, but through technological, scientific, and economic competition. The historical names for this Mr. Nice Guy totalitarianism are no longer Stalingrad or Normandy (much less Auschwitz), but Wall Street's Dow Jones Average and the Tokyo's Nikkei Index.28 Where efficiency and productivity are granted primacy, and the human is no more important than any other term within the system, what we have called the heterogeneous, the sacred, and the repressed, which Lyotard describes as our enigmatic relation to birth and death, is threatened with the possibility of permanent and absolute foreclosure, which he calls "mere survival" in a manner similar to his scenario regarding the death of the sun and our exit from planet earth. For Lyotard, our recognition of this danger, the dangers present within both totalitarianism and contemporary capitalism, of foreclosing our relation to the heterogeneous and the sacred while simultaneously disseminating it across the political sphere, can occur in "neither a remission nor a challenge" — both of which fall within the parallel systems of totalitarianism and capitalism — but rather, can only occur in "the scruple of an as if," which is what he calls childhood.29 Childhood, what Bataille might call sovereignty, I would like to argue, is our mode of relation to and recognition of what I have described as the epistemological or psychological dimension of the accursed share. For as Lyotard writes, The effect is childhood that knows all about as 0; all about the pain of impotence and the complaint of being too small, of being there late (compared to others) and (as to its strength) of having arrived early, prematurely—childhood that knows all about broken promises, bitter disappointments, failings, and abandonment, but which also knows all about dreaming, memory, question, invention, obstinacy, listening to the heart, love, and real openness to stories. Childhood is a state of the soul inhabited by something to which no answer is ever given. It is led in its undertakings by an arrogant loyalty to this unknown guest to which it feels itself a hostage. Antigone's childhood. I understand childhood here as obedience to a debt (which we call a debt of life, of time, of event; a debt of being there in spite of everything), a debt for which only the persistent feeling of respect can save the adult from bein no more than a survivor, a creature living on reprieve from annihilation. 0 Of course, our obedience to this debt, our arrogant loyalty to this unknown guest, our accursed share, is not simply accomplished and completed, but rather perpetually worked through in our effort — which we should not hesitate to call painful — to bear witness to that inaccessible point, wholly heterogeneous, where, in intimate immanence, a sacred animality is — momentarily — attained. Only by transgressing the boundaries and limits of negative entropy, the systematic peak of utility and use- value, can we overcome the horrible burden of time and rejoin in that sacred totality, where — acephalic — we can attain that "sovereign self-consciousness that, precisely, no longer turns away from itself."31  What I mean to suggest by this is that, in a certain sense, Bataille's thought does in fact hold a dangerous proximity to fascism, a danger moreover that is only heightened in our failure to recognize this proximity. This is not to say that his thought is fascist. Nonetheless, it is extremely important that we recognize how Bataille's fascination with mysticism, tragedy, madness, and death does, like the sorcerer's apprentice, enter into a dangerous game, a game that for this reason is to be played neither as a remission nor a challenge to the accursed share, this unknown guest to which the soul feels itself a hostage, but only with the scruple of an as if, a game that is only to be played with humility. For if we acknowledge, for example, that the human sacrifices offered by the Aztecs to satiate the thirst of the sun does approach a general economy founded upon consumption and expenditure, it is not difficult to see how, similarly, concentration camps could also facilitate an economy of expenditure and consumption where nothing is left in reserve. However, it is difficult to see how an economy of listening to the heart, love, and real openness to stories, as well as abandonment and dispossession, ultimately a childish economy of play, could lapse into the bloodshed of primitive war.

The critique embraces a devastating fascism – this is intrinsic to Bataille’s philosophy.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 172-175 ]

If one scrutinizes the political positions espoused by Bataille during the 1930s, the theme of left fascism assumes a vivid and disquieting reality. Bataille's biographer, Michel Surya, has stated that when he began work on his book (Georges Bataille: La Mort a l'oeuvre), many of his interviewees, most of whom were Bataille's contemporaries, assumed quite naturally that Bataille "was a fascist.” More damning still are the remarks of the left-wing anti-Stalinist, Boris Souvarine, in whose journal, La Critique sociale, many of Bataille's pathbreaking essays from the 1930s appeared. In his pref- ace to the 1983 republication of the review, Souvarine claims that Bataille was a fascist sympathizer, and that, if he had had the courage of his convictions, he would have rallied to the cause.62 Undoubtedly, Souvarine overstates his case.63 Yet the deeper one probes Bataille's political orientation in the 1930s, the more disconcerting the overall picture becomes. [end page 172] Bataille's article on "The Psychological Structure of Fascism," often hailed as a breakthrough in our understanding of the mass psychological bases of political dictatorship, already gives cause for alarm. It features a barely veiled admiration for the energy and vitality of Europe's youthful fascist states, especially when contrasted with the decadence and inertia of democracy. In a number of passages Bataille purveys a critique of parliamentarism as zealous as anything one finds in Carl Schmitt. Parliamentary democracy, claims Bataille, partakes wholly of the homogeneous order. It aims at the cooptation and the elimination of difference. Its function is to repress the heterogeneous elements that threaten to explode the normative bases of the given social and political order. As Bataille observes, "The reduction of differences in parliamentary practice indicates all the possible complexity of the internal activity of adaptation required by homogeneity."" In elaborating this critique, Bataille refuses to distinguish between political and economic aspects of democratic society. For example, it would be more accurate to argue that whereas economic action is goal oriented and utilitarian, the end of democracy is self-determination." Given the low esteem in which Bataille holds parliamentary democracy, that he glorifies fascism as a breakthrough of vital, heterogeneous forces is unsurprising. For Bataille, "the fascist leaders are incontestably part of heterogeneous existence. Opposed to democratic politicians, who represent in different countries the platitude inherent to homogeneous society, Mussolini and Hitler immediately stand out as something other."" 'What Bataille admires about the fascist leaders (here, he borrows a page from Nietzsche's doc- trine of the Superman) is their "sovereignty": "a force that situates them above other men." He also esteems their aversion to "law": "the fact that laws are broken is only the most obvious sign of the transcendent, heterogeneous nature of fascist action."" Here, the parallels with Carl Schmitt's critique of bourgeois legality are pro- found. Both Schmitt and Bataille view law as the consummate embodiment of democratic rationalism. It symbolizes everything they detest about the reigning order: its unheroic longing for security, its opposition to revolution, its abhorrence of "transcendence," its aversion to vitality and intensity. For Bataille law merits derision [end page 173] insofar as it stands for a consecration of the profane order of existence that impedes proximity towards the sacred—"intimacy." Bataille's endorsement of fascist politics culminates in the following glowing encomium: "Heterogeneous fascist action belongs to the entire set of higher forms. It makes an appeal to sentiments traditionally defined as exalted and noble and tends to constitute authority as an unconditional principle, situated above any utilitarian judgment."68 Whereas bourgeois utilitarianism sanctifies "the prose of the world" (Hegel), fascism offers a new political aesthetic. It reintroduces an aesthetic politics that foregrounds the values of an ecstatic community prized by Bataille: charisma ("sovereignty"), violence, and martial glory. Bataille reveres fascism insofar as it cul- tivates an emotional cathexis between leaders and masses—a bond that has grown precariously weak in modern democracy. According to Bataille, fascism "clearly demonstrates what can be expected from a timely recourse to reawakened affective forces." It promises a measure of collective solidarity in a society otherwise suffused with fragmentation and anomie. In sum, fascism allows for the reprise of an ecstatic politics amid the forlorn and disenchanted landscape of political modernity. Here, it is worth recalling Bernard-Henri Levy's remark that "[fascism] is in the first instance a type of society, a model of community, a manner of thinking and of organizing the social bond."69 For one of the prominent leitmotifs of Bataille's early work concerns the renewal of affective energies associated with the communitarian bond prevalent in premodern societies. His preoccupation with sacrifice, the sacred, and the prospects for political rebirth embodied in fascist "action" are comprehensible in these terms alone. As one commentator has aptly remarked concerning Bataille's interpretation of fascism as a form of the sacred or heterogeneous: The worship of Otherness which underlies [Bataille's] concept of the sacred inevitably leads to an acknowledgment of the attraction historical fascism exerts through the mana of its leaders. The category of the heterogeneous, as Bataille defines it, contains so much that is "nature" rather than "history" that its repeated application to [end page 174] manifestations of fascist power quite clearly produce a mythification."

Bataille celebrates and glorifies war for war’s sake—his ideas are the foundation of fascism.

Wolin, 2006 (Richard, Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center, “Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology”Constellations vol. 2 issue 3, pp. 397-428)
In the worldview of both Bataille and that of German young conservatives, war plays an essential, positive role. It serves as a means of dissolving the principium individuationis: the principle of a bourgeois subjectivity, on which the homogenous order of society  - a world of loneliness and fragmentation – depends. For, according to Bataille, “the general movement of life is... accomplished beyond the demands of individuals.”32 It is in precisely this spirit that he celebrates the non-utilitarian nature of “combat” or “war” as a type of aestheticist end in itself: “Glory...expresses a movement of senseless frenzy, of measureless expenditure of energy, which the fervor of combat presupposes. Combat it glorious in that it is always beyond calculation at some moment.”33 For the same reasons, Bataillsssse eulogizes those premodern “warrier societies in which pure, uncalculated violence and ostentatious forms of combat held sway.”34 For under such conditions, war was not made subservient to the vulgar ends of enterprise and accumulation, as is the case for modern-day imperialism, but served as a glorious end in itself. Yet in the early 1930s, it was precisely this aestheticist celebration of “violence for violence’s sake,” or “war for war’s sake,” that Benjamin viewed as the essence of modern fascism. As he remarks in a well known passage: “Fiat ars – pereat mundus,” says fascism, and, as Marinetti admits, expects war to supply the artistic gratification of a sense pereption that has been changed by technology...Mankind, which in Homer’s time was an object of contemplation for the Olympian gods, now is one for itself. Its self-alienation has reached such a degree that it can experience its own destruction as an aesthetic pleasure of the first order. This is the situation of politics which fascism is rendering aesthetic.35 In Bataille’s thought war serves as the harbinger of a cultural transfiguration in which the prismacy of self-subsistent subjectivity would be replaced by the values of an “unavowable” or “ecstatic community”: that is, a community that would no longer be governed by the goals of a “visual culture” – transparency, self-identity, etc. – but instead, those of self-laceration, difference, and finitude. In fact this Bataille-inspired program of an ecstatic community has been quite explicitly carried forth and explored in the political writings of Maurice Blanchot (La Communaute inavouable; 1983) and Jean-Luc Nancy (La Communaute desoeuvree; 1985).

Bataille’s philosophy emphasizes the destruction of war and conflict
Wolin, 2006 (Richard, Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center, “Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology”Constellations vol. 2 issue 3, pp. 397-428)

Moreover, the cultural attitudes of both Spe\ngler and Bataille are linked by an aesthetics of violence that is highly characteristic of the “front generation.” In a key passage in The Decline of the West, Spemgler, depicting the “life-world” of blood and instinct that had been repressed by the Faustian spirit of modernity, observes: “War is the primary politics of everything that lives and so much so that in the depths battle and life are one, and being will-to-battle expire together.”28 Similarly, for Junger, “War is an intoxication beyond all bonds. It is a frenzy without cautions and limits comparable only to the forces of nature.”29 Bataille (the meaning of his name in French should be recalled), too, is convinced that “conflict is life. Man’s value depends on his aggressive strength. A living man regards death as the fulfillment of life; he does not see it as misfortune. ...I MYSELF AM WAR.”30  As Jay observes in this connection: “on a deeper level, the war [World War I] seems to have exercised a certain positive fascination [on Bataille]. For it is striking that many of Bataille’s obsessive themes would betray an affinity for the experiences of degradation, pollution, violence, and communal bonding that were characteristic of life in the trenches.”

2AC: Primitivism Turn

Bataille’s critique glorifies primitivism

Richard Wolin, 2004, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 

[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 169-170 // BATMAN]

But problems exist with Bataille's use of ethnographic literature on sacrifice and the gift. For in certain respects his naive employment of Mauss's findings risks regressing behind his mentor's account. For Bataille, the glory of ritual lies in its gratuitousness: qua social practice, ritual is totally removed from utilitarian ends. And as such, it engenders privileged moments when society embraces loss qua loss. Sacrifice in particular involves a transfiguration of everyday life that verges on apotheosis: both victim and community temporarily cross the line separating the sacred from the profane. The victim becomes a demigod momentarily permitted to dwell among the gods and the community stands in enhanced proximity to the sacred. For Bataille, profane existence is a "thing-world," a sphere of life beholden to mundane considerations of use. Its denizens grapple fecklessly with the cycle of production and reproduction that constitutes "mere life." "Sacrifice," Bataille observes, "restores to the sacred world that which servile use has degraded, rendered profane." Religion is purely "a matter of detaching from the real order, from the poverty of things, and of restoring the divine order." When viewed from the Bataillesque standpoint of "nonproductive expenditure," acts of destruction—sacrifice, potlatch, war, and violence—ennoble. [end page 169] Destruction emancipates both objects and persons from the pro- fane considerations of use. As Bataille contends, "Destruction is the best means of negating a utilitarian relation."" The grandeur of sacrifice or gift-giving lies in their restoration of "intimacy": a proximity to the sacred reminiscent of Heideggerian "nearness to Being" (Nahe). As Bataille explains: The victim is a surplus taken from the mass of useful wealth. And he can only be withdrawn from it in order to be consumed profitlessly, and therefore utterly destroyed. Once chosen, he is the accursed share, destined for violent consumption. But the curse tears him away from the order of things; it gives him a recognizable figure, which now radiates intimacy, anguish, the profundity of living beings. . . . This was the price men paid to escape their downfall and remove the weight introduced in them by the avarice and cold calculation of the real order.54 Yet insofar as they misconstrue the historical parameters of ritual practice, these celebratory descriptions risk becoming glib. Ultimately, Bataille's appreciation of these phenomena succumbs to a type of "primitivism." He decontextualizes the cult practices he analyzes the better to incorporate them within his own theoretical agenda: "an anthropology that will itself provide a living—and orgiastic—myth to overturn, through its experience on a collective level, 'modern' sterile bourgeois society.""

That kills 5.9 billion people

Andrew Flood, Irish anarchist writer, 2005
[“Is primitivism realistic? An anarchist reply to John Zerzan and others,” Anarkismo, December 1st, Available Online at http://www.anarkismo.net/newswire.php?story_id=1890, Accessed 02-11-2009]

I’ll summarise my argument from the previous essay. Primitivism generally argues that the development of agriculture was where it all went wrong. It therefore implies we should return to pre-agricultural methods of getting food, that is hunter-gathering. But agriculture allows us to get vastly greater quantities of food from a given area. Estimates can be made of how many people could live on the planet as hunter-gathers based on the amount of food that would be available to them. These estimates suggest a maximum population of around 100 million. This is what is called an ‘Elephant in the living room’ argument. The question of what would happen to the other 5,900 million people is so dominant that it makes discussion of the various other claims made by primitivism seem a waste of time until the population question is answered. Yet the only attempts at a response showed a rather touching faith in technology and civilisation, quite a surprise (4). This response can by summarised as that such population reductions can happen slowly over time because people can be convinced to have fewer or even no children. There was no attempted explanation for how convincing the 6 billion people of the earth to have no children might go ahead. Programs that advocate lower numbers of children are hardly a new idea. They have already been implemented both nationally and globally without much success. China's infamous 'One Child' program includes a high degree of compulsion but has not even resulted in a population decrease. China's population is forecast to grow by 100 to 250 million by 2025. An explanation of how primitivists hope to achieve by persuasion what others have already failed to do by compulsion is needed yet no such attempt to even sketch this out exists. As if this was not difficult enough for primitivists the implications of other arguments they make turn an impossible task into an even more impossible task. For primitivist arguments normally include the idea that civilisation is about to create a major crisis that will either end, or come close to ending life on the planet. Whether caused by peak oil, global warming or another side effect of technology we are told this crisis is at best a few decades away. Even if primitivists could magically convince the entire population of the planet to have few or no children this process could only reduce the population over generations. But if a crisis is only decades away there is no time for this strategy. For even if 90% of the population was to be magically convinced tomorrow it would still take decades for the population to reduce to the 100 million or less that could be supported by hunter-gathering. And in the real world there is no mechanism for magically convincing people of any argument – not least one that requires them to ignore what many people find to be a fundamental biological drive to have children. Some of the older primitivists I know even have children themselves. If they can’t convince themselves then why do they think they can convince everyone else?

Internal link turn – Levinas

Turn – transgression creates an obligation to the Other – not freedom

Hudek 7 (Antony,  Research Fellow at Camberwell College of Arts, London, “The Sensive Image: De-Thinking the Figure with Bataille and Levinas,” Image and Narrative Issue 18, September 2007, dml)
For Levinas the image, like the event of the other's summons, exerts passivity, so to speak, but a passivity which falls short of being radical, for it signals a 'free' liberty in appearance only, allowing the subject to enjoy the spectacle of itself as if from the outside, as if an object. (Levinas 1987: 3, 4) Like physical suffering, the image is ambiguous: a putting off, a deferral, and therefore an assertion of subjectivity's agency in the face of pressure from without; at the same time the image is subjectivity's violent submission into a presentness before death, an extenuation of the ego before any action has taken place. (Lannoy 42-44; Levinas 1987: 13) This fundamental ambiguity common to suffering and image is erotic, and laughable, bringing to light a passivity which only resembles its more radical twin. As Levinas argues, however, this trivial semblance is enough to prepare for the face's approach, for a radical passivity to come. (Levinas 1961: 92, 127, 267, 295) After all, assigning a negative role to the image is 'negative' only in relation to the 'positive' that would be ethical agency. (Levinas 1984: 108; Hayat 23). Levinas' impure "aesthetics and ethics of the amourous gesture," crystallised in the image, is interesting/interested not for what it represents but for its representational drive, for its resemblance to the inimitable experience of alterity. (Irigaray 235; Levinas 1987: 6) No represented object is representational enough to quell this lust for the unrepresentable face sparked in the subject by the image.

Alt Fails

Their theory of expenditure is reductionist—pure expenditure is not possible

Boldt-Irons, 1995 [Leslie Anne, On Bataille: Critical Essays]
Arkady Plotnitsky takes as his point of departure Bataille's notion of expenditure when he asks whether or not Bataille avoids idealizing waste which he opposes to consumption for productive purposes. While Plotnitsky points to Bataille's tendency at times to "subordinate the effect of exchange and consumption" (to a somewhat idealized insistence on the primordiality of waste), he also underlines Bataille's awareness that to privilege expenditure unconditionally is just as untenable as to not account for its loss. Plotnitsky argues that Bataille's "insistence on waste is saved by his labyrinthine complexity of inscription of these theories." In writing of an exchange of expenditures, Bataille avoids reducing his view of economy to either an exchange economy or to one that is entirely free of exchange, the exuberance of the sovereign operations which he describes always involve more than mere waste or expenditure.

Alt Justifies Atrocity

Bataille is sick and twisted

Paul Mann, 1999, “The Afterlife of the Avant-Garde” in Masocriticism, p. 15-6

In their own way, Bataille’s ideas are at least as troubling as Sade’s. They seem to invite us to rationalize rampant consumerism, to excuse toxic dumping an other environmental disasters, to romanticize nuclear holocaust (what more glorious and solar expenditure of life?), or to speak about poverty as luxury and leave the poor to rot in the streets. Perhaps that is what Bataille wants us to think, and, if so, one might well be troubled by his writing.

Bataille believes human sacrifice is the ultimate form transgression- this proves his alt is awful.

Pavlovski 2005 (Linda, editor for the database Enotes and of multiple academic collections, “Bataille, Georges: Introduction,” Twentieth-Century Literary Criticism, http://www.enotes.com/twentieth-century-criticism/bataille-georges)
Bataille sought “sovereignty” through loss of self, which is achieved through transgression and excess, notably through laughter, religious ecstasy, sacrifice, eroticism, death, and poetry. Considering human sacrifice the ultimate transgression, Bataille was fascinated by religious feast days that included rites of sacrifice. This fascination led Bataille to the work of the anthropologist Marcel Mauss and to a particular interest in the cultures of the Aztecs and North American Indians. In their use of human sacrifice and potlatch, respectively, Bataille saw an excessive, generous spirit which he admired. As a direct result of this, Bataille wrote an unconventional theory of economics that promoted waste and excess, rather than acquisition. Believing that transgression existed beyond mere words, Bataille constantly battled with the problem of writing the inexpressible.

Bataille’s reasoning justifies atrocities and death.

Boldt-Irons, 2000 (Leslie Anne, Associate Professor of French at Brock University, “Military discipline and revolutionary exaltation: the dismantling of “l’illusion lyrique” in Malraux’s L’Espoir and Bataille’s Le Bleu du Ciel,” Romantic Review, vol. 91 issue 4, p. 481)
In 1933, Bataille contributed a review of André Malraux’s novel La Condition humaine to the ultra left-wing journal La Critique sociale.1 In this article, Bataille questions the place that revolution occupies in the larger and more general context of “human agitation.” He asks, for example, whether the convulsive movements of revolt, social upheaval, and revolution should be situated outside of, or above, what is normally experienced as life in its quotidian expressions of tenderness, enthusiasm or even hate. In the name of what authority, for example, might one be justified in placing the fascination with pleasure, torture and possible death outside the limits of acceptable social practice – extreme states often linked to revolutionary upheaval outside the limits of acceptable social practice? Another way of situating the convulsion of revolutionary movements – an approach clearly endorsed by Bataille – is to place it squarely within the framework of any activity marked by agitation. From this perspective, the acts of torture and murder would arise from an excitability or arousal similar in nature to that intensifying the fury of the revolutionary impulse. This impulse, writes Bataille, is a means by which the proletariat – who had for a long time been deprived of the possibility of attributing any value to suffering and to life – is able to gain access to value itself, a value linked to states of excitation unsubordinated to any simple political means or end. This value, and the state of agitation to which it is linked, gives the proletariat both life and hope, for which even death in all its atrocity might be the payment required.

2AC: Civilization/Desire 

Civilization and order do not repress human instincts – their theory is fundamentally flawed and provides no explanation for the supposed contradiction between desires against civilization and humanities constant attempts to further civilization – social bonds are an inherent part of the human condition – not destruction

Vinit reader of philosophy at the Sorbonne University 1995 Paul Penniless Press Issue 1 http://www.pennilesspress.co.uk/prose/freud_and_the_myth_of_instinct.htm

This presupposes that individuals are engaged in an attempt to abolish "civilization", that it is a desire harboured by everyone, because "civilization" trammels our instincts. We want to live according to instinct. We want, that is, to commit incest, cannibalism and murder; we feel that if only we could we would be free. Yet this only deepens the mystery: if our desire to do these things is so strong, why, universally, have we created cultures which militate against them? Surely this is possible only because we have a will which is stronger than our "instincts". But this returns us to the problem that an "instinct" which is not powerful enough to dictate behaviour is something less than an instinct. Further, Freud suggests here that the abolition of civilization is indeed possible, that humankind can return to "a state of nature", difficult those this would be to bear. What, it is fair to ask, would a "state of nature" look like? And if a "state of nature" is somehow the original condition of humankind, why and how did we leave it? Freud's myth of the murder of the primeval father is a poor answer, especially for a would-be scientist. The problem with the idea of a "state of nature" is that it presupposes a place in nature for humanity that is not contradictory. It supposes that humanity can be embedded in nature as completely as the bee. Yet this could only be so if we were incapable of creating "civilization" for the latter is built out of our contradictory place in the natural order. "Civilization" is not an optional adjunct to human nature, it is its fundamental expression. A "state of nature" would not be hard to bear, it would be impossible to achieve. Human beings live socially and the origin of society lies not in the murder of a primeval father, but in the taboo on incest and this is introduced, not out of any intrinsic disgust with incest, but in order to establish clear relations of kinship. In other words, incest is sacrificed in order to create social cohesion and this is. indispensable because, as Reinhold Niebuhr says, human beings are individuals but not self-sufficing. Society, community, "civilization" do not come into existence in order to hold our rapacious instincts in check, they express, rather, a need for mutuality which is more powerful than mere sexual desire. Compared to the need for mutuality, the human sexual drive is feeble. Indeed, the need for mutuality makes up a great portion of the sexual impulse. We do not seek sexual partners for mere physical release, but for togetherness, and for the escape from egotism that love of others provides. It is not the case that, as Rieff puts it, the individual self is the locus of a struggle between "unregenerate instincts and overbearing culture"7, it is rather that it is the locus of a struggle to create the culture without which human life is simply impossible because it is, irreducibly, a life in common. "Civilization" does not, as Freud insisted, have to be "defended against the individual"8 it is the only means by which individuality can be expressed. Freud's model of the isolated individual nursing his or her destructive instincts while collective "civilization" erects one barrier after another against them is an utterly false picture of what it means to be human. There is no contradiction between "civilization" and the individual for without the former the latter would simply perish. Freud's belief that "civilization" could be dismantled and that we could live in "a state of nature" flows from his separation of "instinct" and "civilization". If we were to remove the interdictions which make up "civilization" we would then live by "instinct" alone, which would mean a state of savagery in which murder and cannibalism were rife. But if we were able to live by "instinct" alone, why would we have created "civilization"? Freud's opposition of powerful instincts and powerful culture is mistaken. In its place we should put impulse which is too weak to tell us how to live and culture which is precisely an attempt to answer the eternal question "how should we live?”

XT: Civilization/Desire 

Their argument that the plan is the root cause of violence because it represses human’s naturally destructive and consumptive instinct is epistemologically flawed – extend the Vinit evidence – their argument cannot explain the inherent contradiction between our supposed violent instinct and our continuing creation of civilization – the only scientifically sound conclusion is that social bonds are an inherent part of the human condition and that destruction is unnaturally affirmed within cultural norms 

More evidence – 

Vinit reader of philosophy at the Sorbonne University 1995 Paul Penniless Press Issue 1 http://www.pennilesspress.co.uk/prose/freud_and_the_myth_of_instinct.htm

This is not science, it is snobbery and it is breathtaking that a man who thought of himself as a dispassionate scientist could include such a subjective, value-laden judgement in what purports to be a scientific tract. Freud's conviction that the "instincts" are destructive and antisocial is of a piece with his belief that "masses are lazy and unintelligent". It is a prejudice which his theory is established to encompass. To search Freud's work for evidence of the destructive nature of the instincts is to be disappointed. His theory assumes that they are destructive. It is, indeed, built out of the supposition that they are. Yet how are we to know what is "instinctive"? How do we draw the line between "instinct" and what is learnt, what we ourselves create out of the biologically given? From the point of view of this problem, MacMurray's definition is much more adequate. If we accept that what is instinctual is never learnt, that an instinct is "a specific adaptation to environment" then we can see that the honeycomb building of the bee deserves to be called instinctual, while an act of human incest doesn't. Crucial here are the concepts of intention and action. In the bee, neither exist. The bee simply behaves according to instinct. Its behaviour is so fully adapted to its environment that it has no choice. What is characteristic of human beings, however, is that our behaviour is so little adapted that we are forced to choose between one course of action and another.
AND - Human nature is not inherently violent – spirituality can overcome societal drives towards destruction

Winther psychoanalyst 2006 Mats The Psychodynamics of Terrorism http://home7.swipnet.se/~w-73784/terror.htm

So by coming to accept 'the other' in ourselves we could better approximate the complete image of  [hu]man. Our instinctual nature includes 'spirituality', such as artistic expression, and not only sexuality and aggression. St Paul, who really was the first psychoanalyst, came to realize that the real law abides in our heart, and he himself abandoned completely his own Oedipal nature, including the superego. He passed beyond the stage of legalism and experienced rebirth. Yet, he did express that it's not 'me' who is now living, it's that 'other me', which is Christ, representing the totality of human nature. So, in case of Paul, it's not the question of two concurrent 'subjects' in his psychic configuration. Somehow, when the first dies the second rises. Similarly, Christopherus experienced death and rebirth as he was drowned (baptised) in the river. Freud (1938) argued that, in a sense, original Christianity is superior to both Judaism and Islam as it projects an overcoming of the superego and the Oedipus (vid. 'Moses' (1938)). 

Few people are capable of attaining, like Paul, a complete freeing of personality. Resolution of the Oedipus is not accomplished once and for all in a person's life. It comes in stages. But the realization of a 'spiritual guide' within, similar to 'The Green Man', is sometimes enough to compensate for the destructive impact of the 'Big Dead Spirit.' This redeeming effect is what occurred to the young suicide bomber in Tom Roberts's film Inside the Mind of the Suicide Bomber (2003). He linked up to his instinctual inner nature, and managed to overpower his superego, much like Paul, who ceased persecuting Christans. This is actually the reverse of childhood, as the tables are turned between superego and instinctual nature. 

Bataille = Useless

Expenditure is not transgressive- limitless consumption is useless theory

Paul Mann, 1999, “The Exquisite Corpse of Georges Bataille” in Masocriticism, p. 67-9

I would like at one and the same time to affirm this model and to dismiss it as the most desperate alibi of all. For “sacrificial consumption” can never become an explicit critical motive.13 At the moment it presents itself as a proper element of some critical method, it degenerates into another useful trope, another bit of intellectual currency, another paper-thin abyss, another proxy transgression; and the force of transgression moves elsewhere, beneath a blinder spot in the critical eye.14 Questions of motive or understanding, the fact that one might be self-critical or at least aware of recuperation, are immaterial: what is at stake here is not self-consciousness but economics, material relations of appropriation and exclusion, assimilation and positive loss. Whatever transgression occurs in writing on Bataille does so only through the stupid recuperation and hence evacuation of the whole rhetoric and dream of transgression, only insofar as the false profundity of philosophy or theory evacuates the false profundities it apes. To justify this as the sublime loss of loss is merely to indulge a paradoxical figure. Excess is not a project but a by-product of any discourse; the interest of Bataillean discourse lies chiefly in the compulsive and symptomatic way it plays with its feces. The spectacle of critics making fools of themselves does not reveal the sovereign truth of death: it is only masocritical humiliation, a pathological attempt to disavow the specter of death. As for the present essay, it makes no claims to any redeeming sacrifice. Far from presenting you with a truer Bataille, far from speaking in his voice more clearly than his other readers, this essay pleads guilty to the indictment against every appropriation. Until philosophy and theory squeal like a pig before Bataille’s work, as he claims to have done before Dali’s canvases, there will be no knowledge of Bataille. In the end, one might have to take and even stricter view: there is no discourse of transgression, either on or by Bataille. None at all. It would be necessary to write a “Postscript to Transgression” were it not for the fact that Foucault already wrote it in his “Preface,” were it not for the fact that Bataille himself wrote it the moment before he first picked up his pen. It makes no difference whether one betrays Bataille, because one lip syncs Bataille’s rhetoric or drones on in the most tedious exposition. All of these satellite texts are not heliotropic in relation to the solar anus of Bataille’s writing, of the executioners he hoped (really?) would meet him in the Bois de Boulogne, or depensives in spite of themselves. It would be sentimental to assign them such privileges. They merely fail to fail. They are symptoms of a discourse in which everyone is happily transgressing everyone else and nothing ever happens, traces of a certain narcissistic pathos that never achieves the magnificent loss Bataille’s text conveniently claims to desire, and under whose cover it can continue to account for itself, hoarding its precious debits in a masocriticism that is anything but sovereign and gloriously indifferent. What is given to us, what is ruinously and profitably exchanged, is a lie. Heterology gives the lie to meaning and discourse gives the lie to transgression, in a potlatch that reveals both in their most essential and constitutive relation. Nothing is gained by this communication except profit-taking from lies. We must indict Bataille as the alibi that allows all of this writing to go on and on, pretending it is nothing it is not, and then turn away from Bataille as from a sun long since gone nova, in order to witness the slow freezing to death of every satellite text. The sacrificial consumption of Bataille has played itself out; the rotten carcass has been consumed: no more alibis. What is at stake is no longer ecstatic sexuality or violent upheavals or bloody sacrifices under the unblinking eye of the sun; nor was it ever, from the very beginning of Bataille’s career. These are merely figures in the melodramatic theater of what is after all a “soft expenditure” (Hollier 1989, xv), a much more modest death, a death much closer to home. It has never been more than a question of the death of the theory and of theory itself as death. Of theory-death. A double fatality.

Their theory of expenditure is reductionist—pure expenditure is not possible

Boldt-Irons, 1995 [Leslie Anne, On Bataille: Critical Essays]
Arkady Plotnitsky takes as his point of departure Bataille's notion of expenditure when he asks whether or not Bataille avoids idealizing waste which he opposes to consumption for productive purposes. While Plotnitsky points to Bataille's tendency at times to "subordinate the effect of exchange and consumption" (to a somewhat idealized insistence on the primordiality of waste), he also underlines Bataille's awareness that to privilege expenditure unconditionally is just as untenable as to not account for its loss. Plotnitsky argues that Bataille's "insistence on waste is saved by his labyrinthine complexity of inscription of these theories." In writing of an exchange of expenditures, Bataille avoids reducing his view of economy to either an exchange economy or to one that is entirely free of exchange, the exuberance of the sovereign operations which he describes always involve more than mere waste or expenditure.

Bataille = Non-Falsifiable

Bataille is wrong—his theories of death and sacrifice are based on non-falsifiable assertions contradicted by real world anthropological data

Olson, Allegheny College, 1994 [Carl, “Eroticism, violence, and sacrifice: A postmodern theory of religion and ritual,” Method & Theory in the Study of Religion 6.3, p. 237-238, 241-248]
4. Eroticism and death Without giving any historical proof for his position, Bataille asserts that the origin of eroticism can be traced prior to the division of humanity into those who were free and those who were slaves. It's origins can be found m pre- historic signs of erotic life embodied by figures with large breasts and erect penises, but its foundation is the sexual act itself (Bataille 1989a: 66). The knowledge of death plays an important role m the origin of eroticism. Al-though his claim cannot be refuted or proven, Bataille asserts that prehistoric beings were aware of death, an awareness that gave nse to an awareness of eroticism. The knowledge of death is essential because it gives rise to a sensibility that m turn stimulates eroticism, an extreme emotion that sepa- rates the sexuality of humans from that of animals (Bataille 1989a: 31-32, 23).5 The difference between humans and animals is more precisely defined when he states that "eroticism differs from the animal sexual impulse m that it is, m principle, just as work is, the conscious searching for an end, for sensual pleasure." (Bataille 1989a: 44) There is also an anticipation by the participants m erotic play that it will culminate with sensual pleasure. In the pleasure of erotic play one does not gain anything or become enriched, unlike [continues…] 6. Bataille's theory and the Sun Dance Bataille failed to test his theory of sacrifice by applying it to actual examples of sacrifice m the religions of the world. Havmg defined the nature of sacnfice for Bataille, it is therefore necessary to compare it to an actual sacnfice. In order to demonstrate the shortcomings of Bataille's theory of sacrifice I have chosen to apply it to the Sun Dance of the Sioux. Following this example, I suggest that, contrary to Bataille's theory, a more reasonable interpretation of the Sun Dance can be attained by concentratmg on its symbolism. This approach is suggested by the theoretical work of Clifford Geertz (1971) and Victor Turner (1967; 1968; 1975), the latter of whom refers to a symbol as the smallest umt of ntual or as storage umts of dynamic entities. My account of the Sun Dance relies on the work James R. Walker (1980) because his information was gathered from several different sources, and it represents the most authoritative account available to us of the rite in one period of its history My approach presupposes that the nte and its meaning have continued to change m response to new circumstances for the Sioux. By selectmg this nte, I am bemg eminently fair to Bataille, from one perspective, because the erotic and violent features of the Sun Dance could be used to prove the validity of his theory The complexity of the Sun Dance makes it difficult to interpret. Although he does not consider the Sun Dance of the Sioux, Jorgensen (1972: 206, 236) interprets, for mstance, the Ute and Shoshone nte as an acquisition of power that transforms the person and allows him to gain power, status, and autonomy From another perspective, Melody (1976) interprets the Sun Dance of the Sioux as a commemoration of tribal virtues expressed m the dance, a celebration of the people, an acknowledgment of the generative power of the sun, and a celebration of renewal. The rejoicing over renewal of the world is close to Hultkrantz's mterpretation (1981. 238) of the nte as a recreation of the cosmos. According to Hassnck (1967' 238, 248), the Sun Dance represents a socially umfymg activityactivity and a chance to resolve a conflict between an individual ego and the adjustment to the physical and social forces. And Lewis (1972: 47) mterprets the Sun Dance in terms of its various functions: umfymg force; maintaining tribal traditions; insuring tribal well-bemg in huntmg and warfare; offering to the dancer perpetual prestige. I propose offenng a different mterpretive approach for the Sun Dance that cntically reflects on Bataille's theory According to this interpretation, the Sun Dance of the Sioux exhibits a threefold significance: existential, social, and cosmic. In other words, if one examines the many symbols associated with the nte, one will see that this sacnfice enables one to attain three levels of being. While the sacred pole was bemg pamted, mstructors and students sat m a circle around the black painted figures of a buffalo and man, each de- picted with exaggerated gemtals, m order to impart to the man the potency of Iya, patron-god of libertmism, and to the buffalo the potency of Gnaski, the crazy buffalo and patron-god of licentiousness (Walker 1980: 107-108). According to Black Elk's non-nsqué interpretation of the images, the buffalo represented all the four-legged animals on the earth, and the figure of the man signified all people (Brown 1979' 79). In contrast, Bataille would be quick to seize on the erotic connections of the patron gods of libertinism and licentiousness. However, if the erotic is a quest for sensual pleasure, repre- sents a realm of play, and reveals a foretaste of continuity, it cannot be used to interpret the meaning of Iya and Gnaski because within the context of the Sun Dance they more powerfully suggest the renewal and recreation motifs of the rite. Bataille's concept of eroticism also would not fit into an insightful interpretation of the Sun Dance as a dominant theme of the rite because of its anti-social character as a solitary activity accomplished m secret. The heterological method of Bataille is intended to alleviate the contra- dictions of life and free the individual from the homogeneity of the world. In contrast to Bataille's insistence on a search for radical difference, the world- view of the Sioux, embodied m the symbolic aspects of the Sun Dance con-ceived as an offering of body and soul to Wakan-Tanka (the Great Spmt), suggests a homogeneous view of the cosmos. The umverse, for mstance, is represented by the round form of the ceremomal drum, whose steady beat is the throbbmg at the centre of the cosmos (Brown 1979' 69). Within the context of the Sun Dance, the cosmic pillar of the umverse is represented by the cottonwood tree, which further represents the enemy who is symbolically killed and transported back to the centre of the campcamp by means of sticks because human hands are not allowed to touch the body The ntual partic- ipants consecrate the tree with the stem of the sacred pipe, another symbol of the earth, the buffalo, and everything that lives and grows on the earth. Once the tree is trimmed of its branches and its sides and branch tips are painted red, the rawhide effigies of a man and a buffalo are suspended from the crosspiece of the sacred tree, which is then placed into a hole at the centre of the camp. The sacred tree not only suggests a umversal pillar, but it also represents the wayway of the people (Brown 1979 69, 75-76). Other cosmic symbols are the sun and earth signified by a red circle, symbolic of all that is sacred. In the centre of the circle representing the sun is a blue circle which suggests Wakan-Tanka, the centre of the cosmos and all existence (Brown 1979' 71-72). Moreover, the lodge of the Sun Dance is composed of twenty- eight poles, each signifying an object of creation, and staked m a circle that represents the entire created world (Brown 1979' 80). It is difficult to find anything excessive or transgressme in these cosmic symbols of the Sioux that would support Bataille's position. Rather than achieving the differentiation that Bataille's theory advocates, the sun dancer symbolically acquires the cosmos. According to the ethno- logical report of Walker (1980: 114), the candidate who dances the most excruciatingly painful form of the dance with the intention of becoming a shaman is given a small hoop by his mentor. This hoop is symbolic of the sky, the four winds, time, all things that grow, and all circular thmgs made by the tribe. After his successful completion of the dance, the sun dancer is allowed to place this symbol on his tipi. This privilege suggests that he attams all that the hoop symbolizes. Contrary to Bataille's theory, the highest aspiring sun dancer does not find that the cosmos becomes other for him, and he does not stand as an individual sovereign within the cosmos. He rather becomes part of the whole, and he acquires the cosmos. Instead of perceiving the cosmic symbolism associated with the most painful performance of the rite, Bataille's writings suggest that he would stress its sadistic and masochistic aspects. Sadism, an excessive violation of modesty and a violent excretion, is not onlyonly an eruption of excremental forces, but it also forms a limitation by subjugating whatever is opposed to such an eruption (Bataille 1970-1988: II, 56). If masochism is an enjoyment of pain, the violence exercised on the flesh of the sun dancers would be viewed by Bataille as a transgression and violation of the participant's flesh, which also calls attention to the flesh itself and connects it to the erotic. Bataille also mamtams (1984: 91) that violence agamst the flesh is an external manifestation of the internal violence of the sacnficial participant, which is perceived as a loss of blood and vanous forms of ejaculations. Moreover, for Bataille the cuttingcutting of the flesh would be  suggestive of the discontinuity of the self. Unlike the solitary activity of eroticism for Bataille, the sun dancer of the Sioux rite does not distinguish or divorce himself from his society because he represents the people and suffers on their behalf during the rite. After punfymg themselves, their clothing, and the equipment to be used m the nte, the participants crycry at the centre of the campcamp and assume the suffering of the people, which enables other tribal members to gain understanding and strength (Brown 1979' 72, 78). If there is present the discontinuity charac-tenstic of Bataille's profane human society among the Sioux, the Sun Dance bridges any social divisions by uniting the social bonds of a particular tribe and umtmg them with different Indian tribes. By means of an invitation from the tribe initiating the nte prior to its begmnng, other Indian tribes are invited to participate m the nte, even though some of the visitors may be hereditary enemies (Dorsey 1894: 452). This scenano enhances the social solidarity of the Indian nation and builds a closer relationship with the things of the um- verse ; the sacred centre created by the dancers is alleged always to be with them throughout the remainder of their existence. There is no evidence of transgressme or excessive social behaviour by the sun dancers m Bataille's sense. Moreover, the dancers have acquired a sacred power dunng the nte that they may later share with other members of their societysociety According to Powers (1977' 100), the acquired power of the sun dancers may be mvested m those who are sick by the placement of the dancers' hands on the less fortunate. Thereby the sacred power is shared to cure the sick, and enter into communion with others. In comparison to Bataille's theory, the sun dancers do not differentiate themselves from their society They share a sacred power that can benefit every member of the tribe. Bataille's heterological method and its stress on finding radical difference prevents him from seeing the socially unifying possibilities of a rite such as the Sun Dance. According to Bataille, violence is inevitable because human beings can- not totally reject it. In contrast to Bataille's theory, the Sun Dance represents a threefold sacrifice of which the initial two sacrificial actions are symbolic: cutting down the cottonwood tree which is symbolic of the enemy; shooting at the effigies of a man and buffalo suspended from the crosspiece of the sacred tree, and the final action of the actual sacrifice of human flesh on the fourth day of the rite. The second symbolic killing of the effigies of a man and buffalo, amid much rejoicing by the participants, represents the hope for future success m hunting and victory in war (Powers 1977' 98). These sym-bolic killings by the Sioux violates Bataille's assertion that violence cannot be controlled. Rather, the symbolic nature of the Sioux killings suggests a limiting and eventual termination of violence and not a promoting of any cycle of violence. Although Bataille is right to emphasize the importance of violence m sacrifice, there does not appear to be any danger that the con- tagious violence of the sacred will overflow and overwhelm the Sioux and other tribes. There are certainly martial features to the Sun Dance, but their symbolic nature suggests a containment of violence rather than any overflow- ing of it. Bataille's theory does make clear, however, that the Sioux accept violence, even though they try to reject or control it. Within the drama of the Sun Dance, there is a hint of an inherent prestige associated with victims who choose to perform the sacrifice in the most painful and violent manner. The actual sacnficial victims, for instance, can choose to dance m any of four ways-ways: gazing at the sun from dawn to dusk; having wooden skewers, tied to rawhide ropes secured about half wayway up the sacred pole, mserted into their breasts; having wooden skewers mserted mto the breasts and then being suspended about one foot off the ground; or having wooden skewers inserted which then are attached with thongs to one or more buffalo skull(s) that must be dragged along the dance area (Powers 1977' 98-99). The Sun Dance is not completed until the flesh of the victim has been torn through, representing the death and rebirth of the victim. It is permissible for others to assist by pulling on the ropes to end the victim,' agony As well, the multiple number of sun dancers contradicts Bataille's assertion (1988a: 59) that a victim represents a surplus of communal wealth and substitutes for other members of the commumty Neither is the victim an accursed share destmed for violent destruction. Bataille is nght, however, to emphasize the importance of death m sacnfice, which possesses the power to return one to continuity by means of eroticism. What he fails to see is the connection between death and spintual rebirth. And due to his notion of eroticism, which represents a disequilibrmm that stimulates a person consciously to call one's being into question, Bataille is not able to recogmze that the sun dancer is actually actually able to find his identity Although Bataille's theory of sacrifice does not account for the Sun Dance in its entirety, the rite does adhere to his theory to some extent because it calls attention to the flesh and reveals external violence and the internal violence of the subject. The violation and breaking of the sun dancer's flesh does suggest the usefulness of Bataille's observation about the intimate connection between human flesh and violence. However, by giving pieces of their flesh, the sun dancers impugn Bataille's claim that the violation of the victim's flesh connotes a connection to a sexual act. At this point, Bataille's theory is problematic because it lacks consistent sense m the context of the Sun Dance. Bataille's need to reintroduce eroticism blinds him to the facts or drama of an actual sacrifice. The flesh of the sacrificial victim m the Sun Dance represents ignorance (Brown 1979' 85) and not the dispossession of the self, an anti-social aspect of eroticism for Bataille. From an existential perspective, to be freed from the ropes tied to the skewers symbolizes freedom from the bonds of the flesh and not some erotic urge. The lack of an erotic emotion is evident m the symbolism of donning rabbit skins on the dancer's arms and legs. The rabbit is a symbol of humility, a virtue with which one must approach Wakan-Tanka. The victim is also equated symbolically with the sacred pipe that stretches from heaven to earth (Brown 1979. 74). In this context, the sacred pipe mdicates the transcending of earthlyearthly flesh. The dancer becomes the centre of the world m which the four directions meet when he is tied at the centre of the four poles, so that the four directions converge m his body (Brown 1979' 95). Within the drama of the Sun Dance, elements of eroticism, violence, and death are evident. This does not mean, however, that these features of sacrifice necessarily involve stressing separation, difference, transgression, and excess. Although it is possible to find these features in the Sun Dance to some degree, the Sioux nte stresses finding one's identity within a religious and social tradition. By successfully completmg the nte, a sun dancer does not separate himself from the group or become distinct from other things; rather, he often assumes a position of leadership within the tribe. And, as already noted, the sun dancer is intimately related to his mentor, ntual assistant or second, and other members of the tribe who play various roles m the nte. All this suggests the socially unifying nature of the nte. Moreover, within a tribal society such as the Sioux, the individual's identity is sociallysocially defined, even though one's visions and dreams help one to define oneself and one's place within a wider social context. Besides being a form of human sacnfice, the Sun Dance also functions as an initiation rite. The dancer, having died to his former ignorant condition, attains a totally new existential status of enlightenment and responsibility The ordeal that one endures is often accompanied by visions of the divine; the successful completion of the nte is a prereqmsite if one aspires to become a shaman. Walker (1980: 182) notes that after the successful completion of the Sun Dance the victim is eligible for leadership of a war party or for chieftamship. The candidate receives new meamng and status which is symbolized by the red design, drawn on his chest by the shaman as a symbol of all that is sacred. Furthermore, the victim is equated throughout the nte with the moon, which waxes and wanes, lives and dies, like all things (Brown 1979- 71). 7 Concluding remarks The significance of the Sun Dance enables us to see that there is an alternative interpretation to Bataille's theory that is more faithful to the actual evidence and is not simply imposed on the ritual activities by the creative imagination of a theorist. This interpretive analysis of the Sun Dance is suggested by the patterns exhibited by the nte itself and reflects more accurately the actual nte and its religious and symbolic context. Bataille, however, includes a personal agenda because he wants to re-introduce the erotic into religion. In other words, Bataille's theoretical speculation about eroticism shapes his theory of religion and sacnfice. Thus, his theoretical world-view takes precedence over the religious phenomena that he examines. With his involvement in the Surrealist movement, his emphasis on em- bracing bodily waste, his anal and erotic obsessions, the role of the ambiguous pineal eye in his works, and composition of excessively obscene novels, all suggest an explicit advocacy of decadence by Bataille. In his work entitled My Mother, the socially excessive theme is mcest. His novel The Blue of Noon, for mstance, focuses on the nauseous and squalid aspects of human life where its characters are engaged m endless orgies, vomiting, and unnat- mg. The erotic and death are contmually united in his Story of the Eye when, for example, the two leading libertmes of the novel have sexual mtercourse next to the cadaver of a young girl they have driven to death. Two further dramatic examples are the rape of a priest by the female protagomst and his death by strangulation and simultaneous sexual orgasm, and the death of the distracted matador gorged through his eye by the hom of a bull as he is distracted and blinded by the obscene antics of the female protagomst. Bataille's hermeneutical method of heterology is designed to lead to ex- cess and decadence. Trymg to explain his mithode de meditataon used m his book on religious expenence, Bataille wntes (1954: 216), "I think like a girl takes off her dress. At its most extreme pomt, thought is immodesty, obscen- ity itself." This kind of statement seems to suggest de Sade or Mephistopheles becommg Faust. In his work on heterology, Pefams summarily states (1991. 41) that the works of Bataille are "a theater of the excremental m whose scenes one may glimpse golden threads." Frednc Jameson (1991. 382), a self-admitted Amencan adherent of postmodern literary cnticism, affirms that decadence is a charactenstic of postmodermsm: "'Decadence' is thus in some way the very premonition of the postmodern itself, but under condi- tions that make it impossible to predict that aftermath with any sociological or cultural accuracy, thereby divertmg the vague sense of a future into more fantastic forms, all borrowed from the misfits and eccentrics, the perverts and the Others, or aliens, of the present (modem) system." And if, as sug- gested by Rosen (1987' 142), this decadence originates in political despair, Bataille's hermeneutical program is a political manifesto and not an apt tool for interpretmg religious phenomena. From a more positive perspective, Bataille's theory of religion does call attention to neglected elements in the study of religion in the form of bodily waste: excrement, saliva, tears, unne, mucus, dirt, skin, and so forth. Al- though his distinction between the sacred and the profane cannot be applied consistently as a useful hermeneutical device with the religious phenomena or world-view of Native Amencan Indians, his emphasis on the difference within the sacred itself is suggestive. He is also nght to stress the violent aspects of sacrifice and their sexual implications. Although violence is certainly present m the Sun Dance, the Sioux rite appears to move in the direction of nonviolence - by symbolically killing an enemy represented by a tree, for instance - that undermines Bataille's opinion that violence cannot be contained. By offering his body and soul, the Sioux sun dancer points to a renewal and continuance of cosmic generative forces. The Sun Dance also joins Indian societies together and provides for social continuity by allowing others to share m the sacred power engendered by the rituals. Moreover, the rite enables the sun dancer to become ontologically transformed by being reborn and being set free of his mortal flesh. Although there is a sense in which the sun dancer is distinctive, the emphasis of the nte is unity with societysociety and social well-being rather than stressing the differences between the sacrificial victim and society .

(Insert Falsifiability Good Card)

AT: Sacrifice

Sacrificial politics recreate power relations – only those who have things to sacrifice can do so
Wolin 4 Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center, 2004 (The Seduction of Unreason pp 102-103)
But problems exist with Bataille's use of ethnographic literature on sacrifice and the gift. For in certain respects his naïve employment of Mauss's findings risks regressing behind his mentor's account. For Bataille, the glory of ritual lies in its gratuitousness: qua social practice, ritual is totally removed from utilitarian ends. And as such, it engenders privileged moments when society embraces loss qua loss. Sacrifice in particular involves a transfiguration of everyday life that verges on apotheosis: both victim and community temporarily cross the line separating the sacred from the profane. The victim becomes a demigod momentarily permitted to dwell among the gods and the community stands in enhanced proximity to the sacred. For Bataille, profane existence is a "thing world," a sphere of life beholden to mundane considerations of use. Its denizens grapple fecklessly with the cycle of production and reproduction that constitutes "mere life." "Sacrifice," Bataille observes, "restores to the sacred world that which servile use has degraded, rendered profane." Religion is purely "a matter of detaching from the real order, from the poverty of things, and of restoring the divine order" When viewed from the Bataillesque standpoint of "nonproductive expenditure," acts of destruction sacrifice, potlatch, war, and violence ennoble. Destruction emancipates both objects and persons from the profane considerations of use. As Bataifie contends, "Destruction is the best means of negating a utilitarian relation."53 The grandeur of sacrifice or gift giving lies in their restoration of "intimacy": a proximity to the sacred reminiscent of Heideggerian "nearness to Being" (Nahe). As Bataille explains: The victim is a surplus taken from the mass of useful wealth. And he can only be withdrawn from it in order to be consumed profidessly, and therefore utterly destroyed. Once chosen, he is the accursed share, destined for violent consumption. But the curse tears him away from the order of things; it gives him a recognizable figure, which now radiates intimacy, anguish, the profundity of living beings .... This was the price men paid to escape their downfall and remove the weight introduced in them by the avarice and cold calculation of the real order. 54 Yet insofar as they misconstrue the historical parameters of ritual practice, these celebratory descriptions risk becoming glib. Ultimately, Bataille's appreciation of these phenomena succumbs to a type of "primitivism" He decontextualizes the cult practices he analyzes the better to incorporate them within his own theoretical agenda: "an anthropology that will itself provide a living and orgiastic myth to overturn, through its experience on a collective level, 'modern' sterile bourgeois society"55 Bataille understands sacrifice as gratuitous and nonutilitarian. Acts of sacrifice, he claims, have "no ends beyond themselves." But this contention is misleading. Although Bataille is correct in describing such practices as unrelated to the production of wealth, they are very much oriented toward the reproduction of existing power relations. As practiced among the Aztecs, human sacrifice redounded to the credit of the ruling caste (priests and aristocracy), providing them with a quasi divine power to preside over life and death. For these reasons, it is deceptive to claim, as Bataille repeatedly does, that sacrifice has no end beyond itself. One could raise an analogous criticism of Bataille's treatment of potlatch the public, demonstrative destruction of wealth as well as gift giving. In truth, only those who possess great wealth can afford to destroy it. Consequently, the option to engage in potlatch does not exist for society's lower classes." Like sacrifice, potlatch is implicated in the reproduction of social hierarchy. Such acts reinforce the status and prestige of those who destroy their wealth. In nearly every case, the practitioners of potlatch belong to the upper strata of society. Those who are forced to passively endure the potlatch are in effect humiliated. Through such acts, their lowly social rank is reaffirmed. The same is true of gift giving. Gifts are not freely bestowed, shorn of ulterior ends. Bataille seizes on the aspect of gift giving that serves his purposes. Gift giving is not an economic transaction; it is neither an act of barter, nor does it aim at the enhancement of social wealth. Instead, in the first instance with gift giving, social relations among persons are at issue. As with both sacrifice and potlatch, what is at stake with the gift are relations of power. When given in accordance with social ritual, gifts always come with strings attached: unless the gift can be returned in kind, its social function is to intimidate the recipient. The object of gift giving as a social ritual is to derogate and shame the recipient by virtue of his or her inability to return a gift of equal value. Gift giving, too, then must he classified as a ritual practice that is in no sense gratuitous or free. Far from being an end in itself, as Bataille claims, it is fully implicated in the production and reproduction of social power.

AT: Value to Life Impacts

Bataille got it all wrong – it is precisely because of the finiteness of life that it must be preserved – their value to life claims can only be made from a position that does not respect it

Jean-Luc Nancy, 1991, French Philosopher, “The Unsacrificable” Yale French Studies 79

But if sovereignty is nothing, if the “obscure God” is only the obscurity of desire ecstatic in the face of itself, if existence arranges itself only towards its own finitude, then we must think apart from sacrifice. On the one hand, what is at stake since the beginning of the Western sublation of sacrifice should definitively be acknowledged: strictly speaking we know nothing decisive about the old sacrifice. We need to admit that what we consider as a mercenary exchange (“Here is the butter…”) sustained and gave meaning to billions of individual and collective existences, and we do not know how to think about what founds this gesture. (We can only guess, confusedly, that this barter in itself goes beyond barter.) On the contrary, we know that, for us, it is absolutely impossible to declare: “here are the lives, where are the others?” (all the others: our other lives, the life of a great Other, the other of life and the other life in general). Consequently, on the other hand, it should be definitively acknowledged that the Western economy of sacrifice has come to a close, and that it is closed by the decomposition of the sacrificial apparatus itself, that bloody transgression by which the “moment of the finite” would be transcended and appropriated infinitely. But finitude is not a “moment” in a process or an economy. A finite existence does not have to let its meaning spring forth through a destructive explosion of its finitude. Not only does it not have to do so; in a sense it cannot even do so: thought rigorously, thought according to its Ereignis, “finitude” signifies that existence cannot be sacrificed. It cannot be sacrificed because, in itself, it is already, not sacrificed, but offered to the world. There is a resemblance, and the two can be mistaken for one another; and yet, there is nothing more dissimilar. One could say: existence is in essence sacrificed. To say this would be to reproduce, in one of its forms, the fundamental utterance of Western sacrifice. And we would have to add this major form, which necessarily follows: that existence is, in its essence, sacrifice. To say that existence is offered is no doubt to use a word from the sacrificial vocabulary (and if we were in the German language, it would be the same word: Opfer, Aufopfertmg). But it is an attempt to mark that, if we have to say that existence is sacrificed, it is not in any case sacrificed by anyone, nor is it sacrificed to anything. "Existence is offered" means the finitude of existence. Finitude is not negativity cut out of being and granting access, through this cutting, to the restored integrity of being or to sovereignty. Finitude utters what Bataille utters in saying that sovereignty is nothing. Finitude simply corresponds to the generative formula of the thought of existence, which is the thought of the finitude of being, or the thought of the meaning of being as the finitude of meaning. This formula states: "the "essence" of Dasein lies in its existence.22 If its essence (in quotation marks) is in its existence, it is that the existent has no essence. It cannot be returned to the trans-appropriation of an essence. But it is offered, that is to say, it is presented to the existence that it is. The existence exposes being in its essence disappropriated of all essence, and thus of all "being:" the being that is not. Such negativity, however, does not come dialectically to say that it shall be, that it shall finally be a trans-appropriated Self. On the contrary, this negation affirms the inappropriate as its most appropriate form of appropriation, and in truth as the unique mode of all appropriation. Also, the negative mode of this utterance: "being is not" does not imply a negation but an ontological affirmation. This is what is meant by Ereignis. The existent arrives, takes place, and this is nothing but a being-thrown into the world. In this being-thrown, it is offered. But it is offered by no one, to no one. Nor is it self-sacrificed, if nothing—no being, no subject—precedes its being-thrown. In truth, it is not even offered or sacrificed to a Nothing, to a Nothingness or an Other in whose abyss it would come to enjoy its own impossibility of being impossibly. It is exactly at this point that both Bataille and Heidegger must be relentlessly corrected. Corrected, that is: withdrawn from the slightest tendency towards sacrifice. For this tendency towards sacrifice, or through sacrifice, is always linked to a fascination with an ecstasy turned towards an Other or towards an absolute Outside, into which the subject is diverted/spilled the better to be restored. Western sacrifice is haunted by an Outside of finitude, as obscure and bottomless as this "outside" may be. But there is no "outside." The event of existence, the "there is," means that there is nothing else. There is no "obscure God." There is no obscurity that would be God. In this sense, and since there is no longer any clear divine epiphany, I might say that what technique presents us with could simply be: clarity without God. The clarity, however, of an open space in which an open eye can no longer be fascinated. Fascination is already proof that something has been accorded to obscurity and its bloody heart. But there is nothing to accord, nothing but "nothing." "Nothing" is not an abyss open to the outside. "Nothing" affirms finitude, and this "nothing" at once returns existence to itself and to nothing else. It desubjectivizes it, removing all possibility of trans-appropriating itself through anything but its own event, advent. Existence, in this sense, its proper sense, is unsacrificeable. Thus there is room to give meaning to the infinite absence of appropriable meaning. Once again, "technique" could well constitute such an horizon. That is once more to say, there must be no retreat: the closure of an immanence. But this immanence would not have lost or be lacking transcendence. In other words, it would not be sacrifice in any sense of the word. What we used to call "transcendence" would signify rather that appropriation is immanent, but that "immanence" is not some indistinct coagulation: it is made only from its horizon. The horizon holds existence at a distance from itself, in the gap or the "between" that constitutes it: between birth and death, between one and the others. One does not enter the between, which is also the space of the play of mimesis and of methexis. Not because it would be an abyss, an altar, or an impenetrable heart, but because it would be nothing other than the limit of finitude; and lest we confuse it with, say, Hegelian "finiteness," this limit is a limit that does not soar above nothingness. Existence alone breaks away from even itself. Does this mean rejoicing in a mediocre and limited life? Surely such a suspicion could itself come only from a mediocre and limited life. And it is this same life that could suddenly be exalted, fascinated, by sacrifice. Neither pain nor death are to be denied. Still less, if possible, are these to be sought after in view of some transappropriation. At issue, rather, is a pain that no longer sacrifices, and which one no longer sacrifices. True pain, doubtless, and perhaps even the truest of all. It does not efface joy (nor enjoyment), and yet, it is not the latter's dialectical or sublimating threshhold either. There is no threshhold, no sublime and bloody gesture, that will cross it. After all, Western sacrifice has almost always known, and almost always been ready to say, that it sacrificed to nothing. That is why it has always tended to say that true sacrifice was no longer sacrifice. Yet henceforth it is incumbent upon us to say—after Bataille, with him and beyond him—that there is no "true" sacrifice, that veritable existence is unsacrificeable, and that finally the truth of existence is that it cannot be sacrificed.

**BAUDRILLARD**

Hyper-Reality = BS

We do, in fact, know the difference between simulation and reality—the media plays a healthy role in the public sphere.  

March, 95 James Marsh, Professor of Philosophy, Fordham University, 95, Critique, Action, and Liberation, pp. 292-293

Such an account, however, is as one-sided or perhaps even more one-sided than that of naive modernism. We note a residual idealism that does not take into account socioeconomic realities already pointed out such as the corporate nature of media, their role in achieving and legitimating profit, and their function of manufacturing consent. In such a postmodernist account is a reduction of everything to image or symbol that misses the relationship of these to realities such as corporations seeking profit, impoverished workers in these corporations, or peasants in Third-World countries trying to conduct elections. Postmodernism does not adequately distinguish here between a reduction of reality to image and a mediation of reality by image. A media idealism exists rooted in the influence of structuralism and poststructuralism and doing insufficient justice to concrete human experience, judgment, and free interaction in the world.4 It is also paradoxical or contradictory to say it really is true that nothing is really true, that everything is illusory or imaginary. Postmodemism makes judgments that implicitly deny the reduction of reality to image. For example, Poster and Baudrillard do want to say that we really are in a new age that is informational and postindustrial. Again, to say that everything is imploded into media images is akin logically to the Cartesian claim that everything is or might be a dream. What happens is that dream or image is absolutized or generalized to the point that its original meaning lying in its contrast to natural, human, and social reality is lost. We can discuss Disneyland as reprehensible because we know the difference between Disneyland and the larger, enveloping reality of Southern California and the United States.5 We can note also that postmodernism misses the reality of the accumulation-legitimation tension in late capitalism in general and in communicative media in particular. This tension takes different forms in different times. In the United States in the 1960s and 1970s, for example, social, economic, and political reality occasionally manifested itself in the media in such a way that the electorate responded critically to corporate and political policies. Coverage of the Vietnam war, for example, did help turn people against the war. In the 1980s, by contrast, the emphasis shifted more toward accumulation in the decade dominated by the “great communicator.” Even here, however, the majority remained opposed to Reagan’s policies while voting for Reagan. Human and social reality, while being influenced by and represented by the media, transcended them and remained resistant to them.6 To the extent that postmodernists are critical of the role media play, we can ask the question about the normative adequacy of such a critique. Why, in the absence of normative conceptions of rationality and freedom, should media dominance be taken as bad rather than good? Also, the most relevant contrasting, normatively structured alternative to the media is that of the “public sphere,” in which the imperatives of free, democratic, nonmanipulable communicative action are institutionalized. Such a public sphere has been present in western democracies since the nineteenth century but has suffered erosion in the twentieth century as capitalism has more and more taken over the media and commercialized them. Even now the public sphere remains normatively binding and really operative through institutionalizing the ideals of free, full, public expression and discussion; ideal, legal requirements taking such forms as public service programs, public broadcasting, and provision for alternative media; and social movements acting and discoursing in and outside of universities in print, in demonstrations and forms of resistance, and on media such as movies, television, and radio.7

Baudrillard is wrong about hyper-reality.  We are very aware of differences between real life and media images.  Just imagine how horrified you would be if you were watching a horror movie and found out that the actors were really being killed.

Žižek, 2000 (University of Ljubljana), 2000 (Slavoj, March/April “The Cyberspace Real,” http://www.egs.edu/faculty/Žižek/Žižek-the-cyberspace-real.html). 

Are the pessimistic cultural criticists (from Jean Baudrillard to Paul Virilio) justified in their claim that cyberspace ultimately generates a kind of proto-psychotic immersion into an imaginary universe of hallucinations, unconstrained by any symbolic Law or by any impossibility of some Real? If not, how are we to detect in cyberspace the contours of the other two dimensions of the Lacanian triad ISR, the Symbolic and the Real? As to the symbolic dimension, the solution seems easy — it suffices to focus on the notion of authorship that fits the emerging domain of cyberspace narratives, that of the "procedural authorship": the author (say, of the interactive immersive environment in which we actively participate by role-playing) no longer writes detailed story-line, s/he merely provides the basic set of rules (the coordinates of the fictional universe in which we immerse ourselves, the limited set of actions we are allowed to accomplish within this virtual space, etc.), which serves as the basis for the interactor's active engagement (intervention, improvisation). This notion of "procedural authorship" demonstrates the need for a kind of equivalent to the Lacanian "big Other": in order for the interactor to become engaged in cyberspace, s/he has to operate within a minimal set of externally imposed accepted symbolic rules/coordinates. Without these rules, the subject/interactor would effectively become immersed in a psychotic experience of an universe in which "we do whatever we want" and are, paradoxically, for that very reason deprived of our freedom, caught in a demoniac compulsion. It is thus crucial to establish the rules that engage us, that led us in our immersion into the cyberspace, while allowing us to maintain the distance towards the enacted universe. The point is not simply to maintain "the right measure" between the two extremes (total psychotic immersion versus non-engaged external distance towards the artificial universe of the cyber-fiction): distance is rather a positive condition of immersion. If we are to surrender to the enticements of the virtual environment, we have to "mark the border," to rely on a set of marks which clearly designate that we are dealing with a fiction, in the same way in which, in order to let ourselves go and enjoy a violent war movie, we somehow have to know that what we are seeing is a staged fiction, not real-life killing (imagine our horrible surprise if, while watching a war scene, we would suddenly see that we are watching a snuff, that the actor engaged in face-to-face combat is effectively cutting the throat of his "enemy"…). Against the theorists who fear that cyberspace involves the regression to a kind of psychotic incestuous immersion, one should thus discern in today's often clumsy and ambiguous improvisations about "cyberspace rules" precisely the effort to establish clearly the contours of a new space of symbolic fictions in which we fully participate in the mode disavowal, i.e. being aware that "this is not real life."

2AC: Authoritarianism Turn

Baudrillard’s simulation argument plays into the hands of power. His Gulf War example is proof of the authoritarian results of his argument—the Real is still being constructed but the Pentagon is doing it.  

Rectenwald, (Citizens for Legitimate Government), 03 (March 11, Michael, “Gulf War II: The New ‘Real’,” http://legitgov.org/mike_essay_the_new_real4_031103.html). 

 In his book Simulations  (1983), Jean Baudrillard introduced the notion of a new social order based on simulacra without originals. Malls, neighborhoods, amusement parks, even the political left and right—simulations of originals that no longer exist, imitations without real models. Baudrillard engaged academics and enraged Marxists and other social realists, when he later announced, with seeming blitheness, that the first Gulf War ‘wasn’t real.’ ‘Tell that to the estimated 15,000 Iraqi civilians killed in the war, or the estimated 100,000 dying in its aftermath, or the Gulf War veterans, suffering from Gulf War Syndrome.’ But despite the critics of postmodernism’s dissolution of the ‘real’, there is something to what Baudrillard claimed: the first victim of the video war, the simulation, the reportage censored by Israel, was the notion of ‘reality.’ ‘The real’ suffered a mortal blow. The video representation of the Gulf War became the war itself, supplanting any kernel of reality with simulation. So that film could finally announce: “Welcome to the desert of the real!”—deserted because no one sees it, the desert of the real because for all practical purposes, it doesn’t exist. It appears from the previews we are receiving regarding the media coverage of Gulf War II, that the real, now dead, is to be declared alive-and-well, dressed up, camouflaged, and paraded around by the Pentagon itself: a remediation of the real. The media becomes the proxy purveyor of newsreels—the new real being supplied by the Pentagon. Reporters are to be fully approved instruments of the war machine itself, like additional scopes fastened to the instruments of death, pointing only at acceptable targets, with a simulated vision not unlike the video version of the jet fighters and scopic filters of the combatants (on one side). The notion of ‘bias’ is decimated in the very act of killing—in media res—military perspectivalism serves as a placebo. Any remaining memory of “real” differing perspectives is thereby satisfied, if not obliterated in advance; perspectivalism becomes a multiplication of staged effects. Like cable television with its endless splintering of sameness into a reputed ‘variety’, the multiple ‘perspectives’ of gunmen will supplant all other standpoints. Independent reporters, the Pentagon now reputedly warns, will be fired upon. “Death to Realism!” was the perhaps more apropos cry in that other, more ironic cyber film,  eXistenZ. Thus, it appears that Baudrillard was only partly right. The real is indeed under fire, but like the repressed in Freud’s version of the psyche, it threatens to return. Likewise, measures must be taken against it. The Pentagon promises to take such measures.  Slavoj Žižek suggested that 9-11 threatened to shatter “the borderline which today separates the digitized First World from the Third World ‘desert of the Real,’” yielding, with its crashing of the simulation, an “awareness that we live in an insulated artificial universe which generates the notion that some ominous agent is threatening us all the time with total destruction.” This awareness may be too painful for the denizens of the Matrix. Gulf War II (whose ‘moralistic/poetic’ name is still being debated by the Pentagon) is an attempt to reconstruct that Matrix, to re-inscribe the borderline, to reclaim the real and reissue it as military rations. The real is parceled out.  The media asks us incredulously: “Do you think that the Pentagon (or Powell, or Bush, or Rumsfeld) would actually lie to the American people?” We cannot answer, simply, “yes.” Not only are they lying, they are actually  producing the new real. 
2AC: Conformism Turn

Baudrillard’s politics are deeply conformist.  Playing with the pieces of hyper-reality shuts down real alternatives.   

Donahue, (Department of English, Gonzaga University), 01 (Brian, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse). 

According to Žižek, theorists of postmodern society who make much of the usurpation of the Real by the simulacrum either long nostalgically for the lost distinction between them or announce the final overcoming of the "metaphysical obsession with authentic Being," or both (he mentions Paul Virilio and Gianni Vattimo, and we might add Baudrillard to the list). In either case they "miss the distinction between simulacrum and appearance": What gets lost in today's plague of simulations is not the firm, true, nonsimulated Real, but appearance itself. To put it in Lacanian terms: the simulacrum is imaginary (illusion), while appearance is symbolic (fiction); when the specific dimension of symbolic appearance starts to disintegrate, imaginary and real become more and more indistinguishable.... And, in sociopolitical terms, this domain of appearance (that is, symbolic fiction) is none other than that of politics.... The old conservative motto of keeping up appearances thus today obtains a new twist:... [it] stands for the effort to save the properly political space. ("Leftist" 995-96) Making the same argument about a slightly different version of this problem, Žižek writes that the standard reading of "outbursts of 'irrational' violence" in the postmodern "society of the spectacle" is that "our perception of reality is mediated by aestheticized media manipulations to such an extent that it is no longer possible for us to distinguish reality from its media image" (Metastases 75). Violent outbursts in this context are thus seen as "desperate attempts to draw a distinction between fiction and reality... [and] to dispel the cobweb of the aestheticized pseudo-reality" (75). Again with reference to the Lacanian triad of Imaginary-Symbolic-Real, Žižek argues that this analysis is "right for the wrong reasons": What is missing from it is the crucial distinction between imaginary order and symbolic fiction. The problem of contemporary media resides not in their enticing us to confound fiction with reality but, rather, in their "hyperrealist" character by means of which they saturate the void that keeps open the space for symbolic fiction. A society of proliferating, promiscuous images is thus not overly fictionalized but is, on the contrary, not "fictionalized" enough in the sense that the basis for making valid statements, the structure guaranteeing intersubjective communication, the order permitting shared narratives and, to use Jameson's term, "cognitive mapping"11--in short, the realm of the Symbolic--is short-circuited by an incessant flow of images, which solicit not analysis and the powers of thought but rather nothing more than blank, unreflective enjoyment. The kind of subjectivity that corresponds to this hyperreal, spectacularized society without a stable Symbolic order is what Žižek calls in Looking Awry the "pathological narcissist" (102). That is, following the predominance of the "'autonomous' individual of the Protestant ethic" and the "heteronomous 'organization man'" who finds satisfaction through "the feeling of loyalty to the group"--the two models of subjectivity corresponding to previous stages of capitalist society--today's media-spectacle-consumer society is marked by the rise of the "pathological narcissist," a subjective structure that breaks with the "underlying frame of the ego-ideal common to the first two forms" (102). The first two forms involved inverted versions of each other: one either strove to remain true to oneself (that is, to a "paternal ego-ideal") or looked at oneself "through the eyes of the group," which functioned as an "externalized" ego-ideal, and sought "to merit its love and esteem" (102). With the stage of the "pathological narcissist," however, the ego-ideal itself is dissolved: Instead of the integration of a symbolic law, we have a multitude of rules to follow--rules of accommodation telling us "how to succeed." The narcissistic subject knows only the "rules of the (social) game" enabling him to manipulate others; social relations constitute for him a playing field in which he assumes "roles," not proper symbolic mandates; he stays clear of any kind of binding commitment that would imply a proper symbolic identification. He is a radical conformist who paradoxically experiences himself as an outlaw. (102)

The impact is extinction, the refusal to engage in traditional politics is an abdication of social responsibility that makes all social crises inevitable

Boggs, 97 (Carl, National University, Los Angeles, Theory and Society, “The great retreat: Decline of the public sphere in late
twentieth-century America”, December, Volume 26, Number 6, http://www.springerlink.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/content/m7254768m63h16r0/fulltext.pdf)

The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges.  Many ideological currents scrutinized here – localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post-modernism, Deep Ecology – intersect with and reinforce each other.  While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s.  Despite their different outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and overcome alienation.  The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change.  As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved – perhaps even unrecognized – only to fester more ominously in the future.  And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, finance, and communications.  Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or sidestep these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence.  In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones.  By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions. 74  In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance.  The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies.   This last point demands further elaboration.  The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people’s lives.  Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites – an already familiar dynamic in many lesser-developed countries.  The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat.  In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise – or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure.  In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collective interests that had vanished from civil society. 75
Alt Fails – Policy Paralysis*

Baudrillard’s alternative is politically paralyzing.  

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

In the epitome of postmodern political fatalism, the only strategy Baudrillard has to recommend is "death” solely by aping the information society's own lifelessness and inertia-a practice he refers to as "crystal revenge" does one stand a chance, argues Baudrillard, of escaping its enervating clutches. Thus, according to Baudrillard, the implosions of media society portend the collapse of the emancipatory project in general. His verdict on the impossibility of progressive historical change reiterates one of the commonplaces of reactionary rhetoric: the so-called futility thesis, according to which attempts to transform society are condemned a priori to failure. The nihilistic implications of Baudrillard's approach have been confirmed by the unmitigated schadenfreude with which he responded to the September 11,2001 terrorist attacks. In his view the assault represented a justified response to the challenge of American global hegemony. Although terrorist groups based in the Middle East may have been nominally responsible for executing the attacks, in truth it was an act that fulfilled the longings and aspirations of people all over the world. As Baudrillard observes, "haven't we dreamt of this event, hasn't the entire world, without exception, dreamt of it; no one could not dream of the destruction of a power that had become hegemonic to such a point. . . . In essence, it was [the terrorists] who committed the deed, but it is we who wished for it.
Baudrillard concedes the alt can never solve – no means of creating political change. 

Kellner 03 (Douglas, George Kneller Chair in the Philosophy of Education at UCLA, "Jean Baudrillard," The Blackwell companion to major contemporary social theorists, p. 315)

Baudrillard's focus is on the "logic of social differentiation" whereby individuals distinguish themselves and attain social prestige and standing through purchase and use of consumer goods. He argues that the entire system of production produces a system of needs that is rationalized, homogenized, reification, domination, and exploitation produced by capitalism. At this stage, it appeared that his critique came from the standard neo-Marxian vantage point, which assumes that capitalism is blameworthy because it is homogenizing, controlling, and dominating social life, while robbing individuals of their freedom, creativity, time, and human potentialities. One the other hand, he could not point to any revolutionary forces and in particular did not discuss the situation and potential of the working class as an agent of change in the consumer society. Indeed, Baudrillard has no theory of the subject as an active agent of social change whatsoever (thus perhaps following the structuralist and poststructuralist critique of the subject popular at the time). Nor does he have a theory of class or group revolt, or any theory of political organization, struggle, or strategy.

Baudrillard’s theories depoliticize politics

Boggs, 97 (Carl, National University, Los Angeles, Theory and Society, “The great retreat: Decline of the public sphere in late
twentieth-century America”, December, Volume 26, Number 6, http://www.springerlink.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/content/m7254768m63h16r0/fulltext.pdf)

The problem is that the main thrust of postmodernism so devalues the
common realm of power, governance, and economy that the dynamics
of social and institutional life vanish from sight. Where the reality of
corporate, state, and military power wind up vanishing within a post-
modern amorphousness, the very effort to analyze social forces and
locate agencies or strategies of change becomes impossible. In its reac-
tion against the comprehensive historical scope of Marxism, the micro
approach dismisses in toto macropolitics and with it any conceivable
modern project of radical transformation. An extreme "micro" focus is
most visible in such theorists as Baudrillard who, as Steven Best and
Douglas Kellner put it, in effect "announce the end of the political
project in the end of history and society 51 - a stance that replicates the logic of a profoundly depoliticized culture.
Baudrillard’s alternative fails to confront real world politics. 

Best & Kellner, 98 Department of Philosophy at University of Texas-El Paso, 1998 [Steven & Douglas, http://www2.cddc.vt.edu/illuminations/kell28.htm, “Postmodern Politics and the Battle for the Future”] 

In the aftermath of the 1960s, novel and conflicting conceptions of postmodern politics emerged. Postmodern politics thus take a variety of forms and would include the anti-politics of  Baudrillard and his followers, who exhibit a cynical, despairing rejection of the belief in emancipatory social transformation, as well as a variety of efforts to create a new or reconstructed politics. On the extreme and apolitical position of a  Baudrillard, we are stranded at the end of history, paralyzed and frozen, as the masses collapse into inertia and indifference, and simulacra and technology triumph over agency. Thus, from  Baudrillard's perspective, all we can do is "accommodate ourselves to the time left to us." 

Baudrillard = Nihilism

Baudrillard is too nihilistic to apply to politics. 

Butterfield 02 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of English at University of Wisconsin at La Crosse, "The Baudrillardian Symbolic, 9/11, and the War of Good and Evil" Postmodern Culture, volume 13, September, Project MUSE)

From Princess Diana to 9/11, Jean Baudrillard has been the prophet of the postmodern media spectacle, the hyperreal event. In the 1970s and 80s, our collective fascination with things like car crashes, dead celebrities, terrorists and hostages was a major theme in Baudrillard's work on the symbolic and symbolic exchange, and in his post-9/11 "L'Esprit du Terrorisme," he has taken it upon himself to decipher terrorism's symbolic message. He does so in the wake of such scathing critiques as Douglas Kellner's Jean Baudrillard: From Marxism to Postmodernism and Beyond (1989), which attacked Baudrillard's theory as "an imaginary construct which tries to seduce the world to become as theory wants it to be, to follow the scenario scripted in the theory" (178). Did Baudrillard seduce 9/11 into being--is he terrorism's theoretical guru?--or did he merely anticipate and describe in advance the event's profound seductiveness? To Kellner and other critics, Baudrillard's theory of postmodernity is a political as well as an intellectual failure: Losing critical energy and growing apathetic himself, he ascribes apathy and inertia to the universe. Imploding into entropy, Baudrillard attributes implosion and entropy to the experience of (post) modernity. (180) To be sure, Baudrillard's scripts and scenarios have always been concerned with the implosion of the global capitalist system. But while Baudrillard's tone at the end of "L'Esprit du Terrorisme" can certainly be called apathetic--"there is no solution to this extreme situation--certainly not war"--he does not suggest that there are no forces in the universe capable of mounting at least a challenge to the system and its sponsors (18). 

Relegating human suffering to the realm of simulation is just nihilism, crushing politics.

Kellner, 89 Phil. Chair @ UCLA, 1989, Jean Baudrillard, p. 107-8, Douglas

Yet does the sort of symbolic exchange which Baudrillard advocates really provide a solution to the question of death? Baudrillard’s notion of symbolic exchange between life and death and his ultimate embrace of nihilism (see 4.4) is probably his most un-Nietzschean moment, the instant in which his thought radically devalues life and focuses with a fascinated gaze on that which is most terrible — death. In a popular French reading of Nietzsche, his ‘transvaluation of values’ demanded negation of all repressive and life- negating values in favor of affirmation of life, joy and happiness. This ‘philosophy of value’ valorized life over death and derived its values from phenomena which enhanced, refined and nurtured human life. In Baudrillard, by contrast, life does not exist as an autonomous source of value, and the body exists only as ‘the caarnality of signs,’ as a mode of display of signification.  His sign fetishism erases all materialjty from the body and social life, and makes possible a fascinated aestheticized fetishism of signs as the primary ontological reality. This way of seeing erases suffering, disease, pain and the horror of death from the body and social life and replaces it with the play of signs — Baudrillard’s alternative. Politics too is reduced to a play of signs, and the ways in which different politics alleviate or intensify human suffering disappears from the Baudrillardian universe.  Consequently Baudrillard’s theory spirals into a fascination with signs which leads him to embrace certain privileged forms of sign culture and to reject others (that is, the theoretical signs of modernity such as meaning, truth, the social, power and so on) and to pay less and less attention to materiality (that is, to needs, desire, suffering and so on) a trajectory will ultimately lead him to embrace nihilism (see 4.4). 

Baudrillard = Terrorism

Baudrillard’s philosophy justifies terrorism. 

Butterfield 02 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of English at University of Wisconsin at La Crosse, "The Baudrillardian Symbolic, 9/11, and the War of Good and Evil" Postmodern Culture, volume 13, September, Project MUSE)

In Simulacra and Simulations (1981), Baudrillard wrote that systemic nihilism and the mass media are to blame for the postmodern human condition, which he describes as a combination of "fascination," "melancholy," and "indifference." Against the system and its passive nihilism, Baudrillard proffers his own brand of what might be termed active nihilism, a praxis that includes theoretical and aesthetic "terrorism," but not, in the end, the bloody acts of actual violence his theory accounts for. The terrorist acts of 9/11, as his theory predicted, were destined to be absorbed by the system's own narrative, neutralized by the very mass media they sought to exploit. In "L'Esprit," Baudrillard nevertheless attempts to explain again the logic, the spirit, of terrorism and to account for its power. Two of the three letters written to Harper's Magazine after its February 2002 printing of "L'Esprit" would, predictably, take Baudrillard to be an apologist for the terrorists' means and ends. Edward B. Schlesinger and Sarah A. Wersan of Santa Barbara, California, write: Embedded in Jean Baudrillard's almost incomprehensible prose is the shocking assertion that terrorism is justifiable, that the threat of globalization, as visualized by Baudrillard, justified the World Trade Center attack. (Kelly et al. 4) 

Baudrillard justifies the use of violence and terrorism. 

Butterfield 02 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of English at University of Wisconsin at La Crosse, "The Baudrillardian Symbolic, 9/11, and the War of Good and Evil" Postmodern Culture, volume 13, September, Project MUSE)

Baudrillard's postmodern-primitive symbolic, on the other hand, aimed to obliterate the difference in value between the imaginary and the real, the signifier and the signified, and to expose the metaphysical prejudice at the heart of all such valuations. His wager was that this would be done through aesthetic violence and not real violence, but having erased the difference between the two, there was never any guarantee that others wouldn't take such theoretical "violence" to its literal ends. Graffiti art, scarification and tattooing are just the benign counterparts of true terrorism, which takes ritual sacrifice and initiation to their extremes. Literalists and extremists, fundamentalists of all sorts, find their logic foretold in Baudrillard's references to the primitives. What the terrorists enacted on 9/11 was what Baudrillard would call a symbolic event of the first order, and they were undeniably primitive in their belief that God, the dead, and the living would somehow honor and benefit them in the afterlife. Unable to defeat the U.S. in economic or military terms, they employ the rule of prestation in symbolic exchange with the gift of their own deaths. But Americans are not "primitives"--we do not value death symbolically, but rather only as a subtraction from life. Capitalism's implicit promise, in every ad campaign and marketing strategy, is that to consume is to live. We score up life against death as gain against loss, as if through accumulation we achieve mastery over the qualitative presence of death that haunts life. Our official holidays honoring the dead serve no other function than to encourage consumption. 

Macro-Politics Good

Baudrillard leaves the masses to collapse, only engaging in macro-politics solves

Best and Kellner 02  prof phil @ UT el paso and Kellner prof phil @ UCLA 2k2 (Steven, Doug, “Postmodern Politics and the Battle for the Future” http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/faculty/kellner/Illumina%20Folder/kell28.htm)

A postmodern politics begins to take shape during the 1960s, when numerous new political groups and struggles emerged. The development of a new postmodern politics is strongly informed by the vicissitudes of social movements in France, the United States, and elsewhere, as well as by emerging postmodern theories. The utopian visions of modern politics proved, in this context, difficult to sustain and were either rejected in favor of cynicism, nihilism, and, in some cases, a turn to the right, or were dramatically recast and scaled down to more "modest" proportions. The modern emphasis on collective struggle, solidarity, and alliance politics gave way to extreme fragmentation, as the "movement" of the 1960s splintered into various competing struggles for rights and liberties. The previous emphasis on transforming the public sphere and institutions of domination gave way to new emphases on culture, personal identity, and everyday life, as macropolitics were replaced by the micropolitics of local transformation and subjectivity. In the aftermath of the 1960s, novel and conflicting conceptions of postmodern politics emerged. Postmodern politics thus take a variety of forms and would include the anti-politics of Baudrillard and his followers, who exhibit a cynical, despairing rejection of the belief in emancipatory social transformation, as well as a variety of efforts to create a new or reconstructed politics. On the extreme and apolitical position of a Baudrillard, we are stranded at the end of history, paralyzed and frozen, as the masses collapse into inertia and indifference, and simulacra and technology triumph over agency. Thus, from Baudrillard's perspective, all we can do is "accommodate ourselves to the time left to us." 

**BLEIKER**

AT: Agency

Realist conceptions of human nature allow for people to create concrete change that benefits society as a result of the possibility of conflict. 

Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 74-75.

This raises the issue of the extent to which realism permits human freedom. We can explain the minor role that human choice appears to play in the theory presented in Politics among Nations on the grounds that such a theory must, by definition, address the necessary, for only the necessary is perennial and, therefore, easily generalisable, while the manifestations of choice are contingent and unique. Aside from being an unreliable indicator of results, 'motives are the most illusive of psychological data', such that 'a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements'. Whilst it must acknowledge contingent factors, 'it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory.' 16 Consequently, even if Morgenthau did emphasise the necessary in Politics among Nations, there is no evidence of any deterministic exclusion of human choice in it.17 He candidly acknowledged that the study of international events reveals, above all, 'the ambiguity of the facts of international politics'.18 Nevertheless, the articulation of constraint was undeniably central to realism as a whole. Man is, to paraphrase Niebuhr, a creature of necessity subject to 'limits of creatureliness which he cannot transcend and ... inexorable forces of nature which he cannot defy'.19 Whatever the apparent scope of human power, the realists were unanimous that all choices are constrained within the bounds of natural possibility, are directed by the flow of historical trends, and are conditioned by the historical context in which they exist. It is ultimately of the essence of realism that man is incapable of directing history according to some rational plan.20 Consequently, realism remains vulnerable to the criticism that it removes the possibility of anything more than token freedom, and thus eliminates anything more than a token moral perspective, making it necessary to consider more broadly the basis on which all realists relate human freedom and the constraints of necessity upon it, in order to determine the extent to which realist thought permits human freedom, and, in particular, the extent to which this level of freedom is sufficient to allow the attribution of moral responsibility and the possibility of moral action.
 The central problem in this respect is that the conception of 'necessity' which realism emphasises has a material basis such that the potential for conflictual relations is exogenously given to actors, independent of their specific practices. As Morgenthau famously asserted in Politics among Nations: 'politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature'.21 However, whilst human nature is not malleable in the realist conception, this applies only to its core components, a fundamental regard for self, juxtaposed to an awareness of duties beyond self.22 Whilst such a theory imposes constraints upon the scope of what is possible, it does not do so to any great extent. It indicates the prevalence of conflict, but does not say when it will arise, what form it will take, or what possibility there exists of a satisfactory resolution. Whilst realism is able, on the basis of extrapolation from this conception, to point to the importance of power in all political relations, to the likelihood of such features as a security dilemma and to the validity of mitigating strategies such as the balance of power, such components represent a constant background chorus, not immediate necessities. Furthermore, the presence in the realist conception of what amounts to a spiritual element implies that it does not cut itself off from the possibility of advance in the human condition. If the possibility of conflict remains a continual threat, this does not rule out the possibility of ideational developments which layer the benefits of civilisation upon the underlying realities of power.23

AT: Forgetting 

Transgressing the academic boundaries of scholarship destroys the discipline

Jarvis, lecturer in the Department of Government and International Relations, Faculty at University of Sydney, 2000 (D.S.L, International relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism, pg. 168-170) 

While interesting, one wonders if the disciplinary parameters of International Relations are now so porous as to be meaningless. If, as Martin Griffiths and Terry O'Callaghan suggest, "Anyone can 'join' IR, regard- less of their formal training," is there any longer an intrinsic meaning or purpose to what we do other than engage in academic musings for their  own sake? 121 Does this mean, for example, that no formal training or grounding in world politics will suffice as preparation for studying them, that there is no core to our subject, no central conccrns or rccurring themes that warrant at least rudimentary attention if one is to have an elementary grasp of things international? The obliteration of intellectual boundaries, the suggestion that there is "no valid distinction between the international and domestic spheres,"I21 and that all issues are germane to International Relations supposes that we can not only "forget IR theory," as Roland Bleiker urges, but read, write, and research anything of nominal interest to us and call this international politics. Birigit Weiss's vision of container art exhibitions or Cynthia Enloe's reflections on the posthuman body-the cyborg-threatens not just to expand the vistas of our discipline but, in doing so, make us little more than a compendium of the visual arts, science fiction, identities, personal stories, and research whims whose intellectual agendas are so disparate as to be meaningless. Indeed, precisely how this makes for better knowledge and a better understanding of global politics or how such agendas or concerns are related to global events and processes, we are never told. The only objective evident in the new identity politics seems to be the "transgression of boundaries," where everything no matter how disparate is assumed to be related to international politics and where the purview of our disciplinary lenses are counseled to have no focus but be encompassing of all things social, political, and economic. 

**BOOKCHIN/BIOREGIONALISM**

Cede The Political

Hierarchies are natural and inevitable—Bookchin’s utopian alternative destroys the Left.

Hughes, 89. James J, Assistant Director of Institutional Research and Planning, and Lecturer in Public Policy Studies, at Trinity College in Hartford. "Beyond Bookchinism: A Left Green Response," Socialist Review 89.3, http://www.changesurfer.com/ Bud/Bookchin.html.

FINALLY BOOKCHIN SEEMS to lead himself back into one of the same errors that he so eloquently critiques in deep ecology: the separation of the social order from "the natural." On the one hand, Bookchin insists that, since humans are naturally evolved, anything we do is natural. On the other hand, he insists that nature abhors hierarchy, and that once we get back in touch with our continuity with the natural order we will eschew hierarchy, and vice versa. This is again the problem of the leap from IS to OUGHT. Hierarchies exist in the ecosystem, including animal class and gender systems, and our hierarchies are just as "naturally" evolved as theirs. The reason for us to oppose hierarchy has to do with an existential human ethical decision, not with its "unnaturalness." Bookchin's equation of nonhierarchical organization with ecology leads us astray not only philosophically, but also politically; it leads us into a utopian rejection of engagement with the actual existing (albeit hierarchical) political structures, such as the Democratic Party and Congress. A complex social order, like a complex organism, requires some degree of specialization, centralization and hierarchy. But the range of possibilities within the human social niche is very broad and we need to ethically decide which of these possible adaptations will ensure the survival of the species and the ecosystem, while satisfying our ethical goals. Some historical periods allow only slow and cumulative change, while other "transformative crisis" periods, when the social equilibrium is "punctuated," allow rapid and revolutionary change. Our challenge is discerning when the window of opportunity is open for radical change, and when we must wage a more modest "war of position." The project of the left is to recognize the ever-changing limits of this window, and to position ourselves within it without either extinguishing ourselves in utopian and apocalyptic projects, or blending into the dominant gene-pool of possibilities.

Bookchin’s ideological focus alienates the public and prevents a broad-scale movement.

Clark, 98. John, Professor of Philosophy at Loyola. “Municipal Dreams: A Social Ecological Critique of Bookchin’s Politics,” http://raforum.info/article.php3?id_article=1039.

While "the People" are identified by Bookchin as the emerging subject of history and agent of social transformation, he also identifies a specific group within this large category that will be essential to its successful formation. Thus, in the strongest sense of agency, the "’agent’ of revolutionary change" will be a "radical intelligentsia," which, according to Bookchin, has always been necessary "to catalyze" such change. [17] The nature of such an intelligentsia is not entirely clear, except that it would include theoretically sophisticated activists who would lead a libertarian municipalist movement. Presumably, as has been historically the case, it would also include people in a variety of cultural and intellectual fields who would help spread revolutionary ideas. Bookchin is certainly right in emphasizing the need within a movement for social transformation for a sizable segment of people with developed political commitments and theoretical grounding. However, most of the literature of libertarian municipalism, which emphasizes social critique and political programs very heavily, has seemed thus far to be directed almost exclusively at such a group. Furthermore, it has assumed that the major precondition for effective social action is knowledge of and commitment to Bookchin’s theoretical position. This ideological focus, which reflects Bookchin’s theoretical and organizational approach to social change, will inevitably hinder the development of a broadly-based social ecology movement, to the extent that this development requires a diverse intellectual milieu linking it to a larger public. Particularly as Bookchin has become increasingly suspicious of the imagination, the psychological dimension, and any form of "spirituality," and as he has narrowed his conception of reason, he has created a version of social ecology that is likely to appeal to only a small number of highly-politicized intellectuals. Despite the commitment of social ecology to unity-in-diversity, his approach to social change increasingly emphasizes ideological unity over diversity of forms of expression. If the "radical intelligentsia" within the movement for radical democracy is to include a significant number of poets and creative writers, artists, musicians, and thoughtful people working in various professional and technical fields, a more expansive vision of the socially-transformative practice is necessary.

Engaging institutions is essential to protect the environment – bioregionalism and localized activism does not provide not a lens for substantive social change

Harvey, 99 – Distinguished Professor of Anthropology at the City University of New York (David, Global Ethics and Environment)

But the content and spirit of any such 'revolutionary' movement is a very much more open question. I am certainly prepared to listen, for example, to some of the more radical decentralizing and communitarian, eyen bioregionalist proposals that circulate within green politics. But as I seek to translate such potentially fecund ideas into my own language, I find myself wanting to trans​form them through that dialectical conception of the relations between univers​ality and particularity with which I began. For example, mediating institutions playa vital role in giving shape and permanence, solidity and consistency to how we relate with others and with the natural world we inhabit. To give up on some version of the central state apparatus, for example, is to surrender an extraordinarily powerful instrument (with all of its warts and wrinkles) for guiding future socia-ecological transformations. To opt out of considering global forms of governance is similarly to abandon not only hope about but also real concern for a wide range of global environmental issues (or to pre​sume, without evidence, that acting purely locally will have the desired global effect). We cannot cease to transform the world any more than we can give up breathing, and it seems to me neither feasible nor desirable that we try to stop such a process now, though there is much to be said about what directions. such transformations might take and with what risks and socio-political effects. I also find myself questioning the ways in which many environmental groups imagine the future geography of the world to be. Of course, we have to recog​nize that socio-environmental relations vary geographically, that structures of feeling and cultural understandings understood as whole ways of life exist both in a state of uneven geographical development (a somewhat, unilinear conception of a singular developmental process) and in a world differentiated historically and geographically by radical differences in what the language of ‘development' might mean. But, being a geographer, I did not need the environmentalists to tell me this (it has been a focus of my own attempts to create a more geographically aware historical materialism for many years now). The bioregionalists and social ecologists, as well as many of those drawn to more communitarian aspects of environmentalism, certainly reinforce the important idea that place-based or regionally based politics are more often than not a significant seed-bed for radical socio-ecological politics as well as key sites for radical change, but in so doing they do not really provide an adequate framework for thinking about how future geographies of production, distribu​tion, consumption and exchange might be produced. 
Perm

Bookchin thinks that a wide variety of political strategies need to be tried simultaneously. 

Bookchin and Foreman, 91 – Murray, founder of the social ecology movement within a libertarian/ecological thought, and Dave, US environmentalist and founder of Earth First! (Defending the Earth: a dialogue between Murray Bookchin and Dave Foreman, South End Press @ Boston, Ed. 1, Pg. 39-40) // AK

﻿We were pretty clear from the beginning, however, that we were not the radical environmental movement. We only saw ourselves as one slice of the radical environmental movement. I know I have no absolute, total, and complete answer to the worldwide ecological crisis we are in. My path is not the right path; it's the path that works for me. I think there are dozens and dozens of other approaches and ideas that we will need in order to solve the crisis we're in right now. We need that kind of diversity within our movement. In Earth First!, we have tended to specialize in what we're good at: wilderness preservation and endangered species. That doesn't mean the other issues aren't important; it just means that we mostly talk about what we know most about. We work on what moves us most particularly. It doesn't mean that we’re the whole operation, or that we’re covering all the bases. We need all the approaches and angles.

2AC: Transition Wars turn

The transition to bioregionalism will cause major wars. 
Taylor, 2000 – Oshkosh Foundation Professor of Religion and Social Ethics, and Director of Environmental Studies at the University of Wisconsin (Bron, Beneath the Surface, 2000, pg. 282)//NHH 

It is not clear, however, that in the long run and on every continent and dur​ing every era, violence and conflict would be greater under bioregional forms of political organization than under political units drawn according to biore​gional differences. Fear of balkanization raises important concerns, but a uni​versal condemnation of bioregional polity does not logically follow. Gary Snyder, for example, would likely point to anthropologist A. L. Kroeber's work which shows that Native Americans have usually lived peacefully, largely in dif​fering bioregional provinces. 58 A more trenchant problem is how bioregionalists (and the anarchists who in​fluenced their most influential theorists) often assume that people are naturally predisposed (unless corrupted by life in unnatural, hierarchical, centralized, in​dustrial societies) _ to cooperative behavior. W This debatable assumption ap​pears 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. 60 Based on its unduly rosy view of the potential for human altruism, it is doubt​ful 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 vol​untarily cede authority," Any political reorganization along bioregional lines would likely require "widespread violence and dislocation.” Few bioregional​ists seem to recognize this likelihood, or how devastating to nature such a transi​tional struggle would probably be. Moreover, making an important but often overlooked point about political power, political theorist Daniel Deudney warns:

Bioregionalism Bad - Environment

Bioregionalism would cause more rapid environmental destruction.

White, 03. Lecturer at Goldsmith College. “Hierarchy, Domination, Nature,” Organization and Environment, Sage Journals, Damian Finbar.

More substantial difficulties with organic society can be found at the methodological level. One central problem here would seem to be that evidence for Bookchin’s speculations is not drawn in the main from paleo-anthropological research but rather from 20th-century ethnographic studies of tribal societies and historical accounts of European encounters with the non-European. Thus, his speculation on gender differentiation in organic society is informed by Elizabeth Thomas’s studies of the Bantu. Discussions of animism make reference to Edward B. Tylor’s observation of the practises of Native Americans. Various other accounts of the ecological embeddedness of humanity at the dawn of civilisation draw from Dorothy Lee’s studies of the Hopi and Wintu tribes. Now, this practise is justified in The Ecology of Freedom on the basis that the cultural facts of dress, technics, and environment that link prehistoric peoples with existing “primitives” is so striking that it is difficult to believe that Siberian mammoth hunters of yesteryear ... were so dissimilar from the Arctic seal hunters of de Poncin’s day. (Bookchin, 1982, p. 57) Yet reservations could immediately be voiced here given that the implicit (and highly questionable) assumption underlying this is that tribal people have lived in a permanently static state, without change or social development. Given the growing recognition among social anthropologists that many supposedly isolated small-scale societies have been part of wider, often global systems of exchange for many millennia, such an approach would seem to be increasingly problematic (see Ellen, 1986, p. 9). More generally, establishing the exact nature of human-nature relations among tribal people would seem further complicated by the fact that as the historical geographer Ian Simmons (1996) has noted, “The ethnographic picture is rather spotty on this particular topic so it does not seem possible to give a complete picture for all groups even for near-recent times, let alone the past” (p. 66). Indeed, if we turn to the anthropological record, problems with Bookchin’s account of organic society would seem to become even more entrenched. Notably, there would now seem to be growing paleo-anthropological evidence that early humans were involved in substantive reshaping of their natural environment, even to the point where they produced substantive environmental degradation. 14 Thus, although Bookchin (1982) in The Ecology of Freedom may claim that “Neolithic artefacts seem to reflect a communion of humanity and nature that patently expressed the communion of humans with each other: a solidarity of the community with the world of life that articulated an intense solidarity within the community itself” (p. 61), elsewhere we can find substantive evidence that points directly to the contrary. 15 It could also be noted that even if we accepted the notion that anthropological data on more recent “tribal societies” provide a legitimate basis for speculation about early humanity, these studies would similarly seem to suggest that the development of early human societies was probably marked by much more complex and variable social patterns, practises, and institutions than are found in the composite account provided in The Ecology of Freedom. Thus, concerning Bookchin’s (1982) claim that relations in organic society were “distinctly ecological” (p. 5), it could simply be noted here that the anthropological evidence on “tribal” people and hunter-gatherers hardly lends unqualified support to such a generalisation. 16  The claim that organic society was “strikingly non-domineering not only in its institutionalised structure but in its very language” (Bookchin, 1990b, p. 47) similarly could meet any number of contrary examples from small-scale societies,17 as could the related claim of an egalitarian sexual division of labour, 18  and so on. There would seem to be substantive reasons, then, to doubt the whole account of organic society found in The Ecology of Freedom and Remaking Society. By the early 1990s, it increasingly appeared that Bookchin himself had become less and less comfortable with many aspects of this period of his work. Initially responding to certain currents in deep ecology, committed to what Bookchin (1991) now saw as “atavistic celebrations of a mythic Neolithic and Pleistocene” (p. xxx), 19 the second edition of The Ecology of Freedom provided a new introduction that qualified and revised many earlier commitments. Now ceding to the anthropological evidence that early humanity’s relations with the natural world may well have been much less harmonious than previously presumed and warning against romanticising early humanity’s interconnectedness with nature, one can find an uncomfortable attempt to hang on to certain elements of his own organic society thesis. Thus, we are told, “as humanity began to emerge from first nature, possibly in the Pleistocene and certainly in the Palaeolithic, their relations to animals as other was largely complementary” (p. xlvii). 

Alt Fails

Bookchin’s alternative fails—small societies force conformity that prevent innovation and undermine cooperation.

diZerega, 92. PhD in Political Theory and Visiting Assistant professor in the Department of Government, St. Lawrence University. Gus, Spring/Summer, “SOCIAL ECOLOGY, DEEP ECOLOGY, AND LIBERALISM,” Critical Review, http://www.dizerega.com/papers/socecol.pdf.

From a neoliberal perspective I will develop two basic criticisms of Bookchin’s argument. First, he does not understand problems of scale. Bookchin ignores differences between face-to-face interactions among people who know one another and those involving strangers, and he appears unaware of the “coordination problem” and how it applies to his praise of a decentralized society. Second, his view of competition and cooperation, both as they occur in the market and in nature, is much too simplistic. As a consequence, he understands neither markets nor ecosystems. The virtues of organic societies are quite real, and modernity has brought a great loss by diminishing their role in our lives. But to a significant degree the virtues of premodern organic society grow from its small scale. Informal means for keeping the peace and preserving social mores can easily operate in such an environment. Help for those who are poorly off through no fault of their own can also flourish under such circumstances, as can friendliness and interest in the well being of known others. Garret Hardin points out that the Hutterites, a growing group of small religious communities now numbering more than 50,000 members in the United States, deliberately limit the size of their communities to 150, for they have discovered that whenever a group grows larger than that, shirking of community work begins to increase faster than population. When population growth within a Hutterite community exceeds 150, it splits into two communities.39 On the other hand, strong pressure for social conformity is often the dark side of premodern society. This pressure, and the power of gossip and ostracism against the deviant, helped maintain behavior in accordance with group norms, and enabled such societies to dispense with the more impersonal means for enforcement characteristic of larger societies. In such societies ostracism and exile were often severe punishments for those who met with widespread disapproval. Moreover, it has usually been in large cities (relative to their societies) that creativity in the arts and sciences best flourishes. In the relative anonymity of big cities, people who march to the beat of different drummers can more easily find kindred souls and avoid social disapproval than in small homogeneous communities. In a word, the good things about small communities stem from everyone’s knowing and being interested in one another – and so do the bad things. Failing to appreciate this connection is a consistent problem among communitarian thinkers.40 Not all small face-to-face societies appear inclined to breed conformism. Many, though not all, Native American cultures, such as the Lakota, honored individuality. But those that did so were also frequently highly competitive, which I doubt would please Bookchin. In fact, the wide variety of modes of life among Native American peoples suggests that Bookchin's idealized image of organic societies is based at best on selective extrapolation from some peoples while ignoring the experience of others.41 For an analyst who continually writes of the advantages of holistic reasoning and an ecological perspective, Bookchin displays a peculiar inclination to pick and choose the social features he likes and dislikes, without any apparent awareness that societies cannot be constructed simply by combining together all the things we happen to like and eliminating those we dislike. There is a deeper shortcoming in Bookchin’s one-sided praise of the virtues of small societies. They have traditionally been hostile to or indifferent toward strangers. This is even true of the more individualistic Native American cultures. Bookchin acknowledges that they rarely made provision for the needs of strangers, but never pauses to ask why this “oversight” occurred. When our relationships are intensely face-to-face we tend to mistrust those about whom we know little. Bookchin never wonders whether relationships depending upon personal knowledge of one another can be duplicated for humanity as a whole, where our knowledge of particulars must necessarily be small to nonexistent. All this has been discussed by F. A. Hayek, and it is a great pity that Bookchin appears unaware of Hayek's work.42 Face-to-face relationships, in contrast to impersonal market processes, promote intense human interactions. When friendly or loving, this is the greatest of blessings. But intensity is not always enjoyable because it is not always friendly. Wisdom and compassion, which would make it consistently so, are rare. Historically a world of small face-to-face communities or tribes has been a world of countless feuds and petty wars. We cannot know that this was so in prehistoric times, but the archaeological evidence is not encouraging. Bookchin argues that we advance over the past “when we relate on the basis of a simple affinity of tastes, cultural similarities, emotional compatibilities, sexual preferences, and intellectual interests.”43 He apparently means that we choose these relations, rather than taking them for granted as in the case of small tribes. Is not such “freedom to choose” the bourgeois ideal? Is it not attained most readily within a large impersonal city, where those seeking different modes of life can locate kindred spirits? In large cities we can choose our friends. Such circumstances are extremely unlikely in the face-to-face societies he advocates. The large-scale achievement of intimacy he advocates within a small group would require intolerable conformity. Bookchin appears unable to perceive the existence of any type of relationship that falls between the extremes of deep intimacy and impersonal hostility. Buyers and sellers in market orders are supposedly “polarized against each other,” while it would be better for them “to care for each other’s well-being, for them to feel deeply responsible to each other, and for them to be cemented by a deep sense of obligation for their mutual welfare.”44 This attitude goes well beyond respect and compassion for others. It is also impossible among people who do not know one another. Further, the great gift liberal civilization gave to humanity, as Hayek and Popper so clearly explain, is that by making cooperation possible along purely abstract and procedural grounds, the scope for peaceful interaction was extraordinarily broadened. People no longer needed to agree about many specifics in order to benefit from peaceful cooperation.45 This extension of the scope of cooperation came at the necessary cost of reducing the intensity of human relations. This observation brings me to a fatal weakness in Bookchin’s analysis. In any society needing to provide for more than the needs of a relatively small population, widespread impersonal coordination of goods and services becomes necessary. Bookchin would presumably not want to do without railroads to move food in times of localized crop failure or antibiotics to cure bubonic plague. But to build a rail line or manufacture vaccines requires a very widely integrated economic sphere. An autarkic county in Kansas, or even Vermont, could not do it. Anything like a modern economy cannot be based upon face-to-face relationships. It is simply too complex. Here enters the calculation problem first raised by Mises, a problem that has undermined every attempt to create a nonmarket economy more complex than a village. Bookchin appears unaware that such a problem exists – even though Mises, echoed by Max Weber, first called attention to the matter in the 1920s, subsequently generating an enormous literature, and even though the problem has now become manifest in the fall of communist societies.46 What, then, of Bookchin's proposal for replacing the nation state with a federation of small independent city republics? I agree with him, and with writers going back to Aristotle, that the polis provides a framework where citizenship, that is, membership in a community of political equals, can be easily expressed. Nor is civic localism necessarily anachronistic. Jane Jacobs argues convincingly that cities, not nations, are the fundamental political and economic units of the modern world. Larger units, such as states and nations, have essentially arbitrary political boundaries.47 There would be nothing objectionable about Bookchin's project if its purpose were to envision viable institutions able to encompass small-scale self-government, while simultaneously preserving the advantages made possible by modern institutions. Bookchin’s error lies not in his advocacy of municipal values, for in this regard he may well be right (even if they are not quite the cure-all he seems to suggest). Rather, his shortcoming is in failing to discuss the framework wherein small communities could cooperate together. What institutional ties would help them coordinate their activities? In this regard his apparent ignorance of the market’s role in coordinating intricate relationships among independent entities is a fatal weakness.

Bookchin’s alternative is flawed—oppression of humans and oppression of nature are not connected—better management of nature is superior to anarchy. 

James J Hughes, 89. Assistant Director of Institutional Research and Planning, and Lecturer in Public Policy Studies, at Trinity College in Hartford. "Beyond Bookchinism: A Left Green Response," Socialist Review 89.3, http://www.changesurfer.com/ Bud/Bookchin.html.

SINCE CONSCIOUSNESS plays such a central role in Bookchin's ethics, this appears to be in contradiction to his assertion that humans oppress nature. A key (apparently psychodynamic) point in Bookchin's politics seems to be that we humans began "oppressing" nature because we were oppressing each other. But the "oppression" of nature is fundamentally different from the oppression of sentient beings. It is, in fact, meaningless, since "oppression" only has meaning in reference to sentient beings with conscious intents. It's not wrong to put radioactive waste in the ground because we "oppress" the dirt, but because we and other sentient life forms are threatened by those toxins, and because we, humans, aesthetically value a non-irradiated environment. We don't "oppress" nature, but rather impact on it in a way that causes us, and other sentient beings, harm or displeasure. Bookchin seems confused on this basic point. Walter Truett Anderson's adamantly "managerial" Green line, articulated in To Govern Evolution is an example of an ecological politics that is more compatible with the anthropocentrism of democratic left thought than Bookchin's metaphorical eco-anarchism. Anderson points out that humans have been impacting on the ecosystem for tens of thousands of years, and that our challenge is not to withdraw from nature altogether (as deep ecologists suggest), or to get into organo-anarchic harmony with it (as Bookchin suggests), but to start managing it responsibly. The basic thrust of Bookchin's "social ecology" is the assertion that ecological destruction is a direct result of "social hierarchy." Thus, an anarchic society is the only answer to ecological destruction. While it is probably true that social hierarchies make it more difficult to reorient ourselves toward ecological protection, this seems to be another major weakness of Bookchin's analysis. It seems quite possible that an egalitarian society could be ecologically destructive, and vice-versa. In fact, Bookchin contradicts himself when he points out that feudalism was not ecologically destructive, and acknowledges the possibility that corporate capitalist or bureaucratic collectivist societies could institute ecological policies. If social hierarchy and ecocide are relatively autonomous, the left can only strive to understand how they interact, reinforce, and undercut one another, and build a set of values and movements to change them both. What Bookchin tends toward is the reduction of the struggle against one to the struggle against the other.
The alternative is vague and unsupported by any evidence—hierarchy is inevitable.

Damian Finbar White, 03. Lecturer at Goldsmith College. “Hierarchy, Domination, Nature,” Organization and Environment, Sage Journals.

One immediate problem that arises is that it is difficult to avoid being struck by the sheer vagueness and imprecision that seem to linger around this whole enterprise. So although “organic society” is not presented as a hypothetical  “state of nature” but postulated as a historical actuality, as Mary Mellor (1992, p.124) has noted, it is never made very clear by Bookchin when or where this early form of human association actually existed. At points in The Ecology of Freedom, one can find references to an “early Neolithic” village society and get the impression that organic society consequently can be located at a crossover moment when hunter-gatherers first began to settle down into a horticultural society. Elsewhere, in other writings, one can gain the distinct impression that this society stretched well up to the emergence of the early cities.11 Bookchin’s narrative does seem further problematic by the manner in which his expositions wings rather dramatically between a “reflexive voice,” which appears to accept he is embarking on a highly speculative exercise to a much more confident tone, which at times seems to virtually claim a God’s eye view. Thus, one encounters persistent examples of a carefully qualified and tentative insight being quickly reworked into a substantive proposition a few sentences later, where a speculation on “preliterate” practises, values, or institutions is then suddenly transformed into an implausibly detailed account of “how things really were back then.”12 Given the time scales that are being dealt with here, and the manner in which these speculations are often unsupported by evidence or supported by one or two case studies, it is difficult to avoid an immediate sense that a certain creative embellishing is going on. Additional problems emerge when it becomes evident that Bookchin’s own understanding of what he has demonstrated does, at times, seem at odds with the actual narrative he provides. For example, as we have seen, one of the boldest claims that Bookchin makes of his account of historical development is that it “radically reverses” central features of historical materialism. Thus, Marx and Engels, Adorno and Horkheimer, are all chastised for their Victorian image of “stingy nature” and the view that freedom from material want necessitated the “domination of nature.” Indeed, at various points, Bookchin (1990b) has emphatically rejected the view “that forms of domination . . . have their sources in economic conditions and needs” (p. 45). On the contrary, we are told the idea of domination initially arose from within societies as part of the development of social hierarchies, “which are not necessarily economically motivated at all” (p. 46). However, an implicit recognition of the role that material factors played in the development of hierarchy, and even a certain sense that the development of hierarchy is inevitable, can also be unearthed from Bookchin’s work. 

Bioregionalism is too isolated to solve—international solutions are needed.  

Taylor, 2000 – Oshkosh Foundation Professor of Religion and Social Ethics, and Director of Environmental Studies at the University of Wisconsin (Bron, Beneath the Surface, 2000, pg. 282)//NHH 

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 ecosys​tems 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 ap​petite 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 re​ally 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 prior​itize instead spiritual strategies for evoking deep ecological spirituality, hoping, self-consciously, for a miracle. 

Alt = Authoritarianism

Bookchin’s bioregionalism would result in small, oppressive communities.  

Carter, 07. Senior Lecturer in Politics @ University of York. “The Politics of the Environment,” p. 59, Neil.

Decentralization may be a necessary condition for participatory democracy, but there is no guarantee that a decentralized society will be democratic. Sale (1980) concedes that a society based on a natural bioregion may not always be characterized by democratic or liberal values because another 'natural' principle, diversity, implies that bioregional societies should boast a wide range of political systems, some of which, presumably, might be authoritarian. Even if the political system is democratic, there may be drawbacks about life in a small community. Social control mechanisms may prove oppressive if, as Goldsmith et al. (1972) suggest, offenders are brought to heel by the weight of public opinion. Discrimination against minorities or non-conformist opinion may be rife. Small parochial societies may also be intellectually and culturally impoverished, perhaps reducing innovation in clean technologies (Frankel 1987). So, ironically, the homogenous decentralized society may lack the diversity that ecologists value.
Thesis Incorrect

Bookchin is wrong—there is no correlation between hierarchy and domination of nature.

White, 03. Lecturer at Goldsmith College. “Hierarchy, Domination, Nature,” Organization and Environment, Sage Journals, Damian Finbar.

It would seem evident, though, that the historical sequence Bookchin (1995b) defends is simply not very convincing. Bookchin’s starting point here that “the domination of nature first arose within society as part of its institutionalisation into gerontocracies ... not in any endeavour to control nature or natural forces” (p. 142) would appear completely untenable. The whole strength of this claim is clearly dependent on the rosy image of a singular organic society that we can find in his earlier work. Now, given (a) the criticisms of this that have been offered above, (b) the cautionary words offered by Kuper about recognising the huge spatial variation that was very likely a central feature of the relationship between human societies and their natures, and (c) the manner in which Bookchin himself later retreats from this position, this claim would seem to fall apart. Indeed, if we follow the view of the later Bookchin (1995c), who states, “In the band and tribe societies of pre-history, humanity was almost completely at the mercy of uncontrollable natural forces” (p. 122), such an assertion would seem to suggest that if anything, central elements of the basic Marxian thesis are more convincing as an existential statement of the human condition. That is, as Marx argues in Volume 3 of Capital, “the associated producers” need to rationally regulate their interchanges with nature, bring it under their common control, instead of being ruled by it as by the blind forces of nature; and achieving this with the least expenditure of energy and under conditions most favourable to, and most worthy of, their human nature. (as cited in Smith, 1996, pp. 48-49) Bookchin’s ecocentric critics have flagged a second line of argument that needs to be considered here. Fox (1989, p. 15) and Eckersley (1992) have argued that Bookchin does not fully recognise that there is not a straightforward relationship between hierarchical forms of social organisation and the actual domination of nature. Thus, Fox has argued that historical examples can be offered of hierarchical societies (e.g., ancient Egypt) that had relatively benign relations with nature. Equally, Eckersley has argued that it is possible to conceptualise a relatively nonhierarchical society that is nevertheless extremely exploitative ecologically. 22 

There is no correlation between hierarchy and social domination—the alternative is more likely to increase social domination.

White, 03. Damian Finbar , Lecturer at Goldsmith College. “Hierarchy, Domination, Nature,” Organization and Environment, Sage Journals.

To move on from the organic society issue then, how plausible is the rest of Bookchin’s social hierarchy thesis? The concept of social hierarchy clearly denotes the most striking and interesting conceptual innovation that can be found in social ecology, delineating Bookchin’s position from the preoccupations of classical critical theory. If we consider this issue at the synchronic level for the moment, one considerable advantage of this demand to place “hierarchy” at the centre of critical social theory is that it clearly opens up the possibility of examining multilayered forms of domination, exclusion, and silencing that are not simply reducible to epiphenomena of class relations. Moreover, Bookchin’s claim that it is likely forms of social hierarchy based on generontocracies, patriarchies, priest cults, and warrior groups probably provided the precursors to the latter development of class and proto-state structures would seem reasonably uncontroversial (see Giddens, 1981; Mann, 1986). An issue that does need further examination though is that it is not clear that the complexities that play out in the relationships between social hierarchy and social domination are fully theorised by Bookchin. For example, as numerous critics have observed (Eckersley, 1992; Fox, 1989; Kovel, 1998), there is clearly a range of social relations that are in certain senses hierarchical yet do not self-evidently contribute to social domination. Temporary quasi-hierarchical relations based on the acceptance of certain forms of authority such as parent-child relations (Kovel, 1998) can be socially enabling. Student-teacher relationships (Eckersley, 1992) also invariably contain elements of hierarchy and if freely chosen can be enabling. Indeed, one could think of a range of socially stratified relations that are emergent from functionally differentiated social roles and that are hierarchical in a certain sense but that also alleviate social domination. In this latter category, it could well be argued that any socially complex and politically pluralistic society seeking to avail itself of the gains of high technology is going to be marked by certain forms of social stratification through task differentiation. As long as these “hierarchies” are open and subject to democratic recruitment, rotation, and control, and influence in one sphere of social life is not allowed to cumulate in other spheres (Waltzer, 1985), it is simply not given that such relations necessarily contribute to social domination. Indeed, contra certain currents of libertarianism, it clearly needs to be recognised that certain democratically controlled representative structures or socially differentiated roles might actually relieve social domination. Conversely, one could imagine certain nonhierarchical societies (perhaps most strikingly the kind of neo-primitivist fantasies advocated by some eco-anarchists) that would surely exacerbate social domination of humans by nature and perhaps through the “tyranny of structurelessness” (Freeman, 1970) further facilitate domination of some humans by others. It would seem important, then, for a credible critical social theory to be able to distinguish more carefully between coercive and oppressive social-stratified social relations and representative political forms—which clearly give rise to social domination—and such relations based on “legitimate authority” or “democratic authority,” which perhaps do not. 21  What can we make though of the further diachronic link that Bookchin has sought to forge: between social hierarchy, social domination, and the “idea” of dominating nature?

**BORDERS**

Cede The Political 

They cede the political 

Strong 96 – Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego.  (Tracy, Prof. of Political Science @ Univ. of California, San Diego, 1996, Foreward: Dimensions of a New Debate around Carl Schmitt, to Carl Schmitt’s Concept of the Political, Univ. of Chicago Press: Chicago, p. xiii-xvii, MT)
Schmitt's conception of the political stands in opposition to his conception of "political romanticism," the subject of one of his early books. Political romanticism is characterized as a stance of occasional ironism, such that there is no last word on anything. Political romanticism is the doctrine of the autonomous, isolated, and solitary individual, whose absolute stance toward himself gives a world in which nothing is connecting to anything else. Political romanticism is thus at the root of what Schmitt sees as the liberal tendency to substitute perpetual discussion for the political. 12 On the positive side, Schmitt's conception of the politicial stands in alliance with the subject of his subsequent book, Political Theology. There he elaborates a conception of sovereignty as the making of decisions which concern the exception. 13 The political is the arena of authority rather than general law and requires decisions which are singular, absolute and final. 14 Thus as Schmitt notes in Political Theology, the sovereign decision has the quality of being something like a religious miracle: it has no references except the fact that it is, to what Heidegger would have called its Dasein. (It should be noted that the sovereign is not like God: there is no "Sovereign." Rather, sovereign acts have the quality of referring only to themselves, as moments of "existential intervention.") 15 This is, for Schmitt, a given quality of "the political." What distresses him is that the historical conjunction of liberalism and democracy has obscured this conception, such that we are in danger of losing the experience of the political. In The Concept of the Political Schmitt identifies this loss of the conception of the political with the triumph of the modern notions of politics, dating loosely from the French Revolution but already present in seventeenth-century doctrines such as those of Cardinal Bellarmine, whose theory of indirect powers Hobbes went to extended pains to attack in chapter 41 of Leviathan. Politics thus involves, famously, friends and enemies, which means at least the centrality of those who are with you and those against whom you struggle. Fighting and the possibility of death are necessary for there to be a political. 16 From this standpoint, Schmitt came to the following conclusions about modern bourgeois politics. First, it is a system which rests on compromise; hence all of its solutions are in the end temporary, occasional, never decisive. Second, such arrangements can never resolve the claims of equality inherent in democracy. By the universalism implicit in its claims for equality, democracy challenges the legitimacy of the political order, as liberal legitimacy rests on discussion and the compromise of shifting majority rules. Third, liberalism will tend to undermine the possibility for struggle. Thus, last, legitimacy and legality cannot be the same; indeed, they stand in contradiction to each other. 17 The driving force behind this argument lies in its claim that politics cannot be made safe and that the attempt to make politics safe will result in the abandonment of the state to private interests and to "society." The reality of an empirical referent for these claim was undeniable in the experience of Weimar. (It is worth remembering that Schmitt was among those who sought to strengthen the Weimar regime by trying to persuade Hindenburg to invoke the temporary dictatorial powers of article 48 against the extremes on the Right and the Left) 18. There is here, however, a deeper claim, a claim that the political defines what it is to be a human being in the modern world and that those who would diminish the political diminish humanity. Schmitt lays this out as the "friend-enemy" distinction. What is important about this distinction is not so much the "who is on my side" quality, but the claim that only by means of this distinction does the question of our willingness to take responsibility for our own lives arise. "Each participant is in a position to judge whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence" 19 It is this quality that attracts the nonliberal Left and the Right to Schmitt. It is precisely to deny that the stakes of politics should be so high that liberals resist Schmitt. If a liberal is a person who cannot take his own side in an argument, a liberal is also a person who, as Schmitt notes, thereby raising the stakes, if asked "'Christ or Barabbas?' [responds] with a proposal to adjourn or appoint a committee of investigation." 20 The Relation between Politics and Ethics: Schmitt claimed that liberalism's reliance on procedure led to a depoliticization and dehumanization of the world. It was the daring of the claim for the political that drew Leo Strauss's attention in the critique he wrote of The Concept of the Political in 1932. Schmitt had written: "The political adversaries of a clear political theory… will easily refute political phenomena and truths in the name of some autonomous discipline as amoral, uneconomical, unscientific and above all declare this – and this is politically relevant – a devilry worthy of being combated." 21 Schmitt's claim was not just that the political was a separate realm of human activity, parallel to ethics, economics, science and religion, but that inquiry into the political was an inquiry into the "order of human things," where the important word is "human." 
Turn: Cede the Political - Border studies has turned into Ivory Tower elitism, and cannot create real solutions because of a fatalist rejection of empirics and objectivity.

Hamnett 03 - Department of Geography King’s College University of London
Chris.“Contemporary human geography: fiddling while Rome burns?” Geoforum 34, 1–3

How are we to interpret the utility of the new interests and approaches? While there can be no doubt that post- modernism, new cultural theory and the interpretative turn have generated a major intellectual resurgence in contemporary human geography, I am dubious of its intellectual utility and social value on three main grounds. First, the renewed interest in social theory and theorising has arguably generated an interest in ‘theory for theory’s sake’ and ‘critique for critique’s sake’. Rather than theory being seen primarily as a crucial tool to assist in the understanding of the world in which we live, ‘doing theory’ has arguably become an object of attention in its own right, just as quantification became an object of interest in its own right in the late 1960s and 1970s.

Second, while much recent cultural geography parades its radical credentials in terms of its concerns with deconstruction, conceptions of ‘difference’ and other- ness’, giving voice to hitherto unheard minorities, al- lowing the subaltern to speak, and so on, it can be argued that in reality there has been a retreat from substantive political engagement and social analysis in favour of superficial academic radicalism. Critical geography is arguably something which is practiced more in the seminar room and on the pages of academic journals, than on a wider stage (Leyshon, 1995; Markusen, 1999; Martin, 2001a,b; Storper, 2001). We live in an era in which the power and influence of large western companies has increased dramatically in terms of foreign investment, resource extraction, trade flows labour conditions, economic development and the like. Earnings, income and wealth inequality have in- creased dramatically over the last 20 years. At the top end the salaries, share options and remuneration pack- ages of the economic elite who run the largest companies, or work in the financial sector have grown dramatically. At the bottom end, a large proportion of the population scrape by, living in deteriorated housing estates with low educational qualifications and subject to high levels of crime and violence. There are problems of low educational attainment, so-called ‘failing’ schools, high levels of unemployment, ill-health, and growing NHS waiting lists.

At the international level, we live in an era of increasing globalisation, and of the dominance of major companies in global investment and trade, combined with high levels of international inequality. Large tracts of sub-Saharan Africa are blighted with low and falling living standards, famine and AIDS and environmental degradation is increasing in many countries. In parts of South East Asia, air pollution is now a major problem as a result of forest burning. Is contemporary human geography dealing with these issues on a serious basis? While there are clearly many honourable exceptions, some of which are found in the pages of Geoforum, the broad answer to this question seems to me to be ‘not as much as it should be’.

Although there are many significant exceptions, such as work on unemployment, privatization, labor conditions, the geography of service withdrawal (e.g, banking and food outlets in the inner cities), FDI, multi-national companies and environmental issues, much contemporary human geography appears to be looking the other way, concerned more with deconstructing theory, the analysis of subjectivity and concepts of embodiment, and issues of representation than with major economic, political and social problems. There seems to be more attention paid to the representation and deconstruction of phenomena than in phenomena themselves. This reflects both the legacy of the post-modern belief that there is no meaning beyond the text and the privileged western interest with issues of identity and the self.

Third, the post-modern rejection of notions of science, truth, objectivity and rigorous empirical analysis in favour of interpretation and deconstruction has arguably led to the rise of a new political, economic and social relativism which attaches little or no value to systematic empirical analysis and has permitted the rise of ad hoc qualitative impressionism. This is not an argument for the reintroduction of quantitative methods and large-scale empirical analysis. On the contrary, there is much to be said for mixed methods, combining the detailed insights of in-depth interviews and other qualitative methods, with the use of quantitative analysis where appropriate. What concerns me is that a generation of human geography students are increasingly being brought up on a limited methodological diet of focus groups and discourse and textual analysis rather than the ability to interpret a table showing foreign investment. training programme is supposed to address this deficiency in part but whether or not it will succeed remains to be seen.

Perm

The permutation solves- borders theory should not be considered in a vacuum without regard for specific policies

Johanson 04 (Marta C., “SELF DETERMINATION AND BORDERS: The Obligation to Show Consideration for the Interests of Others,” pg. 172-173)

Choices between principles have been argued above to constitute a problematic response to colliding principles, and the remaining legal options therefore available are harmonisation, reconciliation or 'weighing' of principles against one another in specific contexts. How then is reconciliation, balancing or weighing to be effected? The primary way in which harmonisation or reconciliation possibly could be achieved is by interpretation. It is debatable, however, whether balancing, weighing or harmonising really falls within the scope of interpretation. If interpretation is limited to a dogmatic activity seeking only to clarify the meaning of norms, then application of the rules or principles in a situation where they come into conflict cannot fall within the definition. Balancing goes beyond this, as additional decisions and valuations are required when the issue is not of the priority of a rule over another rule. For interpretation to be useful as a tool in norm conflicts where, for example, the necessity of limiting the extent of principles seems a distinct possibility, it would have to determine the meaning of the norms in the context in which they are to be applied. It is clearly impossible to conduct such an interpretation without regard to the situation at hand. The logical conclusion is that interpretation of the UN Charter Purposes, at least in relation to issues of territory and boundaries, cannot be conducted in a vacuum.
The regional approach taken by the plan makes the permutation possible – we don’t reify borders

Laitenen – 01  Professor of Political Science at Oulu University in Finland – (Kari, International Journal of Peace Studies 6.2, “Reflecting the Security Border in the Post Cold War Context,” www.gmu.edu/academic/ijps/vol6_2/Laitinen.htm)

In the context of post-positivist (constructivist) security thought the notion of socio-spatial consciousness is essential and meaningful. Then, the specific security border reveals how it is not the question of certain physical borderlines as such, but the practical and mental traditions, practices and continuums which, quite often, prevent us from seeing and imagining a certain space or border in a different way. For instance, the eastern border of Finland and the Cold War demarcations of the western borders of Russia are such border continuums which still very much dominate the present security thinking. However, we should see how political spaces are being rearticulated to constitute new forms of community. We should understand the security border zones as a multifaceted dimension where each aspect reflects a different function or idea. Hence, we could detach ourselves form those traditional security border practices which so often dominate.  During the Cold War the stability of borders seemed eternal. But, as we have witnessed, they are in a state of flux. Now, in an integrating Europe the main task is to find such political solutions which can be transformed into such socio-spatial consciousness which does not include the element of violence. Consequently, it would be possible to construct borders of co-operation (based on critical and comprehensive security thinking) instead of the borders of traditional exclusive security. 

Borders Inevitable

It is human nature to defend your territory – biology and history

Wilson 78 – Edward O. Wilson, Professor and Curator of Entomology at the Museum of Comparative Zoology at Harvard University, Winner of: Pulitzer Prize (1979) Crafoord Prize (1990) Pulitzer Prize (1991) Kistler Prize (2000) Nierenberg Prize (2001) “On human nature” Edward O. Wilson http://books.google.com/books?id=0dyIjbHIvMIC&pg=PA107&lpg=PA107&dq=%22human+nature%22+territory&source=bl&ots=aau5B-XobS&sig=vl_PavQbJZi9SNANIzNjlRJ4mrk&hl=en&ei=aE8bTofREpHvsgbk_e27Dw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10&ved=0CE4Q6AEwCQ#v=onepage&q&f=false 

Territoriality is one of the variants of aggressive behavior that can be directly evaluated by the new insights of biology. Students of animal behavior define a territory as an area occupied more or less exclusively either directly by overt defense or indirectly through advertisement. This area invariably contains a scarce resource, usually a steady food supply, shelter, space for sexual display, or a site for laying eggs. Often the limitation on the availability of the resource to competing individuals secondarily affects population growth to the extent of also serving as a density-dependent factor, so that territorial defense intervenes as a buffering device against long-term changes in the environment. In other words, territoriality prevents the population from either exploding or crashing. Close studies by zoologists of the daily schedules, feeding behavior, and energy expenditures of individual animals have revealed that territorial behavior evolves in animal species only when the vital resource is economically defensible: the energy saved and the increase in survival and reproduction due to territorial defense outweigh the energy expended and the risk of injury and death. The researchers have been able to go further in some instances to prove that in the case of food territories the size of the defended area is at or just above the size required to yield enough food to keep the resident healthy and able to reproduce. Finally, territories contain an "invincible center." The resident animal defends the territory far more vigorously than intruders attempt to usurp it, and as a result the defender usually wins. In a special sense, it has the "moral advantage" over trespassers. The study of territorial behavior in human beings is in a very early stage. We know that bands of hunter-gatherers around the world are commonly aggressive in their defense of land that contains a reliable food resource. The Guayaki Indians of Paraguay jealously guard their hunting grounds and regard trespassing as the equivalent of a declaration of war. Before their societies were destroyed by European influence, the Ona of Tierra del Fuego were most likely to raid neighbors who trespassed in pursuit of guanaco. Similarly, the Washo Indians of the Great Basin attacked bands who fished "their"� lakes or hunted "their" deer in the more stable portions of the winter home ranges. The Nyae Nyae Bushmen believed that they had the right to kill neighbors who gathered vital plant foods from their foraging areas. The Walbiri of the Australian desert were especially concerned over water holes. One band could enter the range of another only by pem1ission, and trespassers were likely to be killed. Early observers recorded one pitched battle among Walbiri for the control of water wells in which more than twenty tribesmen were killed on each side. 

Borders are inevitable because states use them for security. 

Starr, 06 (Harvey, Dag Hammarskjold Professor in International Affairs and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of South Carolina. “International Borders: What They Are, What They Mean, and Why We Should Care” SAIS review vol. XXVI no.1, Winter-Spring, Project Muse). 

In a recent article on the nature of borders and their relationship to international conflict, this author noted: 

The location of states, their proximity to one another, and especially whether or not they share "borders," emerge time and again as key variables in studies of international conflict phenomena: from major power general war, to the diffusion of international conflict, to the analysis of peace between pairs of democracies... From Boulding's (1962) ideas of "behavior space," "loss-of-strength gradient" and "critical boundary" to the simple but profound concern of geographers that humans interact most with those to whom they are closest (Zipf 1949), there are powerful theoretical reasons to be interested in borders and how they affect international relations.1  Broadly, the concept of "border" has been an important one throughout world history. The concept of a border as the demarcation of two sovereign states was essential to the Westphalian state system that developed following the Thirty Years War. This example illustrates two related aspects of borders derived from realism's approach to international relations: borders as legal phenomena and borders as related to security. [End Page 3]  International law and legal matters have never been key concerns of realism. However, territoriality is a central component of state security and is fundamental to the (more or less deterministic) geopolitical setting that also affects the security of states. 

Borders are inevitable

Newman, 06 - Department of Politics and Government, Ben Gurion University, Beer Sheba, Israel (David, Progress in Human Geography, April, “The lines that continue to separate us: borders in our 'borderless' world,” vol. 30, no. 2, p. 143)

We live in a world of lines and compartments.  We may not necessarily see the lines, but  they order our daily life practices, strength-ening our belonging to, and identity with,  places and groups, while- at one and the  same time - perpetuating and reperpet-uating notions of difference and othering. For some, the notion of a 'borderless' and 'deterritorialized' world has become a buzz  word for globalization (Kuper, 2004; Caney,  2005), but it is not possible to imagine a world  which is borderless or deterritorialized. Even  the globalization purists would accept that  the basic ordering of society requires cate-gories and compartments, and that borders  create order (Albert et at, 2001; van Houtum and van Naerssen, 2002). 

Borders have an enormous and inevitable impact on international affairs. 

Starr, 06 (Harvey, Dag Hammarskjold Professor in International Affairs and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of South Carolina. “International Borders: What They Are, What They Mean, and Why We Should Care” SAIS review vol. XXVI no.1, Winter-Spring,Project Muse). 

Borders matter. Even in today's "turbulent," post-Cold War world of growing democracy, ever-extensive interdependence, and globalization, borders still serve a wide variety of functions across the areas of security, economics, politics, and social interactions. Even as some aspects of international law challenge or erode traditional notions of sovereignty, borders delineate areas of legal competence. Borders provide one key element in the structure of the global system: mapping the number and arrangement of the territorial units upon which all humans live. Borders permit a spatial approach to international or global politics by setting out the location of states and their absolute and relative distances from each other. Borders act as factors of constraint on human interaction, as well as factors that facilitate human interaction. Borders have significant effects on international politics, both by their presence and by their meaning to humans (either peoples, policymakers, or scholars). In turn, the internal and external politics of peoples, sub-state organizations, and states affect the creation, dissolution, and meaning of borders.  As I have argued in earlier work, analysts of international politics cannot ignore the spatial dimension of human relations. 

Friend/Enemy Distinctions Inevitable

Friend/enemy distinctions are inevitable.

Moreiras, 04 – Director of European Studies at Duke, (Alberto, 2004, “A God without Sovereignty. Political Jouissance. The Passive Decision”, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3, p. 75-76, Project MUSE, TH)

The promise or hope for the universal State—there is no promise without hope—even though “nothing indicates that even at that limit the problem will disappear” (Lacan 1992, 318), is the political horizon of the end of politics. Far from anticipating an actual situation where the realm of goods and the realm of desire will have become identical, it is a substitute for the inability to live up to the (Lacanian) ethical imperative not to yield on one’s desire. As an abandonment of radical perseverance in one’s being, it could also be perceived as an abandonment of sovereignty, a sort of abdi- cation. Indeed, Schmitt’s words on the essence of political existence absolutely resonate in Lacan’s notion of self-betrayal. For Schmitt, “for as long as a people exists in the political sphere, this people must . . . deter- mine by itself the distinction of friend and enemy. Therein resides the essence of its political existence. When it no longer possesses the capacity or the will to make this distinction, it ceases to exist politically. If it permits this decision to be made by another, then it is no longer a politically free people and is absorbed into another political system” (Schmitt 1996, 49).

Friend/Enemy distinctions are inevitable 

Norman 09 – Emma R. Norman, University of the Americas Puebla, Mexico, Department of International Relations and Political Science, " Applying Carl Schmitt to Global Puzzles: Identity, Conflict and the Friend/Enemy Antithesis", http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=emma_norman, September 4, 2009, LEQ
The emphasis on the exclusive nature of identity construction leads to the conclusion that an inter-national (or other plurality of identities) context is required to provide the contrast necessary for the clear definition of a collective identity. But this theory does not stipulate that just any form of “other” is needed—neutral toleration of others, or half-hearted partnerships to foster security or prosperity fail on this model to provide the required clear definition. At some point, the intensification to the friend-enemy status on at least one front is, for Schmitt, required. But it is also inevitable. On this model, if one enemy disappears (as a direct result of enemy actions or for other systemic reasons) a vacuum is created that at some point needs to be filled.   An obvious illustration of this concerns the transition to a unipolar international order after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The effects of losing such a starkly defined “enemy” placed the collective identity and global role of the United States in serious question, both internally and externally. This blurring of a solid sense of national identity was reflected in U.S. foreign policy during the 1990s and thereafter, which has lacked a clearly defined geopolitical strategy.24 This was reflected in the continuous wavering over whether and how to intervene in some admittedly daunting international crises. Joint peace operations in Bosnia and Kosovo in the face of ethnic cleansing and atrocious human rights abuses did succeed, though they were entered into in a way that Schmitt would not have seen as wholehearted expressions of either “friendship” or enmity. However, U.S. stances toward Rwanda and Somalia were abysmal failures.  One interpretation of these occurrences, from a Schmittian perspective, is that ‘another other’ subsequently had to be found (or invented) to balance the inescapable tension that loss of U.S. national identity has entailed. One interpretation is that the reaction to the attacks of September 11, 2001, reflected this. And though while a concrete enemy clearly existed, much effort was made to embellish an account of its “evil” origins and purpose.25 As Kelanic observes, “[t]he seemingly infinite and recurring supply of existential enemies suggests that the real action stems less from the presence of any finite, essentialist differences between peoples, leading to the recognition of “Other” as “enemy,” and more from the inclination of peoples to reinvent each other as existential enemies.”26 G.W. Bush’s comment in 2006 illustrates the wider implications  of Kelanic’s point here: "[y]ou know, one of the hardest parts of my job is to connect Iraq to the war on terror."27 
Overview Effect Solves

Space exploration allows for universal peace.

Dark the Third 6 – Associate Professor in Political Science

(Taylor, September 19th 2006, “RECLAIMING THE FUTURE: SPACE ADVOCACY AND THE IDEA OF PROGRESS”, http://taylordark.com/T.%20Dark%20--%20NASA%20conference%20paper.pdf)

Others have argued that the diffusion of human beings off the planetary surface will open up new opportunities for social experimentation, opportunities that were last seen, they suggest, in the original settlement of the New World and the American frontier. “On Earth it is difficult for . . . people to form new nations or regions for themselves,” science author T.A. Heppenheimer observed. “But in space it will become easy for ethnic or religious groups, and for many others as well, to set up their own colonies . . . Those who wish to found experimental communities, to try new social forms and practices, will have the opportunity to strike out into the wilderness and establish their ideals in cities in space.” In a burst of multicultural enthusiasm, Heppenheimer even suggests that “we may see the return of the Cherokee or Arapaho nation — not necessarily with a revival of the culture of prairie, horse, and buffalo, but in the founding of self-governing communities which reflect the Arapaho or Cherokee customs . . . ”25 Carl Sagan also sees more cultural diversity as humanity establishes new civilizations on different planets and other celestial bodies: “Each society would tend to be proud of the virtues of its world, its planetary engineering, its social conventions, its hereditary predispositions. Necessarily, cultural differences would be cherished and exaggerated. This diversity would serve as a tool of survival.”26 Zubrin likewise claims that Mars colonization will promote cultural diversity in a world where it is increasingly threatened by proximity and over-crowding. Space migration will also enlarge the pool of positive images of the future available to humanity – images that space advocates consider essential to motivate and guide purposeful activity. Many space advocates complain that optimistic images of the future have been displaced in recent decades by far more negative views. Sagan writes: “Where are dreams that motivate and inspire? Where are the visions of hopeful futures, of technology as a tool for human betterment and not a gun on a hair trigger pointed at our heads?” A rare exception to the spread of gloomy visions, according to Sagan, was the space program of the 1960s: “Apollo conveyed a confidence, energy, and breadth of vision that did capture the imagination of the world . . . It inspired an optimism about technology, an enthusiasm for the future . . . With Apollo, the United States touched greatness.”27 With a renewed commitment to space, the psychological and cultural health of America and humanity in general would surely improve. Space advocates also foresee a new era of peace and mutual understanding arising as a result of space travel. Sagan writes that “the unexpected final gift of Apollo” was “the inescapable recognition of the unity and fragility of the Earth.” Sagan continues: “I’m struck again by the irony that spaceflight – conceived in the cauldron of nationalist rivalries and hatreds – brings with it a stunning transnational vision. You spend even a little time contemplating the Earth from orbit and the most deeply ingrained nationalisms begin to erode. They seem the squabbles of mites on a plum.”28 Another space enthusiast, Frank White, argues for the existence of what he calls an “overview effect” in which humans who are launched into space achieve a veritable breakthrough in human consciousness. Those living in space “will be able to see how everything is related, that what appears to be ‘the world’ to people on Earth is merely a small planet in space, and what appears to be ‘the present’ is merely a limited viewpoint to one looking from a higher level. People who live in space will take for granted philosophical insights that have taken those on Earth thousands of years to formulate. They will start at a place we have labored to attain over several millennia.” Space dwellers will become aware that “we are one; we are all in this together; war and strife solve nothing.” White also suggests that “the multiplier effect means that sending a limited number of people into space can lead to a broad-based social transformation. The experiences of the few become new information for the many, serving as fuel for social evolution.”29

The overview effect solves all war.

Livingston 2 – M.D. in Business

(David, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, http://www.davidlivingston.com/publications/The_Ethical_Commercialization_of_Outer_Space.pdf) 

Most astronauts claim to view Earth differently after having been in space. Often their commentaries show a world that is united in space, but unfortunately absent on Earth. When the Saudi-Arabian Prince Sultan Bin Salman al-Saud went into orbit in June 1985 he said, "I think the minute I saw the view for the first time was really one of the most memorable moments in my entire life."8 When asked by the interviewer how it changed his understanding of God, the Sultan said, "It really strengthens your convictions. To me, it's an opportunity to prove that there is no conflict being a Muslim, or any other religion. Looking at it from here, the troubles all over the world, and not just the Middle East, look very strange as you see the boundaries and border lines disappearing."9 U.S. Congressman Bill Nelson, who went to space in January 1986, said upon his return: "If the superpower leaders could be given the opportunity to see the Earth from the perspective from which I saw it—perhaps at a summit meeting in space in the context of the next century—they might realize that we're all in this with a common denominator. It would have a positive effect on their future decisions concerning war and peace.”10 Such space-based perspectives and their spillover effects on those of us unable to experience space firsthand may ultimately have a greater influence on our commercial space business practices than anything we do or say on Earth. Robert Bigelow of Bigelow Aerospace of Las Vegas was recently interviewed about his announcement to invest $500 million of his own money over the next several years to build a space cruise liner for Earth to moon tourism. Bigelow understands the limitations of our perceptions and the way we do things, especially since we have technology that enables us to do so much. When asked during his interview if his cruise liner would have defenses onboard in case of a meeting with a hostile ET, Bigelow replied: I'm not so sure exactly who the Klingons are. I think the jury is still out on whether or not it’s the human race. I think we have a huge divergence between our paths of improvement on spiritual maturity, while at the same time this century we compare that against the path of our technological advancements. You have to have some harmony. I think in order to be a member of a species that is a space-faring species that other species shouldn't fear, I think you have some type of meeting where your technological maturity is met to some degree with spiritual maturity.11
2AC: Intervention War Turn

Liberalism recast wars as intervention for the sake of all humanity—resulting in global totalitarianism. 

Prozorov 06 – Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006, LEQ

Thus, struggles against hegemony or domination, which indeed have constituted politics and history as we know them, are recast as a priori criminal acts in the new order of the world state, calling for global police interventions rather than interstate war. ‘The adversary is no longer called an enemy, but a disturber of peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity.’48 The exclusionary potential of universalism is evident: theoretically, we may easily envision a situation where a ‘world state’ as a global police structure does not represent anything but itself; not merely anyone, but ultimately everyone may be excluded from the ‘world unity’ without any consequences for the continuing deployment of this abstract universality as an instrument of legitimation. In Zygmunt Bauman’s phrase, ‘the “international community” has little reality apart from the occasional military operations undertaken in its name’.49 Thus, for Schmitt, if the monistic project of liberalism ever succeeded, it would be at the cost of the transformation of the world into a terrifying dystopia of a self-immanent, totally administered world without an outside and hence without a possibility of flight.
2AC: Racism Turn

Opening the borders would create a racist, violent backlash of epic proportions

Zizek, professor at the Institute of Social Sciences at the University of Ljubljana, 2001  (Slavoj, Rethinking Marxism, v.13 n. 3/4, http://coyote.kein.org/pipermail/generation_online/2002-May/000351.html)

Nevertheless, one immediately gets a sense of the boundaries to Hardt and Negri's analysis.  In their social-economic analysis, the lack of concrete insight is concealed in the Deleuzian jargon of multitude, deterritorialization, and so forth.  No wonder that the three "practical proposals with which the book ends appear anticlimactic.  The authors propose to focus our political struggle on three global rights: the rights to global citizenship, a minimal income, and the reappropriation of the new means of production (i.e. access to and control over education, information and communication).  It is a paradox that Hardt and Negri, the poets of mobility, variety, hybridization, and so on, call for three demands formulated in the terminology of universal human rights.  `these demands is that they fluctuate between formal emptiness and impossible radicalization.  Let us take the right to global citizenship:  theoretically, this right of course should be approved.  However, if this demand is meant to be taken more seriously than a celebratory formal declaration in typical United Nations Style, then it would mean the abolition of state borders; under present conditions, such a step would trigger an invasion of cheap labor from India, China and Africa into the United States and Western Europe, which would result in a populist revolt against immigrants-a result of such violent proportions that figures like Haider would seem models of multicultural tolerance.  The same is valid with regard to the other two demands:  for instance, the universal (worldwide) right to minimal income-of course, why not?  But how should one create the necessary social-economic and ideological conditions for such a shattering transformation?

2AC: Terrorism Turn

Turn – Terrorism

A. Border control is key to preventing terrorism – uncontrolled Immigration risks national security 

Genenberg, 2009 (Herb – The Bulletin, April 16, 2009, The Bulletin, Immigration Myths To Be Avoided When Coming Up With Reforms, http://thebulletin.us/articles/2009/04/16/herb_denenberg/doc49e6c910cc15d402232884.txt)

Myth One  Immigration always produces good results for the economy and the country.  Because of our history, because we are a nation of immigrants, and because immigration seems to have turned out so well, many believe that more immigration will produce good results. For most of the last three centuries, America has accepted more immigrants than any other country. Even as late as 2007, there were 38 million people living in the U.S. that were not born here. That’s about 20 percent of the migrants of the world.  All you have to do is look at Europe to find out what results immigration can produce. The influx of Muslims runs the real danger of turning Europe into what has been called Eurabia — a new Europe with majority control in the hands of Muslims and whole nations becoming subject to Sharia. Some of the most insightful observers of the European scene believe that Europe is already lost and will continue to slide into Muslim domination and Sharia as its legal system.  Europe not only has a problem for itself because of Muslim immigration but that also poses a serious problem to the United States. Listen to this warning from American Intelligence Officials, as reported by Robert S. Leiken in an article, “The Menace in Europe’s Midst” that appeared in Current History (April 2009):  “American intelligence officials have told President Barack Obama that British jihadists now constitute the chief terrorist threat to the United States …” Britain is a visa waiver country meaning these terrorists are only an e-ticket away from the United States.  This February the U.S. Director of National Intelligence, in his first Annual Threat Assessment, emphasized that “Al Qaeda has used Europe as a launching point for external operations against the homeland on several occasions since 9/11, and we believe that the group continues to view Europe as a viable launching point.”   There are some legitimate concern even about Muslims and Muslim immigrants in the U.S. An often-cited poll, found that one out of four respondents under the age of 30 accepted suicide bombings.

B. Nuclear terrorism will cause extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

2AC: Transition War Turn

Changing borders causes transition wars

Rosenstock-Huessy 78 – Professor at Dartmouth, Doctor of Law (1909) and Doctor of Philosophy (1923), University of Heidelberg “Planetary service: a way into the third millennium” By Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=YN41kwUsDikC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=%22changing+borders+*+war%22&ots=33x4PeBrr1&sig=bFJ-r4qNmij_hXOBYSE9N0xZpRo#v=onepage&q&f=false

But they would in fact be unchangeable, were we unable to create border-crossing points without resorting to war. The immense dilemma facing us today is not a lack of insight that the bomb cannot be thrown. No one is making that mistake, neither the Pope nor Khrushchev. What is missing is a powerful and enheartening means of changing borders without war. We are going to have to overcome borders without the bloodshed we have been used to in war. Perhaps it would be helpful to remember that we mortals have always been hemmed in by two kinds of prisons, the first being the world. That shows up on the map. There are houses and gardens and fences, the boundaries between towns, borders between countries, and finally even the borders between continents. These are all borders between the spaces in which we live. Once when l was an eleven year old boy, I drilled a hole in the door of my sister's room, and was severely punished for destroying the lovely door. I learned how dangerous it can be to move boundaries. Luckily there are other boundaries, In English the word "neighbor" does not mean just people living on the same street, but also the person whom a living man needs most at a certain hour of his life. (German has two different words.) There are also borders in time. The Nazis built borders in time as high as borders in space. Authors were required to put the year of their birth on the title page, just as if they were part of a stud farm. This allowed any stupid little boy to say, the author is too old for me, or any stupid old man to say, he is too young. Thus a border was created. 
2AC: War Turn

Respect for borders has prevented major wars. 

Zacher, 01 (Mark,  International Organization, Vol. 55, No. 2. (Spring, 2001), pp. 215+ Jstor). 

The decline of successful wars of territorial aggrandizement during the last half century is palpable. In fact, there has not been a case of successful territorial aggrandizement since 1976. Furthermore there have been important multilateral accords in support of the norm and frequent interventions by international organizations to force states to withdraw from foreign countries. Clearly, a central source of the norm has been the industrialized world’s fear that territorial revisionism could ignite a major war that would cause great human suffering. Several scholars have observed that this revision against the imposition of physical pain has been central to the strengthening of a variety of security and human rights regimes. The experiences of the two world wars, a general understanding of territorial revisionism’s encouragement of major wars, and a fear of nuclear weapons drove the development of the territorial integrity norm at key points in its multilateral legitimization.

The lack of national identity created after the Post-Colonial era will exacerbate and accelerate state collapse

Gordon 97 - Professor of Law, Villanova University School of Law- 1997 (Ruth, “Saving Failed States: Sometimes A Neocolonialist Notion” American University Journal of International Law & Policy) 

If we define a nation as a "group that shares a common history and identity and [*922]  is aware of [the fact that its citizens] are a people and not just a population," n101 perhaps none of the post-colonial African states emerged as nation-states because none possessed the element of "nation." n102 Rather, each of the new states contained more than one nation, and thus the newly designated nation had to be created. n103 This lack of national identity, coupled with weak state systems or structures destroyed in the wake of civil strife, may exacerbate and accelerate state collapse. In summary, state disintegration is attributed to the destruction of state structures by civil war and the destruction of such structures is so extensive that the emerging power structure finds it difficult, if not impossible to rebuild these bodies. In the absence of widespread and purposeful physical destruction, state collapse is found in weak states that cannot provide for the basic needs of their citizens and, thus, gradually become irrelevant and useless to the citizenry. The debate is whether this state of events is rooted in an authoritarianism that is no longer able to function, a disconnection or lack of a "nation" within these nation-states, or simply an unpreparedness or inability to govern. n104  

Borders do not cause war—legal disputes are the root cause. 

Starr 06 – 2006- (Harvey, Professor in International Affairs and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of South Carolina. He specializes in international relations theory and method, international conflict, and geopolitics. He is co-author of World Politics: The Menu for Choice, 8th edition. (2006), “International Borders: What They Are, What They Mean, and Why We Should Care”) http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1starr.htm
Liberal and pluralist challenges to realist theory have developed various models over the past 50 years—models of integration, international interaction, and economic interdependence. Paired with the current attention to globalization, these models question the existence or utility of sovereignty, territoriality, and significant borders in this highly interdependent, globalized world. Yet, as noted, borders continue to play an important legal role in world politics. Given the "democratic peace" theory, which observes that pairs of democracies have not fought wars against each other, borders have far less to do with conflict or militarized conflict than legal issues. Indeed, for neighboring democracies, debates about borders revolve around issues of legal jurisdiction regarding commerce, the movement of people or ideas, and other ideas. 

XT: War Turn

Borders are inevitable and even if they weren’t, the alt causes war

Odysseos 07 – * Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of Sussex, UK (*Louiza,  “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007 p. 124-126, MT)
This exchange about the ‘the line’ between Jünger and Heidegger was also contemporaneous with Carl Schmitt’s reflections in his seminal book, Der Nomos der Erde, on the genesis and demise of the first spatial order, which was uniquely ‘global’ in scope and which he called the nomos of the earth (Schmitt 2003 [1950]). In International Relations we refer to this same order as the ‘Westphalian system’, designating in this way the system of relations among ‘sovereign’ states in an anarchical environment, commonly understood to have been established by the Peace of Westphalia of 1648. It is used more broadly to refer to the ontology of international politics where the state is the primary sovereign actor (see Brown 2002; Teschke 2003). Schmitt’s account, however, is much richer than the one found within the mythology of International Relations: he traces the creation of this spatial, or ‘nomic’, order (Surin 2005: 191) to the unrepeatable event of the European ‘discovery’ of the New World and analyses it in terms of its international law, the jus publicum Europaeum. Importantly, Schmitt’s analysis of Westphalia as a ‘nomos of the earth’ argues, unlike its IR counterpart, that it was predicated on a set of distinctions, or lines, drawn between European soil and the so-called ‘free space’ of non- European soil. Schmitt also suggests that one of the main purposes of the jus publicum Europaeum, was the facilitation of the colonial (political, military and economic) land appropriation of this ‘New World’. Drawing lines, which divided and distributed the entire earth, was made possible by what Schmitt called ‘global linear thinking’, an integral part of the emerging spatial consciousness of modernity, in which he situates Westphalia (see Schmitt 2003: 87ff.; and Odysseos and Petito, Introduction to this volume, on the concept of nomos).2 Moreover, in acknowledging the emergent patterns of limited interstate warfare in Europe, on the one hand, and struggles for power and land appropriation in the non-European world, on the other, Schmitt’s Nomos also recounts the ways in which this order had achieved eine Hegung des Krieges in Europe; ho, in other words, it had succeeded in ‘bracketing’, that is in limiting, rationalising and, in a sense, humanising war, precisely on the basis of drawing such lines. The Nomos is also, at the same time, an elegy for the collapse of this order and its international law at the beginning of the twentieth century. Indeed, the history of the legal and spatial order of jus publicum Europaeum is narrated and evaluated in light of its demise but also in light of Schmitt’s concerns about the re-emergence of a new kind of universalism in world politics with inescapable effects on the conduct of war and the management of enmity. Such a universalism aimed at the denigration of lines and distinctions, of the erasure of ‘inside’ and ‘outside’, in favour of the realisation of the cosmopolitan ideal of a universal humanity. For Schmitt, erasing the line which the nomos of the earth had drawn between Europe and the rest of the world signalled the dissolution of this order, on which European jurisprudence was founded, into the legal positivism of the post-First World War (and, therefore, post-Westphalian) era. He argued that the subsequent ‘spaceless universalism’ was unable and unwilling to draw lines and spatial distinctions. It was wanton idealism, however, to think that the unwillingness or inability to draw concrete lines would actually mean their total dissipation and lead to a world of boundless inclusion: ‘[f]or it is not that exclusions are miraculously made absent once distinctions are not formally drawn’ (Rasch 2005: 256). Rather, he suggested that spatial distinctions, much like conflict itself, were inevitable (Rasch 2000). Quite the contrary, he feared that lines and distinctions in a ‘spaceless universalism’ would be drawn conceptually, without explicit reflection on their concrete spatial implications, precipitating a crisis both in the peculiar statist-institutional character of world politics and in the treatment of enemies (see Colombo, Chapter 1 in this volume; Odysseos and Petito 2006). In the Nomos, but also in earlier works such as The Concept of the Political, Schmitt had criticised the political discourse of humanity that characterised such universalism, and that still describes much cosmopolitan thinking today, as pre-tending to cross, or even erase, the line between self and other (Schmitt 1996). Schmitt argued, however, that the discourse of humanity merely draws a different, more dangerous line than the one that had been drawn spatially between European and non-European space during the era of the jus publicum Europaeum. Those who use the discourse of ‘humanity’ politically designate themselves arbiters of ‘humanity’, drawing a line between who is human and who is inhuman, who is good and who is evil, who is ‘freedom-loving’ and who is ‘freedom-hating’, to borrow from the vocabulary of US foreign policy since the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. I argue in this chapter that Schmitt’s insistence on locating ‘the line’ is fruit-ful for reflecting politically on recent claims made by cosmopolitan thinking about its own ability to erase the lines drawn by the ‘Westphalian order’ through the idea of a universal and absolute humanity. What is important, I argue with Heidegger, is not to erase the line, but to locate it in the claim of its transgression and to reflect on what purposes it served or still serves. The line deserves reflection while the assumption of its erasure often leads to new forms of domination and ever more violent wars. Examining the relevance of this cosmopolitan claim regarding the dissipation of lines and relating it to the master discourse of humanity which motivates and grounds it illuminates significant relationships between cosmopolitanism and the War on Terror pursued by the United States and its ‘coalition of the willing’ since 2001. Next, the chapter briefly discusses Schmitt’s claims of the achievements of the jus publicum Europaeum regarding war and enmity and highlights their dissipation with the arrival of a ‘spaceless universalism’ based on the discourse of humanity, which still forms the basis of much cosmopolitan thinking today. The third section provides a critique of the discourse of a universal humanity, while the fourth part examines the relationship of cosmopolitanism to the War on Terror, interrogating the assumption that the two are antithetical and suggesting, instead, that there are a number of ways in which they are intricately connected.

Alt Doesn’t Solve

Alt doesn’t solve--- the opening of borders does not result in a redefinition of identities – they are irrelevant because populations will always identify with their ethnic category 

Newman, 06 - Department of Politics and Government, Ben Gurion University, Beer Sheba, Israel (David, Progress in Human Geography, April, “The lines that continue to separate us: borders in our 'borderless' world,” vol. 30, no. 2, p. 147)

The opening of borders does not, automatically, result in the hybridization of ethnic and national identity. Separate identities are dependent on the existence of group categorization, be they religious, cultural, economic, social or ethnic. Ethnicity remains a key determinant of group affiliation, inclusion and exclusion, while the removal, or opening, ofthe borders does not necessarily or automatically transform a member of a national State into a European, or global, citizen. Even if we have become more mobile and find it easier to cross the boundaries that previously hindered our movement, most of us retain strong ethnic or national affiliations and loyalties, be they territorial-focused or group affiliations (Sigurdson, 2000). The global access to cyberspace and the unhindered spatial dissemination of information and knowledge has, paradoxically, engendered a national identity among diaspora populations which have previously been remote and dislocated from their places (or parents' places) of origin, but who are now possessed with more information, and greater ease of access, to the ancestral (sic) homelands, and identify with the causes and struggles of the ethnic or national groups in faraway places.

The critique can’t solve – attempts at deterritorialization will only lead to reterritorialization.

Tuathail – 96Assistant professor of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute- 1996 (Gearoid, “Visions and Vertigo: Postmodernity and the Writing of Global Space” Critical Geopolitics p.230) 

While it is important not to exaggerate the degree of globalization and deterritorialization, these and other material transformations have rendered the rigidities of the modern sociospatial triad of the interstate system (state sovereignty, territorial integrity, and community identity) increasingly problematic. This heavily mythologized triad of state-territory-community was never perfectly set and stable in any country, but its instability and precariousness are becoming more and more pronounced as places are denationalized and globalized by transnational flows. These tendencies were occurring well before the dramatic collapse of Communism and subsequent disintegration of the territorial organization of the Eastern bloc and Soviet empire after 1989. This implosion of the geopolitical order of the Cold War starkly foregrounded the degree to which the post—World War II world order had come apart and placed the meaning of the “West,”“Europe,” and the “United States” as sociospatial identities in crisis, thus provoking the experience of vertigo we have noted. But every deterritorialization creates the conditions for a reterritorialization of order using fragments of the beliefs, customs, practices, and narratives of the old splintered world order. Out of the experience of vertigo, newly imagined visions of state, territory, and community are projected in an effort to restabilize and reterritorialize identity amid global flux. As one order of space unravels, new orders are deployed to retriangulate local foregrounds against global backgrounds into new productions of global space.

Alt Fails – Vague Utopia

The alt is utopian and doomed to failure – it doesn’t tell us what to do making solvency impossible 

Blomley 07 Nicholas Blomley – Professor of Geography at Simon Fraser University “Critical geography: anger and hope” http://phg.sagepub.com/content/31/1/53.full.pdf

Smith notes that we cannot stop at critique: ‘we need a sense of how to put things together even in the insistent continuance of critique . . . Eyes on the prize’ (N. Smith, 2005: 898–99). How to win the prize is one question. The exact nature of the prize, however, remains more elusive. For Oscar Wilde, any map that did not have utopia on it was not worth looking at. Yet utopianism is regarded in many quarters with a good deal of suspicion. And with good reason: unitary totalizing blueprints have too often proved disastrous. Yet the utopian impulse remains omnipresent, and is no exclusive domain of the left. Capitalism, Ollman (2005) notes, is adept at turning human dreams and aspirations into lotteries and sporting events. For Harvey (2000) neoliberalism is a deeply utopian and teleological project, premised on process (individual liberties, realized through the market) and risk-taking. Other domains of science rely upon explorations of the imaginary (Baeten, 2002): sustainability, for example, is a deeply utopian concept.  In the mid-1970s, Zygmunt Bauman (1976) described socialism as intrinsically utopian. Contemporary critical geographers, however, are better at mapping current dystopias than imagining utopic alternatives. The demise of utopian thinking, however, can have debilitating effects, being ‘symptomatic of a closing down of the imaginative horizons of critical thinking and even a slide into a reactionary acquiescence to dominant  understandings and representations . . . and to the injustices of existing conditions’ (Pinder, 2002: 237). Gerry Pratt (2004) cites Meghan Morris, who worries that the tendency of critical scholars to retell the ‘same old story’ of capitalism, racism and patriarchy, can create the impression that nothing has, or can ever be otherwise. ‘The ethical, utopian, political impulse of feminism’, Morris argues, ‘is the belief that things – the systematic production of social difference – can and must be changed. Feminist theory is a limited resource if it lacks the subtlety not only to diagnose the speciﬁcity of this production, but the vitality to animate social change’ (p. 9).7 For Barnes (2001) ‘critique should be directed from a sense of what a better world would be like’ (p. 12). 

No Impact

Boundaries are not tied to colonization or state control- they are merely a means for re-identification 

Radcliffe and Westwood 96– Radcliffe is a lecturer in Geography at the University of Cambridge, Westwood is a professor in sociology at the University of Leicester- 1996 (Sarah an Sallie, “Remaking the Nation” p. 129)

The topographic work carried out by indigenous confederations the malleability of cartography’s use, and some of the politics in its usage. Cartographies are not tied immutably into colonizing and projects of control, but can offer ambiguous spaces for re-identification. Since the late 1980s, the mobilization of indigenous groups for landclaims reveals the shifting political agendas around cartography and the possibility for its subversive appropriation. Yet such appropriation (occurring within the context of the state legal system, the state’s sovereignty over subsoil, and the increasing globalized economy of the region) is restricted by the meanings powers and increasingly de-centred nature of control over land. Amazonian land surfaces have been nominally allocated to indigenous villages and nationalities.  

AT: Economic Integration = No Borders

Economic integration won’t lead to the end of borders 3 reasons.

Tuathail 99 - Associate Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech September 

Gearoid O, 1999 “Borderless Worlds?” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm

The argument that global financial integration leads to the end-of-geography is a conceptualization flawed in three distinct ways. First, despite the erosion of national economic sovereignty, states are still central to the operation and functioning of the world financial system. While many smaller states are at the mercy of world financial markets, the co-ordinated actions of the G7 states still set the rules for the world financial system [32]. End-of-geography discourse which represents deregulation and technological change as both natural and inevitable processes is often a stalking horse for normative discourse on why geography qua state power should end. OíBrienís argument comes close to this. "Money," according to OíBrien, "being fungible, will continue to try to avoid, and will largely succeed in escaping, the confines of the existing geography." [33]. According to this reasoning, the efforts of national states to restrict the free movement of money are ultimately doomed to fail. Free markets are held to be more efficient and rational than regulated ones. Regulations only creates distortions in the marketplace and inhibit the natural development of perfect markets. Deregulation is the most rational and sensible policy option for global financial integration is an ineluctable process [34].

In this instance deterritorialization discourse is a part of neoliberal ideology. It strives to denaturalize and limit the power of states while naturalizing and bolstering the virtues of markets. The contemporary world financial system, however, is not the product of natural forces and tendencies but of a new working relationship between states and markets promoted, in part, by the states themselves. The hegemony of neoliberal ideology in the 1980s in the United States and Great Britain helped make the integration of financial markets seen in that decade possible. Martin notes that a new ëbankers bargainí between the state and finance capital replaced the former ësocial bargainí between the state, labor and national capital resulting in the state ceding considerable power to financial markets organized at a supra-state level. This move, which expressed itself in the stateís inclination towards financial interests and its deregulation of financial institutions, tilted power towards financial markets and reduced the bargaining power of the state. As Martin notes, "[i]t is a bargain that has encouraged more risky activity, raised the likelihood of panics and bankruptcies, and rendered government ever more captive to the sentiments of the market. The loss of national autonomy to global finance is thus not some benign outcome or necessity of world market forces, but has a political origin" [35]. End-of-geography discourse tends to naturalizes the deterritorialization of financial markets and obscure the complicity of certain political forces within states with this tendency.

Second, end-of-geography discourse fails to demonstrate how deterritorialization is in actuality also a reterritorialization. Geography is not so much disappearing as being re-structured, re-arranged and re-wired. Global financial integration has, in fact, produced a new geo-political complex of territory, technology, states and markets on a global scale. At the pinnacle of this complex are a series of integrated global financial centers. As Sassen, Thrift and others have noted, the development of a globally integrated financial system has not rendered place less significant but more significant [36]. Even OíBrien concedes that face to face contact is extremely important as the upper levels of the global financial system. Thrift argues that international financial centers have become centers of social interaction on an expanded scale. Rather than these centers dissolving into an electronic space of flows, the volume and speed of such flows "may make it even more imperative to construct places that act as centers of comprehension"[37]. In pointing out how global financial markets are not perfect markets Clark and OíConnor underscore how national regulations make a difference in conditioning markets. "There is, in effect, a robust territoriality to the global financial industry" [38].

Third, the end-of-geography discourse fails to acknowledge and engage the construction of new geographies of financial exclusion across the planet. The de-territorialization of national financial spaces and the creation of an integrated global financial space has changes the rules of world economic affairs for both developed and developing economies. In order to attract capital and foreign direct investment to spur economic development, states have to present themselves before a geo-financial panopticon of market makers and market analysts [39]. They have to adopt neoliberal creeds in their economic management philosophy, undertake certain structural reforms deregulating ënational monopoliesí and privatizing state assets, and be prepared to be evaluated on a daily basis by the ëelectronic juryí of interlinked international markets [40]. States that do not play by these rules are effectively excluded from global investment capital. While the changes of the last decade have enabled certain developing states who have followed neoliberal nostrums to obtain considerable investment capital, this has come at a cost. Global financial capital tends to be impatient capital and exceedingly volatile. In times of crisis, capital will take flight to ësaferí and more ëpredictableí markets, devastating national economies and development strategies in the process. The economic and social dislocations caused by this process are considerable, destroying economic resources and investments built up over years in a few days or less. As a consequence of the ëemerging market contagioní of 1997-98, income inequalities between the developing and developed world have widened considerably.

*AT: Single-State Alts*

2AC: Cap Turn

Turn: Capitalism - Erasing borders allows for capitalism to take over and become more ruthless.

Tuathail 99 - Associate Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech September 

Gearoid O, 1999 “Borderless Worlds?” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm

Borderless worldí discourses need to be problematized by old political economy questions: Who benefits? What class promotes the discourse of ëborderless worldsí? For whom is the world borderless? Martin and Schumann provide the context for some answers in their description of a 80:20 world where one fifth of the worldís population will be sufficient to keep the world economy running while four-fifths will be excluded from its high-speed lanes of power and privilege [47]. The top 20% are the ëwired technological classesí connected across the planet to each other and disconnected from the rest living in the same territorial state as themselves. The majority will remain trapped in the ëspace of placesí pacified by entertainment industries or uneasily contained by prisons and the police. Robert Reich provides a similar vision of a one-fifth/four-fifths society where the successful one-fifth (ësymbolic analystsí) are ësecessionistsí living in similar gated communities across the globe and resolutely seeking to avoid territorial taxes in order to pay for Reichís "work of nations" agenda [48]. Luke pushes this further provocatively suggesting that for the top fifth ënodalityí is displacing ënationalityí as identity, community, sovereignty and territory are re-configured by the vast informational networks of cyberspace [49]. In the coded environment of network places, connectivity spaces, and digital domains, these national citizens are re-inventing themselves as free-lance ënetizens,í hyper-individualized ëdigital beingsí net-working on the world wide web [50]. The ëborderless worldí is their self-interpretation, the utopian community imagined for them by informational capitalism. Yet this cyber-community of fantasy and play is also a harsh performative workplace where work for even the most privileged and rewarded requires routine ëoverworkí [51].

Such visions of the geo-economics and geo-politics of an emergent cyberspatialized world dominated by transnational informational capitalism or what Eisenstein terms the ëcyber-media complex of transnational capitalí[52] are themselves simplified and overstated, complicitious in some cases with the technologically deterministic hyperbole of that which they seek to criticize. Nevertheless, such visions do underscore the fact that contemporary transnational informational capitalism is deepening inequalities across the globe and re-arranging not abolishing borders, boundaries and territories. For all peoples across the world processes such as class, gender, race, educational opportunity, wealth, citizenship and political power are perpetually producing borders. ëBorderless worldí discourses are the fantasies of the few that can dream of becoming digital in a world where just being is an persistent struggle for so many.

2AC: Ethnic War Turn

Borders key to stop ethnic civil war

Downes 06 – Alexander B, Asst. Professor of Political Science at Duke University, 2006 “More Borders, Less Conflict? Partition as a Solution to Ethnic Civil Wars” SAIS Review, p. 49-50

Recently, however, scholars have begun to challenge this single-state-solution orthodoxy, arguing instead that dividing states and creating new borders may be a way to promote peace after ethnic civil wars. One view, represented by Chaim Kaufmann, stresses that ethnic civil wars cannot end until contending groups are separated into homogeneous ethnic enclaves. When groups are intermingled, each side has an incentive to attack and cleanse the other. Once separation is achieved, these incentives disappear. With the necessary condition for peace in place, political arrangements become secondary. Unless ethnic separation occurs, Kaufmann argues, all other solutions are fruitless because ethnic intermingling is what fuels conflict. 

More ev 

Downes 06 – Alexander B, Asst. Professor of Political Science at Duke University, 2006 “More Borders, Less Conflict? Partition as a Solution to Ethnic Civil Wars” SAIS Review, p. 49-50

The conventional wisdom among scholars and policymakers opposes solving ethnic conflicts by drawing new borders and creating new states. This view, however, is flawed because the process of fighting civil wars imbues the belligerents with a deep sense of mistrust that makes sharing power after the conflict difficult. This is especially true in ethnic civil wars, in which negotiated power-sharing agreements run a high risk of failing and leading to renewed warfare. In light of these problems, this article argues that partition should be considered as an option for ending severe ethnic conflicts. The article shows how failure to adopt partition in Kosovo has left that province in a semi-permanent state of limbo that only increases the majority Albanian population's desire for independence. The only route to long-term stability in the region—and an exit for international forces—is through partition. Moreover, the article suggests that the United States should recognize and prepare for the coming partition of Iraq rather than pursuing the futile endeavor of implementing power-sharing among Iraq's Shi'ites, Kurds, and Sunnis. 

2AC: Individualism Turn

Alt kills the individual and leads to oneness of society 

McCulloch No Date – study of race relations “Many Mansions” http://www.racialcompact.com/manymansions.html#anchor240050

A "world without borders" is ultimately a world without diversity. Given the fact that different races which share the same territory under conditions of extensive contact interbreed, the preservation of human racial diversity requires reproductive isolation, which as a practical matter -- especially in the long term -- requires the geographic or territorial separation of the races, which requires racial territorial exclusivity, boundaries or borders. Racial preservation requires recognition of the right of every race to exist within secure borders, in its own territory or "mansion," exclusive of all genetically incompatible racial elements. A view of humanity as "a house with many mansions" would encourage tolerance for the existence of many diverse races, all living on the same planet as they have for many thousands of generations, yet each possessing its own exclusive territory or "mansion," and each enjoying the full rights of independence, self-determination and control of its own life, existence and development -- its own country, its own culture, its own religion and its own political and economic system. The ethic of "Many Mansions" would protect the continued existence on our "one world" of many different races, cultures, religions and political and economic systems, promoting diversity in all of these areas rather than imposing "Oneness," sameness, uniformity or submission to an imperialist or universalist world order or system. It would recognize each race as unique and special, value and appreciate their diversity and differences, and promote their preservation. The diversity of humanity is often likened to a rainbow. The beauty of a rainbow lies in its many separate and distinct colors. If these different colors are blended together into one mixed color the beauty of the rainbow is lost. So it is with human racial diversity. If the different races are blended together into one mixed race the distinct races of humanity will be diminished and lost, and with them the variety provided by human racial diversity. 

Oneness is imperialist 

McCulloch No Date – study of race relations “Many Mansions” http://www.racialcompact.com/manymansions.html#anchor240050

The presently dominant culture of human racial relations is universalism, the ideology that promotes the racial nihilist goal of human "Oneness" -- the unification of the races into one race through multiracialism and intermixture -- and therefore opposes racial independence and preservation. The "Oneness" goal is one of human uniformity, the elimination of racial diversity, particularities or differences. The dominance of universalism can be traced back many centuries to the creation of the first multiracial empires. Universalist philosophies and religions provided a justification for the existence of such empires, and a means to hold them together. In fact, there has always been a close connection between imperialism and universalism, and universalist religions such as Christianity and Islam, with their missionary zeal to convert, transform or assimilate other peoples, have often provided the impetus for imperialist endeavors. In part, the current dominance of universalism and the racial nihilist goal of human "Oneness" is a legacy of the imperialist mentality. It is also a product of the still active missionary mentality which seeks to transform, convert or remake the world into its own image, whether that image be defined in terms of religion, culture, political ideology or race. [Note 1] The imperialist empire-building and missionary activities of the nineteenth century, which attempted to unify diverse races and cultures into one political and economic system, provided the practical foundation for the development of modern universalism. It is the essence of empire -- of imperialism -- that it subordinates a diverse group of people or races to one unified political or economic order, and denies or rejects their right to independence, control of their own lives, or a separate existence, and this is a central characteristic of the currently dominant form of universalism. 

**BUTLER**

Perm

Perm solves best – even Butler agrees strategically using gender categories is politically effective

Baldwin, 97 Margaret A. Baldwin, Assoc. Prof Law @ FSU, Spring 1997, “Public Women and the Feminist State,” 20 Harv. Women’s L.J. 47, p ln

However salutary the postmodern goal of de-essentializing women, postmodern theory ultimately effaces the specific situation of public women, and forfeits altogether any account of gender along the way. This difficulty, and its implications for political strategy, is often spoken of but rarely addressed seriously within postmodern feminism. Denise Riley offers the diktat that at such junctures women can know amongst themselves "that 'women' don't exist -- while maintaining a politics of  [*160]  'as if they existed' -- since the world behaves as if they unambiguously did." 434 Judith Butler makes the same tactical concession when she affirms the continued necessity of asserting "a generally shared conception of 'women'" 435 as a political strategy:      Within feminism, it seems as if there is some political necessity to speak as and for women, and I would not contest that necessity. Surely, that is the way in which representational politics operates, and . . . lobbying efforts are virtually impossible without recourse to identity politics. So we agree that demonstrations and legislative efforts and radical movements need to make claims in the name of women. 436 

2AC: Racism/Violence Turn

Butler abdicates responsibility to the other, reinforces racism, and justifies violence

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Finally, I turn to my most serious objection to Frames of War—that it continues a line of thinking quite prevalent in academic parlance today, particularly of the leftist, "emancipatory discourse" variety, one that I find morally irresponsible. For Butler—faithful to her poststructuralist heritage—responsibility is a predominant concern. We read in the first chapter that responsibility arises from our being bound to one another and from the demand this binding places on us (a point embedded in another litany of rhetorical questions—"am I responsible only to myself? Are there others for whom I am responsible? … Could it be that when I assume responsibility what becomes clear is that who 'I' am is bound up with others in necessary ways? Am I even thinkable without that world of others?" [35]). Butler alludes to her "brief reflections on the perils of democracy," but only gives us a few platitudes with which her readers would most likely be quite familiar, such as the idea that global responsibility does not mean bringing American-style democracy to other nations. This would be an "arrogant politics," she says, and an irresponsible form of global responsibility (37). How many of her readers would disagree? So what would a globally responsible politics look like? Butler does not provide a satisfying answer to this question. What she does provide are more reasons to object—strenuously and urgently—to cultural relativism, hardly innocuous in these times when "cultures" are at war with their others, each claiming moral immunity for their own crimes in the name of tradition and cultural purity. Culture has become a crucial alibi against moral approbation, and Western scholars are among the most vehement defenders of the ban on judgment.3 Butler's last three chapters, which deal in large part with the West's fraught relationship to Islam, include a familiar critique of the "Western" notions of progress, of universal norms, of approaches to violence, and even of sexual politics (surprisingly, Butler does not appear overly outraged in her discussion of Islamic regimes' policies toward gays). There is considerable fence-sitting in these chapters, as Butler grapples with the conflict between sexual freedom and religious principles, but falls short of taking a stand. For example, although she argues that it is not a question of "the rights of culture [threatening] to trump rights of individual freedom," for all intents and purposes culture appears everywhere in these chapters as immutable, imposing, and on par with sexual orientation, and we are not given a route out of the impasse when these come into conflict. Butler only recommends we continue to think with Laclau and Mouffe that antagonism keeps open an alliance (between religious and sexual minorities) and "suspends the idea of reconciliation as a goal" (148). This is not helpful advice for Sakineh Mohammadi Ashtiani, a 45-year-old Iranian woman who awaits death by stoning as I write this, for committing the sin of adultery. Will someone please tell me why we cannot condemn outright a religion or culture for denying equality to a particular segment of society? Slavoj Żižek would call this the "antinomy of tolerant reason." In our "tolerance" of the "other"—whether cultural, racial, ethnic, religious, or geopolitical—liberal-minded citizens of Western democracies become tolerant of intolerance. Apologies for our own cultural beliefs or practices proliferate, while those who remain steadfast in their intolerance of, or hostility toward, the West are not expected to be apologetic. Multicultural tolerance, Žižek concludes, leads to a lack of respect for the Muslim other, demonstrating a "hidden and patronizing racism" (115). This is why Frames of War abdicates its moral, political, and intellectual responsibility. The most disappointing effects of this can be found in the final chapter, "The Claim of Non-Violence," which shuffles impotently between intellectual obfuscations of violence and non-violence. Today, when we most urgently need to resist a global political paradigm that preaches death and destruction in the name of security, the operative question (in a book that promises to be philosophical and political) should not be: how can I make a call for non-violence if I, as a subject, am formed through norms that are by definition violent?4 Butler concludes only that non-violence can't be a universal principle, that it "arrives as an address or an appeal" entailing some work on our part to consider under what conditions we can be responsive to such a claim (165). Furthermore, this is not a call to a peaceful state, but a struggle to "make rage articulate and effective—the carefully crafted 'fuck you'" (182). I find this line, quite frankly, appalling. The buildings and sidewalks of Sarajevo are pock-marked with thousands of carefully crafted "fuck-you"s. We cannot tell from mortar fire whose rage is the "good" rage Butler condones. This is where her attempt to deconstruct—with tolerance of ambiguity and with "cultural sensitivity" but without moral judgment—inevitably leads. It may be true that "We judge a world we refuse to know, and our judgment becomes one means of refusing to know that world" (156), but the opposite is also true and perhaps more relevant for our times: we know a world we refuse to judge, and our knowing becomes one means of refusing to judge that world.
Vulnerability Fails

Precarity/vulnerability is an insufficient model for politics and recreates violent power relations

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Leaving aside the matter of "framing" for now, let's consider Butler's analysis of the apprehension of life. Vulnerability is a popular subject these days, drawing from such concepts as Hannah Arendt's "mere life," Giorgio Agamben's "bare" or "naked" life, and inspired by such actualities as the precarious labor and daily life of non-status peoples.2 For Arendt, mere life is what is left when humans are stripped of citizenship, rendering them ineligible for basic human rights when they are most in need of them. Agamben defines "bare life" as the condition of homo sacer, the Roman figure whose life was not sacrificeable because it had no worth to begin with. There is no punishment for the one who kills an individual characterized as bare life, for it is already considered to be unhuman. This life simply doesn't count—a central term for Jacques Rancière, whose version of vulnerable life is featured in his account of "those who have no part" or those who don't count in political life—the poor, the modern proletariat—and who bring no more than contention or disagreement (150). To distinguish her ideas from those of her contemporaries, Butler outlines a notion of the "grievability" of life, which is the condition under which life actually matters. "Only under conditions in which the loss [of a life] would matter," she argues, "does the value of the life appear" (14). A life that is worthy of grief becomes a "liveable life" in Butler's terminology, and without this grievability "there is no life, or, rather, there is something living that is other than life" (15). This is a senseless obfuscation—one of many to come—of a rather simple idea. If we do not value a life, its loss means nothing to us. The prospect of the loss of loved ones makes us realize how valuable they are to us. We get this. And perhaps we can grant Butler the point that such lives are indeed more liveable than those that will not be grieved. But to argue that without the grief there is really no life, or "something living that is other than life," makes no sense. It borders on the ludicrous when we read the following explanation: "Those we kill are not quite human, and not quite alive, which means that we do not feel the same horror and outrage over the loss of their lives as we do over the loss of those lives that bear national or religious similarity to our own" (42, emphasis added). In suggesting that some lives are not lives, Butler completely misses what is useful about Arendt's and Agamben's distinction between life that counts and life that does not: there is still life beyond "dehumanization." When we are bereft of all rights, citizenship, and belonging to a human community, there is still life. This insistence that some are not considered to be alive, rather than merely not human in a way that counts, does not seem to matter much in the long run. Butler's point is that humans are inherently vulnerable; it is a condition we share, accompanied by great risks since we live only with the illusion of being in control of our lives. As we learned from Precarious Life, precarity implies that we are all social beings, exposed to the familiar and to the unknown, an exposure that obliges us to respond to others (Frames of War 14). (Following Emmanuel Levinas, Butler does not explain why we are obliged, or why others' needs are assumed to "impinge" on us). But while life is by definition precarious or vulnerable, certain populations are designated as precarious politically speaking. They become exposed to injury and violence in greater degrees, vulnerable before the very state to which they need to appeal for protection (25-6). Again, her debt to Arendt, to Agamben, and to Foucault's biopolitics is evident here. Bare life is produced by sovereign power, relentlessly, as we have learned from these authors. Precarity is thus "politically induced" and it is this operation that Butler insists leftist politics must address. Why this should be the job of leftist politics rather than simply politics, is a question we might want to ask. She implies that those on the left are in a privileged position to reverse the process whereby life becomes "ungrievable." But her call for a "reconceptualization of the Left" (book flap) entails the same old tricks of the trade: a pronounced emphasis on recognition, cultural difference and identification with powerlessness. This last point may sound exaggerated, but I would argue that powerlessness is the condition we settle for when we are content with merely recognizing or acknowledging precarity as fundamental to human life. If we stop there, we risk reducing vulnerable life to a state of agentless victimhood, a condition that comes with a certain moral authority and may inspire pathos rather than action. The tone of Butler's discussion of precarity is worrisome in this respect; we find here a celebration of fragility without an accompanying call for political will and action. Butler insists that a solidarity based on precarity cuts across identity categories and therefore shifts the terms of a leftist politics that is overly preoccupied with identifications. This shift is supposed to help the left refocus and expand the political critique of state violence by providing a new alliance in opposition to the exploitation and violence of the state. Such an alliance "would not require agreement on all questions of desire or belief or self-identification. It would be a movement sheltering certain kinds of ongoing antagonisms among its participants, valuing such persistent and animating differences as the sign and substance of a radical democratic politics" (32). She is not alone in this formulation. Consider Agamben's description of the protesters at Tiananmen Square as a community "radically devoid of any representable identity" or condition of belonging (The Coming Community 85-87). To build an alliance on the common lot of precarity, however, fails to alleviate one of the main dilemmas of a politics based on identity: how to form political solidarities that do not become exclusionary and ultimately replicate the identical abuses of power they contest. Butler thus exposes one of the most relentless dangers of a leftist, identity-focused political approach in her own argument; precarious life as a basis for solidarity, when this is the very condition produced by state violence, risks merely turning the tables of power, hostility or violence. Calling for an alliance of precarious lives, she is simply pouring new wine into old wineskins.

Butler alienates audiences, doesn’t provide a political solution for vulnerability, and destroys the agency of the “vulnerable”

Enns 10 (Diane, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Peace Studies at McMaster University, “When is a Book Grievable?”, Postmodern Culture Vol 20, No 2, Project Muse, dml)

Identity politics as we know it is precarity politics. Group identities become solidified based on a common experience of victimhood. Butler acknowledges this herself when she approvingly refers to Wendy Brown's incisive critique of "wounded attachments" as a basis for subjectivity (Butler 179). The risk—when injury becomes the defining moment of the subject—is that violence can easily be justified on this ground (see Brown). We would be wise then to listen to Arendt's assertion that the solidarity of persecuted peoples does not last longer than a minute after their liberation. It becomes dangerous, in fact, when it is believed that "life comes fully into its own only among those who are, in worldly terms, the insulted and injured" ("On Humanity" 13) It would be interesting to figure out precisely how precarity or vulnerability could also be the basis of our political strength, a point Václav Havel elaborated decades ago in The Power of the Powerless (1985). I had hoped that Butler would pursue this, and tell us how leftist politics—or any politics for that matter—could help. But her discussion of precarity only leaves us with truisms, which makes me wonder whom she considers her audience to be. For example, she remarks that "To live is always to live a life that is at risk from the outset and can be put at risk or expunged quite suddenly from the outside and for reasons that are not always under one's control" (30). This is followed with: "Part of the very problem of contemporary political life is that not everyone counts as a subject" (31). Would her audience not already know this? If she is writing to a left-wing, intellectual audience, she should address the question of where we go from here. If Butler is writing for readers outside of academic institutions and unfamiliar with her work or contemporary cultural theory in general, on the other hand, the jargon-filled, bumpy sentences would be so off-putting as to make this book unreadable indeed. And if she is writing for a community of scholars, the truisms (and the jargon-filled, bumpy sentences) equally make for tedious reading. While the idea of precarity has certainly caught on—we read these days about the precarious status of global laborers, of refugees and migrants, and of impoverished slum dwellers—without some direction on how shared vulnerability can help us refuse powerlessness, we may wallow in pity for a fragile humanity. As others besides Butler have done, we must seek power in the refusal of powerlessness. This power does not derive from any moral authority granted to the victim, but from what Havel called "humanity's revolt against an enforced position … an attempt to regain control over one's own sense of responsibility" (153). We need to address, in other words, the responsibility of vulnerable populations, not simply responsibility to them. This is why I am drawn to the writings of Partha Chatterjee, who is certainly aware of precarious lives in the slums of Calcutta, but does not rob them of their own agency. These inhabitants are indeed "the governed," but they nurture what Chatterjee calls "political society," a designation for those groups who may live illegally in a number of ways for the sake of survival, but who "make a claim to habitation and livelihood as a matter of right" (40). They have acquired a political existence where none was provided, showing how it may thrive in unexpected places. This is an example of what Havel describes as the "power of the powerless." For Rancière, it is essentially the definition of politics: that those "who have no part" assume their fundamental equality and contest the forces that seek to take it away. This is at the same time an assumption of responsibility for their own agency. If we must make something of grief besides a call for war, we must do more than dwell on the suffering of those deemed ungrievable.

Vulnerability Bad - Violence

Embracing death leads to violence. Psychological studies prove we cannot simply accept vulnerability.

Solomon et al ‘3 (Sheldon, Prof. Psych. – Skidmore College, Jeff Greenberg, Prof. Psych. – U. Arizona, and Tom Pyszczynski, Prof. Psych. – Colorado U., Psychoanalytic Review, “Fear of Death and Huma Destructiveness”, 90:457-474, 

(2003). Psychoanalytic Review, 90:457-474, Psychoanalytic Electronic Publishing)

The role of in-group identity in assuaging concerns about mortality has also been demonstrated in the domain of domestic race relations. Specifically, mortality salience leads white Americans to react sympathetically to a white racist (Greenberg, Schimel, Martens, Solomon, and Pyszcznyski, 2001) and to react negatively to an African American individual who violates the negative stereotype of African Americans-specifically, a studious chess-playing male African American college student (Schimel et al., 1999). These results support the notion that religious, political, and ethnic identities and beliefs serve a death-denying function, in that people respond to momentary reminders of death by increasing their affection for similar others and their disdain for dissimilar others. But earlier we argued that even in the absence of others who differ in these salient ways, people would designate others as a scapegoat to serve a terror-assuaging function. Harmon-Jones, Greenberg, Solomon, and Simon (1995) examined this notion empirically by assigning previously unacquainted people to different groups on the basis of their preference for abstract art works by Paul Klee or Wasily Kandinsky (the minimal group paradigm; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Participants then rated themselves and fellow in-group members and members of the other group after a mortality salience or control induction. Thinking about death resulted in exaggerated regard for one's own group and disparagement of those who preferred a different kind of art, despite the fact that the group had just been formed minutes ago, participants did not know anyone in their group directly, and membership in the group was based on a relatively unimportant preference for abstract art. One possible shortcoming of these findings is that they are all based on attitudinal measures. Thinking about death may engender more positive and negative attitudes toward similar and dissimilar others, respectively, but without leading people to behave accordingly. Additional research has, however, demonstrated the effects of mortality salience on actual behavior. After completing a mortality salience or control induction, Ochsmann and Mathy (1994) told German university students that the experiment was over and had them sit in a reception area, presumably to be paid for participating in the study. There was a row of chairs in the reception area, and in the center of the row was another student who was actually a confederate of the experimenters. The confederate appeared to be a German student for half of the participants; for the other half, the confederate appeared to be a Turkish student (currently a despised minority in Germany). The investigators were interested in how close to or far away from the confederate each participant would sit as a function of his appearance (German or Turkish) after thinking about death or a benign control topic. Although physical distance did not differ as a function of the confederate's appearance in the control condition, mortality salient participants sat closer to the fellow German and further away from the Turkish infidel. This finding establishes that mortality salience influences actual behavior above and beyond changes in attitudes. More recently, McGregor et al. (1998) demonstrated that subtle reminders of death produce actual physical aggression toward those who threaten deeply cherished beliefs. Liberal or conservative college students read an essay they believed was written by another student in the study that condemned either liberals or conservatives (e.g., “Liberals are the cause of so many problems in this country. … The bleeding heart stance they take, of trying to help everyone is a joke and incredibly stupid. How can they help the world when they can't even help themselves?” Or “Conservatives are the cause of so many problems in this country. … The cold-hearted stance they take, of trying to help only themselves is a joke and incredibly stupid. They are too busy thinking of themselves, and don't care about anyone else”). Then, after a mortality salience or control induction in what they believed to be a separate study, participants were given an opportunity to administer a quantity of their choosing of very hot salsa to the student who wrote the essay in the “first study,” and who claimed to dislike spicy foods. We used hot sauce administration as a direct measure of physical aggression because of some highly publicized incidents of hot sauce being used malevolently to harm others (e.g., police officers assaulted by a cook at Denny's; children being abused by being forced to drink hot sauce). Results indicated no differences in hot sauce allocation for similar and dissimilar others in the control condition; however, following mortality salience, participants administered twice the amount of hot sauce to different others than they did to similar others. Two additional studies replicated these effects. Reminders of death thus produced direct aggression toward those who challenge cherished aspects of cultural worldviews. The general finding that mortality salience produces world-view defense (i.e., exaggerated positive and negative responses to similar and dissimilar others, respectively) is thus quite robust and extends beyond attitudinal preferences to behavior and direct acts of physical aggression. Mortality salience effects have been independently obtained in labs in the United States, Canada, Germany, Israel, Italy, the Netherlands, and Australia, using a variety of mortality salience manipulations, including fear of death scales (instead of our typical open-ended questions) and films of gory automobile accidents. Mortality salience effects are also apparently unique to thoughts of death. Asking people to ponder unpleasant but nonlethal matters (e.g., failing an exam, giving a speech in public, being socially ostracized, being paralyzed, being in pain at the dentist) often results in self-reported anxiety and negative affect, but does not engender worldview defense (see Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997, for a review of this research). Additionally, mortality salience effects have been obtained in natural settings, such as when people are interviewed in front of a funeral parlor as opposed to 100 meters away from the funeral parlor (Pyszczynski, et al., 1996). Thus, subtle reminders of mortality are sufficient to arouse these effects. In fact, mortality salience effects do not even require a conscious confrontation with reminders of death at all! In three studies, Arndt, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, and Solomon (1997) found exaggerated reactions to pro- and anti-United States essay authors following subliminal reminders of death (specifically, 28 millisecond exposures to the word “death” vs. “field” or “pain”). This work, along with other findings (for a review, see Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and Solomon, 1999), has shown that worldview defense is intensified whenever death-related thought is on the fringes of consciousness (i.e., high in accessibility).

Their rhetoric of death inevitability leads to violence and bigotry.

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/)

2) Reminding people of the inevitability of death leads to a broad range of attempts to maintain faith in their worldviews and self-esteem and defend them against threats. These studies test the mortality salience hypothesis: if one's cultural worldview and self-esteem provide protection against the fear of death, then reminding people of the inevitability of death should increase their need to keep their worldviews and self-esteem strong. In the typical study, participants are reminded of death or another aversive topic that is not related to death (dental pain, failing an exam, giving a speech in front of a large audience, being socially excluded, being uncertain), and then exposed to people or ideas that either support or challenge their cultural worldviews. For example, in the first mortality salience study, Rosenblatt et al. (1989) had half of their sample of municipal court judges in Tucson, Arizona, fill out a questionnaire about death, and then all the judges read a case brief about a woman accused of prostitution and then set bail for her. Whereas control judges who were not reminded of their mortality set an average bond of $50, those who were first reminded of their mortality set an average bond of $455. Later studies have shown that such reminders of mortality can lead to increased prejudice, aggression toward those with different worldviews, estimates of social consensus for one's attitudes, anxiety when treating culturally valued objects in disrespectful ways, help for those within one's group, identification with valued aspects of self, affection for those who love us, and many other important psychological consequences (for more details, see Greenberg, Solomon, and Pyszczynski, 1997). What all these effects of mortality salience have in common is that they entail behavior that affirms or bolsters one's self-esteem or faith in one's worldview or behavior that diffuses any threats that might be impinging on these two components of one's shield against existential anxiety.

Socialization guarantees that people do not accept death. It isn’t a viable psychological response. Only denial and violence are possible.

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/)

One thing that has become very clear from our studies of the effects of thinking about death is that the problem of death affects us in very different ways, depending on whether we are consciously thinking of it or whether it is on the fringes of consciousness--what cognitive psychologists would refer to as highly accessible but outside of current focal attention (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and Solomon, 1999). The clinging to the worldview and pursuit of self-esteem that the studies described earlier document occur when thoughts of death are on the fringes of consciousness--shortly after being reminded of the problem of death and after a distraction; or when death-related words or symbols are presented subliminally, so that people are not aware of them. What is interesting and important to realize about the pursuit of self-esteem and faith in our worldviews is that these defenses bear no logical or semantic relation to the problem of death--what does being a good American have to do with the fact that I am going to die someday? In a logical sense, absolutely nothing, but we are socialized early in life to use meaning and self-esteem as ways of protecting ourselves from our fears and anxieties. On the other hand, when people are consciously thinking about death, they cope in very different ways that do have a logical connection to death. These defenses seem to make sense. We either distract ourselves from the problem of death, by switching the topic or turning up the radio as we drive by an accident scene, or try to convince ourselves that death is a problem for the distant future. We remind ourselves that our grandmother lived to be 99, that we do not smoke, or we promise to get more exercise, start taking that medicine our doctor has been pushing, or get on the latest fad diet. The point here is that because it is highly accessible but unconscious thoughts of death that promote clinging to our worldviews or self-esteem, it is difficult if not impossible to observe this in ourselves. But the empirical evidence is really very clear now. So let us turn to a consideration of how this core human fear of death affects us in ways that politicians and other leaders can manipulate.  DEATH AND NATIONALISM  One of our earliest and most widely replicated findings is that reminders of death increase nationalism and other forms of group identification, making people more accepting of those who are similar to themselves and more hostile toward those who are different. For example, in a very early study we found that reminding people of death led them to react more positively toward a person who praised America and more negatively toward a person who criticized America (Greenberg et al., 1990). Similar patterns have been found all over the world. When subtly reminded of death, Germans sit closer to fellow Germans and farther away from Turks (Ochsman and Mathay, 1994) and, more recently, show an increased preference for the deutsche mark over the euro (Jonas and Greenberg, in press); Dutch citizens exaggerate how badly the Dutch national soccer team will beat the rival German team (Dechesne et al., 2000); Israelis are more accepting of fellow Israelis and rejecting of Russian Jews who have immigrated to Israel (Florian and Mikulincer, 1998); Italians view Italian identity as more "real," reflecting bigger differences between Italians and people from other countries (Castano et al., 2002); and Scots are more discriminating in judging pictures as either Scottish or English, viewing fewer faces of Englishmen as Scottish (Castano, Yzerbet, and Palladino, 2004). These findings all come from highly controlled laboratory experiments.

1

AT: Vulnerability/Death Inevitable

Yes, we're all vulnerable to death. But security actions are important because we can stop or at least reduce unjust, sudded and violent deaths that induce mass fear in humanity.

Elshtain ‘2  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Politics Ethics – U. Chicago, and Chair in Foundations of American Freedom – Georgetown U., Common Knowledge, “LUTHER’S LAMB: When and How to Fight a Just War”, 8:2, Highwire)

This is an extraordinary moment in the history of the United States. On  September 11, we sustained a greater unnatural loss of life in a single day than  ever before in our history, easily topping the previous norm for a day of death—  the Battle of Antietam in the Civil War. Americans tell the press and the pollsters  that they are prepared for the new kind of war that is upon us. But the numbers  of those who support action against terrorism begins to waver when the question  is put as to whether this force would be acceptable if “innocent men, women, and  children” are the victims. No war, as I have already indicated, can be fought with-out putting noncombatants in harm’s way. The American people favor doing  everything possible to limit this damage, and with that intention I heartily concur.  One reason the country wearied of the Vietnam War was the realization that  fighting a guerrilla war meant that we could not distinguish combatants from  noncombatants and that, even without horrors like the My Lai massacre, our soldiers  were put in the impossible position of regarding everyone as “the enemy.”  We are obliged to stop those who use civilians against other civilians: they have  turned a great symbol of human freedom of movement—the commercial airplane—  into a deadly bomb. U.S. combatants have been put in harm’s way to  punish those who, with no compunction about mass murder, have put our noncombatants  in harm’s way. That is the burden of the just warrior.  We know what happens to people who live in pervasive fear. It isn’t pretty.  The desire to protect oneself invites both lashing out and severe isolation. Fear  encourages harsh measures because, and in this Thomas Hobbes was right, we  simply cannot live as human beings if we live in constant fear of violent death.  Recently, my daughter and I found ourselves discussing the need for a family plan  should there be a biological or chemical attack. The International Criminal  Court or International Human Rights Tribunal is not going to protect us from  that—or from anything else. The world of international relations is not the same  as a domestic legal jurisdiction that has, by definition, a punitive and enforcing  arm. So we are forced to ask the question: who would collect all the children, the  grandchildren? Where would we rendezvous? Should we buy gas masks? Should  we discuss the situation with two five-year-olds and a seven-year-old? Of course,  we all must die one day. But we are called to life. There are times when the call  to live demands action against those claimed by death. I do not think that such  action is contrary to our tradition, nor to Christendom’s secular incarnation in  our not-really-so-oxymoronic rhetoric of peace and justice.

**CAMPBELL**

2AC AT: Campbell

Campbell ignores the reality of the identification of specific threats

Lora, ’94 – Prof @ U of Toleda (Ronald, The American Historical Review, Vol. 99, No. 1 (Feb., 1994), pp. 329-330, Review of “Writing Security: United States For- eign Policy and the Politics of Identity”, JSTOR)

Throughout American history, the author argues, Americans have gone too far in representing perceived dangers as "alien, subversive, dirty, or sick" (p. 2). Danger is not an objective condition; for example, the manner in which Americans defined the Cold War posed greater dangers to internal stability and civility than the Red Army ever did. Americans were quick to "problematize" communists, using formulaic expressions once reserved for Native Americans, Catholics, immigrants, and blacks. Moreover, Amer- icans today interpret the Japanese as a national secu- rity threat in similar terms. Campbell's work is useful because it reminds us of the need to reconsider the process by which states define themselves; yet problems remain. Radical skepticism of the sort expressed in this book, based too much on international relations theory and too little on primary documents, at times takes on the tone of one who has never faced a gunman in a dark parking lot. Nowhere is it seriously considered that Soviet control over Eastern Europe and the Baltic states was an oppressive objective reality, or that the conduct of Joseph Stalin was so abnormal as to preclude some traditional ways in which nations conduct business with each other. What the United States should have done in Cold War foreign policy-and what now it should do with drugs, terrorism, and Japanese competition-is not the explicit concern of this book. Campbell displays great zeal in drawing analogies, but it is a dubious undertaking to insist that the modern state's concern with security replicates the church's concern with salvation, that the church, like the state, employs an evangelism of fear to ward off threats to its legitimacy. To argue thus necessitates a tortuous reading of Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan. Moreover, from the angle of the church and of the state, Campbell's reading of the texts is insensitive to genuine religious concern with salvation on the one hand, and to the democratic state's wish to respond to citizens' needs on the other. Considered as a work of scholarship, this study does not take us into new territory. Its biggest weakness is that it remains largely at the level of general- ization, and that when it does consider concrete moments (the treatment of Native Americans, blacks, and immigrants), it offers little that is new in scholarly discourse. 

Campbell has no way of engaging the real world

Neufeld, ’94 Prof Politics @ Trent University (Mark, Canadian Journal of Political Science / Revue canadienne de science politique, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Mar., 1994), pp. 207-208, Review of “Politics without Principle: Sovereignty, Ethics and the Narratives of the Gulf War”, JSTOR) 

Campbell's intervention is to be welcomed, particularly given his efforts to elucidate a life-affirming ethics. Still, there are two basic problems that pose themselves in light of his arguments. The first of these is Campbell's representation of his "alternative" formulation to modernist theorizing. Campbell is surely right in saying that within the modernist metaphysical tradition (and the conventional international relations literature it informs) subjectivity is often understood as autonomous agency, and ethics as a set of objectively grounded "rules of conduct or the moral code that undergirds, through various commands, the path to the good and just life" (91). Yet, as theorists such as Charles Taylor would remind us, it is not necessary to abandon modernist theorizing to encounter the recognition of the "relational character of subjectivity" or the conception of ethics as context-dependent reflection on deeply contrastable ways of being in the world. The second problem is that Campbell gives no hint of how political structures and power relations-domestically and globally-would have to change for a view of ethics as "heteronomous responsibility" to become the guiding framework for policy-making. Nor does Campbell suggest which social forces might lead in the struggle to effect those far-reaching changes. That Campbell does not address these issues is, in a certain sense, understandable. Identifying and establishing political arrangements that encourage eth- ical reflection constitute the very ethos of the Enlightenment and modernity. Still, these are questions that would seem unavoidable. Accordingly, it is not at all clear how postmodern IR theorists such as Campbell will avoid being drawn back into some version of modern social and political theory if they pursue an "engagement with the world" that "seeks to affirm life" to its logical conclusion.

Critiques of realism inscribe a moral dogma by limiting how we understand politics to a certain realm 

(MARK F.N. FRANKE, University of Northern British Columbia, 2K, European Journal of International Relations, 6(3): 307–333, SAGE Publications, “Refusing an Ethical Approach to World Politics in Favour of Political Ethics”)

It is perhaps already clich´ed to acknowledge that the practices of international politics and the perspectives upon which such practices are motivated are always ethically situated. Critical inquiries of the past two decades alone have variously shown that the language of ‘ethics and International Relations’, wherein each term is seen as separable from the other, is both illusory and misleading.1 In conjunction it is a highly legitimate point of contention, if not a factual necessity, to note how the traditions upon which International

Relations, as a discipline, have emerged are themselves anchored to a specific moral universalism.2 In these regards, the development of International Relations theory has benefited greatly from the recent efforts of a range of scholars, including David Campbell, Michael Dillon, Jim George, Vivienne Jabri, Patricia Molloy, Michael J. Shapiro and Daniel Warner, to trace and critically engage the traditionally suppressed moral dogma of the discipline. However, the discipline is not necessarily as well served by the directions in which these endeavours are finally deployed. The ultimate promise of these lines of inquiry also risks serious contradiction with the benefits of the initial points of critique. Inspired generally by recent phenomenology and poststructuralist philosophy, this series of theorists has developed a highly radical and influential set of inquiries into how the ethical may function in international affairs. Consequently, a new and substantial discourse regarding international ethics is emerging across the arguments and debates set forth in their writings. But, this overall discourse, while certainly more attractive than the traditional, provokes acts of ethical situation not wholly different in quality from the conventions against which it is set. Exemplified most pronouncedly in the works of Campbell, the authors to which I refer here excite alternative approaches that appreciate and strive to remain vulnerable towards social change, human difference, and the multiple and incessant moral regroundings which occur in the inevitable and anarchical encounters with others. Paradoxically, though, in pursuing these courses of action, the overwhelming tendency across this literature is to invite the kind of moral singularity they respectively hope, at base, to unseat. And my central point in this respect is that an alternative outcome would be impossible. As I first recount, the very notion of the international itself arises as a total ethics. Framing human politics and society in terms of the international is not simply to invoke ethical conditions that could be read or approached in various manners. Rather, a view to the international inherently conjures a moral universe. It provides the limits in which judgements regarding how human affairs, in a general sense, ought to be understood and judgements regarding how political policy and relations ought to proceed in the world. Thus, as I demonstrate further, through critical evaluation of the works of Campbell and others, even a highly critical approach to questions of international ethics, dedicated to revealing and tending to the heterogeneous, can do little more than broaden and diversify the scope of this universe. Any such endeavour can accomplish only a new description of the universe from which moral action is presumed to be defined.

Difference can only be recognized once we renounce ethics as prior to the political. 

(MARK F.N. FRANKE, University of Northern British Columbia, 2K, European Journal of International Relations, 6(3): 307–333, SAGE Publications, “Refusing an Ethical Approach to World Politics in Favour of Political Ethics”)

Recent efforts to identify and challenge the universalist ethics inherent to the historical conventions of International Relations are to be applauded. Drawing largely from poststructuralism and phenomenology, several theorists have productively shown how traditional approaches committed to moral and rational autonomy may and ought to be interrupted with attention to questions of difference, heterogeneity and social interrelation. As exemplified most pronouncedly in the works of David Campbell, though, such attempts to rethink ethics in international affairs tend generally to also re-introduce an ethical totality. Missing from these otherwise provocative interventions is sufficient recognition that the moral universe projected in traditional International Relations theory is inherent to any view towards the international, even when reinscribed as world politics or global politics. Concern for the international, read in any manner, and a total ethics are mutually constitutive. Critical evaluation of these alternative ethical approaches therefore demonstrates that the moral dogma associated with International Relations may be overcome only insofar as the international itself is quit as an organizing concept. Moreover, the politics of difference advocated in these critical interventions may be served only once ethics itself is renounced as an appropriate entry point to the political.

**CAPITALISM**

Cede the Political

Capitalism is utterly inevitable—the left only looks crazy when they focus on Marxism over practical reforms. 

Wilson, 2000 – Author of many books including ‘The Myth of Political Correctness’ – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 7- 10)

Socialism is dead. Kaput. Stick a fork in Lenin's corpse. Take the Fidel posters off the wall. Welcome to the twenty-first century. Wake up and smell the capitalism. I have no particular hostility to socialism. But nothing can kill a good idea in America so quickly as sticking the "socialist" label on it. The reality in America is that socialism is about as successful as Marxist footwear (and have you ever seen a sickle and hammer on anybody's shoes?). Allow your position to be defined as socialist even if it isn't (remember Clinton's capitalist health care plan?), and the idea is doomed. Instead of fighting to repair the tattered remnants of socialism as a marketing slogan, the left needs to address the core issues of social justice. You can form the word socialist from the letters in social justice, but it sounds better if you don't. At least 90 percent of America opposes socialism, and 90 percent of America thinks "social justice" might be a good idea. Why alienate so many people with a word? Even the true believers hawking copies of the Revolutionary Socialist Worker must realize by now that the word socialist doesn't have a lot of drawing power. In the movie Bulworth, Warren Beatty declares: "Let me hear that dirty word: socialism!" Socialism isn't really a dirty word, however; if it were, socialism might have a little underground appeal as a forbidden topic. Instead, socialism is a forgotten word, part of an archaic vocabulary and a dead language that is no longer spoken in America. Even Michael Harrington, the founder of the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA), didn't use the word socialism in his influential book on poverty, The Other America. The best reason for the left to abandon socialism is not PR but honesty. Most of the self-described "socialists" remaining in America don't qualify as real socialists in any technical sense. If you look at the DSA (whose prominent members include Harvard professor Cornel West and former Time columnist Barbara Ehrenreich), most of the policies they urge-a living wage, universal health care, environmental protection, reduced spending on the Pentagon, and an end to corporate welfare-have nothing to do with socialism in the specific sense of government ownership of the means of production. Rather, the DSA program is really nothing more than what a liberal political party ought to push for, if we had one in America. Europeans, to whom the hysteria over socialism must seem rather strange, would never consider abandoning socialism as a legitimate political ideology. But in America, socialism simply isn't taken seriously by the mainstream. Therefore, if socialists want to be taken seriously, they need to pursue socialist goals using nonsocialist rhetoric. Whenever someone tries to attack an idea as "socialist" (or, better yet, "communist"), there's an easy answer: Some people think everything done by a government, from Social Security to Medicare to public schools to public libraries, is socialism. The rest of us just think it's a good idea. (Whenever possible, throw public libraries into an argument, whether it's about good government programs or NEA funding. Nobody with any sense is opposed to public libraries. They are by far the most popular government institutions.) If an argument turns into a debate over socialism, simply define socialism as the total government ownership of all factories and natural resources--which, since we don't have it and no one is really arguing for this to happen, makes socialism a rather pointless debate. Of course, socialists will always argue among themselves about socialism and continue their internal debates. But when it comes to influencing public policy, abstract discussions about socialism are worse than useless, for they alienate the progressive potential of the American people. It's only by pursuing specific progressive policies on nonsocialist terms that socialists have any hope in the long term of convincing the public that socialism isn't (or shouldn't be) a long-dead ideology.

Apocalyptic predictions about the ills of capitalism will not motivate activism—practical reforms are the only hope for the left. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 14- 15)

Leftists also need to abandon their tendency to make apocalyptic predictions. It's always tempting to predict that environmental destruction is imminent or the stock market is ready to crash in the coming second Great Depression. Arguments that the U.S. economy is in terrible shape fly in the face of reality. It's hard to claim that a middle-class American family with two cars, a big-screen TV, and a computer is oppressed. While the poor in America fell behind during the Reagan/Gingrich/Clinton era and the middle class did not receive its share of the wealth produced during this time, the economy itself is in excellent shape. Instead, the problem is the redistribution of wealth to the very rich under the resurgence of "free market" capitalism. Instead of warning that the economy will collapse without progressive policies, the left should emphasize that the progressive aspects of American capitalism have created the current success of the American economy after decades of heavy government investment in human capital. But the cutbacks in investment for education and the growing disparity between the haves and the have-notes are threatening the economy’s future success. 

Capitalism is inevitable—reforms, not revolution, are the only option. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 15- 16) 

Capitalism is far too ingrained in American life to eliminate. If you go into the most impoverished areas of America, you will find that the people who live there are not seeking government control over factories or even more social welfare programs; they're hoping, usually in vain, for a fair chance to share in the capitalist wealth. The poor do not pray for socialism-they strive to be a part of the capitalist system. They want jobs, they want to start businesses, and they want to make money and be successful. What's wrong with America is not capitalism as a system but capitalism as a religion. We worship the accumulation of wealth and treat the horrible inequality between rich and poor as if it were an act of God. Worst of all, we allow the government to exacerbate the financial divide by favoring the wealthy: go anywhere in America, and compare a rich suburb with a poor town-the city services, schools, parks, and practically everything else will be better financed in the place populated by rich people. The aim is not to overthrow capitalism but to overhaul it. Give it a social-justice tune-up, make it more efficient, get the economic engine to hit on all cylinders for everybody, and stop putting out so many environmentally hazardous substances.  To some people, this goal means selling out leftist ideals for the sake of capitalism. But the right thrives on having an ineffective opposition. The Revolutionary Communist Party helps stabilize the "free market" capitalist system by making it seem as if the only alternative to free-market capitalism is a return to Stalinism. Prospective activists for change are instead channeled into pointless discussions about the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. Instead of working to persuade people to accept progressive ideas, the far left talks to itself (which may be a blessing, given the way it communicates) and tries to sell copies of the Socialist Worker to an uninterested public.

Overthrowing capitalism is a political non-starter—reforms are the only way that the left will be effective. 

Wilson, 2000  Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe of many books including ‘The Myth of Political Correctness’ – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 123)

The left often finds itself stuck in a debate between revolution and reform. To self-described revolutionaries, any attempt to reform the system is a liberal compromise that only delays the creation of a socialist utopia. The vision of workers casting off their chains and embracing the overthrow of capitalism is pure fantasy. No one actually knows what it means to overthrow capitalism, and it clearly isn't going to happen, anyway. Reforming American capitalism is not a halfhearted effort at modest change; it is a fundamental attack on the reigning ideology of "free market" capitalism. Progressive reforms, taken seriously, are revolutionary in every important sense. Reforms such as the New Deal were truly revolutionary for their time, and American capitalism has been saved from its own flaws by these progressive reforms. The problem is that these progressive reforms have not been carried far enough, in part because the revolutionary left has too often failed to support the progressives’ reformist agenda. The only leftist revolution in America will come from an accumulation of progressive policies, and so the question of revolution versus reform is irrelevant. 

Cede The Political (Trainer Specific)

Trainer admits his argument would destroy mainstream environmentalism – any reason why this is good is a disad to the alternative.

Trainer, 07 (Ted Trainer, Senior Lecturer in the School of Social Work at the University of New South Wales. “Renewable Energy Cannot Sustain a Consumer Society” p. 7-8)

Obviously this book’s message is not a pleasant one for people in the Green Movement and I am acutely aware of the damage it would do the general environmental cause if it were taken seriously. Environmental activists have great difficulty get-  ting the public in general to respond to environmental issues, even when they pose no  significant challenges to the lifestyles and systems of consumer society.  Almost all environmental activists seem to be oblivious to the contradiction built into their thinking. They are in effect saying, “Please help us save the planet by call-  ing for a switch to the use of renewable energy sources — which can sustain con-  sumer society and will pose no threat to our obsession with affluent lifestyles and  economic growth.” Even getting people to attend to such unthreatening messages is  very difficult. So how much more difficult would it be to get people to listen to the  claim that to save the environment we have to cut consumption by perhaps 90%, and  give up fossil fuels – and renewables cannot substitute for them?  Given that I have been part of the Green Movement for decades, I realise that  green goals could be significantly undermined if the theme of this book became widely discussed, let alone generally accepted. The most immediate effect would be  a surge in support for nuclear energy (despite the case against it given in Chapter 9).  

Perm

Critique alone fails – integration of actual solutions key

Dickens and Ormrod 7 - *Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex AND **Lecturer in Sociology at the University of Brighton 

(Peter and James, Cosmic Society: Towards a Sociology of the Universe pg 190, dml)

Explanatory critique can only go so far. Philosophy and sociology are only tools for uncovering how reality is structured and for freeing up the discussion of feasible alternatives. It will take much hard work and politics on a mass scale to forge new social alliances, counter-hegemonic ideologies and space projects that benefit oppressed populations. The ultimate aim of this must be a relationship with the universe that does not further empower the already powerful.

The alt alone is coopted – you need a multitude of standpoints means the perm solves

Carroll 10 – *founding director of the Social Justice Studies Program at the University of Victoria 

(William, “Crisis, movements, counter-hegemony: in search of the new,” Interface 2:2, 168-198, dml)
Just as hegemony has been increasingly organized on a transnational basis – through the globalization of Americanism, the construction of global governance institutions, the emergence of a transnational capitalist class and so on (Soederberg 2006; Carroll 2010) – counter-hegemony has also taken on transnational features that go beyond the classic organization of left parties into internationals. What Sousa Santos (2006) terms the rise of a global left is evident in specific movementbased campaigns, such as the successful international effort in 1998 to defeat the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI); in initiatives such as the World Social Forum, to contest the terrain of global civil society; and in the growth of transnational movement organizations and of a ‘democratic globalization network’, counterpoised to neoliberalism’s transnational historical bloc, that address issues of North-South solidarity and coordination (Smith 2008:24). As I have suggested elsewhere (Carroll 2007), an incipient war of position is at work here – a bloc of oppositional forces to neoliberal globalization encompassing a wide range of movements and identities and that is ‘global in nature, transcending traditional national boundaries’ (Butko 2006: 101). These moments of resistance and transborder activism do not yet combine to form a coherent historical bloc around a counter-hegemonic project. Rather, as Marie-Josée Massicotte suggests, ‘we are witnessing the emergence and re-making of political imaginaries…, which often lead to valuable localized actions as well as greater transborder solidarity’ (2009: 424). Indeed, Gramsci’s adage that while the line of development is international, the origin point is national, still has currency. Much of the energy of anti-capitalist politics is centred within what Raymond Williams (1989) called militant particularisms – localized struggles that, ‘left to themselves … are easily dominated by the power of capital to coordinate accumulation across universal but fragmented space’ (Harvey 1996: 32). Catharsis, in this context, takes on a spatial character. The scaling up of militant particularisms requires ‘alliances across interrelated scales to unite a diverse range of social groupings and thereby spatialize a Gramscian war of position to the global scale’ (Karriem 2009: 324). Such alliances, however, must be grounded in local conditions and aspirations. Eli Friedman’s (2009) case study of two affiliated movement organizations in Hong Kong and mainland China, respectively, illustrates the limits of transnational activism that radiates from advanced capitalism to exert external pressure on behalf of subalterns in the global South. Friedman recounts how a campaign by the Hong Kong-based group of Students and Scholars Against Corporate Misbehavior to empower Chinese mainland workers producing goods for Hong Kong Disneyland failed due to the lack of local mobilization by workers themselves. Yet the same group, through its support for its ally, the mainland-based migrant workers’ association, has helped facilitate self-organization on the shop floor. In the former case, well-intentioned practices of solidarity reproduced a paternalism that failed to inspire local collective action; in the latter, workers taking direct action on their own behalf, with external support, led to ‘psychological empowerment’ and movement mobilization (Friedman 2009: 212). As a rule, ‘the more such solidarity work involves grassroots initiatives and participation, the greater is the likelihood that workers from different countries will learn from each other’, enabling transnational counter-hegemony to gain a foothold (Rahmon and Langford 2010: 63).

Perm solves—only combining both hard science and social insight can reveal the link between the two. Reducing everything to social constructionism is counter-productive.

Dickens and Ormrod 7 - *Peter, Affiliated Lecturer in the Faculty of Social and Political Sciences at the University of Cambridge and Visiting Professor of Sociology, University of Essex and **James, Lecturer in Sociology at the University of Brighton 

(Cosmic Society: Towards a sociology of the universe, pg 41, IWren)

The physical and natural sciences have often historically denied that their attempts to know the realities with which they are concerned are in any way dependent on the social world. The ideal of science is of an objective discipline that is value-free and guided by its own criteria of progress. The social influences on the theories and methods of science are therefore ignored. Likewise, in the social sciences in the last few decades there has often been a suggestion that our understandings of the physical and natural worlds are mere social constructions, a product of the society in which they were created, thus privileging the kind of knowledge held by the social sciences over that of other disciplines. But as Bruno Latour says, whilst explaining the importance of material reality, ‘it is hard to reduce the entire cosmos to a grand narrative, the physics of subatomic particles to a text, subway systems to rhetorical devices, all social structures to discourse’ (Latour 1993: 64). We maintain that, in order to understand the dialectic between social and physical worlds, an ontology is necessary that explains how insights from both the social and physical sciences can be combined. We recognize that causal mechanisms operate on a number of different levels within the universe, and argue that the job of the social scientist is to work with the knowledge produced by physicists and the like, combining that with sociological understanding. The result of this should be a theory that reduces the universe to neither the merely physical nor the purely social. These points are related to the fundamental tenets of critical realism as outlined by Roy Bhaskar and others (Bhaskar 1986, 1997, 1998; Archer et al. 1998) (see Box 1.1). Unfortunately, the ongoing attempt by scientists to construct a theory of everything runs counter to this kind of ontology. 

Revolution will never happen overnight—progressive policies need to be built upon over time. 

Wilson, 2000 (John K, coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project, How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pages 121-123)

Progressives need to be pragmatic in order to be powerful. However, pragmatism shouldn't be confused with Clintonian centrism and the abandonment of all substance. Pragmatists have principles, too. The difference between a pragmatic progressive and a foolish one is the willingness to pick the right fights and fight in the right way to accomplish these same goals.  The current failure of progressivism in America is due to the structure of American politics and media, not because of a wrong turn that the movement took somewhere along the way. What the left needs is not a "better" ideology but a tactical adaptation to the obstacles it faces in the contemporary political scene. A pragmatic progressivism does not sacrifice its ideals but simply communicates them better to the larger public.  The words we use shape how people respond to our ideas. It's tempting to offer the standard advice that progressives should present their ideas in the most palatable form. But palatable to whom? The media managers and pedestrian pundits who are the intellectual gatekeepers won't accept these ideas. By the time progressives transform their ideas into the political baby food necessary for inclusion in current debates, it barely seems to be worth the effort.  Leftists need to seize the dominant political rhetoric, even though it may be conservative in its goals, and turn it in a progressive direction. Progressives need to use the antitax ideology to demand tax cuts for the poor. Progressives need to use the antigovernment and antiwelfare ideology to demand the end of corporate welfare. Progressives need to translate every important issue into the language that is permissible in the mainstream. Something will inevitably be lost in the translation. But the political soul underlying these progressive ideas can be preserved and brought to the public's attention.  The left does not need to abandon its progressive views in order to be popular. The left only needs to abandon some of its failed strategies and become as savvy as the conservatives are at manipulating the press and the politicians. The language of progressives needs to become more mainstream, but the ideas must remain radical. In an age of soulless politicians and spineless ideologies, the left has the virtue of integrity. Until progressives become less self-satisfied with the knowledge that they're right and more determined to convince everyone else of this fact, opportunities for political change will not be forthcoming.  Progressives have also been hampered by a revolutionary instinct among some leftist groups. According to some left wingers, incremental progress is worthless-that is, nothing short of a radical change in government will mean anything to them. Indeed, for the most radical left wingers, liberal reforms are a threat to the movement, since they reduce the desire for more extreme changes.  What the revolutionaries fail to realize is that progressive achievements can build on one another. If anything approaching a political revolution actually happens in America, it will be due to a succession of popular, effective, progressive reforms. 

Autonomous anti-capital movements fail—only combining social mobilization with political action can unite large populations and create a political driving force

Callinicos and Nineham 07 - *Alex Callinicos, Director of the Centre for European Studies at King’s College London, Editor of International Socialism AND ** Chris Nineham, founding member of the UK Stop the War Coalition, former drummer for the indie pop band The June Brides, helped mobilize thousands in protests in Genoa

(“At an impasse? Anti-capitalism and the social forums today”, 2 July 07, in the International Journal of Socialism, http://www.isj.org.uk/?id=337, IWren) 
This understanding has to involve an open break with the ideology of autonomous social movements. Too often the left has taken its stand within the framework of that ideology, whether for tactical reasons or from principled agreement. But a break is required by an honest appreciation of the interplay between political parties and social movements. The truth is that cooperation between the two actually strengthens both. However much retrospect is coloured by Bertinotti’s subsequent right turn, the high points of the European movement at Genoa and Florence were informed by this cooperation, involving not merely Rifondazione but also smaller parties of the radical left such as the LCR and the Socialist Workers Party as well as more radical elements of Italy’s centre-left Left Democrats. The same is true at a global level. The peak so far reached by the WSF took place, not at any of the Porto Alegre Forums, but in Mumbai in January 2004, infused as it was by both a strong anti-imperialist consciousness and the movements of India’s vast poor. But the two key organisations of the Indian left—the Communist Party (Marxist) and the Communist Party of India—alongside various Maoist organisations, played a critical role both in making the forum possible and in restraining themselves from trying to dominate the forum or competing too openly among themselves. An honest reappraisal of the relationship between parties and movements would allow the social forums to play to their strengths. The two most successful forums—Florence and Mumbai—were ones where opposition to the “war on terror” was a dominant theme. Saying this does not mean returning to the tedious and sterile argument—either the war or the “social question”. Opposition to both neoliberalism and war are constitutive themes of the anti-capitalist movement. But recognition of both the principled significance and the mobilising power of anti-imperialism needs to be built into how the social forums operate. This was proved by the success of last year’s “polycentric” WSF in Caracas, Venezuela. It was taken for granted among the tens of thousands of mainly Latin American activists assembled there that the US poses a real and present threat to the gains being made by movements in Bolivia, Venezuela and Ecuador. President Hugo Chávez echoed many others when he spoke there of the importance of the movement against the Iraq war in weakening the US’s ability to act in what it regards traditionally as its own backyard. Yet the Caracas forum also showed up the limitations of the WSF process. It should have been possible, for example, to launch a very high profile, high powered campaign from the forum calling on all the movements round the world to pledge defence of the gains of the Chavista experience so far. Many present were suggesting it. But because of the autonomist principles so jealously guarded by the WSF leadership, no such centralised initiative was taken. In breaking out of this impasse, it will be necessary to define precisely what the radical left is within the movement. This is no simple matter. The big Indian Communist parties, despite the very positive role they played in the Mumbai WSF, participate in neoliberal coalitions at the all-India and state levels: the Left Front government in West Bengal has violently clashed with workers and peasants in recent months. The sorry record of Rifondazione has already been discussed. A much more principled organisation, the LCR, has kept aloof from the anti-capitalist movement as an organisation, because of its acceptance of a version of the ideology of autonomous social movements (although individual LCR members such as Christophe Aguiton, Pierre Rousset and Sophie Zafari have played important roles in the movement at global and/or European levels). Documents of the left within the movement tend to espouse versions of radical reformism. The Bamako Appeal’s first plank is, “For a multipolar world founded on peace, LAW and negotiation”.26 Amin’s pronouncements are sometimes redolent of nostalgia for the high tide of Third World nationalism between the 1950s and 1970s: “The reconstruction of a ‘front of the countries and peoples of the South’ is one of the fundamental conditions for the emergence of ‘another world’ not based on imperialist domination”.27 Another important figure on the left of the movement, Walden Bello of Focus on the Global South, shows a similar approach in his calls for “deglobalisation”.28 Such formulations do not sufficiently address the reality that confronting imperialism as a system will require global social transformation based on the collective power and organisation of the oppressed and exploited in the North as well as the South. None of this should prevent cooperation among different forces on the left seeking to give the anti-capitalist movement a more coherent and strategically focused direction. Such cooperation is essential. But it needs to be accompanied by open debate about the nature of the enemy that we are confronted with and of the alternatives that we should be seeking.29 Striking the right balance between disagreement and cooperation once again requires a break with the ideology of autonomous social movements. This ideology conceives social movements as a neutral space somehow beyond politics. But fighting neoliberalism and war is necessarily a highly political affair, and nowhere is free of the antagonisms of wider capitalist society. The development of the movements necessarily generates political disagreements that cannot be kept separate from party organisations. The emergence of new anti-capitalist political formations that are at least partly the product of movements of resistance—Portugal’s Left Bloc, the Left Party in Germany, Respect in Britain—shows the extent to which activists recognise the need for a political voice as part of the development of opposition to neoliberalism and war. We believe that the concept of the united front, developed by the revolutionary Marxist tradition, provides a better guide to building democratic, dynamic movements than does the model that has prevailed so far. A united front involves the coming together of different forces around a common but limited platform of action. Precisely because they are different, these forces will have disagreements about political programme; they may also differ over how to pursue the common actions that have brought them together. But so long as they come together round limited and relatively specific aims, such alliances can be politically inclusive and maximise the chances of practical campaigning agreement. Because they are focused round action, they can be a testing ground for different tactics and strategies. This is the way to break movements away from abstract position taking or sectarian point scoring, so providing a framework in which political debate and practical organising can fruitfully interplay. Constructing such united fronts is not easy: it requires initiative and clear leadership on the one hand, and openness and humility on the other. But at a time when the anger against neoliberalism is growing everywhere and so many people are reassessing their political loyalties, it seems to us that the anti-capitalist left needs urgently to try such methods if it is to reach out and connect with its potential audience. There is unlikely to be agreement between the different tendencies in the movement in the short or medium term over general political alternatives. But we can reach constructive agreement on the many issues—opposition to neoliberalism and war—that unite a large spectrum of forces. It is precisely this kind of unity in action that many people are looking for in the current situation. Through the experience of such campaigning, new political coalitions can emerge. Moreover, the left within the movement, whether revolutionary or reformist, should working together in order to fight to give the movement a more strategic and focused direction. 

Perm – Reformism Good

Reformism from with-in solves

Dixon 1 – Activist and founding member of Direct Action Network

Summer, Chris, “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. 
The EPA’s track record proves that capitalism can be reformed. 

Walberg and Bast, ’03 (Herbert J. Walberg, distinguished visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution, and Joseph L. Bast, president of the Heartland Institute, Education and Capitalism: How Overcoming Our Fear of Markets and Economics Can Improve America's Schools, “Chapter Five: Nine Myths About Capitalism,” 

http://www.hoover.org/publications/books/2995211.html, Accessed 07-17-08)

In the United States, the environment is unequivocally becoming cleaner and safer. According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), total air pollution emissions in the United States fell 34 percent between 1970 and 1990.40 Particulate-matter emissions fell by 60 percent, sulfur oxides by 25 percent, carbon monoxide by 40 percent, and lead by 96 percent. Between 1987–1992 and 1994–1999, the number of bad-air days (when air quality failed to meet federal standards) fell 82 percent in Newark, 54 percent in Los Angeles, 78percent in Chicago, and 69 percent in Milwaukee.41Total emissions of air pollutants tracked by the EPA are forecast to fall by 22percent between 1997 and 2015 (assuming there are no new air-quality regulations) thanks to reductions in tailpipe emissions for most types of vehicles (already down 96 percent or more since 1978) and cleaner fuels. According to the EPA, water quality also has improved, and in some cases dramatically so.42 Sports fishing has returned to all five of the Great Lakes, the number of fishing advisories has fallen, and a debate has started concerning the scientific basis of many of the remaining advisories. According to the Council on Environmental Quality, levels of PCBs, DDT, and other toxins in the Great Lakes fell dramatically during the 1970s and continued to fall (at a slower rate) during the 1980s and 1990s.43 The number of wooded acres in the United States has grown by 20 percent in the past twenty years. The average annual wood growth in the United States today is three times what it was in 1920.44 In Vermont, for example, the area covered by forests has increased from 35 percent a hundred years ago to about 76 percent today.45 In the four states of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York, there are 26 million more acres of forest today than there were at the turn of the century.46 As a result of this re-greening of America, wildlife is enjoying a big comeback. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, breeding populations of bald eagles in the lower 48 states have doubled every six or seven years since the late 1970s. In 1994, there were more than 4,000 active nests, five times the number reported in 1974.47 

Anti-reformism dooms any movement away from capitalism

Burrows 1 – author and publisher from the SMAC lecture series New Colonist
Paul, 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.)

Gibson-Graham

You’re doing it wrong—representations of capitalism as hegemonically dominant preclude the realization of actual social change. Changing this view is a pre-requisite to the alt.

Gibson-Graham 06 – J.K., pen name shared by feminist economic geographers Julie Graham and Katherine Gibson

(“The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy”, pg 2-5, IWren)

The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It) problematizes "capitalism" as an economic and social descriptor.4 Scrutinizing what might be seen as throwaway uses of the term - passing references, for example, to the capitalist system or to global capitalism - as well as systematic and deliberate attempts to represent capitalism as a central and organizing feature of modern social experience, the book selectively traces the discursive origins of a widespread understanding: that capitalism is the hegemonic, or even the only, present form of economy and that it will continue to be so in the proximate future. It follows from this prevalent though not ubiquitous view that noncapitalist economic sites, if they exist at all, must inhabit the social margins; and, as a corollary, that deliberate attempts to develop noncapitalist economic practices and institutions must take place in the social interstices, in the realm of experiment, or in a visionary space of revolutionary social replacement. Representations of capitalism are a potent constituent of the anticapitalist imagination, providing images of what is to be resisted and changed as well as intimations of the strategies, techniques, and possibilities of changing it. For this reason, depictions of "capitalist hegemony" deserve a particularly skeptical reading. For in the vicinity of these representations, the very idea of a noncapitalist economy takes the shape of an unlikelihood or even an impossibility. It becomes difficult to entertain a vision of the prevalence and vitality of noncapitalist economic forms, or of daily or partial replacements of capitalism by noncapitalist economic practices, or of capitalist retreats and reversals. In this sense, "capitalist hegemony" operates not only as a constituent of, but also as a brake upon, the anticapitalist imagination.5 What difference might it make to release that brake and allow an anticapitalist economic imaginary to develop unrestricted?6 If we were to dissolve the image that looms in the economic foreground, what shadowy economic forms might come forward? In these questions we can identify the broad outlines of our project: to discover or create a world of economic difference, and to populate that world with exotic creatures that become, upon inspection, quite local and familiar (not to mention familiar beings that are not what they seem). The discursive artifact we call "capitalist hegemony" is a complex effect of a wide variety of discursive and nondiscursive conditions.7 In this book we focus on the practices and preoccupations of discourse, tracing some of the different, even incompatible, representations of capitalism that can be collated within this fictive summary representati n. These depictions have their origins in the diverse traditions of Marxism, classical and contemporary political economy, academic social science, modern historiography, popular economic and social thought, western philosophy and metaphysics, indeed, in an endless array of texts, traditions and infrastructures of meaning. In the chapters that follow, only a few of these are examined for the ways in which they have sustained a vision of capitalism as the dominant form of economy, or have contributed to the possibility or durability of such a vision. But the point should emerge none the less clearly: the virtually unquestioned dominance of capitalism can be seen as a complex product of a variety of discursive commitments, including but not limited to organicist social conceptions, heroic historical narratives, evolutionary scenarios of social development, and essentialist, phallocentric, or binary patterns of thinking. It is through these discursive figurings and alignments that capitalism is constituted as large, powerful, persistent, active, expansive, progressive, dynamic, transformative; embracing, penetrating, disciplining, colonizing, constraining; systemic, self-reproducing, rational, lawful, self-rectifying; organized and organizing, centered and centering; originating, creative, protean; victorious and ascendant; selfidentical, self-expressive, full, definite, real, positive, and capable of conferring identity and meaning.8 The argument revisited: it is the way capitalism has been "thought" that has made it so difficult for people to imagine its supersession.9 It is therefore the ways in which capitalism is known that we wish to delegitimize and displace. The process is one of unearthing, of bringing to light images and habits of understanding that constitute "hegemonic capitalism" at the intersection of a set of representations. This we see as a first step toward theorizing capitalism without representing dominance as a natural and inevitable feature of its being. At the same time, we hope to foster conditions under which the economy might become less subject to definitional closure. If it were possible to inhabit a heterogeneous and open-ended economic space whose identity was not fixed or singular (the space potentially to be vacated by a capitalism that is necessarily and naturally hegemonic) then a vision of noncapitalist economic practices as existing and widespread might be able to be born; and in the context of such a vision, a new anticapitalist politics might emerge, a noncapitalist politics of class (whatever that may mean) might take root and flourish. A long shot perhaps but one worth pursuing. 

Representing capitalism as a bounded, monistic entity precludes noncapital alternatives and furthers hegemonic, capitalocentric modes of thought

Gibson-Graham 06 – J.K., pen name shared by feminist economic geographers Julie Graham and Katherine Gibson

(“The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy”, pg 43-45, IWren)

What interests me most here is the question of why the economism of which capitalism is the bearer is so difficult to moderate or excise. And what may account for the economic monism or hegemonism that accompanies most representations of capitalist society and development? Here a partial answer may be found in the metaphysics of identity that Althusser sought to undermine. Operating under an "imperative of unity" (Hazel 1994: 4) western conceptions of identity entail both the unity of an object with itself (its self-resemblance) and its one-to one relation with the sign by which it is known: one word with one meaning, corresponding to one thing. To such an essentialist reading of identity "capitalism" designates an underlying commonality in the objects to which it refers. Thus we are not surprised to encounter a capitalism that is essentially the same in different times and places (despite the fact that sameness as the precondition of meaning is exactly what various structuralist and poststructuralist traditions have sought to undermine.) By virtue of their identification as capitalist settings, different societies become the sites of a resemblance or a replication. Complex processes of social development - commodification, industrialization, proletarianization, internationalization - become legible as the signatures of capitalism rather than as unique and decentered determinations. When capitalism exists as a sameness, noncapitalism can only be subordinated or rendered invisible (like traditional or domestic economic forms). Noncapitalism is to capitalism as woman to man: an insufficiency until and unless it is released from the binary metaphysics of identity (where A is a unified self-identical being that excludes what it is not).34 If capitalism/man can be understood as multiple and specific; if it is not a unity but a heterogeneity, not a sameness but a difference; if it is always becoming what it is not; if it incorporates difference within its decentered being; then noncapitalism/woman is released from its singular and subordinate status. There is no singularity of Form to constitute noncapitalism/woman as a simple negation or as the recessive ground against which the positive figure of capitalism/man is defined. To conceptualize capitalism/man as multiple and different is thus a condition of theorizing noncapitalism/woman as a set of specific, definite forms of being. It is easy to appreciate the strategic effectiveness of reading the texts of capitalism deconstructively, discovering the surplus and contradictory meanings of the term, the places where capitalism is inhabited and constituted by noncapitalism, where it escapes the logic of sameness and is unable to maintain its ostensible self-identity (see chapter 10). But overdetermination can be used as an additional anti-essentialist theoretical strategy to complement and supplement the strategy of deconstruction. Taken together these strategies have the potential to undermine capitalism's discursive "hegemony" and to reconceptualize its role in social determination. Representations of society and economy cannot themselves be centered on a decentered and formless entity that is itself always different from itself, and that obtains its shifting and contradictory identity from the always changing exteriors that overdetermine it. Just as postmodernism obtains its power from modernism (its power to undermine and destabilize, to oppose and contradict),35 so can an overdeterminist approach realize its power and strategic capacity by virtue of its oppositional relation to the preeminent modes of understanding both language categories and identity/being. To the extent that we conceptualize entities as autonomous, bounded, and discrete (constituted by the exclusion of their outsides), and as the unique referents that give each sign a stable and singular meaning, to that extent does the strategy of thinking overdetermination have the power to destabilize theoretical discourse and reposition the concepts within it.36 Through the lens of overdetermination, identities (like capitalism) can become visible as entirely constituted by their "external" conditions. With an overdeterminist strategy we may empty capitalism of its universal attributes and evacuate the essential and invariant logics that allow it to hegemonize the economic and social terrain. Overdetermination enables us to read the causality that is capitalism as coexisting with an infinity of other determinants, none of which can definitively be said to be less or more significant, while repositioning capitalism itself as an effect. That the capitalist economy often escapes reconceptualization and so continues to function as an organizing moment, and an origin of meaning and causation in social theory, cannot be understood as a simple theoretical omission. It is also a reassertion of the hegemonic conceptions of language and determination that overdetermination is uniquely positioned to contradict. It is a testimony to the power of overdetermination that it has allowed certain post-Althusserian theorists to envision an "economy" that is not singular, centered, ordered or selfconstituting, and that therefore is not capitalism's exclusive domain.37 But it testifies to the resilience of the dominant conceptual context (it should perhaps be called a mode of thought) in which the objects of thought exist independently of thought and of each other that an autonomous economy still exists and operates in social representation. One can say that representations of the capitalist economy as an independent entity informed by logics and exclusive of its exteriors have allowed capitalism to hegemonize both the economic and the social field. One can also say, however, that overdetermination is a discursive strategy that can potentially empty, fragment, decenter and open the economy, liberating discourses of economy and society from capitalism's embrace. But that process, far from being over or even well on its way, has hardly begun. 

Link – Cap as Subject

Their representation of capitalism as a subject that acts on the social field denies the true situational and external factors that create capitalism in individual contexts. Until it’s retheorized as the object of social relations it will always recreate itself dominantly in social discourse—that turns their advocacy

 Gibson-Graham 06 – J.K., pen name shared by feminist economic geographers Julie Graham and Katherine Gibson

(“The End of Capitalism (As We Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy”, pg 38-39, IWren)
This representation of capitalism in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy is notable not only for the extraordinary transformative capacity with which capitalism is endowed - it is given sole responsibility for a thoroughgoing historical transformation - but also for the familiarity and unremarkability of the depiction. In a diverse array of texts and traditions, capitalism is rendered as the "subject" of history, an agent that makes history but is not correspondingly "made." If it is affected and shaped by its social contexts, it is not equivalently "subjected." Instead it claims the terrain of the social as the arena of its self-realization.26 While undoing the closed and singular social totality, and unfixing society from its economic base, Laclau and Mouffe leave the economy theoretically untouched. It remains positive and homogeneous, inhabited by a set of logics that increasingly define the character of the social landscape (Diskin and Sandier 1993). As the inadvertent result of their theoretical silence, the economy has a fixed (if atheoretically specified) identity and capitalism itself has a fixed and transparent (or generic) meaning. Its definition and operations are independent of articulatory practices and discursive fixings; it can therefore be seen as "an abstraction with concrete effects" (in Laclau and Mouffe's wonderful critical phrase) rather than as a discursive moment that is relationally defined. In the rendition of recent economic and social history quoted above, for example, capitalism inhabits the present as a concrete embodiment of its abstract description. Its internal imperatives of growth and expansion are manifest in history as its external form. No "exteriors" (discourses in which it has other meanings) operate to subvert its unity and self-resemblance. The immutable logics at the core of its being are independent of its social contexts (they always operate and are not fully susceptible to being abridged). This gives capitalism, and by extension the economy, a disproportionate effectivity. Unlike other social practices and processes in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, capitalism both has and is an essence. It is a cause without being to the same extent an effect. In this sense it exists outside overdetermination.27 Laclau and Mouffe's capitalism is the protagonist of a unified narrative of development that sets the political stage. But the capitalism they describe, and the heroic role they assign to it, is a remnant or borrowing (from other parts of the Marxian tradition) rather than a product of their own theoretical elaborations. For various reasons, including the "retreat" from economism inspired by Althusser, it is now the case that post-Marxist and cultural theorists often avoid constituting the economy as a theoretical object (perhaps theoretical avoidance is anti-economism's highest form.) By itself, this is not a fatal "omission" or a necessary source of theoretical deformations, since it would be impossible to problematize every social dimension and practice. But the "failure" to theorize the economy is inevitably associated with certain problematic effects. The language of social instances that divides society into economy, polity, and culture (or some other such partition) continues to function as the general conceptual frame within which particular social discourses are inscribed. Unless the economy is explicitly written out, or until it is deconstructively or positively rewritten, it will write itself into every text of social theory, in familiar and powerful ways. When it is not overtly theorized, it defines itself as capitalism because it lacks another name.28 

Link Turn

Link Turn: Exploring space leads to the building of a global economy and the eventual destruction of capitalism.

Yeung 98—Professor of Economic Geography at the National University of Singapore

(Henry Wai-chung, “Capital, State and Space: Contesting the Borderless World”, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, Blackwell Publishing, Vol. 23, No. 3, JSTOR)//AW 
The late twentieth century has witnessed extensive globalization of economic activities, typically through cross-border investments and trade spearheaded by transnational banks and transnational corporations (TNCs). Dunning (1993, 129) observes that one of the most distinctive features of the world economy of the early 1990s is the ease with which the kinds of assets and intermediate products that determine a nation's prosperity and growth are able to move across national boundaries. As a vehicle for housing and controlling the organization and location of these resources and competencies, MNEs [multinational enterprises] remain in a class of their own. The global economy today has become more functionally integrated and interdependent than ever (Perraton et al 1997; Dicken 1998; cf Hirst and Thompson 1996). It is defined as an economy in which there is close economic inter- dependence among and between the leading nations in trade, investment, and cooperative commercial relationships, and in which there are relatively few artificial restrictions on the cross-border movement of people, assets, goods or services. (Dunning 1995, 135)1 Because of this increasing integration and inter- dependence of national economies at a global scale, it is now fashionable among business gurus, international economists and liberal politicians to assert that the world is 'borderless' (Ohmae 1990; 1995a; 1995b; Julius 1990; Reich 1991; O'Brien 1992; Horsman and Marshall 1994; Levy 1995).2 In such a 'borderless' world, they claim, the fortunes of individuals, firms, industries and even nation states are so intertwined with ongoing events in the global economy that it becomes almost impossible to define the nation state without reference to the broader economy (Baylis and Smith 1997; Brown 1997; Dunning 1997). To them, the nation state ceases to be a political institution capable of exerting influences on the activities of capital, which has also become increasingly 'placeless'. The convergent effects of globalization and cross-border organizational learning have rapidly outpaced the divergent effects of cultures, national institutions and social systems (Mueller 1994). Because of this increasing convergence of production, circulation and consumption over space, the geopolitics of capitalism have become irrelevant in an allegedly 'borderless' world. The end result is the demise of geography and national boundaries, which no longer make a difference in the 'borderless' world.3 Such 'borderless world' and 'end of geography' theses may seem inevitably valid in today's globalizing world. Amidst such 'globalization fervour', however, it is worthwhile to pause for a moment and re-examine critically the analytical constructs in these theses. Although the neoliberal 'end-state' view of globalization has been critically refuted in recent literature (Boyer and Drache 1996; Hirst and Thompson 1996; Mittelman 1996a; Sassen 1996a; Cox 1997; Scott 1997; Dicken 1998; Weiss 1998; Olds et al forthcoming; Keller et al forthcoming), relatively little has been said about the underlying logic(s) and tendencies of globalization as an ongoing process. Instead, much counterglobalization literature has focused on pro- viding evidence to show that the world is not yet globalized. While not denying some of the broader empirical global trends identified by Ohmae4 and other ultraglobalists, this paper aims to analyze the underlying logic(s) of globalization and to show that globalization tendencies neither result in a 'borderless' world nor lead to the end of geography. Globalization is conceptualized as a complex process of interrelated tendencies (Dicken et al 1997). Though it invades local contexts of action, globalization does not destroy them; instead, new forms of local resistance and local expression emerge, reinforcing the interconnectedness of the Henry Waichung Yeung local and the global, and the multiplicity and hybridization of social life at every spatial scale (Amin 1997; Cox 1997). Globalization can therefore be seen as a dialectical process of homogenization and differentiation, constituted by the relativization of scale. The end-state of globalization is often perceived as an economically, socially and culturally homogenized world; however, the dialectical response to this has been the affirmation of difference, which is equally present as, if lacking the material force of, the apparently dominant homogenizing tendencies (Cox 1996). These tendencies towards homogenization and differentiation reflect continuous tensions between capital and the state in the (re)production of space. Such tensions, how- ever, are not materialized at the polar scale of the global and the local, much to the disappointment of global-local dialecticians. Rather, they transcend the global-local scale and are problematized by the relativization of scale, when what appears to be a local phenomenon can simultaneously be a regional or global event elsewhere. There seems to be a continuous transformation of global flows and local embedding through the relativization of scale.5

Biopower Good

Biopolitics is necessary to solve capitalism.

Hackitectura Workshop, ’11 – 

[The Hackitectura Workshop in Athens, led by Pablo de Soto and Jose Perez de Lama; “On Biopower and Biopolitics;” published 1/28/2011; http://mappingthecommons.wordpress.com/2011/01/28/on-biopower-and-biopolitics/ ] Jay
(1)We use “biopower” [in the sense defined by Foucault, and later detailed by Deleuze, Hardt and Negri] to describe the form of power in contemporary networked society. Biopower, as any kind of power, has to be understood as a strategy and as a relation; it is deployed through technics or technologies. Biopower is not aimed at prohibiting and punishing, but it rather deals with the production of the real; it aims to produce the totality of social life. (2) The main aim of biopower, being part of capitalism, is not to repress people, but to make populations productive. (3) We can better understand the technologies of contemporary biopower by comparing them to the technologies of [bio]power in the industrial society. The diagram of power technologies in the industral society is the panopticon. It was deployed in the so called insitutions of enclosement, such as factories, schools, offices and homes, where bodies and minds were disciplined in space and time. The Greek term “biomechania” describes effectively the biopolitical dimension of industrial society. Technologies of biopower in the age of networks are different from those of the industrial era. They are often described by the term society of control, coined by writer William Burroughs and commented upon by Gilles Deleuze [1990]. (4) Society of control technologies aim to make people productive, as we already mentioned, but they do so, not through the tayloristic organization of time and space, but rather through the modulation of subjectivities and behaviors in the open, fluid fields of networks. In the networked society, people become productive when they are able to operate autonomously, flexibly and creatively. Control functions through the modulation of these conditions. (5) Production of subjectivity, technological and social protocols, laws and norms, and governance are three of the main families of power technologies in the society of control. (6) Biopolitics would describe on one end the technologies of power that relate to biopower. Biopolitical production would refer to the production of forms of life, as in the sense addressed by the Greek term “biomechania”. However, biopolitical production is used, too [by Hardt, Negri, Lazzarato and others], to describe the kind of politics and political actions that oppose capitalist biopower. In this sense, biopolitical production would describe the production of forms of life [technical, social, subjective ecologies] alternative to, and confrontational with capitalism
Democracy limits the effects of biopower – ensures it can’t cause violence.

Dickinson ‘4 – professor at UCincinnati
[Edward Dickenson, professor at the University of Cincinnati; “Biopolitics, Facism, Democracy, Central European History;” published in Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 2004]
Why was Europe’s twentieth century, in addition to being the age of biopolitics and totalitarianism, also the age of biopolitics and democracy? How should we theorize this relationship? I would like to offer five propositions as food for thought. First, again, the concept of the essential legitimacy and social value of individual needs, and hence the imperative of individual rights as the political mechanism for getting them met, has historically been a cornerstone of some strategies of social management. To borrow a phrase from Detlev Peukert, this does not mean that democracy was the “absolutely inevitable” outcome of the development of biopolitics; but it does mean that it was “one among other possible outcomes of the crisis of modern civilization.” Second, I would argue that there is also a causal fit between cultures of expertise, or “scientism,” and democracy. Of course, “scientism” subverted the real, historical ideological underpinnings of authoritarian polities in Europe in the nineteenth century. It also in a sense replaced them. Democratic citizens have the freedom to ask “why”; and in a democratic system there is therefore a bias toward pragmatic, “objective” or naturalized answers— since values are often regarded as matters of opinion, with which any citizen has a right to differ. Scientific “fact” is democracy’s substitute for revealed truth, expertise its substitute for authority. The age of democracy is the age of professionalization, of technocracy; there is a deeper connection between the two, this is not merely a matter of historical coincidence. Third, the vulnerability of explicitly moral values in democratic societies creates a problem of legitimation. Of course there are moral values that all democratic societies must in some degree uphold (individual autonomy and freedom, human dignity, fairness, the rule of law), and those values are part of their strength. But as people’s states, democratic social and political orders are also implicitly and often explicitly expected to do something positive and tangible to enhance the well-being of their citizens. One of those things, of course, is simply to provide a rising standard of living; and the visible and astonishing success of that project has been crucial to all Western democracies since 1945. Another is the provision of a rising standard of health; and here again, the democratic welfare state has “delivered the goods” in concrete, measurable, and extraordinary ways. In this sense, it may not be so simpleminded, after all, to insist on considering the fact that modern biopolitics has “worked” phenomenally well. Fourth, it was precisely the democratizing dynamic of modern societies that made the question of the “quality” of the mass of the population seem— and not only in the eyes of the dominant classes — increasingly important. Again, in the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries the expected level of the average citizen’s active participation in European political, social, cultural, and economic life rose steadily, as did the expected level of her effective influence in all these spheres. This made it a matter of increasing importance whether the average person was more or less educated and informed, more or less moral and self-disciplined, more or less healthy and physically capable, more or less socially competent. And modern social reform — “biopolitics” defined very broadly—seemed to offer the possibility of creating the human foundation for a society ordered by autonomous participation, rather than by obedience. This too was part of the Machbarkeitswahn of modernity; but this was potentially a democratic “Wahn,” not only an authoritarian one. Fifth, historically there has been a clear connection between the concept of political citizenship and the idea of moral autonomy. The political “subject” (or citizen — as opposed to the political subject,who is an object of state action) is also a moral subject. The citizen’s capacity for moral reasoning is the legitimating postulate of all democratic politics. The regulation of sexual and reproductive life has long been understood in European societies to be among the most fundamental issues of morality. There is, therefore, a connection between political citizenship on the one hand, and the sexual and reproductive autonomy implied in the individual control that is a central element of the modern biopolitical complex, on the other. 

Biopower enables the modern methods of survival we have now.

Dickinson ‘4 – professor at UCincinnati
[Edward Dickenson, professor at the University of Cincinnati; “Biopolitics, Facism, Democracy, Central European History;” published in Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 2004]

This understanding of the democratic and totalitarian potentials of biopolitics at the level of the state needs to be underpinned by a reassessment of how biopolitical discourse operates in society at large, at the “prepolitical” level. I would like to try to offer here the beginnings of a reconceptualization of biopolitical modernity, one that focuses less on the machinations of technocrats and experts, and more on the different ways that biopolitical thinking circulated within German society more broadly. It is striking, then, that the new model of German modernity is even more relentlessly negative than the old Sonderweg model. In that older model, premodern elites were constantly triumphing over the democratic opposition. But at least there was an opposition, and in the long run, time was on the side of that opposition, which in fact embodied the historical movement of modern-ization. In the new model, there is virtually a biopolitical consensus. 92 And that consenus is almost always fundamentally a nasty, oppressive thing, one that partakes in crucial ways of the essential quality of National Socialism. Everywhere biopolitics is intrusive, technocratic, top-down, constraining, limiting. Biopolitics is almost never conceived of – or at least discussed in any detail – as creating possibilities for people, as expanding the range of their choices, as empowering them, or indeed as doing anything positive for them at all. Of course, at the most simple-minded level, it seems to me that an assessment of the potentials of modernity that ignores the ways in which biopolitics has made life tangibly better is somehow deeply flawed. To give just one example, infant mortality in Germany in 1900 was just over 20 percent; or, in other words, one in five children died before reaching the age of one year. By 1913 it was 15 percent, and by 1929 (when average real purchasing power was not significantly higher than it 1913) it was only 9.7 percent. 93 The expansion of infant health programs – an enormously ambitious, bureaucratic, medicalizing, and sometimes intrusive, social engineering project – had a great deal to do with that change. It would be bizarre to write a history of biopolitical modernity that ruled out an appreciation for how absolutely wonderful and astonishing this achievement – and any number of things like it – really was. There was a reason for the “Machbarkeitswahn” of the early twentieth century: many marvelous things were in fact becoming machbar. In that sense, it is not really accurate to call it a “Wahn” (delusion, craziness) at all; nor is it accurate to focus only on the “inevitable” frustration of “deleusions” of power. Even in the late 1920s, many social engineers could and did look with reat satisfaction on the changes they genuinely had the power to accomplish. 

Satellites Good

Even if there are problems with satellites – they help the disempowered

Dickens 10 – *Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex 

(Peter, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – To What End?”, Monthly Review Vol 62, No 6, November 2010, dml)
Most obviously, the technology allowing a human presence in the cosmos would be focused mainly on earthly society. There are many serious crises down here on Earth that have urgent priority when considering the humanization of outer space. First, there is the obvious fact of social inequalities and resources. Is $2 billion and upwards to help the private sector find new forms of space vehicles really a priority for public funding, especially at a time when relative social inequalities and environmental conditions are rapidly worsening? The military-industrial complex might well benefit, but it hardly represents society as a whole. This is not to say, however, that public spending on space should be stopped. Rather, it should be addressed toward ameliorating the many crises that face global society. Satellites, for example, have helped open up phone and Internet communications for marginalized people, especially those not yet connected by cable. Satellites, including satellites manufactured by capitalist companies, can also be useful for monitoring climate change and other forms of environmental crisis such as deforestation and imminent hurricanes. They have proved useful in coordinating humanitarian efforts after natural disasters. Satellites have even been commissioned by the United Nations to track the progress of refugees in Africa and elsewhere

Competition Inevitable

Even if individuals aren’t biologically selfish- groups inevitably trend toward selfishness and self-interest 
Waller 1- Professor and Chair of psychology at Whitworth College

 (James, “Perpetrators of Genocide: An Explanatory Model of Extraordinary Human Evil,” 2001/02, http://guweb2.gonzaga.edu/againsthate/Journal1/waller.pdf) 

Reinhold Niebuhr, who taught for many years at Union Theological Seminary in New York City, was another vocal proponent of individual regression in groups. In his provocatively titled Moral Man and Immoral Society, first published in 1932, Niebuhr argued that there is a “basic difference between the morality of individuals and the morality of collectives, whether races, classes or nations.”9 What is this basic difference? In short, although individuals are capable of goodness and morality, groups are inherently selfish and uncaring. There is, Niebuhr argued, a clear distinction between the character of people acting in large social groups as opposed to their character as individual people. “The proportion of reason to impulse becomes increasingly negative,” he writes, “when we proceed from the life of individuals to that of social groups, among whom a common mind and purpose is always more or less inchoate and transitory and who depend therefore upon a common impulse to bind them together.”10 The voluminous psychological literature on group dynamics certainly affirms that groups can develop characteristics that create a potential for extraordinary evil. Moral constraints are less powerful in groups than in individuals. There is a diffusion of responsibility within groups that can make evildoing a relatively simple matter. In addition, groups have a power to repress dissent and, thus, encourage the abandonment of the individual self. As Israel Charny writes: “It is a human being who operates through the mechanisms of group behavior to do what he does to fellow human beings, but it is the mechanism of group experience that potentiates, legitimates, operationalizes, and narcotizes the emergence of man’s various and often unsavory selves.”11

Humans are biologically selfish- empirically proven

Thayer 2004 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota

(Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, 2004, pg. 70-71)

Evolutionary theory offers two sufficient explanations for the trait of egoism. The first is a classic Darwinian argument: Darwin argued that an individual organism is concerned for its own survival in an environment where resources are scarce. It has to ensure that its physiological needs—for food, shelter, and so on—are satisfied so that it can continue to survive. The concern for survival in a hostile environment also requires that in a time of danger or great stress an individual organism usually places its life, its survival, above that of other members of the social group, the pack, herd, or tribe." For these reasons, egoistic behavior contributes to fitness. The selfish gene theory of evolutionary theorist Richard Dawkins pro vides the second sufficient explanation for egoism. As I discussed in chapter 1, Dawkins focuses his analysis on the gene, not the organism. Beginning with chemicals in a primordial "soup," different types of molecules started forming, and in time efficient copy makers emerged.54 They made mistakes, however, and these contributed to fitness, such as the formation of a thin membrane that held the contents of the molecule together to become a primitive cell. Over time, these "survival machines" became more sophisticated due to evolution. Some cells became specialized, creating organs and ultimately animal bodies. But again, as I stressed in the previous chapter, there is no intentionality in this process. Genes did not want to create or inhabit people, but the process continued nonetheless. The fundamental point here is that "selfishness" of the gene increases its fitness, and so the behavior spreads. The gene creates an instinctual or genetic basis for egoism because it is concerned only with satisfying its wants, principally reproduction and food consumption. The organism evolved largely to satisfy the wants of the gene, and in a similar manner egoism evolves through a population. Egoism thus becomes a trait or adaptation in animals, such as humans, that aids survival. Evolutionary theorists now recognize, as a result of William Hamilton's idea of inclusive fitness, that egoism is more complex than Darwin envisioned. Hamilton recognized that individuals are egoistic, but less so in their behavior toward genetic relatives, in parent-offspring and sibling relationships. This is because close relatives share at least fifty percent of their genotype—one-half for siblings and parents, one-quarter for aunts, uncles, and grandparents, and one-eighth for cousins. As the great evolutionary theorist J.B.S. Haldane wrote in 1955, the gene that inclines a man to jump into a river to save a drowning child, and thus to take a one-in-ten chance of dying, could flourish as long as the child were his offspring or sibling." The gene could also spread, albeit more slowly, if the child were a first cousin, since the cousin shares an average of one-eighth of his genes. Indeed, Haldane captured this point well when he wrote that he would give his life to save two of his brothers (each sharing half of his genotype) or eight of his cousins (each sharing one-eighth of his genotype). As a result of the ideas of Darwin, Dawkins, and Hamilton, evolutionary theory provides an explanation for what is commonly known, that individuals favor those who are close genetic relatives. Consequently, complex social behavior among unrelated individuals can be seen as the interaction of selfish individuals, and most evolutionary theorists expect no tendency toward solidarity, cooperation, or altruism beyond what is in the interests of the animals. Similarly, realists and, as we will see below, rational choice theorists also do not expect individuals or states to show this type of behavior beyond their own self-interest. Thus, evolutionary theory can explain egoism and suggests why cooperation between unrelated individuals is very often difficult and remarkably unlike the behavior one encounters within the family.

Humans are inherently selfish- research proves

Thayer 2004 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota

(Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, 2004)

One result of the evolution of our mental architecture is the ability to indoctrinate humans. As E.O. Wilson writes: "human beings are absurdly easy to indoctrinate—they seek it."72 Three factors cause this ease of indoctrination. First, survival in an anarchic and dangerous world dictates membership in a group and produces a fear of ostracism from it. Second, an acceptance of or conformity to a particular status quo lowers the risk of conflict in a dominance hierarchy. Third, conformity helps keep groups together!' If group conformity becomes too weak, the group could fall apart and then die out because of predation from its or another species.74 Thus, for most primates, belonging to the group is better—it increases chances of survival—than existing alone, even if belonging requires subordination. These understandings have great consequences for the study of politics. Irendus Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Albert Somit and Steven Peterson, E.O. Wilson, and psychologist Donald Campbell, among others, suggest that humans readily give allegiance or submit to the state, or to ideologies like liberalism or communism, or to religion, because evolution has produced a need to belong to a dominance hierarchy!' An overview of human history provides context: much of it is a record of threats of force or wars to gain territory and resources.76 Political institutions, whether monarchies or aristocracies, and leaders such as Julius Caesar, Louis XIV, or Somali warlord Mohamed Farrah Aidid, typify dominance hierarchies—as do the modern state and its many institutions, such as government bureaucracies and the military.77

Biology makes us inherently self-interested-disproves all other theories.

Spegele 96- Associate Professor of Politics at Monash University 

(Robert D, “Political realism in international theory” p. 161, JSTOR)
As alternative, Alexander advances the idea that 'at some early point in our history the actual function of human groups - the significance for their individual members - was protection from the predatory effects of other groups'.28 Early life was, on this view, a brand of warfare, a hunt in which people were treated as prey - deceived, ensnared and forcibly run to ground just as in a chase. To protect themselves, individuals would have joined groups which, despite their costs, were worth it in the biological sense of enabling them to enhance their reproductive success. Alexander calls this 'the Balance-of-Power hypothesis', and it is easy to see why a term from the lexicon of international relations is appropriate in accounting for the rise of large states. For suppose we have three non-kin related societies A, B and C. And suppose two societies A and B are in competition with one another for food, shelter and other resources necessary to survival and differential reproduction. Then if, say, A makes an alliance with C in order to conquer B and succeeds, it will have significantly expanded its relative resource base. Those societies in the past which learned how to engage successfully in balance of power politics would have been naturally selected for and have expanded from smaller groups to larger groups. The guiding thought here, in any event, provides biological content to Martin Wight's incisive observation: 'The idea of balance arises naturally in considering any relationship between com- peting human units, groups or institutions .. 29

Link Turn (Deep Eco Affs)

Deep ecology resists privatization that allows for space control

Dickens and Ormrod 7 - *Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex AND **Lecturer in Sociology at the University of Brighton 

(Peter and James, Cosmic Society: Towards a Sociology of the Universe pg 157-158, dml)

The other perspectives McKay forwards hinge around ‘intrinsic worth’ being attached to non-human nature. As in Naess’s (1989) ‘deep ecology’, this can mean attaching value to human and non-human life for its own sake. Or it can mean a ‘cosmocentric’ ethic in which value is extended to inanimate objects like dead planets and asteroids. At first glance McKay notes that the former position would seem to advocate planetary engineering on the basis that we have a duty to maximize Mars’s ‘biological potential’, even though this would be at odds with the deep ecological principle of non-interference. The latter position would appear to reject planetary engineering as ‘life has no precedence over non-life’ (1990: 192). The rocks of Mars would have a right to remain unchanged. Yet, as McKay notes, both positions raise important dilemmas. The deep ecology-type position does not demand that life be spread to Mars. How is populating Mars to be weighed against human lives that could be saved on Earth with the money involved in reaching the planet? What if spreading life to Mars destroys what little life may be there already? Similarly, were we to take the cosmocentric ethic seriously, would we not be morally obliged to try to prevent asteroid collisions in space? And what if the survival of life on Earth really did depend on changing the climate on other planets? Surely upholding the rights of lifeless planets is absurd? Ultimately, as Val Plumwood (2001) recognizes in relation to Earthly environmental ethics, we cannot identify cosmic need in a disinterested, asocial way. The universe has no ‘value’ except that ascribed to it by society, for values are social constructs. Tarnas (2006) disagrees strongly with this position, arguing that it only leads to further human self-aggrandizement and a continuing denial of humanity’s spiritual links with the cosmos. An anthropocentric standpoint is, however, inescapable. It does not necessarily entail a view that humans are masters of the universe. Crucially, if the universe is treated with care and respect rather than as a resource to be exploited, there is every hope that the benefits of space exploration and development may be made available to everyone. These values are, in the end, socially and politically made. The values are all inevitably human. And more often than not they are an expression of power relations. This is abundantly clear when we consider the legal rights being demanded by those attempting to own part of the Moon or Mars. Individuals and institutions are straightforwardly attempting to protect their investments. These values are contested by social movements such as the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, which, as its name implies, is perfectly clear where its priorities lie. Like this movement, we should return to the Earthly world of political economy if we are to get a more accurate picture of what lies behind the privatization and colonization of outer space. This is not to say that the humanization of outer space is an inherently bad thing. It depends on which interests are doing the humanizing. Perhaps there are some lessons here from Earth to outer space. Privatizing outer space would only enhance the power of the already powerful.

No Alt

No alternative to a world of capitalism

Kliman 2004 (Andrew, professor of economics at Pace University, “Alternatives to Capitalism: What Happens After the Revolution?,”http://akliman.squarespace.com/writings/)
We live at a moment in which it is harder than ever to articulate a liberatory alternative to capitalism.As we all know, the collapse of state-capitalist regimes that called themselves “Communist,” as well as the widespread failures of social democracy to remake society, have given rise to a widespread acceptance of Margaret Thatcher’s TINA – the belief that “there is no alternative.” Yetthe difficulty in articulating a liberatory alternative is not mostly the product of these events.It is an inheritance from the past.To what extent has such an alternative ever been articulated?There has been a lot of progress – in theory and especially in practice – on the problem of forms of organization – but new organizational forms by themselves are not yet an alternative. A great many leftists, even revolutionaries, did of course regard nationalized property and the State Plan, under the control of the “vanguard” Party, as socialism, or at least as the basis for a transition to socialism.But even before events refuted this notion, it represented, at best, an evasion of the problem.It was largely a matter of leftists with authoritarian personalities subordinating themselves and others to institutions and power with a blind faith that substituted for thought. How such institutions and such power would result in human liberation was never made clear. Vague references to “transition” were used to wave the problem away. Yet as Marxist-Humanism has stressed for more than a decade, the anti-Stalinist left is also partly responsible for the crisis in thought. It, too, failed to articulate a liberatory alternative, offering in place of private- and state-capitalism little more than what Hegel(Science of Logic, Miller trans., pp. 841-42) called “the empty negative … a presumed absolute”: The impatience that insists merely on getting beyond the determinate … and finding itself immediately in the absolute, has before it as cognition nothing but the empty negative, the abstract infinite; in other words, a presumed absolute, that is presumed because it is not posited, not grasped; grasped it can only be through the mediation of cognition.The question that confronts us nowadays is whether we can do better. Is it possible to make the vision of a new human society more concrete and determinate than it now is, through the mediation of cognition? According to a long-standing view in the movement, it is not possible. The character of the new society can only be concretized by practice alone, in the course of trying to remake society. Yet if this is true, we are faced with a vicious circle from which there seems to be no escape, because acceptance of TINA is creating barriers in practice. In the perceived absence of an alternative, practical struggles have proven to be self-limiting at best. They stop short of even trying to remake society totally – and for good reason. As Bertell Ollman has noted (Introduction to Market Socialism: The Debate among Socialists, Routledge, 1998, p. 1), “People who believe [that there is no alternative] will put up with almost any degree of suffering. Why bother to struggle for a change that cannot be? … people [need to] have a good reason for choosing one path into the future rather than another.” Thus the reason of the masses is posing a new challenge to the movement from theory. When masses of people require reasons before they act, a new human society surely cannot arise through spontaneous action alone. And exposing the ills of existing society does not provide sufficient reason for action when what is at issue is the very possibility of an alternative. If the movement from theory is to respond adequately to the challenge arising from below, it is necessary to abandon the presupposition– and it seems to me to be no more than a presupposition – that the vision of the new society cannot be concretized through the mediation of cognition.We need to take seriously Raya Dunayevskaya’s (Power of Negativity [PON], p. 184) claim in her Hegel Society of America paper that “There is no trap in thought. Though it is finite, it breaks through the barriers of the given, reaches out, if not to infinity, surely beyond the historic moment” (RD, PON, p. 184). This, too, is a presupposition that can be “proved” or “disproved” only in the light of the results it yields.In the meantime, the challenges from below require us to proceed on its basis. Neglect is not the only reason why revolutionaries have failed to concretize the vision of the new society. Many have opposed and continue to oppose this perspective on the ground that we should not draw up “blueprints for the future.”And many invoke Marx’s name on behalf of this position. It is true that he rejected such blueprints, but precisely what was he rejecting, and why? Talk of “blueprints” is often careless. It is important to recall that Marx was grappling with some honest-to-goodness blueprints of a future society.Fourier, for instance, stipulated how large each community (Phalanx) will be, how it will be laid out, how people will dine and with whom they will sit, and who will do the dirty work (a legion of “youngsters aged nine to sixteen, composed of one-third girls, two-thirds boys”). There is a great chasm between such blueprints, which Marx rejected, and what Dunayevskaya, in her final presentation on the dialectics of organization and philosophy, called “a general view of where we’re headed.” As Olga’s report suggests, the difference is not essentially a matter of the degree of generality, but a matter of the self-development of the idea. Dunayevskaya wrote that once Capital was finished and Marx was faced with the Gotha Program in 1875, “There [was] no way now, now matter how Marx kept from trying to give any blueprints for the future, not to develop a general view of where we’re headed for the day after the conquest of power, the day after we have rid ourselves of the birthmarks of capitalism” (PON, p. 5). Nor did Marx remain silent about this issue until that moment. For instance, in this year’s classes on “Alternatives to Capitalism,” we read the following statement in his 1847 Poverty of Philosophy (POP). “In a future society, in which … there will no longer be any classes, use will no longer be determined by the minimum time of production, but the time of production devoted to different articles will be determined by the degree of their social utility.” Even more important than Marx’s explicit statements about the new society is the overall thrust of his critique of political economy. Although it is true that he devoted his theoretical energy to “the critical analysis of the actual facts, instead of writing recipes … for the cook-shops of the future” (Postface to 2nd ed. of Capital), critique as he practiced it was not mere negative social criticism. It was a road toward the positive. He helped clarify what capital is and how it operates, and he showed that leftist alternatives will fail if they challenge only the system’s outward manifestations rather than capital itself.By doing this, he helped to clarify what the new society must not and cannot be like – which is already to tell us a good deal about what it must and will be like. “All negation is determination” (Marx, draft of Vol. II of Capital). I believe that there are two reasons why Marx rejected blueprints for the future. As this year’s classes emphasized, one reason is that he regarded the utopian socialists’ schemes as not “utopian” enough. They were sanitized and idealized versions of existing capitalism: “the determination of value by labor time – the formula M. Proudhon gives us as the regenerating formula of the future – is therefore merely the scientific expression of the economic relations of present-day society” (Marx, POP, Ch. 1, sect. 2). The day after the revolution.  
No Specific Alt = Failure

The massive but failed WTO protests prove that protesting against capitalism without a specific alternative is doomed to failure. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 110- 113)

Victory isn't easy for the left, even when it wins. One example in which progressives did almost everything right (but nevertheless was widely attacked) was the 1999 World Trade Organization (WTO) hearings in Seattle. Thanks to the hard work of leftists around the country (and the world), Seattle was overrun by more than 50,000 protesters who were determined to bring public attention to a powerful, secretive trade group. A huge rally organized by labor groups brought tens of thousands marching through Seattle, complete with union workers and environmentalists in sea turtle costumes. Thousands of protesters linked arms and prevented the opening session of the WTO from meeting. Most of the media coverage blamed the protesters for property damage that was planned and caused by anarchists and not stopped by the police. But the protesters did have a powerful effect on the scene, where the bias of the American media was less important to the delegates, many of whom sympathized with some of the protests. President Clinton, the world's leading trend detector, expressed his support for listening to the peaceful protesters, showing that he was more alert to the persuasive power of the anti-WTO forces than most of the media. Seattle and Washington left the left with many lessons. The first was never to let the media choose what the issue would be. Unfortunately, journalists (and their editors) are trained to overlook an important point for the sake of a flashy image and to portray a dramatic confrontation rather than a moral cause. This doesn't excuse the inaccurate reporting, biased attacks, and unquestioning defense of the authorities that filled most of the front pages and TV news about the WTO and IMF demonstrations. The progressives failed to spin the issue beyond their simple anti-WTO message. The reasons for opposing the WTO got some mention, but the idea of an alternative international organization built on genuine "free trade" and the protection of basic human rights never was aired. The left has become so accustomed to being ignored that progressives have wisely refined the attention-grabbing techniques of theatrical protest that can convey a simple message. Unfortunately, the left hasn't developed the difficult techniques of bringing more complex arguments into the public debate, and the result is that progressive views seem shallow and emotional compared with the more extensive coverage of the ideas of the right and the center in the mainstream media. Still, Seattle was both a success and an opportunity lost. The left brought attention to an organization without many redeeming values, but it never was able to launch a serious debate about what the alternative global values should be. Ignoring the massive evidence of police misconduct and brutality, the media served a well-defined role as gatekeepers of the truth. When the media criticized Seattle officials, it was for “permitting” the peaceful protestors to exercise their right to protest instead of shutting down the city, as happened for the rest of the WTO meetings.  Still, the inability of the left to unify their ideas as easily as they unified behind the physical protest made it possible for many of the media errors to go unchallenged. Imagine if all the groups united behind the WTO protests had planned to meet after the initial melee and formulated a united response. Imagine if they had declared,   We denounce all violence, whether it is the violence of smashing windows; the violence of shooting tear gas, concussion grenades, pepper spray, and rubber bullets at peaceful protestors; or the violence of regimes anywhere in the world where political, human, or labor rights are violated and the environment is harmed.   We regret that the police chose to ignore the vandalism on the streets of downtown Seattle and instead attacked nonviolent protestors with tear gas and rubber bullets. As we informed police before the protests began, a group of violent anarchists had announced their intention to try to disrupt our nonviolent protests and discredit our cause. although many peaceful demonstrators defended Seattle’s stores—some of which we had previously protested in front of—against property damage and looting, we could no persuade these well-organized anarchists to stop, and we could not persuade the policy shooting tear gas at us to stop the violence.   We remain united in our belief that the policies of the World Trade Organization are harmful to the people of the world and are designed instead to increase the profits of corporations and the politicians who serve them. We will return to downtown Seattle to exercise our constitutional rights to assemble peacefully and express our ideas about the WTO.  Saying that the WTO should be abolished is a simply and perhaps desirable goal. But failing to present a comprehensive alternative to international trade left the protesters open to accusations of being naïve or protectionist. The problem for the left was that their efforts were so disorganized that no clear alternative emerged. There was no comprehensive solution offered for the problems posed by the WTO, the World Band, and the IMF. No alternative institutions were proposed to take over the work of helping the world rather than harming it.  Progressives need an international approach to free trade that doesn’t seem like protectionism. “America First” is not a progressive perspective, and it fails to help the rest of the world. Without a progressive vision of globalism, the protests against free trade begin to merge with narrow-minded Buchananesque conspiracy theories about the UN or the WTO taking over the world.  
Don’t buy their no blueprints needed argument – no revolution is possible without concrete action.

Kliman, 04 – PhD, Professor of Economics at Pace University (Andrew, Andrew Kliman’s Writings, “Alternatives to Capitalism: What Happens After the Revolution?” http://akliman.squarespace.com/writings/)

Neglect is not the only reason why revolutionaries have failed to concretize the vision of the new society.  Many have opposed and continue to oppose this perspective on the ground that we should not draw up “blueprints for the future.”   And many invoke Marx’s name on behalf of this position.  It is true that he rejected such blueprints, but precisely what was he rejecting, and why? Talk of “blueprints” is often careless.  It is important to recall that Marx was grappling with some honest-to-goodness blueprints of a future society.  Fourier, for instance, stipulated how large each community (Phalanx) will be, how it will be laid out, how people will dine and with whom they will sit, and who will do the dirty work (a legion of “youngsters aged nine to sixteen, composed of one-third girls, two-thirds boys”).  There is a great chasm between such blueprints, which Marx rejected, and what Dunayevskaya, in her final presentation on the dialectics of organization and philosophy, called “a general view of where we’re headed.”  As Olga’s report suggests, the difference is not essentially a matter of the degree of generality, but a matter of the self-development of the idea.   Dunayevskaya wrote that once Capital was finished and Marx was faced with the Gotha Program in 1875, “There [was] no way now, now matter how Marx kept from trying to give any blueprints for the future, not to develop a general view of where we’re headed for the day after the conquest of power, the day after we have rid ourselves of the birthmarks of capitalism” (PON, p. 5).  Nor did Marx remain silent about this issue until that moment.  For instance, in this year’s classes on “Alternatives to Capitalism,” we read the following statement in his 1847 Poverty of Philosophy (POP).  “In a future society, in which … there will no longer be any classes, use will no longer be determined by the minimum time of production, but the time of production devoted to different articles will be determined by the degree of their social utility.”  Even more important than Marx’s explicit statements about the new society is the overall thrust of his critique of political economy.  Although it is true that he devoted his theoretical energy to “the critical analysis of the actual facts, instead of writing recipes … for the cook-shops of the future” (Postface to 2nd ed. of Capital), critique as he practiced it was not mere negative social criticism.  It was a road toward the positive.  He helped clarify what capital is and how it operates, and he showed that leftist alternatives will fail if they challenge only the system’s outward manifestations rather than capital itself.  By doing this, he helped to clarify what the new society must not and cannot be like – which is already to tell us a good deal about what it must and will be like.  “All negation is determination” (Marx, draft of Vol. II of Capital). I believe that there are two reasons why Marx rejected blueprints for the future.  As this year’s classes emphasized, one reason is that he regarded the utopian socialists’ schemes as not “utopian” enough.  They were sanitized and idealized versions of existing capitalism:  “the determination of value by labor time – the formula M. Proudhon gives us as the regenerating formula of the future – is therefore merely the scientific expression of the economic relations of present-day society” (Marx, POP, Ch. 1, sect. 2).  But this simply means that Marx rejected a particular kind of attempt to concretize the vision of the new society, not that he rejected the task itself.  The other reason was that Marx, who aligned himself with the real movement of the masses, held the utopians’ schemes to be obsolete, or worse, once the working class was moving in another direction.  I believe that this perspective remains valid, but that the subjective-objective situation has changed radically.  Today, “what masses of people are hungering for[,] but which radical theoreticians and parties are doing little to address[, is] the projection of a comprehensive alternative to existing society,” as we stated in our 2003-04 Marxist-Humanist Perspectives thesis.  Two months ago, Anne Jaclard spoke to a class of college youth.  Many of them were eager for a concrete, well articulated vision of a liberatory alternative to capitalism, and they rejected the notion that its concretization should be put off to the future.  Visitors to our classes, and participants in the  “Alternatives to Capital” seminar on Capital in New York, have also demanded greater concreteness.  How do we align with this real movement from below?  Given the direction in which the masses’ thinking is moving, hasn’t resistance to concretizing a liberatory alternative become obsolete?   I do not mean to imply that we should accommodate demands for easy answers.  Like the Proudhonists and utopian socialists with whom Marx contended, many folks seem to think that concretizing an alternative to capitalism is simply a matter of articulating goals and then implementing them when the time comes.  What we need to do when easy answers are demanded, I think, is convey the lessons we have learned – that the desirability of proposed alternatives means nothing if they give rise to unintended consequences that make them unsustainable, that political change flows from changes in the mode of production, and so forth – while also saying that which can be said about the new society, as concretely as it can be said.  Resistance to concretizing a liberatory alternative to capitalism has been and continues to be defended principally in the name of anti-vanguardism.  An anarcho-syndicalist named “marko” recently put forth this argument in opposition to Michael Albert and Robin Hahnel’s “parecon” (participatory economics):  “Anarcho-Syndicalism demands that the detailed thinking about a future economy is to be decided by the liberated working class itself, not by a prior group of intellectuals.  That is working class ‘self-emancipation’.”
   In our own organization, a member of the clique that abandoned Marxist-Humanism put forth a very similar argument.  It has sometimes been suggested that Marx rejected blueprints for the same reason, but I know of no evidence for this.  The evidence sketched out above indicates that he labored to concretize a liberatory alternative to capitalism throughout his life, and did not regard this work as antithetical to working-class self-emancipation.  In any case, marko confuses and conflates thinking with policy-making in a quite telling way.  It is generally unfair to nitpick at unknown authors’ internet posts, but marko’s phraseology – “detailed thinking about the future economy is to be decided” – is too peculiar to be merely an accidental slip.   All proponents of workers’ self-emancipation agree that the policies of the future economy are to be decided upon by the working people themselves, but thinking simply cannot be shoehorned into the old problematic of “who decides?”  Once again, a well-meaning attempt to posit spontaneity as the absolute opposite of vanguardist elitism ends up by placing the entire burden of working out a liberatory alternative to capitalism on the backs of the masses.  And the newly liberated masses must somehow do this from scratch, having been deprived of the ability to learn from the theoretical achievements and mistakes of prior generations.  

Alt = Human Suffering

Leftist revolutions have produced some of the worst human suffering in history. 
Peretz, 03 (Martin, Former Assistant Professor at Harvard, Editor-in Chief of The New Republic, "Manque", The New Republic, February 3, lexis) 

What is the grand "progressive" vision for which the French left fights, which the Zionists and Jews are insidiously holding back? In the grand conflicts of the last century, there was always a left-wing structure of Manichaeanism. On the one side: imperialism and capitalism. On the other: a compelling and revolutionary dream. The dreams turned out to be nightmares. But they were dreams, nonetheless. Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Castro, Che, the Viet Cong, the Sandinistas, always a man and a movement saying they aimed to build a better world, which they actually tried to describe. In the end, of course, the better world did not arrive: In its place were death camps, mass deportations, forced famines, massacres, reeducation programs, prisons of the body, and greater prisons of the soul.

Alt Fails – Mars

A postcolonialist analysis of Mars fails – it’s different from historical conditions

Collis and Graham 9 – *Senior Lecturer in Media and Communication in the Creative Industries Faculty, Queensland University of Technology in Brisbane, Australia AND **Director of the Institute for Creative Industries and Innovation and Professor in Culture and Communication at QUT 

(Christy and Phil, “Political geographies of Mars: A history of Martian management”, MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATIONAL HISTORY Vol 4(3): 247–261, dml)

Postcolonial spatial theory is an analytical lens through which to view Martian spatiality in its historical character: it allows for a useful view on the cultural construction of the planet, the discursive production of its spatiality, and the ways in which established power groups work to prefigure the planet as an object of capitalist commodification and strategic managerialism. Yet frustratingly, despite the proliferation of postcolonial analyses of past colonial spatialities, when it comes to new colonialisms, there is a curious critical silence. To generalize, postcolonialism tends to figure imperialism and colonialism and their associated spatialities as historical European phenomena from whose ruins nations such as Australia, Indonesia, and Canada have emerged. As Ferro (1997, viii) argues, postcolonialism is inherently Eurocentric because it focuses almost entirely on European empires, European epistemologies, and European spaces of the past. Or as Dodds (2006, 60) points out in his discussion of the difficulty of accommodating contemporary Antarctic colonialisms within existing postcolonial theoretical frameworks, ‘post-colonial studies are too preoccupied with a linear account of liberation in certain countries’. For example, despite the fact that Australia has laid contentious claim to 42 per cent of Antarctica since 1933 – a claim solely based on acts of imperial exploration and flagraising, and ongoing colonization – the voluminous field of Australian postcolonial studies has refused or failed to acknowledge this situation. A survey of leading postcolonial journals demonstrates this refusal: of the hundreds of articles in these publications, not one deals with Antarctica, and not one addresses Space. 3 And while there are clear similarities between past and present colonialisms, the planned colonization, exploration, and spatial production of Mars are decidedly unlike British practices of the last few centuries. But this does not automatically eliminate Mars from the field of colonial spatiality.

Alt Kills Millions

Socialism is inherently totalitarian—transitioning now would kill millions. 

Rockwell, 08 [Llewellyn, president of the Ludwig von Mises Institute, Everything You Love You Owe to Capitalism, 5/17, http://mises.org/story/2982]

Whatever the specifics of the case in question, socialism always means overriding the free decisions of individuals and replacing that capacity for decision making with an overarching plan by the state. Taken far enough, this mode of thought won't just spell an end to opulent lunches. It will mean the end of what we all know as civilization itself. It would plunge us back to a primitive state of existence, living off hunting and gathering in a world with little art, music, leisure, or charity. Nor is any form of socialism capable of providing for the needs of the world's six billion people, so the population would shrink dramatically and quickly and in a manner that would make every human horror ever known seem mild by comparison. Nor is it possible to divorce socialism from totalitarianism, because if you are serious about ending private ownership of the means of production, you have to be serious about ending freedom and creativity too. You will have to make the whole of society, or what is left of it, into a prison. In short, the wish for socialism is a wish for unparalleled human evil. If we really understood this, no one would express casual support for it in polite company. It would be like saying, you know, there is really something to be said for malaria and typhoid and dropping atom bombs on millions of innocents.
De-development would require a massive human die-off. 

Lewis 94 (Martin, lecturer in international history and interim director of the program in International Relations at Stanford University, Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism, Page 25-26)  

No one acquainted with the rudiments of medical history could deny that health has vastly improved since the industrial revolution. Most of the credit for such amelioration belongs precisely to the medical, dietary, and sanitary advances associated with the transition to industrialism. One has only to examine average longevity, which stood in the United States at a miserable forty-seven years as recently as 1900, to grasp the magnitude of progress over this period. 1£ we go back to medieval Europe, socio-ecological idyll of many eco-radicals, we find that in some villages average life spans were as low as seventeen to eighteen years (Cohen 1989: 1241). By other indices as well, the health standards of most pre-industrial regimes were atrocious. Again, consider medieval and early modem Europe. As Braudel (1981:91) relates, the ancient regime was characterized by "very high infant mortality, famine, chronic under-nourishment, and formidable epidemics." Moreover, non-elite Europeans were contaminated by a wide variety of toxins on a regular basis. Few even experienced the delights of breathing clean air, for the atmospheres of their own dwellings were horribly polluted. It is difficult ... to comprehend," writes Norman Pounds (1989:1871) "how fetid and offensive must have been the air about most cottages and homes." Indeed, indoor air pollution has long been (as it perhaps still is) a greater contributor to respiratory illness than industrial airborne waste. But the most severe toxic pollution problem of the pre-modern world was associated with natural poisons produced by molds infecting the food supply. "Everyone suffered from food that was tainted," Pounds reminds us, "and the number who died of food-poisoning must have been immense (1089:213). Especially pronounced where rye was the staple food poisons produced by the ergot and Fusarium molds massively suppressed immune systems, reduced fertility levels, brought on delusions and sometimes mass insanity, and reduced blood circulation to such an extent that gangrene in the lower extremities was commonplace (Matossian 1989:1). Even where the food supply was safe, poor nutrition resulted in widespread immunological stress. Infectious diseases were rife, and periodic plagues would decimate most populations in a cruel manner. Water supplies, especially in towns, were so contaminated by human waste as to become deadly in their own right. Skin and venereal diseases were often rife and difficult, if not impossible, to cure. Other scourges abounded, including those-such as leprosy-that have been virtually eliminated by modem medicines and sanitary techniques. Individuals deformed by genetic inheritance or accident typically led short and brutal lives. And every time a woman went into labor she faced a very high risk of dying. This cursory review of the horrors of pre-industrial European life may  seem a pointless exercise in overkill; all of this is, or at least used to be, common knowledge. But it is important to recall in detail the kind of social environment many eco-radicals would seek to recreate. And were we to adhere strictly to the tenets of bioregionalism, even the levels of prosperity achieved in the medieval world would be difficult if not impossible to maintain without first experiencing a truly massive human die off.

AT: Epistemology

Prefer our evidence – their evidence is futile intellectual pride

Saunders 7

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

Andrew Norton notes that disaffected intellectuals since Rousseau have been attacking capitalism for its failure to meet ‘true human needs.’(26) The claim is unfounded, so what is it about capitalism that so upsets them?  Joseph Schumpeter offered part of the answer. He observed that capitalism has brought into being an educated class that has no responsibility for practical affairs, and that this class can only make a mark by criticising the system that feeds them.(27) Intellectuals attack capitalism because that is how they sell books and build careers.   More recently, Robert Nozick has noted that intellectuals spend their childhoods excelling at school, where they occupy the top positions in the hierarchy, only to find later in life that their market value is much lower than they believe they are worth. Seeing ‘mere traders’ enjoying higher pay than them is unbearable, and it generates irreconcilable disaffection with the market system.(28)  But the best explanation for the intellectuals’ distaste for capitalism was offered by Friedrich Hayek in The Fatal Conceit.(29) Hayek understood that capitalism offends intellectual pride, while socialism flatters it. Humans like to believe they can design better systems than those that tradition or evolution have bequeathed. We distrust evolved systems, like markets, which seem to work without intelligent direction according to laws and dynamics that no one fully understands.   Nobody planned the global capitalist system, nobody runs it, and nobody really comprehends it. This particularly offends intellectuals, for capitalism renders them redundant. It gets on perfectly well without them. It does not need them to make it run, to coordinate it, or to redesign it. The intellectual critics of capitalism believe they know what is good for us, but millions of people interacting in the marketplace keep rebuffing them. This, ultimately, is why they believe capitalism is ‘bad for the soul’: it fulfils human needs without first seeking their moral approval.

Their attempt to blame corporate exploitation on capitalism is misinformed and continues false teachings that result in corporate bureaucrats.

Vance 5 – adjunct instructor in accounting at Pensacola Junior College, Mises

Laurence M. Vance, 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.

Their authors scapegoat capitalism – hold them to a high standard of causal evidence

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 290-291

All change arouses suspicion and anxiety, sometimes justifiably so; even positive changes can have troublesome consequences in the short term. Decisionmakers are unwilling to shoulder responsibility for failures and problems. It is preferable to be able to blame someone else. Globalization makes an excellent scapegoat. It contains all the anonymous forces that have served this purpose throughout history: other countries, other races and ethnic groups, the uncaring market. Globalization does not speak up for itself when politicians blame it for overturning economies, increasing poverty, and enriching a tiny minority, or when entrepreneurs say that globalization, rather than their own decisions, is forcing them to pollute the environment, cut jobs, or raise their own salaries. And globalization doesn't usually get any credit when good things happen—when the environment improves, the economy runs at high speed and poverty diminishes. Then there are plenty of people willing to accept full responsibility for the course of events. Globalization does not defend itself. So if the trend toward greater globalization is to continue, an ideological defense will be needed for freedom from borders and controls.

AT: Invisible Committee

They have it backwards, revolutions aren’t a threat to global empire, they sustain it. 

Bonta 9 - Associate Professor of Geography 

(Mark, “The Multitude and its Doppelgänger: An Exploration of Global Smooth Space”, ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Geographies, 2009, 8 (2), 245-277.) NAR

In the postmodern era (1945-present), two spectral networks—International Communism and International Terrorism (Sageman, 2004)—have had life breathed into them and have served, in concert with the ‘Evil Empire’ and certain ‘rogue states,’ to instill microfascisms in many a democratic- and freedom-loving body in the USA, while in realpolitik advancing the spread and penetrations of Empire. The grand International Communist Conspiracy, with roots in the late 1800s, was the earlier of the two, and it served its purpose well all the way up to the end of the 1980s. To keep the Reds at bay, the secret state infiltrated the Left as successfully as the Right (Quigley, 1966), coming to saturate the media, academe, and public relations (Saunders, 2000), though often passing itself off as inept, inefficient, and even relatively powerless. During this time, subversive revolutionary movements both domestic and foreign were not necessarily decapitated as often as they were made safe, channelled into ‘more productive’ operations; or, if need be, as described above, swung in the other direction, steered and tricked into spectacular false flag operations that gave excuses for jailtime, invasion, toppling of regimes, or at least sanctions or discrediting. Authoritarian/communist/police states with eyes everywhere became necessities not only because of internal paranoia and the ‘nature of totalitarian State power’ but also because of the myriad sabotages practiced by the ‘free world’—the experience of Gladio (Blum, 2004) is extremely instructive here, and the case of Castro’s Cuba comes to mind as well. Terrible questions are suggested, such as if some political prisoners really are plotting to violently overthrow the regime, then should the regime, to prove its ‘commitment to democracy,’ let them go? The newer menace of international Islamic terrorism is built on the premise of a network that arose out of two secretive groups—Wahabism, based in Saudi Arabia, and the Muslim Brotherhood, engendered in Egypt—that coalesced in the 1980s through resistance to the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Emboldened by the withdrawal of the USSR, the foreign mujahedin returned to their countries and were rebuffed, if not detained and tortured, by the regimes in power, who did the bidding of the US. Thence, led by Osama bin Laden, they turned on the West (Esposito, 2002; Scheuer, 2003; Sageman, 2004). But the very existence of a selfnamed and cohesive ‘Al Qa’eda’ network, which was named at the behest of FBI agent John O’Neill (Frontline, 2002), has been questioned, most notably and effectively in the BBC documentary ‘Power of Nightmares’ (Curtis, 2005), which argues that International Terrorism is the ultimate bugaboo narrative that serves to bolster the power of governments that no longer provide us with comfort and positive achievement (capitalism does that) and so have refashioned themselves as our protectors from nightmares. ‘Al Qaeda’ has, nevertheless, taken on a monstrous existence, just as the International Communist Conspiracy did in the days of McCarthy—perpetrating devastating crimes such as 9-11-2001 and 3-11-2003 and 7-7-2005 (intriguingly, the only person to ever be convicted of 9-11 plotting was released in early 2006 in Germany—the US government was unwilling to provide prosecutors with requested evidence: Agence France-Presse, 2006). Ahmed (2006) provides a solid argument for Al Qa’eda as intricately interwoven with what we are calling Empire. The evidence for the perpetrators behind 9-11, as well as other terror events, points back to Empire’s networks (conservatively put, ‘rogue elements of X’), and particularly, as gagged whistleblower Sibel Edmonds has it (www.justacitizen.org; see Rose, 2005, and other literature on her case), to networks of far-right mercenaries (which of course Osama bin Laden always was in any case) duping other cells of mercenary-terrorists connected not to ‘rogue states’ like Iraq, Iran, and North Korea but to major Western powers and allied states, to NGOs and drug trafficking, money-laundering, influence-peddling, and other P2/IranContra/BCCI/Gladio-type operations. Needless to say, massive funds are poured into the US’s ‘black budget’ and its open budget to better fight this terrorist menace, possibly by infiltrating its cells and pushing its operatives to carry out acts they might not otherwise choose to, horrendous crimes that give Empire an excuse to further its agenda (Hess, 2002).
AT: Patriarchy

Spread of capitalism is key to women’s equality

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 23

Growing prosperity gives women more opportunity to become independent and provide for themselves. Experience from Africa and elsewhere shows that women are often leading entrepreneurs for various kinds of small-scale production and exchange in the informal sector, which suggests that, absent discrimination and regulation by the government, the market is their oyster. And indeed, the worldwide spread of freer conditions of service and freer markets has made it increasingly difficult for women to be kept out. Women today constitute 42 percent of the world's work force, compared with 36 percent 20 years ago. Capitalism doesn't care whether the best producer is a man or a woman. On the contrary, discrimination is expensive because it involves the rejection of certain people's goods and labor. All studies have shown that respect for women's rights and their ability to exert influence in the home are closely bound up with their ability to find employment outside the home and earn an independent income.

*Cap Good*

Cap Resilient

Capitalism is too adaptive to be overcome

Serwetman 97 – JD Suffolk Law

Will, http://www.ninjalawyer.com/writing/marx.html

Marx utilizes the Hegelian dialectic in his attempt to prove that capitalism will inevitably collapse from the crisis of overproduction and the class conflict caused by enmiseration and alienation. Capitalism, he felt, would inevitably be replaced by socialism. Marx died waiting for this revolution to come about, and it never has. Even the Russian and Chinese revolutions cannot be viewed as results of capitalism collapsing, nor can they be seen as socialist states because they retain post-revolution ary class structures and are not radical democracies. While Rosa Luxemberg wrote that while the capitalism will inevitably consume itself and that socialism is a possible option, I go so far as to question the Marxist logic that capitalism is doomed to collapse. The capitalist that Marx evokes in his work is only a caricature of the behavior of capitalists and does not reflect reality as history has shown it to be. Successful capitalists are smart enough to plan for long-term profits in addition to the short-term. Like anyone else, they will make mistakes and learn from them. There is a Darwinian process to capitalism, and those unable to account for factors beyond their short-term profits will be replaced by those who can. How many buffalo-fur coat business es do we see? Despite the various crises of the past century, capitalism thrives and shows no major signs of strain. Despite Marx's predictions, capitalism is perfectly capable of inventing new markets to replace saturated ones. If stereo manufacturers can no longer find a market for their goods, they close down and invest their money in a new industry, such as cable television or computers. The crisis of overproduction will never happen because capitalism is flexible and will sacrifice it's short t rm goals to achieve its long term ones. Marx also never took into account the effect government regulation and welfare would have on the capitalist system. Any business naturally desires monopolies over its markets, but when that is achieved, the consequences are disastrous. The final stage of capitalism, in which trusts and monopolies prevent the economy from running naturally and efficiently, has been prevented by legislation and unionization. None of the problems Marx predicted are unavoidable as long as we do not sink to the level of sharks.

Cap Inevitable

Resistance to capital is futile and dangerous – natural hierarchies of power are inevitable and sustain peace

Wilkinson 5 – Academic Coordinator of the Social Change Project and the Global Prosperity Initiative at The Mercatus Center at George Mason University 

Will, Capitalism and Human Nature, Cato Policy Report Vol. XXVII No. 1 

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.

Capitalism’s products (property, exchange, etc.) aren’t mere legislative creations – they are intrinsic to human nature

-recognizing inevitability prevents escalating wars

Wilkinson 5 – Academic Coordinator of the Social Change Project and the Global Prosperity Initiative at The Mercatus Center at George Mason University 

Will, Capitalism and Human Nature, Cato Policy Report Vol. XXVII No. 1 

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.

Natural survival instince makes capitalism unovercomable and desirable – sex edited

Serwetman 97 – JD Suffolk Law

Will, 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.

Cap Sustainable

Capitalism is progressive, self-correcting, and wealth-generating – ensures sustainability

Goklany 7 – Julian Simon Fellow at the Political Economy Research Center

Indur, Now For the Good News, http://www.reason.com/news/show/119252.html

Environmentalists and globalization foes are united in their fear that greater population and consumption of energy, materials, and chemicals accompanying economic growth, technological change and free trade—the mainstays of globalization—degrade human and environmental well-being.  Indeed, the 20th century saw the United States’ population multiply by four, income by seven, carbon dioxide emissions by nine, use of materials by 27, and use of chemicals by more than 100.  Yet life expectancy increased from 47 years to 77 years. Onset of major disease such as cancer, heart, and respiratory disease has been postponed between eight and eleven years in the past century. Heart disease and cancer rates have been in rapid decline over the last two decades, and total cancer deaths have actually declined the last two years, despite increases in population. Among the very young, infant mortality has declined from 100 deaths per 1,000 births in 1913 to just seven per 1,000 today.  These improvements haven’t been restricted to the United States. It’s a global phenomenon. Worldwide, life expectancy has more than doubled, from 31 years in 1900 to 67 years today. India’s and China’s infant mortalities exceeded 190 per 1,000 births in the early 1950s; today they are 62 and 26, respectively. In the developing world, the proportion of the population suffering from chronic hunger declined from 37 percent to 17 percent between 1970 and 2001 despite a 83 percent increase in population. Globally average annual incomes in real dollars have tripled since 1950. Consequently, the proportion of the planet's developing-world population living in absolute poverty has halved since 1981, from 40 percent to 20 percent. Child labor in low income countries declined from 30 percent to 18 percent between 1960 and 2003.  Equally important, the world is more literate and better educated than ever. People are freer politically, economically, and socially to pursue their well-being as they see fit. More people choose their own rulers, and have freedom of expression. They are more likely to live under rule of law, and less likely to be arbitrarily deprived of life, limb, and property.  Social and professional mobility have also never been greater. It’s easier than ever for people across the world to transcend the bonds of caste, place, gender, and other accidents of birth. People today work fewer hours and have more money and better health to enjoy their leisure time than their ancestors.  Man’s environmental record is more complex. The early stages of development can indeed cause some environmental deterioration as societies pursue first-order problems affecting human well-being. These include hunger, malnutrition, illiteracy, and lack of education, basic public health services, safe water, sanitation, mobility, and ready sources of energy.  Because greater wealth alleviates these problems while providing basic creature comforts, individuals and societies initially focus on economic development, often neglecting other aspects of environmental quality. In time, however, they recognize that environmental deterioration reduces their quality of life. Accordingly, they put more of their recently acquired wealth and human capital into developing and implementing cleaner technologies. This brings about an environmental transition via the twin forces of economic development and technological progress, which begin to provide solutions to environmental problems instead of creating those problems.  All of which is why we today find that the richest countries are also the cleanest. And while many developing countries have yet to get past the “green ceiling,” they are nevertheless ahead of where today’s developed countries used to be when they were equally wealthy. The point of transition from "industrial period" to "environmental conscious" continues to fall. For example, the US introduced unleaded gasoline only after its GDP per capita exceeded $16,000. India and China did the same before they reached $3,000 per capita.  This progress is a testament to the power of globalization and the transfer of ideas and knowledge (that lead is harmful, for example). It's also testament to the importance of trade in transferring technology from developed to developing countries—in this case, the technology needed to remove lead from gasoline.  This hints at the answer to the question of why some parts of the world have been left behind while the rest of the world has thrived. Why have improvements in well-being stalled in areas such as Sub-Saharan Africa and the Arab world?  The proximate cause of improvements in well-being is a “cycle of progress” composed of the mutually reinforcing forces of economic development and technological progress. But that cycle itself is propelled by a web of essential institutions, particularly property rights, free markets, and rule of law. Other important institutions would include science- and technology-based problem-solving founded on skepticism and experimentation; receptiveness to new technologies and ideas; and freer trade in goods, services—most importantly in knowledge and ideas.  In short, free and open societies prosper. Isolation, intolerance, and hostility to the free exchange of knowledge, technology, people, and goods breed stagnation or regression.  

Capitalism can modify into a mixed economy – ensures it’s sustainability

Noble 3 – chair of the department of Political Science and director of the international studies program at the California State University
Charles, Why Capitalism Needs the Left, http://www.logosjournal.com/noble.htm

In combination, free market and capitalism have also helped usher in and sustain fundamental political changes, widening the scope both of personal freedom and political democracy. Because of this system, more people get to choose where to work, what to consume, and what to make than ever before, while ancient inequalities of rank and status are overturned. The spread of market capitalism has also laid the foundation for the expansion of democratic decision-making. With the establishment of private property and free exchange, political movements demanding other freedoms, including wider access to government, have proliferated. To be sure, capitalism cannot guarantee personal liberty or political democracy. It has produced it share of dictatorships too. But, to date, no society has been able to establish and maintain political democracy without first establishing and securing a market capitalist system.  The large corporations that stand at the heart of contemporary capitalism have proven indispensable in this transformation. They are the essential intermediaries in the modern economy, linking financial capital, expertise, technology, managerial skill, labor and leadership. They are spreading everywhere in the world not only because they are powerful, but also because they work. But market capitalism is not a machine that can run on its own. It needs rules, limits, and above all else stewardship. Partly because the system feeds off of people's darker instincts, partly because it is a machine, and therefore indifferent to human values, and partly because there is no central planner to assure that everything works out in the end, there must be some conscious effort to bring order to this chaos, however creative it might be. Left to its own devices, unfettered capitalism produces great inequities, great suffering, and great instability. In fact, these in-built tendencies are enough to destroy the system itself. Karl Marx figured this out in the mid-19th century and built his revolutionary system on the expectation that these dark forces would prevail. But Marx underestimated our ability to use politics to impose limits on the economic system itself.  At one time, and still in other places, even conservatives knew this to be true, and offered themselves up as responsible social stewards. Whether out of a sense of noblesse oblige or enlightened self interest, they volunteered to lead a collective effort to reform the system so that capitalism could survive and continue to serve human interests. From the 1930s through the 1970s, American corporate leaders and a fair number of Republicans seemed to understand this too. They made their piece with "big" government, seeing in the New Deal and even the Great Society a way to forge both social peace and political stability through the creation of a "mixed" economy. 

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

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

Transformation of many kinds is already happening all around us, mostly in the name of globalization. “Globalization” has become the signifier for a family of transformations in communications, finance, trade, travel, ecological and cultural interaction that are drawing the world’s people and natural systems into ever closer relationship with each other, regardless of national boundaries.Many of these transformations contribute more to the likelihood of global collapse than to global sustainability, because they are fueled by destructive technologies, they result in ever greater levels of environmental damage, they undermine national democracies, and they have so far widened dramatically the gap between rich and poor.Yet there is nothing inherently unsustainable about globalizationper se, if we understand that word to mean the growing integration of global human society.Indeed,globalization of many kinds—from the spread of better technologies to the universal adoption of human rights—is essential to attaining global sustainability.But the engines of globalization need to be harnessed to a more noble set of goals and aspirations. At the heart of most descriptions of globalization is the market economy. It has often been fashionable to blame the market for the environmental crisis, and in particular to blame the market’s tendency to concentrate power within the large, independent capital structures we call “corporations.” But we need corporations, and the market, to accomplish the change we seek. To develop and spread innovations for sustainability at transformation speed, we need corporate-scale concentrations of research, production, and distribution capacity. We need the market's speed, freedom, and incentive structures.Clearly, we also need governors on the spread of destructive development, and the enormous fleet of old and dangerous innovations—from the internal combustion engine to the idea that cynical nihilism is “cool”—that are increasing our distance from the dream of sustainability at an accelerating rate. But if we can alter globalization so that it turns the enormous power of the market and the corporation in a truly sustainable direction, we will watch in awe as our world changes for the better with unimaginable speed. Envisioning the transformation of globalization will strike many as the ultimate in wishful thinking. Yet transformation begins precisely in wish and thought; and there are currently two powerful wishes adding considerable weight to global efforts to bring down the Berlin Wall between today's damaging “capitalism-at-all-costs” and tomorrow’s practice of a more mindful “capitalism conscious of all costs.” One “wish” is the United Nations’ new “Global Compact” with the corporate sector. It calls on corporations to adopt greater levels of social and environmental responsibility—a call that many are pledging to heed. The other “wish” is the non-governmental Global Reporting Initiative, which sets new criteria for measuring sustainable corporate performance and is fast becoming adopted as the international standard, by corporations and activists alike. These promising developments, still in their relative infancy, did not appear suddenly out of nowhere. There are but the latest and most successful demonstration of the power of “wishful thinking,” indulged in by hundreds of thousands of people, from the Seattle protesters of 1999 to the world government theorists of the 1930s. And these agreements are, themselves, “wishful thinking” of a kind, comprised as they are of agreements on principle and criteria for measurements. But if this is what wishful thinking can do, consider what inspired action, multiplied throughout the global system, will accomplish when seriously embraced at the same scale. Indeed, the transformation of globalization will, in many ways, signal the onset of transformation in general. When we witness the redirection of investment flows, the adoption of new rules and ethics governing the production process, the true raising of global standards of environmental, social, and economic performance, sustainability will then be written directly into the cultural genes, also known as “memes,” steering global development.These new “sustainability memes” will then be replicated in every walk of industrial life. The dream of sustainability will become business as usual. 
Cap Sustainable (Space)

Space makes cap more sustainable.

Autino et. al., ’11 – Chairman of the Greater Earth Initiative
[Adriano Autino, member of the International Astronautic Federation and Chairman of the Greater Earth Initiative; Patrick Collins; Alberto Cavallo; Michael Martin-Smith; Charles Radley; authors for the Space Renaissance Initiative; “Call for a World Space Renaissance Forum;” accessed 6/21/2011; http://www.spacerenaissance.org/papers/CALL_FOR_SR_FORUM.pdf ] Jay

The global economy is entering a deep crisis, the worst since 1929. This is the second act of the "Crisis of Closed-World Ideologies", which has been developing throughout the XX Century. In 1989, the fall of the Berlin wall was the Crisis of Collectivist Ideology. The recent massive failure of the financial system is the Crisis of Neo-Liberal Ideology. Both these ideologies failed because they are based upon a closed-world, terro-centric philosophy. There are now almost 7 billion humans making massive demands on planet Earth: we urgently need to open the frontier, and move to a wider vision of our world, so as to access geo-lunar system resources and energy. In short, we need a new "Open World Philosophy". The alternative would be the implosion and collapse of our civilization. The most promising event of the current time, the emerging countries' industrial revolution, will very soon have to face the dramatic insufficiency of the energy and other resources of the Earth. Because of this they are destined to fail if they remain locked within our planetary boundaries. There are some encouraging signs, pointing the way out of such confinement: in 2004, Scaled Composites proved that low-cost space travel is feasible - as it has been for 50 years. And both China and India have the Moon in their sights: they seem to understand clearly that space offers an alternative to a darkening future. This is because it is now evident that any closed-world strategy will result in tragedy, as the 1930s depression ended with World War II. Today, since the energy and resources of planet Earth are not enough, it is far too likely that this crisis will end with a terrible holocaust, if we do not reach outside our world to obtain new resources and energy. Consequently if G20 discussions are to solve the economic crisis, they must include plans for geolunar system industrialization, as the only sustainable direction for development, since this will make non-terrestrial resources and energy available. If governments are to give out financial aid, it should not be to obsolete industrial segments! Help should be given to the most promising industrial revolution of our age: the ignition of the space economy, which can only be based on low-cost space travel. This means, initially, rapidly developing low-cost space travel, industrialization of the Moon, space solar power supply, and accessing extra-terrestrial resources from asteroids and cometoids! There need be no depression if we aim high! If we want our civilization to continue, and to reach a higher ethical level, a new Renaissance is necessary and urgent - a Space Renaissance, the industrial and cultural revolution of our age! Stock exchanges are burning billions each week, but what are they burning? Only bits of information in bank accounts. Real wealth is not money, but technologies and the potential for work: with 7 billion intelligences, Humanity has never been so rich! The above is clearly evident to all astronautic humanists, but not to our political leaders!

Globalization Good

Economic inequalities do not prove that globalization is bad—even unequal growth is positive for all nations. 

Bate, 04 (Roger, Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute,  September 1st, “Who Does Globalization Hurt?”, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.21115,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

Like many of the pressure groups that oppose corporations and economic liberalisation on apparently moral grounds (companies and markets allegedly promote greed), the ILO report wants policy changes to ensure that globalisation becomes "a positive force for all people and all countries" as it believes that at the moment it benefits the elite of the rich world.  In particular, the ILO wants reform at the World Trade Organisation to protect the poor. The report draws its conclusions mainly from the alleged increase in inequality between rich and poor countries.  Of course, inequality measures are largely pointless, irrelevant and also misleading. If relatively rich Britain grew 20% over five years and relatively poor Indonesia grew 12% in the same period, there would be an increase in inequality, but both countries would be better off than if they both grew 10%.  Yet the ILO and all the pressure groups they support imply that the reason that countries like Indonesia grow slower than countries like Britain is because Britain is part of the elite and distorts the world trade environment in its favour ("the process of globalisation is generating unbalanced outcomes, both within and between countries"). 

Globalization is positive for poor nations—the countries that have fared poorly suffer from bad governance.

Bate, 04  (Roger, Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute,  September 1st, “Who Does Globalization Hurt?”, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.21115,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

The belief that the rich and powerful countries prevent the poor countries from performing has a long and undistinguished history but no intellectual support. Indeed, the report acknowledges that many problems have nothing to do with international trade or globalisation at all.  Cuba under Fidel Castro, Venezuela under Hugo Chavez, Iraq under Saddam Hussein, North Korea under Kim Jong-il, Zimbabwe under Robert Mugabe and myriad countries (adding up to the 23 imploding nations identified by the report) have all failed because they are "dysfunctional states torn apart by civil strife, authoritarian governments of various hues and states with democratic but severe inadequacies in terms of the policies and institutions required to support a well-functioning market economy", says the report.  The report fails to explain why China, in opening up to globalisation, has developed so rapidly in the past 25 years. It takes Wolf to explain that China and the other successful economies all shared "a move towards the market economy, one in which private property rights, free enterprise and competition increasingly took the place of state ownership, planning and protection. They chose, however haltingly, the path of economic liberalisation and international integration."  Perhaps even more importantly, Wolf says that "there are no examples of countries that have risen in the ranks of global living standards while being less open to trade and capital in the 1990s than in the 1960s". 

2AC: Cap Good

Of course capitalism has its problems – however, it’s short-sighted to reject the free market without a specific and viable solution

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 98

Capitalism is not a perfect system, and it is not good for everyone all the time. Critics of globalization are good at pointing out individual harms—a factory that has closed down, a wage that has been reduced. Such things do happen, but by concentrating solely on individual instances, one may miss the larger reality of how a political or economic system generally works and what fantastic values it confers on the great majority compared with other alternatives. Problems are found in every political and economic system, but rejecting all systems is not an option. Hunting down negative examples of what can happen in a market economy is easy enough. By that method water or fire can be proved to be bad things, because some people drown and some get burned to death, but this isn't the full picture.  A myopic focus on capitalism's imperfections ignores the freedom and independence that it confers on people who have never experienced anything but oppression. It also disregards the calm and steady progress that is the basic rule of a society with a market economy. There is nothing wrong with identifying problems and mishaps in a predominantly successful system if one does so with the constructive intent of rectifying or alleviating them. But someone who condemns the system as such is obligated to answer this question: What political and economic system could manage things better? Never before in human history has prosperity grown so rapidly and poverty declined so heavily. Is there any evidence, either in history or in the world around us, to suggest that another system could do as well?
Alternatives to Capitalism end in war and genocide

Rummel 4 – prof. emeritus of political science at the University of Hawaii

Rudolph, 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.

Cap Good – Alt=Coercion

Strong state economics ensures totalitarianism and unlimited government coercion

Hospers 7 – Professor Emeritus of Philosophy @ USC

John, 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.

Any invasion of liberty must be rejected

Petro, 1974 – Prof. Law @ NYU
[Sylvester, Toledo Law Review, Spring, p. 480, http://www.ndtceda.com/archives/200304/0783.html]

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

Cap Good – Environment

Capitalism is key to preserve the environment

Taylor 2003 (Jerry, director of natural resources studies at Cato, “The Real Axis of Evil,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3073)
Indeed, we wouldn't even have environmentalists in our midst were it not for capitalism. Environmental amenities, after all, are luxury goods. America-- like much of the Third World today -- had no environmental movement to speak of until living standards rose sufficientlyso that we could turn our attention from simply providing for food, shelter, and a reasonable education to higher "quality of life" issues. The richer you are, the more likely you are to be an environmentalist.And people wouldn't be rich without capitalism. Wealth not only breeds environmentalists, it begets environmental quality.There are dozens of studies showing that, as per capita income initially rises from subsistence levels, air and water pollution increases correspondingly. But once per capita income hits between $3,500 and $15,000 (dependent upon the pollutant), the ambient concentration of pollutants begins to decline just as rapidly as it had previously increased. This relationship is found for virtually every significant pollutant in every single region of the planet. It is an iron law. Given that wealthier societies use more resources than poorer societies, such findings are indeed counterintuitive. But the data don't lie. How do we explain this?The obvious answer -- that wealthier societies are willing to trade-off the economic costs of government regulation for environmental improvements and that poorer societies are not-- is only partially correct.In the UnitedStates, pollution declines generally predated the passage of laws mandating pollution controls.In fact, for most pollutants, declines were greater before the federal government passed its panoply of environmental regulations than after the EPA came upon the scene.Much of this had to do with individual demands for environmental quality. People who could afford cleaner-burning furnaces, for instance, bought them. People who wanted recreational services spent their money accordingly, creating profit opportunities for the provision of untrammeled nature. Property values rose in cleaner areas and declined in more polluted areas, shifting capital from Brown to Green investments. Market agents will supply whatever it is that people are willing to spend money on. And when people are willing to spend money on environmental quality, the market will provide it.Meanwhile, capitalism rewards efficiency and punishes waste. Profit-hungry companies found ingenious ways to reduce the natural resource inputs necessary to produce all kinds of goods, which in turn reduced environmental demands on the land and the amount of waste that flowed through smokestacks and water pipes. As we learned to do more and more with a given unit of resources, the waste involved (which manifests itself in the form of pollution) shrank. This trend was magnified by the shift away from manufacturing to service industries, which characterizes wealthy, growing economies. The latter are far less pollution-intensive than the former. But the former are necessary prerequisites for the latter. Property rights -- a necessary prerequisite for free market economies -- also provide strong incentives to invest in resource health. Without them, no one cares about future returns because no one can be sure they'll be around to reap the gains. Property rights are also important means by which private desires for resource conservation and preservation can be realized.When the government, on the other hand, holds a monopoly on such decisions, minority preferences in developing societies are overruled (see the old Soviet block for details). Furthermore, only wealthy societies can afford the investments necessary to secure basic environmental improvements, such as sewage treatment and electrification. Unsanitary water and the indoor air pollution (caused primarily by burning organic fuels in the home for heating and cooking needs) are directly responsible for about 10 million deaths a year in the Third World, making poverty the number one environmental killer on the planet today. Capitalism can save more lives threatened by environmental pollution than all the environmental organizations combined.Finally, the technological advances that are part and parcel of growing economies create more natural resources than they consume.That's because what is or is not a "natural resource" is dependent upon our ability to harness the resource in question for human benefit. Resources are therefore a function of human knowledge. Because the stock of human knowledge increases faster in free economies than it does in socialist economies, it should be no surprise that most natural resources in the western world are more abundant today than ever before no matter which measure one uses. 

Cap Good – Freedom

Capitalism promotes democracy, freedom, and civil society- empirically proven

Griswold 4- associate director of Cato's Center for Trade Policy Studies

(Dan, “Trading Tyranny for Freedom: How open markets till the soil for democracy,” 1/6/04, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3630)

Political scientists have long noted the connection between economic development, political reform, and democracy. Increased trade and economic integration promote civil and political freedoms directly by opening a society to new technology, communications, and democratic ideas. Economic liberalization provides a counterweight to governmental power and creates space for civil society. And by promoting faster growth, trade promotes political freedom indirectly by creating an economically independent and political aware middle class.

Capitalism empirically leads to increased freedom and democracy

Griswold 4- associate director of Cato's Center for Trade Policy Studies

(Dan, “Trading Tyranny for Freedom: How open markets till the soil for democracy,” 1/6/04, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3630)

The reality of the world today broadly reflects those theoretical links between trade, free markets, and political and civil freedom. As trade and globalization have spread to more and more countries in the last 30 years, so too have democracy and political and civil freedoms. In particular, the most economically open countries today are more than three times as likely to enjoy full political and civil freedoms as those that are relatively closed. Those that are closed are nine times more likely to completely suppress civil and political freedoms as those that are open. Nations that have followed a path of trade reform in recent decades by progressively opening themselves to the global economy are significantly more likely to have expanded their citizens' political and civil freedoms.

Protecting freedom is key to prevent dehumanization 

Mertus 6-Associate Professor of International Relations at American University, and Helsing, Deputy Director for Education at the United States Institute of Peace, 
(Julie and Jeffrey W., “Introduction: Exploring the Intersection between Human Rights,” pg. 3-4)

The notion that deprivation of human rights contributes to protracted social conflict draws from the theory of basic human needs. Human needs theory is closely identified with the seminal work of John Burton, who theorized in Deviance, Terrorism and War: The Process of Solving Unsolved Social and Political Problems that unsatisfied human needs are the root cause of many of the most violent conflicts. Human rights abuses, like unmet human needs, threaten the security of individuals and social groups and, in so doing, create cycles of dehumanization based on fear. Politicians and militaries can use that fear to stoke their campaigns and further their agendas. Such was the case in Rwanda in 1994, as Tutsis in exile violated the rights of Hutu leaders even as Hutus in power dehumanized and slaughtered Tutsis at home. Not only do human rights abuses lead to the onset of conflict, but also, as Louis Kreisberg notes, “inhumane treatment deepens the antagonism and the desire to continue the struggle and even to seek revenge. The callous and indiscriminate use of violence, intended to intimidate and suppress the enemy, is frequently counterproductive, prolonging a struggle and making an enduring peace more difficult to attain.” Some ideologies use dehumanizing imagery to exclude “enemy” groups, describing other peoples as “animals,” “vermin,” or “evil incarnate” and thereby setting the stage for future human rights abuses. Leaders who emphasize ends over means are not likely to hesitate before violating human rights in pursuit of their goals. Memoirs can likewise evoke violent responses, since old resentments and distrust can keep tensions higher between groups or countries. For example, Rwanda’s history of social tensions, widespread killings, and long-standing human rights abuses fueled the genocidal massacres of the 1990s.

Dehumanization leads to Genocide and multiple wars

Maiese, 03

( Michelle. "Dehumanization." July 2003 24 May 2008 http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/dehumanization/) 

Parties may come to believe that destruction of the other side is necessary, and pursue an overwhelming victory that will cause one's opponent to simply disappear. This sort of into-the-sea framing can cause lasting damage to relationships between the conflicting parties, making it more difficult to solve their underlying problems and leading to the loss of more innocent lives. Indeed, dehumanization often paves the way for human rights violations, war crimes, and genocide. For example, in WWII, the dehumanization of the Jews ultimately led to the destruction of millions of people.[9] Similar atrocities have occurred in Rwanda, Cambodia, and the former Yugoslavia. It is thought that the psychological process of dehumanization might be mitigated or reversed through humanization efforts, the development of empathy, the establishment of personal relationships between conflicting parties, and the pursuit of common goals. 
Protecting rights is a priori – it cannot be sacrificed for anything
Petro 74 -- professor of law at Wake Forest
(Sylvester Petro, Spring 1974, Toledo Law Review, p. 480)
However, one may still insist on echoing Ernest Hemingway – "I believe in only one thing: liberty." And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once." Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenstyn, Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value and proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.
Democracy prevents WMD proliferation

Halperin 5 - Senior Vice President of the Center for American Progress and Director of the Open Society Policy Center, 

(Morton Halperin et al, 2005, “The Democracy Advantage”, p. 99)

A similar pattern is at work in the proliferation of weapons of mass de​struction. The lack of openness, independent scrutiny, and adherence to es​tablished international regulations in closed political systems allow them greater leeway in pursuing programs to acquire them. The countries that have been the most active proliferators of materials for chemical, biologi​cal, and nuclear weapons programs—North Korea, Iran, Pakistan, Belarus, Libya, Syria, and Sudan—are all run by dictators.33 Russia is also on the list. Although not classified as an autocracy, Russia has a long way to go in es​tablishing democratic institutions that can assure transparency in govern​ment behavior and hold government officials accountable for their actions.

Proliferation risks global nuclear war and extinction

Krieger ‘9  - Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council

(David, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)

Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?

Democracy acts as a backstop against all of their impacts – no democratically elected leader will allow policy disasters

McGinnis and Somin 7 – Professor of Law @ NU and Georgetown Respectively
(John and Ilya, “Should International Law Be Part of Our Law?”, Stanford Law Review, Questia)
Finally, democratic accountability also plays a crucial role in preventing major public policy disasters, since elected leaders know that a highly visible catastrophic failure is likely to lead to punishment at the polls. For example, it is striking that no democratic nation, no matter how poor, has ever had a mass famine within its borders, (96) whereas such events are common in authoritarian and totalitarian states. (97) More generally, democracy serves as a check on self-dealing by political elites and helps ensure, at least to some extent, that leaders enact policies that serve the interests of their people.

Cap Good - Poverty

We control the uniqueness – poverty is massively decreasing because of capitalism

NIC, 08 (National Intelligence Council, U.S. National Intelligence Agency Mid-Term and Long-Term Thinking, “Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World,” Chapter 1: A Globalizing Economy, pg. 8)

We are witnessing an unprecedented moment in human history:  never before have so many been lifted out of extreme poverty as is happening today.  A stunning 135 million people escaped dire poverty between 1999 and 2004 alone—more than the population of Japan and almost as many as live in Russia today. states with SWFs has grown from three to over 40, and the aggregate sum under their control from around $700 billion to $3 trillion.  The range of functions served by SWFs also has expanded, as many of the states that created them recently have done so out of a desire to perpetuate current account surpluses, or to cultivate intergenerational savings, rather than to buffer commodity market volatility.  Should current trends hold, SWFs will swell to over $6.5 trillion within five years, and to $12-15 trillion within a decade, exceeding total fiscal reserves and comprising some 20 percent of all global capitalization. Over the next several decades the number of people considered to be in the “global middle class” is projected to swell from 440 million to 1.2 billion or from 7.6 percent of the world’s population to 16.1 percent, according to the World Bank.  Most of the new entrants will come from China and India. However, there is a dark side to the global middle class coin:  continued divergence at the extremes.  Many countries— especially the landlocked and resource- poor ones in Sub Saharan Africa—lack the fundamentals for entering the globalization game.  

The free market solves poverty—empirics prove 

Wilkinson, 06- Will Wilkinson is a policy analyst at the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C. (Will Wilkinson, “Depressed markets? Happiness and free trade.(free market system's impact on quality of life” December 2006, Proquest)

DOES RESEARCH on happiness prove markets are a bummer? Political scientist Benjamin Radcliff of Notre Dame University, summing up his recent studies in Social Forces and the American Political Science Review, says survey research shows that "the more we supplement the cold efficiency of the free market system with interventions that reduce poverty, insecurity and inequality, the more we improve the quality of life." But contrary to his expectations, the Dutch sociologist Ruut Veenhoven, editor of the Journal of Happiness Studies, found in a 2000 paper that a larger welfare state does not create "any well-being surplus. "A 2001 National Bureau of Economic Research paper by the economists Alberto Alesina, Rafael Di Tella, and Robert MacCulloch indicated that inequality has no negative effect on happiness in the U.S.--unless you're a rich leftist. More recently, a 2006 study by the University of Regina's Tomi Ovaska and the University of West Virginia's Ryo Takashima, published in the Journal of Socio-Economics, shows that the variable most strongly correlated with a nation's average self-reported happiness is "economic freedom" as measured by the Fraser Institute's Economic Freedom of the World index. To be sure, the egalitarian Swedes aren't suffering, but neither are the more market-friendly Americans. Radcliff writes that "'emancipation' from the market ... is the principal political determinant of subjective well-being." But when welfare states work relatively well, it's because they can draw on the big bucks generated by reasonably free and well-functioning markets.

Capitalism solves poverty—food prices prove 

Bartholomew, 06- Author of 'The Welfare State We're In' he is also a writer and columnist for the Daily Telegraph (James Bartholomew, “We need a revision course on why capitalism is a good thing” May 24th, 2006, Lexis-Nexis Academic)

I was going to say, "Let's take a revision course in why capitalism is good.'' But few of us had an initial lesson. I don't suggest that every school should have been teaching the virtues of capitalism, but right now they do precisely the opposite. They teach that capitalists destroy rainforests, insidiously control American foreign policy and spread the human vices of greed and selfishness. Anti-capitalism is now the subtext of history and geography lessons, as well as politics, economics and sociology. Capitalism is said to have given rise to slavery. The state is depicted as a hero that has tempered the cruelty of the beast with laws, regulations and interventions. If you have children at school - state or private - he or she will be getting another little dose of anti-capitalist propaganda today. It is absurdly lopsided, of course, and it puts our society on a self-destructive path.   What is the biggest benefit that the relatively poor have experienced over the past two centuries? It is surely the terrific reduction in the cost of food. Two centuries ago, food was the biggest part in a family's budget. It was hard for a poor family to get enough to eat. If there was a shortage, there could be a famine, resulting in thousands of deaths. Even in the 1920s, people on average spent a third of their income on food. Now they spend only a tenth. Look at any chart of the price of the basic foodstuffs, such as wheat, barley and milk, and you will see almost continuous and deep falls. What has caused this massive benefit to the poor? A series of government regulations? A good-looking politician with an easy smile and a "vision''? No. Capitalism.   No single individual did it. Thousands, or millions, did it. They were not directed by any central agency. They just operated in a capitalist system. They invented farm machinery that replaced many men and therefore made food much cheaper. Farmers deployed these machines. Others created ships that could carry grain cheaply, quickly from faraway lands where food was grown more cheaply. Others still distributed the food in ever more cost-efficient ways, by rail and by road on newly created and deployed trains and lorries. They did this, each of them living his own separate life in his own undirected way. They transformed the situation. The poor were given food in abundance. They were given it at a price they could easily afford. Shortages, hunger and famine became history. That is what capitalism did. To sneer at it is to sneer at the abolition of hunger in this country.  This has been, perhaps, capitalism's greatest achievement. But that is just the beginning. Capitalism achieved a similar feat in clothing. Two centuries ago, many people had clogs on their feet. Clothing was another major expense for the poor. Nye Bevan, as a child, threw an inkwell at his teacher because the man made fun of a boy whose family could afford only one pair of shoes between the boy and his brother. That is a measure of the poverty that we have come from. That is the poverty from which capitalism has elevated this country. Again, new and much cheaper methods of production have been put in place by individuals importing cotton, improving textile production techniques, deploying new kinds of transport and distributing the raw material and final products more cheaply. No longer do children share shoes.

Capitalism is better at promoting fairness and equality to the poor rather than any alternative—History proves 

Bartholomew, 06- Author of 'The Welfare State We're In' he is also a writer and columnist for the Daily Telegraph (James Bartholomew, “We need a revision course on why capitalism is a good thing” May 24th, 2006, Lexis-Nexis Academic)

Capitalism has made us richer and given us the opportunity of vastly more diverse experiences. Even in my own lifetime, I have seen the normal length of holidays rise from one or two weeks to four or five weeks. Foreign travel that was unknown for most working people two centuries ago is now commonplace. Did government direction make this possible? Of course not.  Most families now have cars. Read Thomas Hardy's novels and you find that people are always walking. Walking can be healthy and pleasant, but the average family of Hardy's time did not have a choice.  Who invented cars? Who refined their design and manufacture to the point where they are affordable by millions of people? Not governments. The diverse, resourceful, determined power of capitalism. Why does the system work? Because it provides incentives and motivation. If you invent something, you may get fame and fortune. If you supply food or cars cheaper, you get more customers. Simple enough. Provide a good product or service at a low price and you have a business. That simple logic means capitalism tends to produce good products and services at better prices.  What about the argument that capitalism promotes inequality? Let's remember, before even starting to answer, just how disastrous were the attempts in the 20th century to impose equality. Farmers in Leninist Russia were prosecuted and in many cases killed. Tens of millions died under communist rule in China. And after all the oppression and suffering, there was still no equality. There was the privileged ruling class with, in Russia's case, special dachas in the country and road lanes in town. Imposing equality is not an easy ride. It is oppressive and doomed to failure.  Capitalism, meanwhile, has claims, at the least, to reducing inequality over time. The inequality was enormous when George III was sitting on his gilded throne in 1806, with thousands of servants and farm workers and other underlings at his beck and call, while elsewhere in the country were those who could barely find enough to eat and, in some cases, died of hunger.  Nowadays, more than nine out of 10 young people have mobile phones, 99 per cent of households have colour televisions, most households have cars. Yes, the rich are still with us. But the contrast in financial wealth has been greatly reduced over the long term. That was not due to any government, let alone a deliberate attempt to promote equality. It was achieved by capitalism.   Why is the system now taken for granted and despised? Perhaps it is because the collapse of the communist states has removed from our sight useful reminders of how vastly superior capitalism is to state control. We should be careful.

Capitalism causes structural opportunities for the poor

Geddes, 03- An Auckland freelance writer (Marc Geddes, The New Zealand Herald,  “Marc Geddes: Economic system still the world's best despite flaws”, November 10th 2003, Lexis-Nexis Academic)

John Minto bemoaned the fact that under capitalism there was a minority of obscenely rich people and a larger number of people suffering "huge hardship". But capitalism did not cause the poverty, and the rich did not get rich at the expense of the poor. Wealth is not something that simply exists. It is created through human labour and ingenuity. That is why we speak of "making money". There is no fixed pool of resources waiting to be distributed. Resources have to be created through hard work. Capitalism is not a zero-sum game but a positive-sum game in which everyone can benefit.  Economic growth creates wealth that did not exist before, and, provided the wealth is spread about a bit, everyone gets richer. Hardship exists not because there is too much capitalism but because there is too little. Capitalism is lifting humanity out of poverty, and capitalism generates the wealth that pays for the healthcare, education, and welfare that those living in advanced democracies now enjoy.   If we desire a decent standard of living for all, we should encourage more entrepreneurship. The claim that the removal of tariffs and more free trade causes unemployment is false. In fact, more free trade creates more jobs.  Capitalism is a dynamic system in which the nature of work continues to evolve. Some people lose their jobs but more jobs are being created elsewhere.  Human ingenuity enables more of us to figure out ways to achieve more productively for less effort. So fewer people are needed to do the same amount of work. This is progress.  Capitalism results in net job creation because wealth creation results in new opportunities and new kinds of work. For instance, cars resulted in drivers of the horse and buggy losing their jobs, but whole new kinds of work - mechanics, for instance - produced a net job creation.   John Minto thinks that employees create wealth, and investors in sharemarkets are parasites. Nothing could be further from the truth. It is true that employees help to create wealth, for which they receive wages. But investors and business owners create wealth as well. It is not simply labour that adds value but human ingenuity and intelligence. Economists are coming to recognise that the "knowledge" component is the most important.  The business owner and investors supply the knowledge component. The "profit" they make is not parasitic but a measure of "added value" to the good or service produced. Profit is not something swindled from other people. It is a reward and remuneration for the work and ingenuity that went into producing the goods and services that other people wantJohn Minto called for someone from the "underclass" to defend capitalism. I have responded. I defend it because as an unemployed person I know who pays my dole. It's the people who created every cent of that money. The entrepreneurs of New Zealand ... the capitalists
Cap Good – Terrorism

Capitalism doesn’t fuel terrorism- bad foreign policy is the root cause.  

Lindsey, 01- Is the senior editor of Cato Unbound. Lindsey holds an A.B. from Princeton University and a J.D. from Harvard Law School. (Brink Lindsey, Policy Report, “Terrorism’s Fellow Travelers”, November/ December 2001, http://74.125.95.132/custom?q=cache:u2CLXl5yCr4J:www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v23n6/terrorism.pdf+capitalism+and+terrorism&cd=7&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=google-coop-np)

Al Qaeda's ideology now has a life of its own. The U.S. preoccupation with Iraq for more than two years after September 11 (beginning with President Bush naming Iraq as a member of the “axis of evil” in his January 2002 State of the Union address) has given time and space for the cancer to spread, as well as a rallying cry to recruit more Muslims to Al Qaeda's radical cause. According to Omar Bakri Mohammed, the London-based leader of the radical Islamic group al-Muhajiroun: “Al Qaeda is no longer a group. It’s become a phenomenon of the Muslim world resisting the global crusade of the U.S. against Islam.” We know that Al Qaeda has become a franchise of sorts, bring- ing other radical Islamic groups, such as Jemaah Islamiyah in Indonesia, into its fold. But it also now appears that a “reverse fran- chise” effect may be taking place. That is, other groups may conduct terrorist attacks citing sympathy with Al Qaeda but without any direct connection to or contact with Al Qaeda. The November 2003 car bombings in Turkey (the Abu Hafs al Masri Brigades and Great Eastern Islamic Raider's Front both claimed responsibility) and the March 2004 train bombings in Spain (the Abu Hafs al Masri Brigades claimed responsibility but the Moroccan Islamic Combatant Group has been the primary target of the Spanish investigation) are signs of this phenomenon. Changing U.S. Foreign Policy Understanding the Al Qaeda threat also means challenging the conventional wis- dom articulated by President Bush in the aftermath of September 11: “Why do they hate us? They hate what we see right here in this chamber—a democratically elected government. They hate our freedoms—our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and dis- agree with each other.” That’s a misleading analysis. Through- out the world, even the Muslim world, people admire and appreciate American accomplishments, culture, and values (including democracy and capitalism). But many of those people hate U.S. policies. Polls con- ducted throughout the world show that anti-Americanism is fueled more by what we do than who we are. As a 1998 study for the Department of Defense reported, much of the anti-Amer- ican resentment around the world, par- ticularly the Islamic world, is the result of interventionist U.S. foreign policy. Such resentment is the first step to hatred, which can lead to violence, including terrorism. Therefore, the United States needs to stop meddling in the internal affairs of other countries and regions, except when they directly threaten U.S. national security inter- ests, that is, when the territorial integrity, national sovereignty, or liberty of the Unit- ed States is at risk. 

Cap Good – War

Capitalism prevents conflict through information 

Gartzke 7- PhD- associate professor of political science at UC San Diego

(Erik, “The Capitalist Peace,” 1/5/07, http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/publications/gartzke_ajps_07.pdf)

While policy differences or resource competition can generate conflict, they need not produce contests if states can resolve differences diplomatically. Liberal theory emphasizes the pacifying effect of cross-border economic linkages. Markets are arguably most relevant as mechanisms for revealing information, however, rather than for adding to the risks or costs of fighting (Gartzke and Li 2003; Gartzke, Li, and Boehmer 2001). Competition creates incentives to bluff, to exaggerate capabilities or resolve. Anarchy makes it difficult for states to compel honest answers from one another except through the threat or imposition of harm. Contests inform by being costly, forcing actors to choose between bearing the burden of competition and backing down. Of course, one can signal by “burning money,” expending valuable resources autonomously, but such acts create a relative as well as absolute loss. Tactics that impart costs only as a byproduct of imposing costs on an opponent can produce relative gains, while tactics such as burning money only harm the initiator. States with economies integrated into global markets face autonomous investors with incentives to reallocate capital away from risk. A leader’s threats against another state become costly when threats spark market repercussions. Participants learn from watching the reactions of leaders to the differential incentives of economic cost and political reward. Two economically integrated states can more often avoid military violence, since market integration combines mechanisms for revelation and coercion. An economically integrated target can be coerced by the threat of losing valuable exchange, but a nonintegrated initiator cannot make its threats credible or informative. Conversely, a globalized initiator can signal but has little incentive to hamper its own markets when a nonintegrated target does not suffer (Gartzke 2006b).

The expansion of capitalism makes war less likely

Griswold 5- Director of the Cato institute center for trade policy studies

(Daniel, “Peace on earth? Try free trade among men,” 12/28/05, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5344)

First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high. Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war. Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Those are assets that cannot be seized by armies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by trading away what they can produce best at home. Of course, free trade and globalization do not guarantee peace. Hot-blooded nationalism and ideological fervor can overwhelm cold economic calculations. But deep trade and investment ties among nations make war less attractive. Trade wars in the 1930s deepened the economic depression, exacerbated global tensions, and helped to usher in a world war. Out of the ashes of that experience, the United States urged Germany, France, and other Western European nations to form a common market that has become the European Union. In large part because of their intertwined economies, a general war in Europe is now unthinkable. 

Capitalism prevents war and disincentivises conflict- precludes the impacts of the kritik

Bandow 5- Former assistant to president Regan, Senior fellow @ the Cato institute

(Doug, “Spreading Capitalism is good for Peace,” 11/10/05, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193/)

But Gartzke argues that "the 'democratic peace' is a mirage created by the overlap between economic and political freedom." That is, democracies typically have freer economies than do authoritarian states. Thus, while "democracy is desirable for many reasons," he notes in a chapter in the latest volume of Economic Freedom in the World, created by the Fraser Institute, "representative governments are unlikely to contribute directly to international peace." Capitalism is by far the more important factor. The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches. Free-flowing capital markets and other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict. Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve foreign policy ends.

The spread of capitalism alone solves wars and conflicts

Bandow 5- Former assistant to president Regan, Senior fellow @ the Cato institute

(Doug, “Spreading Capitalism is good for Peace,” 11/10/05, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193/)

Positive economic trends are not enough to prevent war, but then, neither is democracy. It long has been obvious that democracies are willing to fight, just usually not each other. Contends Gartzke, "liberal political systems, in and of themselves, have no impact on whether states fight." In particular, poorer democracies perform like non-democracies. He explains: "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." Gartzke considers other variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences. Although the causes of conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains. His conclusion hasn't gone unchallenged. Author R.J. Rummel, an avid proponent of the democratic peace theory, challenges Gartzke's methodology and worries that it "may well lead intelligent and policy-wise analysts and commentators to draw the wrong conclusions about the importance of democratization." Gartzke responds in detail, noting that he relied on the same data as most democratic peace theorists. If it is true that democratic states don't go to war, then it also is true that "states with advanced free market economies never go to war with each other, either." The point is not that democracy is valueless. Free political systems naturally entail free elections and are more likely to protect other forms of liberty - civil and economic, for instance. However, democracy alone doesn't yield peace. To believe is does is dangerous: There's no panacea for creating a conflict-free world. That doesn't mean that nothing can be done. But promoting open international markets - that is, spreading capitalism - is the best means to encourage peace as well as prosperity. 

Capitalism prevents conflict escalation- empirically proven

Gartzke 7- PhD- associate professor of political science at UC San Diego

(Erik, “The Capitalist Peace,” 1/5/07, http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/publications/gartzke_ajps_07.pdf)

Conflict is inherent in the allocation of resources among two or more parties, but need not result in violence if the stakes are literally “not worth fighting over” or when bargains preempt fighting. Imagine two countries attempting to divide up a bundle of goods (resources, territory). Comparison of available allocations is zero-sum; any shift from one allocation to another benefits one country only at the expense of the other country. In this framework, a mutual preference for peace requires that the value of winning be small relative to the cost of fighting (Morrow 1989; Powell 1999). Peace advocates have long championed factors thought to make war prohibitively expensive. Cobden, for example, claimed optimistically that “Should war break out between two great nations I have no doubt that the immense consumption of material and the rapid destruction of property would have the effect of very soon bringing the combatants to reason or exhausting their resources” ([1867] 1903, 355). Yet, if war is a process where competitors inflict costs on one another, making war more expensive will affect who wins, or how long fighting lasts, but not whether a contest occurs (Levy andMorgan 1984). War costs are also endogenous; if fighting is prohibitive, countries will make themselves a “nice little war.”30 Increasing the cost of fighting, or alternately increasing the benefits of peace—even when possible—shape what each actor will accept in lieu of fighting, but do not tell us which bargains are forged before warfare, and which after. Even the prospect of nuclear annihilation did not deter disputes during the cold war (Schelling 1960). If, on the other hand, the value of resources in dispute is small or varies with ownership, then states can be disinclined to fight. Nations have historically used force to acquire land and resources, and subdue foreign populations. War or treaties that shifted control of territory changed the balance of resources, and power. Sovereigns, and to a lesser extent citizens, prospered as the state extended its domain. Development can alter these incentives if modern production processes de-emphasize land, minerals, and rooted labor in favor of intellectual and financial capital (Brooks 1999, 2005; Rosecrance 1996). If the rents from conquest decline, even as occupation costs increase, then states can prefer to buy goods rather than steal them.31 As the U.S. invasion of Iraq illustrates, occupying a reluctant foreign power is extremely labor intensive. If soldiers are expensive, then nations can be better off “outsourcing occupation” to local leaders and obtaining needed goods through trade.32

Cap k2 Space Exploration

Capitalist privatization is key to space exploration and colonization.

Garmong, 05 – PhD in philosophy

(Richard, Cap Mag, “Privatize Space Exploration,” http://www.capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4327)

As NASA scrambles to make the July 31 window for the troubled launch of space shuttle Discovery, we should recall the first privately funded manned spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, which over a year ago shattered more than the boundary of outer space: it destroyed forever the myth that space exploration can only be done by the government. Two years ago, a Bush Administration panel on space exploration recommended that NASA increase the role of private contractors in the push to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. Unfortunately, it appears unlikely that NASA will consider the true free-market solution for America's expensive space program: complete privatization. There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their creative thinking and judgment. Yet, by funding the space program through taxation, we necessarily place it at the mercy of bureaucratic whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals.  The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing special interest groups, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors--which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments--which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well. Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them--but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf. 

Space colonization means we survive global nuclear war, bioweapon use, and environmental destruction.

Koschara, 01 – Major in Planetary Studies

(Fred, L5 Development Group, http://www.l5development.com/fkespace/financial-return.html)

Potentially one of the greatest benefits that may be achieved by the space colonies is nuclear survival, and the ability to live past any other types of mass genocide that become available. We have constructed ourselves a house of dynamite, and now live in fear that someone might light a match. If a global nuclear war were to break out, or if a deadly genetic experiment got released into the atmosphere, the entire human race could be destroyed in a very short period of time. In addition, many corporate attitudes seem concerned with only maximizing today's bottom line, with no concern for the future. This outlook leads to dumping amazingly toxic wastes into the atmosphere and oceans, a move which can only bring harm in the long run. Humanity has to diversify its hold in the universe if it is to survive. Only through space colonization is that option available, and we had all best hope we're not to late.

It’s time – environmental damage has already passed the tipping point – it will kill us all by 2050 if we don’t colonize

Daily Record, 02 (Graham Brough, Staff Writer, “Would the Last Person to Leave Earth Please Turn Out the Lights; Experts Warn we Need to Move Planet as Modern Life Kills Ours,” 7-8-2002, Lexis)

The Earth will be so gutted, wrecked, over-exploited and the barren seas so fished out that we will have to find a new planet – or even two - by 2050. Environmentalists at the World Wildlife Fund say we have just another half century of luxury living left before the Earth becomes a spent husk. By that time, we will either have to colonise space or risk human extinction as population and consumption expand. 

Green Cap Good

Transition to a green economy solves the harms of capitalism

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

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

Expanding capitalism into space solves disease

Zey 98- Executive director of the expansionary institute, Professor of Management at Montclair State University in Upper Montclair, NJ
(Michael G., “Seizing the Future: The Dawn of the Macroindustrial Era. Second Edition.,” 1998, Pg. 89)

Various products for consumer and industrial application are spun off from the research and development activities of the space program. For instance, the new superlightweight materials now used in wheelchair construction are a derivative of NASA’s advanced material research. The communications industry as we know it could not exist without the species’ achievements in space satellite technology. Every space environment makes possible the growing of crystals that may help in the fight against acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) and other deadly diseases. More importantly, there is every reason to believe that the Moon and probably Mars will themselves become sources of energy and material that will serve humanity on Earth.

Disease causes extinction

Stienbruer 98 – Senior fellow at the Brookings institute

(John D. Steinbruner, “Biological Weapons: A Plague Upon All Houses,” FOREIGN POLICY n. 109, Winter 1997/1998, pp. 85-96, ASP.)

It is a considerable comfort and undoubtedly a key to our survival that, so far, the main lines of defense against this threat have not depended on explicit policies or organized efforts. In the long course of evolution, the human body has developed physical barriers and a biochemical immune system whose sophistication and effectiveness exceed anything we could design or as yet even fully understand. But evolution is a sword that cuts both ways: New diseases emerge, while old diseases mutate and adapt. Throughout history, there have been epidemics during which human immunity has broken down on an epic scale. An infectious agent believed to have been the plague bacterium killed an estimated 20 million people over a four-year period in the fourteenth century, including nearly one-quarter of Western Europe's population at the time. Since its recognized appearance in 1981, some 20 variations of the HIV virus have infected an estimated 29.4 million worldwide, with 1.5 million people currently dying of AIDS each year. Malaria, tuberculosis, and cholera - once thought to be under control - are now making a comeback. As we enter the twenty-first century, changing conditions have enhanced the potential for widespread contagion. The rapid growth rate of the total world population, the unprecedented freedom of movement across international borders, and scientific advances that expand the capability for the deliberate manipulation of pathogens are all cause for worry that the problem might be greater in the future than it has ever been in the past. The threat of infectious pathogens is not just an issue of public health, but a fundamental security problem for the species as a whole. 

Space Cap Good – Economic Innovation

Expanding Capitalism to space will foster economic innovation

Zey 98- Executive director of the expansionary institute, Professor of Management at Montclair State University in Upper Montclair, NJ
(Michael G., “Seizing the Future: The Dawn of the Macroindustrial Era. Second Edition.,” 1998, Pg. 89)

Various products for consumer and industrial application are spun off from the research and development activities of the space program. For instance, the new superlightweight materials now used in wheelchair construction are a derivative of NASA’s advanced material research. The communications industry as we know it could not exist without the species’ achievements in space satellite technology. Every space environment makes possible the growing of crystals that may help in the fight against acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) and other deadly diseases. More importantly, there is every reason to believe that the Moon and probably Mars will themselves become sources of energy and material that will serve humanity on Earth.

Economic innovation is key to maintaining US hegemony

Reuveny and Thompson 4- *Professor of Public and Environmental Affairs and **Professor of Political Science

(Rafael and William, Both at Indiana University, Growth, Trade, and Systemic Leadership, p. 77)

The results establish that the United States has exhibited positive economic and political inertia as historical values exert significant effects on their own contemporary values. Domestic economic innovation is a prerequisite to attaining world economic and political leadership. Importantly, military mobilization increases leading sector growth rates and shares, a finding that supports the Modelski and Thompson (1996) twin peak idea and one that speaks against the generic war/postwar economic contraction assertion that some analysts have posited over the years. World economic leadership is a prerequisite to attaining political leadership in the form of global reach capabilities. Building global reach capabilities constrains economic innovation in the short run but contributes to its expansion in a longer run.

Heg collapse causes global nuclear war

Thayer 6- Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies @ Missouri State University, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Duluth 

(Bradley A., “In Defense of Primacy,” National Interest; Nov/Dec2006 Issue 86, p. 32-37, Lexis)

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists , most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned --between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. 

Space Cap Good – Overpop

Expanding Capitalism to space solves population growth

Zey 98- Executive director of the expansionary institute, Professor of Management at Montclair State University in Upper Montclair, NJ
(Michael G., “Seizing the Future: The Dawn of the Macroindustrial Era. Second Edition.,” 1998, Pg. 90 )

Zero population growth proponents consistently fret that a rampant population increase will eventually lead to global overcrowding. Although this does not appear to be an immediate danger, they contend, eventually the species will have to confront the possibility that we will simply run out of room for comfortable habitation. The exploration and colonization of other spheres potentially offers limitless possibilities for the numerical growth of the human species. Ironically, as the species begins to migrate and establish settlements, the complaint may arise that we simply have too few people to populate these new worlds and staff the jobs in interstellar cities.

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. 

And global wars

Ehrlich and Ehrlich 6
Paul Ehrlich and Anne Ehrlich, faculty at Stanford University, 9-30-2006, New Scientist
Much of today's population growth is occurring in rural regions in the developing world, sparking tension both within and between nations as increasing numbers of young people migrate to cities and to wealthier countries looking for a better life. In the US, where large numbers of illegal immigrants enter the country in search of work, opinions on immigration are already sharply divided. Western European nations have tended to accept limited immigration from developing countries as a way to augment their workforce. Here too illegal immigration is increasingly a problem, as thousands of people flee overcrowded labour markets in poor African and Asian countries in search of jobs. In many developing countries, numbers of young working-age people are rising by up to 3 per cent per year. Dissatisfaction is inevitable where populations of mostly young people face high unemployment, poverty, poor healthcare, limited education, inequity and repressive government. Revolutions and political unrest most often occur in developing nations with growing populations. Unemployed, disaffected young men provide both public support and cannon fodder for terrorism. The majority of terrorists behind 9/11 and attacks in Europe, for instance, have been young adult men. This is also the demographic group responsible for most crime globally. Expanding populations also create rising demands for food, energy and materials. The strain this puts on ecosystems and resources in developing countries is compounded by demands from industrialised nations keen to exploit everything from timber and tropical fruits to metals and petroleum. Shortages of fresh water are increasingly common, jeopardising food production among many other problems. Rising oil prices may now be signalling the end of cheap energy, which also poses a threat to successful development. At the same time, mounting evidence of global warming makes reducing fossil-fuel use imperative. If the 5 billion-plus people in developing nations matched the consumption patterns of the 1.2 billion in the industrialized world, at least two more Earths would be needed to support everyone. Politicians and the public seem utterly oblivious to what will be required to maintain crucial ecosystem services and an adequate food supply in the face of rapid climate change and an accelerated loss of biodiversity. The future looks grim, unless patterns of consumption change - with rich nations causing less environmental damage and poor ones consuming more, but adopting the newest, cleanest and most efficient technologies for energy use and production of goods and services. It seems likely that by 2050 nuclear, biological and chemical weapons of mass destruction will be in the hands of most nations and many subnational groups. Imagine a well-armed world, still split between rich and poor, with unevenly distributed resources and a ravaged environment. Unless we act now, future generations will not have to imagine. 
Capitalism solves overpopulation

Norton 4 – Professor of Business at Wheaton College

Seth, You Have to Admit It’s Getting Better, pg. 159-160

The relationship is a powerful one. Fertility rates are more than twice as high in countries with low levels of economic freedom and rule of law compared with countries that have high levels of those measures. Formal analysis of the data indicates that these differences are not merely random." The link between these institutions and fertility partly reflects the impact of economic growth-by encouraging economic growth, these institutions indirectly affect fertility. But there also is evidence that these growth-enhancing institutions affect fertility for other reasons. Many developing countries have poorly specified or poorly enforced property rights. When fuel wood and fodder are not owned and formal laws of possession do not govern their harvest and use, people do not hear the full cost of their consumption. They have an incentive to appropriate resources at the fastest rate possible, often leading to exces- sive harvest. This condition is generally labeled the "tragedy of the commons." What better way to capture open-access resources than to have as many gatherers as possible? Higher fertility is a way to do this.Theodore Panayotou (1994, 151) observes that "most contributions by children consist of capturing and appropriating open-access natural resources such as water, fodder, pastures, fish, fuel wood, and other forest products, and clearing open-access land for cultivation,"This, he continues, makes "the number of children the decisive instrument in the hands of the household: The household's share of open-access property depends on the number of hands it employs to convert open- access resources into private property."Yet this could "become devas- tating for the resource, the community, and eventually the individual household."

Space Cap Good – Overview Effect

Space exploration allows for universal peace.

Dark the Third 6 – Associate Professor in Political Science

(Taylor, September 19th 2006, “RECLAIMING THE FUTURE: SPACE ADVOCACY AND THE IDEA OF PROGRESS”, http://taylordark.com/T.%20Dark%20--%20NASA%20conference%20paper.pdf)

Others have argued that the diffusion of human beings off the planetary surface will open up new opportunities for social experimentation, opportunities that were last seen, they suggest, in the original settlement of the New World and the American frontier. “On Earth it is difficult for . . . people to form new nations or regions for themselves,” science author T.A. Heppenheimer observed. “But in space it will become easy for ethnic or religious groups, and for many others as well, to set up their own colonies . . . Those who wish to found experimental communities, to try new social forms and practices, will have the opportunity to strike out into the wilderness and establish their ideals in cities in space.” In a burst of multicultural enthusiasm, Heppenheimer even suggests that “we may see the return of the Cherokee or Arapaho nation — not necessarily with a revival of the culture of prairie, horse, and buffalo, but in the founding of self-governing communities which reflect the Arapaho or Cherokee customs . . . ”25 Carl Sagan also sees more cultural diversity as humanity establishes new civilizations on different planets and other celestial bodies: “Each society would tend to be proud of the virtues of its world, its planetary engineering, its social conventions, its hereditary predispositions. Necessarily, cultural differences would be cherished and exaggerated. This diversity would serve as a tool of survival.”26 Zubrin likewise claims that Mars colonization will promote cultural diversity in a world where it is increasingly threatened by proximity and over-crowding. Space migration will also enlarge the pool of positive images of the future available to humanity – images that space advocates consider essential to motivate and guide purposeful activity. Many space advocates complain that optimistic images of the future have been displaced in recent decades by far more negative views. Sagan writes: “Where are dreams that motivate and inspire? Where are the visions of hopeful futures, of technology as a tool for human betterment and not a gun on a hair trigger pointed at our heads?” A rare exception to the spread of gloomy visions, according to Sagan, was the space program of the 1960s: “Apollo conveyed a confidence, energy, and breadth of vision that did capture the imagination of the world . . . It inspired an optimism about technology, an enthusiasm for the future . . . With Apollo, the United States touched greatness.”27 With a renewed commitment to space, the psychological and cultural health of America and humanity in general would surely improve. Space advocates also foresee a new era of peace and mutual understanding arising as a result of space travel. Sagan writes that “the unexpected final gift of Apollo” was “the inescapable recognition of the unity and fragility of the Earth.” Sagan continues: “I’m struck again by the irony that spaceflight – conceived in the cauldron of nationalist rivalries and hatreds – brings with it a stunning transnational vision. You spend even a little time contemplating the Earth from orbit and the most deeply ingrained nationalisms begin to erode. They seem the squabbles of mites on a plum.”28 Another space enthusiast, Frank White, argues for the existence of what he calls an “overview effect” in which humans who are launched into space achieve a veritable breakthrough in human consciousness. Those living in space “will be able to see how everything is related, that what appears to be ‘the world’ to people on Earth is merely a small planet in space, and what appears to be ‘the present’ is merely a limited viewpoint to one looking from a higher level. People who live in space will take for granted philosophical insights that have taken those on Earth thousands of years to formulate. They will start at a place we have labored to attain over several millennia.” Space dwellers will become aware that “we are one; we are all in this together; war and strife solve nothing.” White also suggests that “the multiplier effect means that sending a limited number of people into space can lead to a broad-based social transformation. The experiences of the few become new information for the many, serving as fuel for social evolution.”29

The overview effect solves all war.

Livingston 2 – M.D. in Business

(David, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, http://www.davidlivingston.com/publications/The_Ethical_Commercialization_of_Outer_Space.pdf) 

Most astronauts claim to view Earth differently after having been in space. Often their commentaries show a world that is united in space, but unfortunately absent on Earth. When the Saudi-Arabian Prince Sultan Bin Salman al-Saud went into orbit in June 1985 he said, "I think the minute I saw the view for the first time was really one of the most memorable moments in my entire life."8 When asked by the interviewer how it changed his understanding of God, the Sultan said, "It really strengthens your convictions. To me, it's an opportunity to prove that there is no conflict being a Muslim, or any other religion. Looking at it from here, the troubles all over the world, and not just the Middle East, look very strange as you see the boundaries and border lines disappearing."9 U.S. Congressman Bill Nelson, who went to space in January 1986, said upon his return: "If the superpower leaders could be given the opportunity to see the Earth from the perspective from which I saw it—perhaps at a summit meeting in space in the context of the next century—they might realize that we're all in this with a common denominator. It would have a positive effect on their future decisions concerning war and peace.”10 Such space-based perspectives and their spillover effects on those of us unable to experience space firsthand may ultimately have a greater influence on our commercial space business practices than anything we do or say on Earth. Robert Bigelow of Bigelow Aerospace of Las Vegas was recently interviewed about his announcement to invest $500 million of his own money over the next several years to build a space cruise liner for Earth to moon tourism. Bigelow understands the limitations of our perceptions and the way we do things, especially since we have technology that enables us to do so much. When asked during his interview if his cruise liner would have defenses onboard in case of a meeting with a hostile ET, Bigelow replied: I'm not so sure exactly who the Klingons are. I think the jury is still out on whether or not it’s the human race. I think we have a huge divergence between our paths of improvement on spiritual maturity, while at the same time this century we compare that against the path of our technological advancements. You have to have some harmony. I think in order to be a member of a species that is a space-faring species that other species shouldn't fear, I think you have some type of meeting where your technological maturity is met to some degree with spiritual maturity.11
Capitalism in space creates a “borderless world” in which people can free themselves from geographical constraints.

Yeung 98—Professor of Economic Geography at the National University of Singapore

(Henry Wai-chung, “Capital, State and Space: Contesting the Borderless World”, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, Blackwell Publishing, Vol. 23, No. 3, JSTOR)//AW 
Second, a proper theorization of the spatial dynamics of globalization should address the fundamental relationship between capital and space. In the radical literature, four dimensions of spatial practice by capital are suggested (Gottdiener 1987; Harvey 1989; Lefebvre 1991; Swyngedouw 1992; Yeung 1998a): accessibility and distanciation; appropriation and use of space; domination and control of space; and (re)production of space. Space therefore remains integral to the (re)production of capital and capital accumulation. This is particularly true during the internationalization of capital, when space is seemingly commanded and 'consumed' by capital (represented by TNCs) for further accumulation. This 'consumption' of space by capital is manifested in the spheres of circulation (transport and communication) and production (factors of production). Harvey (1985, 145) notes that, [b]y increasing the range of possible substitutions within a given production process, capitalists can increasingly free themselves from particular geographical constraints. When this 'consumption' of space by capital is completed, Obama's end-state of a 'borderless' world is achieved, in which capital becomes 'state- less' and 'placeless'.
Space Cap Good – Space Tourism

Cap expansion in space causes space tourism

Livingston 2K – adjunct professor in the Graduate School of Business at Golden Gate University

(David, “$pace: The Final Financial Frontier,” http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/space_the_final_financial_frontier.shtml, dml)

In all three surveys the venture capitalists expressed concerns about commercializing outer space. Their concerns centered around the high cost of getting into space, high insurance expenses, long development times, restrictive government policies, high risks of funding with the requirement for equally high returns, market uncertainties, inexperienced space company management, and complex legal issues.

All those who completed the survey recognized that commercial opportunities are possible in outer space. The most likely commercial opportunities cited have remained constant over the years and include launch services, communications, microgravity projects, infrastructure, remote sensing, space tourism, and extraterrestrial resources. The most frequent follow-up comment was that because of the various risks associated with commercial space ventures, these opportunities may encounter problems in financing and implementation.

Space tourism is key to the overview effect – solves all violence

Livingston 2 – adjunct professor in the Graduate School of Business at Golden Gate University

(David, “Space Tourism After Dennis Tito,” http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/space_tourism_after_dennis_tito.shtml, dml)

The horrific events of September 11, 2001, and what may still come, actually help make the case for humans in space. As mentioned earlier, individuals in space experience the well-documented effect known as the overview effect, a term coined by Frank White, author of the Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, Second Edition, published in 1998. This publication describes the transformational experience that commonly follows observation of Earth from space-Earth free of borders and conflicts. When astronauts return to Earth, they all typically share the same transformational experience. A growing, successful space-tourism industry could bring perhaps millions to space who would, in turn, share this experience with others. This could have a powerful positive impact on our world. Space tourism is as important as ever, perhaps even more so than it was prior to September 11. Its importance goes beyond its potential economic value as a new industry when it can facilitate a new view of our world, bringing its people together and forming partnerships from former enemies as space remains outside the framework of human violence, hostilities, and war.

It also solves every impact ever

Collins and Autino 09—*PhD, Economic Environment Research Lab, Environmental Policy Dept. **Space Future Representative and Editor

(Patrick and Adriano, “What the Growth of a Space Tourism Industry Could Contribute to Employment, Economic Growth, Environmental Protection, Education, Culture and World”, Space Future, 2009, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/what_the_growth_of_a_space_tourism_industry_could_contribute_to_employment_economic_growth_environmental_protection_education

_culture_and_world_peace.shtml)//AW
Investment in low-cost orbital access and other space infrastructure will facilitate the establishment of settlements on the Moon, Mars, asteroids and in man-made space structures. In the first phase, development of new regulatory infrastructure in various Earth orbits, including property/usufruct rights, real estate, mortgage financing and insurance, traffic management, pilotage, policing and other services will enable the population living in Earth orbits to grow very large. Such activities aimed at making near-Earth space habitable are the logical extension of humans' historical spread over the surface of the Earth. As trade spreads through near-Earth space, settlements are likely to follow, of which the inhabitants will add to the wealth of different cultures which humans have created in the many different environments in which they live. Success of such extra-terrestrial settlements will have the additional benefit of reducing the danger of human extinction due to planet-wide or cosmic accidents [27]. These horrors include both man-made disasters such as nuclear war, plagues or growing pollution, and natural disasters such as super-volcanoes or asteroid impact.It is hard to think of any objective that is more important than preserving peace. Weapons developed in recent decades are so destructive, and have such horrific, long-term sideeffects that their use should be discouraged as strongly as possible by the international community. Hence, reducing the incentive to use these weapons by rapidly developing the ability to use space-based resources on a large scale is surely equally important [11,16]. The achievement of this depends on low space travel costs which, at the present time, appear to be achievable only through the development of a vigorous space tourism industry. 8. Summary As discussed above, if space travel services had started during the 1950s, the space industry would be enormously more developed than it is today. Hence the failure to develop passenger space travel has seriously distorted the path taken by humans' technological and economic development since WW2, away from the path which would have been followed if capitalism and democracy operated as intended. Technological know-how which could have been used to supply services which are known to be very popular with a large proportion of the population has not been used for that purpose, while waste and suffering due to the unemployment and environmental damage caused by the resulting lack of new industrial opportunities have increased.

Space Cap Good – World Peace

Space globalization key to move away from cold war mentality and achieve space peace

Dudley-Rowley and Gangale 6 – *CEO and Founding Researcher, OPS-Alaska, AIAA member AND **Executive Director, OPS-Alaska, AIAA Member

(Marilyn and Thomas, Sustainability Public Policy Challenges of Long-Duration Space Exploration, http://www.astrosociology.org/Library/PDF/DudleyGangale_PublicPolicy.pdf, dml)

The context of the reshaping world order is re-organizing the space exploration endeavor and empowering those who risk to explore. When Americans hear Chinese and Indian space authorities claim they will send humans to the Moon or launch space stations, they tend to hear with the ears of the Cold War world. They see still-highly agrarian economies with their Cold War Era eyes. As with the latent functions of the Space Race of the Cold War that produced the post Cold War transformation, the latent functions of the negotiation of this new world order will open the Cosmos to China, India, and others with whom they collaborate. For, these societies are quantum-leaping into a state of advanced industrialization on a world stage where capitalism is globalizing, where the world system of societies is interdependent, and where they can wheel and deal and buy any resource to get them where they want to go. Their large populations, rather than hold them back, drive them forward. A key feature of the post Cold War world that makes their progress possible is an interdependence among the world system of societies that requires a level of international cooperation, working in a collective way toward large-scale mutual goals, which we have seen only a few times before in history.

AT: Corruption

No risk of offense – strong-state systems will be bought off by the same corporations that are allowed to control the system in capitalism*

-We still get offense because resources devoted to buying off bureaucrats are inefficiently wasted and won’t produce innovations or products

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 70

Such rules are also harmful in another way. When regulation raises barriers to necessary activity, a large portion of a firm's time—time that could otherwise be devoted to production— ends up being spent either complying with or circumventing the rules. If this proves too burdensome, people join the informal economy instead, thereby depriving themselves of legal protection for their business dealings. Many firms will use their resources— resources that could otherwise have been used for investment— to coax politicians into adapting the rules to their needs. Many will be tempted to take shortcuts, and bureaucrats will oblige in  return for generous bribes, especially in poor countries where salaries are low and regulatory systems more or less chaotic. The easiest way of corrupting a nation through and through is to demand that citizens get bureaucratic permission for production, for imports, for exports, for investments. As the Chinese philosopher Lao Tzu declared more than two and a half millennia ago, “The more laws are promulgated, the more numerous thieves and bandits become.”  If the goal is to have impartial rules and incorruptible officials, there is no better means than substantial deregulation. Amartya Sen argues that the struggle against corruption would be a perfectly  good reason for developing countries to deregulate their economies even if no other economic benefits would accrue from doing so. 2
Only capitalism ensures a fair shot for all – strong-state will be hindered by corruption

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 90

That economic freedom is not an enemy of equality comes as a surprise to everyone who has been told that capitalism is the ideology of the rich and the privileged. In fact, this is precisely backward. The free market is the antithesis of societies of privilege. In a market economy, the only way of holding on to a good economic position is by improving your production and offering people good products or services. It is in the regulated economies, with their distribution of privileges and monopolies to favored groups, that privilege can become entrenched. Those who have the right contacts can afford to pay bribes. Those who have the time and knowledge to plow through bulky volumes of regulations can start up business enterprises and engage in trade. The poor never have a chance, not even of starting small businesses like bakeries or corner shops. In a capitalistic society, all people with ideas and willpower are at liberty to try their luck, even if they are not the favorites of the rulers.

AT: Disease

Capitalism solves disease – free trade and IPR encourage tech transfer that lowers cost of solutions

Goklany 4 – Julian Simon Fellow at the Political Economy Research Center

Indur, You have to Admit It’s Getting Better, pg. 76

Notably, improvements in well-being have not yet run their full course. Substantial additional improvements in infant mortulitv and life expectancy are possible in developing countries if they become wealth- ier and if existing-but-underusedsafe_water, sanitation, and agricultural technologies are more widely spread (Lomhorg 200 I, 334-,~) 1, How- ever, once the easy and relatively cheap improvements in health and life expectancy have been captured, solutions to remuining pro hi ems (such as AIDS and the diseases of affluence), being expensive, might be increasingly unaffordable, whether one lives in <J developed or devel- oping country. Further improvements in human well-being will depend largely on the development of human and capital resources and encour- aging the development and deployment of new risk-reduction technol- ogies. Thus, it is critical to focus on strengthening the domestic and international institutions that will boost technological change and eco- nomic development, which include free markets, freer trade, individual property rights, the rule of law, and transparent government and bureau- cractes.

Capitalism is not the cause of misplaced disease research – rather, economic growth purported by capitalism is key to preventing disease

Norberg 3 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 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 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg. 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.

AT: 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 – Fellow at Timbro and CATO

Johan Norberg, In Defense of Global Capitalism, pg.  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 – *Prof. of Economics @ Montana State University AND **Senior Associate at the Political Economy Research Center

Richard and Jane, 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.
AT: Ethics/Morals

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

Wilson 95 – Professor of Public Policy @ Pepperdine

James, 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.

AT: V2L

Capitalism best ensures value to life

Tracinski 8 – editor of the Intellectual Activist

Robert, The Moral and the Practical, http://www.moraldefense.com/Philosophy/Essays/The_Moral_and_the_Practical.htm

Stated in more fundamental terms, capitalism is practical because it relies on the inexhaustible motive-power of self-interest. Under capitalism, people are driven by loyalty to their own goals and by the ambition to improve their lives. They are driven by the idea that one's own life is an irreplaceable value not to be sacrificed or wasted. But this is also a crucial moral principle: the principle that each man is an end in himself, not a mere cog in the collective machine to be exploited for the ends of others. Most of today's intellectuals reflexively condemn self-interest; yet this is the same quality enshrined by our nation's founders when they proclaimed the individual's right to "the pursuit of happiness." It is only capitalism that recognizes this right. The fundamental characteristics that make capitalism practical—its respect for the freedom of the mind and for the sanctity of the individual—are also profound moral ideals. This is the answer to the dilemma of the moral vs. the practical. The answer is that capitalism is a system of virtue—the virtues of rational thought, productive work, and pride in the value of one's own person. The reward for these virtues—and for the political system that protects and encourages them—is an ever-increasing wealth and prosperity. 

**CEDE THE POLITICAL**

2AC: Cede the Political

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

Paul Wapner, 08 director of the Global Environmental Politics Program in SIS. Feb 8 ( “the importance of critical environmental studies in the new environmentalism” project muse)

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

Governmental action is key

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

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

XT: Cede the Political

This failure to engage the political process turns the affirmative into spectators who are powerless to produce real change.

Rorty 98 – professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 7-9)

Such people find pride in American citizenship impossi​ble, and vigorous participation in electoral politics pointless. They associate American patriotism with an endorsement of atrocities: the importation of African slaves, the slaughter of Native Americans, the rape of ancient forests, and the Viet​nam War. Many of them think of national pride as appropri​ate only for chauvinists: for the sort of American who re​joices that America can still orchestrate something like the Gulf War, can still bring deadly force to bear whenever and wherever it chooses. When young intellectuals watch John Wayne war movies after reading Heidegger, Foucault, Stephenson, or Silko, they often become convinced that they live in a violent, inhuman, corrupt country. They begin to think of themselves as a saving remnant-as the happy few who have the insight to see through nationalist rhetoric to the ghastly reality of contemporary America. But this insight does not move them to formulate a legislative program, to join a political movement, or to share in a national hope.  The contrast between national hope and national self​-mockery and self-disgust becomes vivid when one compares novels like Snow Crash and Almanac of the Dead with socialist novels of the first half of the century-books like The Jungle, An American Tragedy, and The Grapes of Wrath. The latter were written in the belief that the tone of the Gettysburg Address was absolutely right, but that our country would have to transform itself in order to fulfill Lincoln's hopes. Transfor​mation would be needed because the rise of industrial capi​talism had made the individualist rhetoric of America's first century obsolete. The authors of these novels thought that this rhetoric should be replaced by one in which America is destined to become the first cooperative commonwealth, the first class​less society. This America would be one in which income and wealth are equitably distributed, and in which the govern​ment ensures equality of opportunity as well as individual liberty. This new, quasi-communitarian rhetoric was at the heart of the Progressive Movement and the New Deal. It set the tone for the American Left during the first six decades of the twentieth century. Walt Whitman and John Dewey, as we shall see, did a great deal to shape this rhetoric.  The difference between early twentieth-century leftist in​tellectuals and the majority of their contemporary counter​parts is the difference between agents and spectators. In the early decades of this century, when an intellectual stepped back from his or her country's history and looked at it through skeptical eyes, the chances were that he or she was about to propose a new political initiative. Henry Adams was, of course, the great exception-the great abstainer from ·politics. But William James thought that Adams' diagnosis of the First Gilded Age as a symptom of irreversible moral and political decline was merely perverse. James's pragmatist theory of truth was in part a reaction against the sort of de​tached spectators hip which Adams affected. For James, disgust with American hypocrisy and self​-deception was pointless unless accompanied by an effort to give America reason to be proud of itself in the future. The kind of proto- Heideggerian cultural pessimism which Adams cultivated seemed, to James, decadent and cowardly. "Democracy," James wrote, "is a kind of religion, and we are bound not to admit its failure. Faiths and utopias are the no​blest exercise of human reason, and no one with a spark of reason in him will sit down fatalistically before the croaker's picture. "2 

The affirmative’s/negative’s strategy is not political - it is a strategy against politics which undermines the possibility of liberation.
Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 278-279)

Finally, the frontier itself is transformed. It is still partly defined by an attitude in which we are all implicated. In this sense, the frontier is in everyone—and with it, the possibility of evil. But now its popular/resonance is rearticulated to "activities" that have to be affectively and morally judged and policed. The enemy is not within people but in specific activities that construct the frontier over in the image of the new conservatism. The frontier becomes a seductive machine, seducing people not only into the need to invest, but ultimately into a series of temporary and mobile investments which locate them within a popular conservatism. The frontier's articula​tion by the logic of scandal marks a real break with older conserva​tisms built on some notion of tradition. Here politics is not a solution to problems, but a machine which organizes the population and its practices. What is on the "right" (in both senses) side of the frontier, on the other side of politics, is a purely affective morality (ie., one which leaves no space within which specific actions can be judged as anything other than scandalous). The new conservatism embodies, not a political rebellion but a rebellion against politics. It makes politics into an other, located on the other side of the frontier. Anyone who actually talks about serious problems and their solutions is a dreamer; anyone who celebrates the mood in which the problem is at once terrifying and boring is a realist. It is no longer believing too strongly that is dangerous, but actually thinking that one is supposed to make one's dreams come true. The failure of Earth Day cannot be explained by merely pointing to its status as a feel-good media event, nor by pointing out the increasingly hypocritical appropriation of "green politics" by corporate polluters. It is rather that ecology, like any "politics," has become a question of attitude and investment, as if investing in the "correct" ideological beliefs, even demonstrating it, was an adequate construction of the political. Within the new conservative articula​tion of the frontier, political positions only exist as entirely affective investments, separated from any ability to act.

Impact – War

Failure to engage in the political process will result in the takeover by the extreme right, leading to discrimination and war worldwide

Rorty 98 – professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, pg. 89-94)

*WE DO NOT ENDORSE GENDERED LANGUAGE*

Many writers on socioeconomic policy have warned that the old industrialized democracies are heading into a Weimar-like period, one in which populist movements are likely to overturn constitutional governments. Edward Luttwak, for example, has suggested that fascism may be the American future. The point of his book The Endangered Ameri​can Dream is that members of labor unions, and unorganized unskilled workers, will sooner or later realize that their gov​ernment is not even trying to prevent wages from sinking or to prevent jobs from being exported. Around the same time, they will realize that suburban white-collar workers - themselves desperately afraid of being downsized - are not going to let themselves be taxed to provide social benefits for any​one else.  At that point, something will crack. The nonsuburban electorate will decide that the system has failed and start looking around for a strongman to vote for-someone willing to assure them that, once he is elected, the smug bureaucrats, tricky lawyers, overpaid bond salesmen, and postmodernist professors will no longer be calling the shots. A scenario like that of Sinclair Lewis’ novel It Can’t Happen Here may then be played out. For once such a strongman takes office, nobody can predict what will happen. In 1932, most of the predictions made about what would happen if Hindenburg named Hitler chancellor were wildly overoptimistic. One thing that is very likely to happen is that the gains made in the past forty years by black and brown Americans, and by homosexuals, will be wiped out. Jocular contempt for women will come back into fashion. The words "nigger" and "kike" will once again be heard in the workplace. All the sadism which the academic Left has tried to make unaccept​able to its students will come flooding back. All the resent​ment which badly educated Americans feel about having their manners dictated to them by college graduates will find an outlet.  But such a renewal of sadism will not alter the effects of selfishness. For after my imagined strongman takes charge, he will quickly make his peace with the international super​rich, just as Hitler made his with the German industrialists. He will invoke the glorious memory of the Gulf War to pro​voke military adventures which will generate short-term prosperity. He will be a disaster for the country and the world. People will wonder why there was so little resistance to his evitable rise. Where, they will ask, was the American Left? Why was it only rightists like Buchanan who spoke to the workers about the consequences of globalization? Why could not the Left channel the mounting rage of the newly dispossessed? It is often said that we Americans, at the end of the twenti​eth century, no longer have a Left. Since nobody denies the existence of what I have called the cultural Left, this amounts to an admission that that Left is unable to engage in national politics. It is not the sort of Left which can be asked to deal with the consequences of globalization. To get the country to deal with those consequences, the present cultural Left would have to transform itself by opening relations with the residue of the old reformist Left, and in particular with the labor unions. It would have to talk much more about money, even at the cost of talking less about stigma.  I have two suggestions about how to effect this transition. The first is that the Left should put a moratorium on theory. It should try to kick its philosophy habit. The second is that the Left should try to mobilize what remains of our pride in being Americans. It should ask the public to consider how the country of Lincoln and Whitman might be achieved.  In support of my first suggestion, let me cite a passage from Dewey's Reconstruction in Philosophy in which he ex​presses his exasperation with the sort of sterile debate now going on under the rubric of "individualism versus commu​nitarianism." Dewey thought that all discussions which took this dichotomy seriously suffer from a common defect. They are all committed to the logic of general notions under which specific situa​tions are to be brought. What we want is light upon this or that group of individuals, this or that concrete human being, this or that special institution or social arrangement. For such a logic of inquiry, the tradition​ally accepted logic substitutes discussion of the mean​ing of concepts and their dialectical relationships with one another.  Dewey was right to be exasperated by sociopolitical theory conducted at this level of abstraction. He was wrong when he went on to say that ascending to this level is typically a right​ist maneuver, one which supplies "the apparatus for intellec​tual justifications of the established order. "9 For such ascents are now more common on the Left than on the Right. The contemporary academic Left seems to think that the higher your level of abstraction, the more subversive of the estab​lished order you can be. The more sweeping and novel your conceptual apparatus, the more radical your critique.  When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been "inadequately theorized," you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of lan​guage, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist ver​sion of economic determinism. Theorists of the Left think that dissolving political agents into plays of differential sub​jectivity, or political initiatives into pursuits of Lacan's im​possible object of desire, helps to subvert the established order. Such subversion, they say, is accomplished by "problematizing familiar concepts." Recent attempts to subvert social institutions by prob​lematizing concepts have produced a few very good books. They have also produced many thousands of books which represent scholastic philosophizing at its worst. The authors of these purportedly "subversive" books honestly believe that they are serving human liberty. But it is almost impossi​ble to clamber back down from their books to a level of ab​straction on which one might discuss the merits of a law, a treaty, a candidate, or a political strategy. Even though what these authors "theorize" is often something very concrete and near at hand-a current TV show, a media celebrity, a re​cent scandal-they offer the most abstract and barren expla​nations imaginable. These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into polit​ical relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left re​treats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice pro​duces theoretical hallucinations. These result in an intellec​tual environment which is, as Mark Edmundson says in his book Nightmare on Main Street, Gothic. The cultural Left is haunted by ubiquitous specters, the most frightening of which is called "power." This is the name of what Edmund​son calls Foucault's "haunting agency, which is everywhere and nowhere, as evanescent and insistent as a resourceful spook."10

Impact – Kills Alt Solvency

Institutional approaches are the only way to avoid the collapse of all movements and effectively challenge the flawed state policies.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 388-389)

﻿The demand for moral and ideological purity often results in the rejection of any hierarchy or organization. The question-can the master's tools be used to tear down the master's house?-ignores both the contingency of the relation between such tools and the master's power and, even more importantly, the fact that there may be no other tools available. Institutionalization is seen as a repressive impurity within the body politic rather than as a strategic and tactical, even empowering, necessity. It sometimes seems as if every progressive organization is condemned to recapitulate the same arguments and crisis, often leading to their collapse. 54 For example, Minkowitz has described a crisis in Act Up over the need for efficiency and organization, professionalization and even hierarchy,55 as if these inherently contradicted its commitment to democracy. This is particularly unfortunate since Act Up, whatever its limitations, has proven itself an effective and imaginative political strategist. The problems are obviously magnified with success, as membership, finances and activities grow.  This refusal of efficient operation and the moment of organization is intimately connected with the Left's appropriation and privileging of the local (as the site of democracy and resistance). This is yet another reason why structures of alliance are inadequate, since they often assume that an effective movement can be organized and sustained without such structuring. The Left needs to recognize the necessity of institutionalization and of systems of hierarchy, without falling back into its own authoritarianism. It needs to find reasonably democratic structures of institutionalization, even if they are impure and compromised.  

The desire for pure politics undermines a litany of meaningful possibilities at overcoming domination. 

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 396)

Above all, rethinking the possibility of a Left politics will require a new model of intellectual and political authority which does not begin by confidently judging every investment, every practice, every articulation and every individual. It will have to measure both intel​lectual and political progress by movement within the fragile and contradictory realities of people's lives, desires, fears and commit​ments, and not by some idealized utopia nor by its own theoretical criteria. It will offer a moral and progressive politics which refuses to "police" everyday life and to define a structure of "proper" and appropriate behaviors and attitudes. An impure politics—certainly, without the myth of a perfect reflexivity which can guarantee its authority (for authority is not an intellectual prize). A contaminated politics, never innocent, rooted in the organization of distance and densities through which all of us move together and apart, sometimes hesitatingly, at other times recklessly. A politics that attempts to move people, perhaps just a little at first, in a different direction. But a politics nonetheless, one which speaks with a certain authority, as limited and frail as the lives of those who speak it. It will have to be a politics articulated by and for people who are inevitably impli​cated in the contemporary crisis of authority and whose lives have been shaped by it. A politics for and by people who live in the contemporary world of popular tastes, and who are caught in the disciplined mobilization of everyday life. A politics for people who are never innocent and whose hopes are always partly defined by the very powers and inequalities they oppose. A modest politics that struggles to effect real change, that enters into the often boring challenges of strategy and compromise. An impure politics fighting for high stakes.

The critique divides politics from engagement in civil society—this destroys social change.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 302-304)

﻿
Civil society is that space between the domain of the state and economic apparatuses and the domain of private (which is not to say nonsocial) life and experience. It is here that public forms of interaction and cooperation are forged, that individuals and groups find forms of language and association by which they are able to evaluate and struggle to change the social order. In the 1950s, civil society did not disappear, but it was caught in a battle. When it was losing, it was pushed aside, overshadowed by the increasingly safe and seductive preoccupation with an everyday life which was not quite the same as the domain of private life. But occasionally it reappeared to offer possibilities for genuinely public forms of social action and rhetoric (e.g., the civil rights movement, however limited its successes). But in the 1980s, both civil society and private life have collapsed into the domain of everyday life and, as a result, the very possibility of lines of flight from everyday life into the public arena of state and economic apparatuses is disappearing. It is not just that capitalism or the state has come to dominate civil society or that the languages of civil society (along with those of people's private lives) have been commodified. Rather, it is becoming harder to locate the differences on people's mattering maps. It a very real sense, this exclusion of politics is itself built upon the postmodern refusal of taking things too seriously. It is precisely the sense of helplessness in the face of political and economic relations that justifies the retreat into everyday life; if you can't change the world, change the little piece of it that is within your constant reach. But that reach must be limited, not only to a specific geographic region, but to a specific plane as well. If it is too dangerous to care about the world, too difficult to change it, care about everyday life, change your life-style. Thus, for example, even the leader of IN FACT (an activist group which actually does enter into battle with economic institutions) defines the enemy in anything but structural terms: "The enemy is not capitalism but the 'abuses' of multinational corporations." She describes her own position as follows: "This isn't a job ... It's a commitment; it's a life-style ... that is based on the 'philosophy of living simply,' that makes a statement about how money gets distributed in the world."12 Political activism is being replaced by "human activism. ,,13 The distance between life-style (as a statement) and political struggle appears to be disappearing, so that the condition of children living in poverty can be seen as the result of the "lack of responsible parenting. " It is not that politics is privatized but that it disappears from the perspective of those moving within the transits of the everyday life. The place of politics is itself transformed into a space which is inaccessible from everyday life, and hence it remains invisible to those within everyday life. Politics as the realm of governance itself the issues, interests, complexities and compromises involved in state and economic policy-cannot matter. To put it simply, there is no quicker way to end a conversation or ruin a party these days than to start "talking politics." The worst thing to be labeled is a "politico," not merely because "they" take things so seriously, but because they take seriously things outside the boundaries of everyday life. It is increasingly common to hear people say that "it takes all their time and energy to get through the day," as if that accounted for their avoidance of politics as well as of the depressing information which might lead them back into politics. It is as if, somehow, people are too involved in everyday life to notice that which shapes it. There seems to be no way out of everyday life, as if maintaining a life-style was a full-time job which absorbed all of people's energy and time. The very practices of everyday life-the speed and direction of their mobilities-seem to lock people into the disciplined mobilization's expanding exclusivities. And the only source of mobility within its circuits is capital itself. As Lefebvre correctly points out, "nowadays everyday life has taken the place of economics,"15 not only in the sense that it is the object which power struggles to construct and regulate, but also that it has become the field on which struggles are increasingly confined. 

They can’t solve—movements that do not engage politics are overwhelmed by larger structures. 

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, pages 363-364)

﻿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. 

Cynicism towards politics paralyzes change and destroys authentic resistance because people refuse the recognition of actual change.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, pages 274-277)

The popularization of the new conservatism depends on this recognition and on its ability to articulate this cynicism into a particular political relationship. Its various agencies use a variety of strategies, not to negate or challenge this cynicism, but to articulate its effects. Popular conservative intellectuals constantly remind 'people of how bad things are and blame it all on the relativism of postmodern cynicism. At the same time, they speak the language of that cynicism.21 Popular media (from the spate of recent Vietnam movies to the various political exposes) reinscribe the irrationality, not only of our political system, but of the world in which it must operate. The only response to such a condition is to reduce one's claims to understand and intervene intelligently, and retreat into one's commitments. As politics becomes freed from the constraints of meaning and reconstructed within the terms of contemporary cynicism, as people increasingly accept their ignorance and the affective nature of political choices, their commitments carry little or no responsibility with them. But the cynicism never stands alone within the new conservative discourse: it is always inflected by an ironic glance: Reagan's "most effective public gesture is the humorous shrug of incomprehension, a mannerism that appears strangely genuine. To see him do it is to laugh with him, to share his amused befuddlement at the mess the world's in." This ironic cynicism not only divides the population into two groups on either side of the frontier. It also divides that population articulated to the frontier into two groups, each with a different relation to the frontier: those who actively oppose its logic even as they perhaps unknowingly live in it, and those who surrender to that logic. The first group actively participates in conservative political struggles (embodied in Operation Rescue, for example), believing not only in their own affective commitment to specific gut issues, but in the ideological correctness of their positions. Their passion is directed against their own place within the frontier as much as it is against the mythic enemies which the new conservatism has created. The second group is unable or unwilling to struggle against their place in the frontier. They may find themselves caught in the discursive trap of the new conservative articulation of the frontier. This involves a reversal by which social concern is translated into selfishness and special interests. For example, the press release for a recent ad campaign with the slogan "Do Life" describes itself as reflecting "the transformation in outlook from the 'me' generation to the 'we' generation ... 'Do Life' means don't waste your life. It's about self actualization" (emphasis added). 23 This reversal enables one fan of Beauty and the Beast, a theologian who defends the show as a catalyst of change, to justify her own inactivity: "I might be able to help 15 people ... But if the show survives, there will be millions who are inspired to go out and help others. ,,24 What is lacking here is any sense of political action aimed at changing the world. This logic of reversal foregrounds the futility of struggle as a tactic for one of the most explicit social and political struggles in recent history. The proliferation of statements suggesting, not only that the various movements of the 1960s and 1970s are dead but that their struggles were largely ineffective, is part of a larger rhetoric of helplessness which entails that control has always to be surrendered to someone else, whether corporate technology or the new conservatives. At the same time, it ignores and even hides the fact that these agents are actively struggling to gain control (e. g., the often noted irony in the active struggles of antifeminists who defend the claim that a woman's place is in the home while they are organizing and campaigning). Here activity is used in the name of passivity, and passivity is constructed as a new form of activism. Surely it is not coincidental that a powerfully visible rhetoric of the end of feminism has appeared alongside the explosion of struggles over abortion. Perhaps the most pernicious example of this ironic reversal is the rhetoric which locates people's freedom in their ability to choose to reject change. No where has this logic been more actively deployed than in various attempts to rearticulate the trajectory of the women's movements. Good Housekeeping describes "the leading edge of America's newest life-style" as belonging to the woman who "is part of the powerful social movement that researchers call 'neotraditionalism.' ,,25 The campaign suggests that it is a woman's right to choose to ignore the arguments and gains of the feminist movement. Marketer Daniel Yankelovich says, "It's a combination of the best parts of the '40s and '50s-security, safety and family values with the '60s and '70s emphasis on personal freedom of choice. It's the first major change in the basic way we want to organize our society since the '60s. ,,26 Its best images are perhaps Vanna White and Tammy Faye Bakker. Leslie Savan comments: "Simply insisting that nothing has really changed-divorce, abuse, drugs, etc. notwithstanding-does two things: It makes the traditional virtuous it must deserve its longevity. And it presents a solution-eternity is the ultimate security."n Despite their real political differences, the so-called new postfeminists in rock culture (from Sinead O'Connor to Madonna) can be articulated into a similar logic of reversal. Not only do they offer a vision of authenticity as a marketable image, but their image of "becoming feminist" is often defined by images or simple reversals of a countercultural traditionalism. Ultimately, the impact of this ironic reversal is that politics becomes an act of investment in a position where one does not have to do anything, whatever one's own relation is to what is happening, however one might feel about events. This goes beyond image politics, for the logic of images is itself reversed in the new conservatism. The current power of images in politics is not an end in itself. Mood politics is not image politics, for the latter privatizes politics, while the former takes politics out of the realm of public debate. One can debate about images, but how can you debate moods? Scandal replaces debates, and emotional confessions become the dominant form of political self-definition. Why, after all, do scandals arise in certain places and not others? And why, when they have appeared, is it so unpredictable whether they will have any consequences? In the end, this is less important than the fact that public life itself is increasingly constituted as the space of scandal, and scandal is the ambiguous machinery by which stars are made, remade and only rarely undone. 

Impact - Democracy

And, Democracy

A. Uniqueness – We are on the brink of abandoning democracy

Stoker o6 – Professor of Politics, University of Manchester (Gerry, “WHY POLITICS MATTERS: MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK”, 2006, Pg. 45)

Some argue that formal politics is not dead, it is just sleeping. If there is something important at stake, people will return to the polls and politicians. The Bush-Kerry US presidential campaign in 2004 saw turnout rise to 60 per cent, having been around the 50 per cent mark in the three previous elec​tions. But such a turnout took presidential election voting only to the levels achieved in the early 1960s. Upward shifts in voting are to be welcomed, but it would be wise not to conclude that all is well with the state of US politics. The disquiet about politics goes much deeper than turnout rates can reveal. Certainly people can be mobilized back into voting, and perhaps politics in general,51 but in the light of the evidence presented in this chapter it appears that there is a deeper malaise about the way politics is both practised and understood in new and established democracies.  There can be little doubt that a degree of scepticism about politics is healthy. When you look back to the 1950s and early 1960s in some of the established democracies, it is difficult not to think that people were too deferential or trusting. In the newer democracies, it could be argued that people just gained a healthy disrespect for politics more quickly.  These discontents could be explained away by a rise in expectations on the part of citizens, and a greater willingness on their part to complain. Yet satisfaction with government and politics is down virtually everywhere and it is hard to give advice to policy makers about what could change this, beyond turning back the clock to a time when people were more deferential, more polite and less sophisticated about politics.52 In short, there may not be a problem that can be addressed, it is just that citizens have become more critical. There is, however, a dividing between healthy scepticism and outright non-belief in the value and efficacy of politics in democratic governance. 
B. Refusal to engage in formal politics leads to the collapse of democracy

Stoker 06 – Professor of Politics, University of Manchester (Gerry, “WHY POLITICS MATTERS: MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK”, 2006, Pg. 45-46)

It is difficult to get away from the idea that a general and widespread disengagement from, and disenchantment with, formal politics does not sit comfortably with the long-term health of democracy. Indeed, a pessimistic reading of the degree of disenchantment from formal politics is that it will in the end undermine support for both democracy and democratic decision making. That is the explicit fear expressed in the UN report on Latin America, referred to earlier, and plainly it is a concern in some of the other newer sites for democratic governance where the concern is, as Pippa Norris puts it, that 'a disillusioned public will not function as a check on authoritar​ianism' .53 If democracy is seen to fail, then other forms of governance may win popular endorsement.  This fear is the one that stalks many of the commentaries about the state of politics in democracies in advanced industrial societies. Russell Dalton makes the point very clearly: 
The political culture literature argues that citizens must be supportive of the political system if it is to endure - and this seems especially relevant to democratic politics. In addition, democracy is at least partially based on public endorsement of the political decision-making process; it is not to be measured primarily by the efficiency of its outputs. Democracy is a process and a set of political expectations that elevate democracy above other political forms. In short, the universal appeal of democratic governance that was celebrated in Chapter I might prove to be short-lived if the practice of democracy fails to be seen to be making a decent go of fulfilling those ideals.  What could be severely damaging to democracy as a set of procedures for making collective decisions in society is if people perceive that the formal system of politics is no longer worth engaging with. The trouble with disen​chantment at the beginning of the twenty-first century is that it might be undermining the processes of formal politics that make democracy work and offering no viable alternative. The danger is that people will come to regard the formal political system as not worth bothering with and yet also find that the new politics of campaigns and protests - a minority interest, in any case - fails to satisfy because it cannot ultimately by-pass the formal political system or overthrow its power. Because of these concerns, it should be clear that we should not be sanguine about the scale of discontent with formal democratic politics, and that we need to understand in greater depth what is driving the disengagement from political activity. 
C. Democracy is essential to prevent many scenarios for war and extinction.

Diamond, 95 (Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm)

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Impact - Environment

The only way to address the environment is by engaging in international political reforms.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 305-306)

﻿For example, ecology as a political struggle is increasingly displaced from questions of national and international policy and economics to the immediate micro-habits of everyday consumerism (e.g., recycling). Without denying the importance of changing individual consciousness and practices, it is still imperative to recognize that the ecological disaster cannot be averted unless individuals can be mobilized, on an international scale, to change the economic and political structures which allow and even encourage the continued pollution of the environment and the destruction of its (not our) resources. To say that ecology can be politicized only within the terms of everyday life means that it is a matter of collective life-styles and social actions, but that it cannot be treated as a question of state, corporate and economic policy. Such movements seem incapable of mounting a sustained critique of the forces which impinge upon and organize the structured ways people move through their lives. Thus, the very empowerment which struggles within everyday life make available can be articulated into larger structures of disempowerment which continue to subordinate people by erasing the possibility of political struggles in another space. It is as if the feminist insight that "the personal is political" had been magically transformed into the statement that the personal is the political, the only political realm that can matter. 

2AC: Uniqueness

The progressive movement is growing, riding on a clear mandate from voters to end backward conservative policies.

Podesta, 06 (John, President and Chief Executive Officer of the Center for American Progress, Chief of Staff to President Clinton, “The Rising Progressive Tide” Social Policy Magazine, The Center for American Progress, Winter Edition, http://www.socialpolicy.org/index.php?id=1810)
The 2006 elections marked the end of the grand conservative experiment and the beginnings of a resurgent progressive movement at the national and state levels.   Americans unequivocally rejected the Iraq war and the failures of President Bush and his war cabinet in prosecuting this foreign policy disaster.  Americans rejected the redistribution of wealth to the top and demanded a return to policies that will help the middle class and low income working people get ahead.  And voters rejected years of conservative incompetence and anti-government vitriol, most acutely felt in the federal government’s shameful response to Hurricane Katrina.   In the end, Americans deemed the existing conservative regime to be too corrupt, too inattentive to human needs, and too removed from the practical consequences of its ideological schemes to remain in power.  For the first time in recent memory, the electoral results were cast not in gray, but in black and white.  According to the national House exit polls, Democrats won voters in every income category up to $100,000 per year and won a majority of non-college educated voters.  These voters constitute the core of working and middle class families that have abandoned Democrats in recent elections.  Democrats essentially split married voters after losing this bloc by a large margin in 2004 and won nearly six in 10 of both moderate and independent voters. Traditional Democratic voters – including union households, African-Americans, and unmarried women – grew in strength this cycle and Democrats managed to erase all of Bush’s gains among Hispanics in 2004, winning this important constituency by a 69-to-30 percent margin.   2006 marked the year wayward Reagan Democrats returned home, the progressive base grew stronger and more powerful, and Democrats successfully built a 53 percent national majority coalition.   Not to be outdone by their national counterparts, progressives made tremendous gains in the states as well.  Democrats picked up six governors’ seats and now hold a 28-22 state advantage in gubernatorial positions.  They picked up a total of 323 state legislative seats and control both legislative chambers in 23 states.  Democrats also control 31 state attorneys general seats and hold a four-state advantage in secretary of state seats.  In terms of progressive issues, efforts to increase economic opportunities for workers and protect the power of government to serve the public interest were extremely popular this cycle.  All six ballot measures to increase the minimum wage passed and only one of 17 ballot measures to limit the power of government was enacted.    The post-Goldwater/post-Reagan conservatism has been discredited as a governing philosophy, and simultaneously, a new progressive movement has seized the moment to assert itself to restore credibility to a government that serves the common good and provides practical leadership for a nation seeking a better future and a more secure world.  To be clear, Democratic control across the states and in Congress does not necessarily mean that progressive reforms are on the way.  Ours is not a partisan effort and we should hold the feet of all leaders to the fire – Democratic and Republican, alike – in order to move policies that can improve people’s lives.  There are encouraging signs, however.  Although it received little attention during the last election, the new majority did put forth a specific policy agenda of a distinctly progressive tone: raising the minimum wage; allowing the government to negotiate with pharmaceutical companies for lower drug prices; raising Pell grants and lowering the cost of student loans; replacing tax breaks for polluting oil companies with clean energy technology; and implementing the 9-11 Commission recommendations for securing the homeland and protecting us abroad.  Congress is acting on these progressive priorities as we write this.   

Uniqueness (General)

The progressive movement is succeeding and must make big reforms now

Lux, 09 (Mike, Co-founder and CEO of Progressive Strategies, “Obama and the Progressive Movement,” March 2nd, URL: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/mike-lux/obama-and-the-progressive_b_171083.html)

2009 is the year. This is the moment when progressives, and America, show whether we can live up to the heroes of our history. Progressives in the past have ended slavery and Jim Crow, given women and minorities and the poor the right to vote, created the National Parks System, made dramatic improvements in cleaning up our air and water, and launched transformational programs like Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid and Head Start. Barack Obama has boldly announced his ambition to join those historic heroes and create another Big Change Moment. This year will decide whether Democrats in Congress and the progressive movement can help him deliver on that noble ambition. Seize the day.

Obama is succeeding in being progressive  – if he fails the progressive movement will be stunted for another generation.

Lux, 09 (Mike, Co-founder and CEO of Progressive Strategies, “Obama and the Progressive Movement,” March 2nd, URL: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/mike-lux/obama-and-the-progressive_b_171083.html)
But we should be very clear: Obama has decided to cast his lot with those of us who have been fighting for big, transformative change. If he succeeds, we succeed, and if he fails, we fail - and we fail for at least another generation, because no Democrat will take big risks again for a very long time if Obama loses this gamble. In traveling all over the country promoting my new book, The Progressive Revolution: How the Best in America Came to Be, I have been saying that the lesson of history is that Obama should seize this opportunity to think very big and bold, to be transformative in pushing to fundamentally re-structure our economy, our energy system, our health system, and our very politics. And that is exactly what President Obama is doing - no credit due to me or any other advice given. He is just listening to his own remarkable political instincts. Though the recent economic recovery bill was too small and had its flaws, it was literally the biggest single investment in progressive social capital - health care, public education, green jobs, infrastructure, universal broadband - in history. His budget might well be the most audacious and sweeping in progressive history as well - certainly one that competes with LBJ's 1965 budget and FDR's 1935 budget. Obama is fulfilling his promise to the America people in the 2008 campaign: big, bold, truly transformative change.

Uniqueness (General)
Progressive momentum can be built upon with big tent, practical politics—operating at only the level of ideology dooms the movement. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 5- 6)

The trend toward progressive attitudes among Americans has only accelerated. Today, Americans advocate gender equality on a level unthinkable at the time I was born, an era when airline stewardess were fired when they turned thirty, got married, or gained fifteen pounds. Today, racial equality is an ideal widely accepted, even if the reality falls short. Today, equality for gays and lesbians is a politically viable possibility, a remarkable leap for an issue that was virtually invisible at the time of the Stonewall riot. Today, environmental awareness and the enormous number of people who recycle would have been unimaginable to the small group of activists who gathered to celebrate the first Earth Day. Even though the American people have been moving to the left on a number of important issues, the two major political parties have shifted to the right. The left's revival requires both the recognition of the disadvantages it faces and a willingness to fight against those barriers while making use of the advantages that progressives have over the right. The biggest advantage that the left holds is that it doesn't have to be afraid of speaking the truth to the public. Conservatives, despite their assertions of public support, must always be wary of dealing too openly with Americans. That is, every idea on the right must be carefully vetted to ensure the proper spin control. Even "radical" ideas such as Steve Forbes's flat tax must conceal the extent of tax cuts for the rich under the disguise of a universal tax reduction. This book argues that progressives need to reshape their arguments and their policy proposals to increase their influence over American politics. It also contends that the left need not sell its soul or jettison its diverse constituents in order to succeed. Rather than moderation, I urge a new kind of tactical radicalism. Rather than a monolithic left focused on class or labor or postmodernism or whatever the pet ideological project of the day is, I advocate a big-tent left capable of mobilizing all its people. Progressives already have the hearts and minds of the American people. What the left lacks is a political movement to translate that popularity into political action. What the left needs is a rhetorical framework and political plan of action to turn the progressive potential in America into a political force.

Progressive ideals are alive and well in the US. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 2- 4)

The thesis of this book is that a majority of Americans now believe (or could easily be persuaded to believe) in many progressive ideas, even though the power of the progressive movement itself in mainstream politics has largely disintegrated. In reality, progressives are nearly everywhere, with the possible exception of corporate boardrooms, the White House, and Bob Jones University. Progressives look like everyone else, although they appear to be a little more forlorn than most. Unfortunately, the progressive views of the American majority do not translate into political power. Progressives cannot sit back and await the rising masses to thrust the left into power. Rather, progressives need to give their potential supporters a reason to be politically active and intellectually interested in the ideas of the left. If you relied on just the mass media in America or on election results, you would have to conclude that this is a conservative nation. We hear about polls declaring that the American people demand lower taxes, smaller government, the elimination of welfare, the mass execution of criminals, and daily pledges of allegiance to the free market. We see Republicans in charge of Congress, successfully pursuing their goals of putting a prison on every corner and lowering taxes on the wealthy in order to allow economic prosperity to trickle down to everyone else. America must be conservative. It seems logical, doesn't it? If the Republicans hold political power and the "liberal" Democrats are following their lead, this must mean that the majority of Americans share the values of the right. If the "liberal" media agree with this assessment, then it's surely an established fact: progressivism as a mass movement is dead in America. Progressivism as an ideology is a powerful force in the American psyche. From environmentalism to feminism to racial equality, Americans believe deeply in progressive ideas. All these ideologies were minority movements just a generation ago; now, however, open opposition to them is considered political suicide in most of the country.  Why, then, does a progressive political movement seem so unthinkable? In a political system controlled by the principle of "one dollar, one vote," these progressive views lose out to the more economically powerful ideas held by the conservative status quo. These progressive ideas end up being ignored by mega-media corporations controlled by the same wealthy forces. This book is not an attempt to establish a philosophy of the left. Like any political movement, the left has many different philosophies driving its members. Leftists are concerned about civil rights, gay rights, women's rights, poverty, homelessness, education, imprisonment, empowerment, and much more. Leftists believe in liberalism, Marxism, libertarianism, Christianity, and a wide range of other ideologies. Trying to find a common intellectual ground for everything is impossible, since not every leftist can possibly share the same belief in every issue and in what the top priorities should be. Even trying to define what a leftist is seems to be a difficult task, especially since most of the people who believe in leftist ideas may be unwilling to accept the label. This book is, instead, a guide for political rhetoric and strategic action, a sometimes helpful, sometimes annoying attempt to help the left overcome its own flaws and seek out ways to reach and convince a larger audience about progressive ideas. This is a self-help book for leftists looking for ways to convince the world that what they believe is correct. This book is also a road map showing how the left can turn the public debate to issues they can win. This book originates from a puzzling paradox: over the past several decades, American political attitudes have become dramatically more progressive. Movements for civil rights, women's equality, and environmental protection, once promoted by a radical fringe, are now fully embraced by the mainstream. 

Uniqueness – Economy

The block of free-market conservatives is crumbling with the economy – structuralists have rallied behind Obama and the left

Harris and Davidson, 2009 (Carl Davidson and Jerry Harris are founders of the Global Studies Association of

North America. Harris is a Prof of History at DeVry University, “Obama: the New Contours of Power” Race & Class, http://rac.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi/reprint/50/4/1)
Since 1980, Reagan/Thatcher free-market conservatives have led the globalist bloc and, although accepting some structural and regulatory constraints, they expanded the widely speculative markets that crashed so spectacularly in 2008. Neoliberalism was aided and abetted by the Third Way politics of Bill Clinton, Tony Blair and others whose polices represented a centre/right alliance between free-market fundamentalists and structuralists. This alliance was sustained during the Bush administration, as neoliberals continued to follow the philosophy of Milton Friedman with blind faith. As Friedman succinctly wrote: ‘Few trends could so thoroughly undermine the very foundations of our free society as the acceptance by corporate officials of a social responsibility other than to make as much money for their stockholders as possible.’3 As the era’s popular saying went, ‘greed is good’. But by 2007, as the depths of the economic crisis became clearly revealed, the structuralists began to abandon their neoliberal dogma and, in 2008, split with the conservatives and rallied to Obama.

We are entering into an economic progressive era.
McHugh, 09 (Michael C, PhD, Former Chair of the Political Science Department, at KIMEP University, Alamaty, Kazakstan. “THE SECOND GILDED AGE AND NEW PROGRESSIVE ERA,” URL: http://www.secondprogressiveera.com/A_New_Progressive_Era.html)

I think we're in a reform period that will resemble the First Progressive Era (1900-20) and the New Deal (1932-40) rather than the 1960s.  This means that economic issues will be first and foremost rather than issues of race, culture, sexuality and gender, etc.  For one this, the working class and middle class were hit hard during the Second Gilded Age (1970-2000), and real wealth and incomes stagnated or declined for 80% of the population.  This heyday of free market capitalism is a well known story by now, with its destruction of organized labor, the welfare state, tax and trade policies that favored the wealthy and big business.  It was bound to end in a crash and it did--a very big one.  So did the First Gilded Age and the New Era of the 1920s.  We can already see where Obama is going with his reforms, at least in outline.  Aside from the emergency stimulus packages, public works and relief, we can already see that he wants to create a greener economy, and expand and improve educational opportunities, and provide health care for those who have none.  This also opens up the thorny area of de facto segregation in housing and education, which has not been addressed since the 1970s, but the fact is that blacks and Hispanics still get the short end of the stick disproportionately when it comes to jobs, housing, health care and education.  Obama is understandably cautious about this, recalling all too well what happened when these issues exploded in the 1960s, but he is also clever enough to realize that today, as in the 1930s, enough white voters are hurting economically so that major federal initiatives and reforms will have as much opposition as they might otherwise.  Internationally, we can also expect major changes in the IMF and World Bank, with the developing countries having more of a say in how these organizations are run.  I regard this as an absolutely essential reform, that the role of Wall Street and private capital be reduced in the world, and that the poorer countries are no longer subjected to free market austerity programs.  I'd go so far as to say that if this system isn't changed, then there will be no recovery from this depression.  I also suspect that the US is going to have a much less militaristic and interventionist foreign policy, not least because we simply can't afford it any more.  We're no longer the Great Superpower of 1945, and truth be told we haven't been for a long time.  We're just going to have to accept the reality of a diminished and diminishing world role, and learn how to better work and play well with others.  At the very least, private capital is going to be a lot more regulated and controlled than it has been in the last 30 years, and some banks and industries may stay under de facto state control for quite some time--at least until the next conservative cycle in 10 or 12 years.  We might have a more mixed economy rather than pure free market capitalism, more along the lines of social democracies like Canada or Western Europe.

Uniqueness – Progressives Now
Obama has coalesced a large liberal block that has the momentum to pass progressive legislation

Harris and Davidson, 09 (Carl Davidson and Jerry Harris are founders of the Global Studies Association of

North America. Harris is a Prof of History at DeVry University, “Obama: the New Contours of Power” Race & Class, http://rac.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi/reprint/50/4/1)
The hegemonic bloc in formation around Obama is broad and deep, containing the possibility of a generational shift in political orientation. Neoliberal ideology has reigned over capitalism for thirty years but the crisis has stripped bare its dominant narrative. All can now see that the emperor has no clothes, and even free-market guru Alan Greenspan admitted to ‘a state of shocked disbelief’.5 The elite of the new bloc are neo-Keynesian globalists attempting to redefine liberalism for the twenty-first century in both ideology and policy. This unites broad sectors of the capitalist class. The centre has shifted left, creating new dialogue and new debates. Government job programmes, infrastructure spending, expanded federal support to states, greater environmental investments and regulation of financial markets have suddenly all become mainstream. Ideas rarely spoken of by major news outlets now appear on magazine covers and daily talk shows. A new New Deal has become the common expectation of millions. Obama made such ideas the centre of his campaign, a highroad strategy of capital investments in production, job creation, green technology, health care for all and a withdrawal from Iraq. Politically, Obama is a pragmatic centrist without the ideological sensibilities of the 1960s, yet his vision is often driven by some core progressive values. It was these values, more than his politics, which drew massive support from minorities, youth and unions. 

Obama has generated a new generation of progressives consisting of more youth and minorities

Harris and Davidson, 09 (Carl Davidson and Jerry Harris are founders of the Global Studies Association of

North America. Harris is a Prof of History at DeVry University, “Obama: the New Contours of Power” Race & Class, http://rac.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi/reprint/50/4/1)
The most important and active sectors of the base are anti-war youth, minorities and union activists. In terms of voting results, 97 per centof Blacks, 67 per cent of Latinos, 63 per cent of Asian Americans and 45 per cent of whites cast their ballots for Obama. Among white union members, 67 per cent voted for Obama.18 Among youth, Obama took 65 per cent of the vote. There was also an upsurge in voting patterns, Blacks voted in greater numbers by 14 per cent, Latinos by 25 per cent and young people aged between 18 and 29 by 25 per cent. This played a key role in winning over swing states and giving Obama his victory. In New Mexico, the youth and Latino vote surged by 71 per cent; in Ohio, 27 per cent more Blacks came out; in North Carolina, the Black vote increased by 23 per cent and the youth vote by 33 per cent; and, in Florida, Blacks voted in greater numbers by 19 per cent and Latinos by 27 per cent. The large number of white voters, especially union voters, is also significant. The election in 1982 of Harold Washington, the progressive Black mayor of Chicago, is an interesting marker for comparison. Washington was a life-long Democrat but took on the Richard Daley machine in an election where race became an explosive element. Like Obama, Washington’s election was the impetus for massive new voter registration and participation. Deserted and opposed by the regular Democratic Party machine, he put a volunteer army of 10,000 on to the streets of Chicago. Washington won two elections but with never more than 18 per cent of the white vote, and Chicago was a union town. The fact that Obama could carry 45 per cent of the white vote nationally indicates a significant change in American political culture. Obama was able to awaken, organise and mobilise an incredible force of what grew into an army of more than 3 million volunteers. Obama started with his local coalition in Chicago, the Black community, ‘Lakefront liberals’ from the corporate world, and a sector of labour, mainly service workers. Obama’s initial attraction was his early opposition to the Iraq war and his participation in two mass rallies against it, one before it began and other after the war was under way. This both awakened and inspired a large layer of young anti-war activists, some active for the first time, to join his effort to win the Iowa primary. The fact that he had publicly opposed the war before it had begun distinguished him from Hillary Clinton and John Edwards, his chief opponents. These young people also contributed to the innovative nature of his organisation, combining grassroots community organising with the mass communication tools of internet-based social networking and fundraising. Many had some earlier experience organising and participating in the World Social Forum in Atlanta 2007, which energised nearly 10,000 young activists. Those who came forward put their energy to good use. Had Obama not won Iowa, it is not likely we would be talking about him today. 

Uniqueness – Trends

Progressivism is growing—demographic trends prove. 
Teixeira 9 (Ruy, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, where he co-directed a joint Brookings-American Enterprise Institute project on political demography and geography, “New Progressive America,” March 11, URL: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/progressive_america.html)
What happened? How did conservatives do so well in one election but progressives so well in the other? The answer: In those intervening 20 years, a new progressive America has emerged with a new demography, a new geography, and a new agenda. The new demography refers to the array of growing demographic groups that have aligned themselves with progressives and swelled their ranks. The new geography refers to the close relationship between pro- progressive political shifts and dynamic growth areas across the country, particularly within contested states. The new agenda is the current tilt of the public toward progressive ideas and policy priorities—a tilt that is being accentuated by the strong support for this agenda among growing demographic groups. All this adds up to big change that is reshaping our country in a fundamentally progressive direction. Consider some of the components of the new demography. Between 1988 and 2008, the minority share of voters in presidential elections has risen by 11 percentage points, while the share of increasingly progressive white college graduate voters has risen by four points. But the share of white-working class voters, who have remained conservative in their orientation, has plummeted by 15 points.

Cultural disagreements are getting overwhelmed by a nation-wide progressive ideology.
Teixeira 9 (Ruy, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, where he co-directed a joint Brookings-American Enterprise Institute project on political demography and geography, “New Progressive America,” March 11, URL: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/progressive_america.html)
As the country is growing and changing, so are the American people’s views on what government can and should do. This is shaping a new progressive agenda to go with the new demography and the new geography, starting with the likely diminution in the culture wars that have bedeviled American politics for so long. While cultural disagreements remain, their political influence is being undermined by the rise of the Millennial Generation, increasing religious and family diversity and the decline of the culturally conservative white working class. Culture wars issues, which so conspicuously failed to move many voters in the last couple of elections, will lose even more force in years to come.  Instead, we will see more attention paid to issues such as health care, energy and education, where government has a positive role to play. The public holds distinctly progressive views in each of these areas, backing health care for all, a transition to clean energy and building a 21st-century education system, including a major infusion of resources to improve kindergarten-through-12th grade education and college access. In each of these areas, ongoing demographic change is likely to intensify the public’s commitment to progressive goals, since rising demographic groups tend to be especially supportive.  In the pages that follow, this report will document the emergence and current state of this new progressive America through intensive analysis of election, demographic and public opinion data. As we will demonstrate, at this point in our history, progressive arguments combined with the continuing demographic and geographic changes are tilting our country in a progressive direction—trends should take America down a very different road than has been traveled in the last eight years. A new progressive America is on the rise. 

Progressivism is growing in all major areas of growth in the U.S.
Teixeira, 09 (Ruy, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, where he co-directed a joint Brookings-American Enterprise Institute project on political demography and geography, “New Progressive America,” March 11, URL: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/progressive_america.html)
Geographical trends are equally as stunning. Progressive gains since 1988 have been heavily concentrated in not just the urbanized cores of large metropolitan areas, but also the growing suburbs around them. Even in exurbia, progressives have made big gains.  Progressive gains were only minimal in the smallest metropolitan areas and in small town rural America and only in the most isolated, least populated rural counties did progressives actually lose ground.  Within states, there is a persistent pattern of strong pro-progressive shifts in fast-growing dynamic metropolitan areas. In Colorado, Obama in the 2008 presidential election improved over Sen. John Kerry’s margin in 2004 by 14 points in the fast-growing Denver metropolitan area and made his greatest gains in the super fast-growing Denver suburbs. Sen. Kerry lost Colorado to President Bush; Obama defeated Sen. John McCain.  And so it went across key swing states. In Nevada, Obama carried the Las Vegas metro by 19 points, which was 14 points better than Kerry in 2004 and 35 points better than Michael Dukakis in 1988. In Florida, Obama carried the Orlando metropolitan area in the I-4 corridor by nine points, a 17-point gain over 2004 and an amazing 48 point shift since 1988. In Virginia, Obama dominated the state’s northern suburbs across the Potomac River from the District of Columbia by 19 points—15 points better than Kerry and 38 points better than Dukakis. There are many other examples, but the story is the same from state to state: where America is growing, progressives are gaining strength and gaining it fast. 

National survey proves that Americans are progressive.
Teixeira, 09 (Ruy, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, where he co-directed a joint Brookings-American Enterprise Institute project on political demography and geography, “Yes Virginia, There is a New Progressive America: A Reply to Jay Cost,” March 18, URL: http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/yes_virginia_there_is_a_new_pr.html)

But it is also true that our new survey does in fact show that the public leans progressive. The survey included a battery of 40 statements, each of which was a positive expression of either a conservative or progressive argument, with an even mix between conservative and progressive arguments. Overall, Americans expressed more agreement with the progressive than conservative arguments. Indeed, six of the top seven statements in terms of level of agreement, and eight of the top ten, were progressive statements. These statements included such items as the need for government investment in education, infrastructure and science, the need for a transition to clean energy, the need for government regulation and the need to provide financial support for the poor, the sick and the elderly, the need for a positive image around the world to promote our national security, the idea that our security is best promoted by diplomacy, alliances and international institutions and the idea that America should play a leading role in addressing climate change through reduced emissions and international agreements. This is not to say that conservative arguments do not retain considerable strength--they do, as the report clearly and, I think, very honestly documents. But the net of progressive and conservative views at this point favors progressives.

Uniqueness – Christian Right Declining

The Christian right is declining.

Teixeira, 09 (Ruy, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, where he co-directed a joint Brookings-American Enterprise Institute project on political demography and geography, “New Progressive America,” March 11, URL: http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/03/progressive_america.html)
Other demographic trends accentuate progressives’ advantage. The Millennial Generation—those born between1978 and 2000—gave Obama stunning 66 percent-to-32 percent margin in 2008. This generation is adding 4.5 million adults to the voting pool every year. Or consider professionals, who are now the most progressive occupational group and increase that support with every election. Fast-growth segments among women like singles and the college-educated favor progressives over conservatives by large margins. And even as progressives improve their performance among the traditional faithful, the growth of religious diversity—especially rapid increases among the unaffiliated—favors progressives. By the election of 2016, it is likely that the United States will no longer be a majority white Christian nation. 

AT: Performance

Faith in performance is naïve and fails to reshape politics

Rothberg & Valente 97 Molly Anne Rothenberg, Assoc. Prof English @ Tulane and Joseph Valente, Assis. Prof English @ U. Ill, Feb. 1997, College Literature, v. 25, Iss. 1, “Performative chic,” p pq

The recent vogue for performativity, particularly in gender and postcolonial studies, suggests that the desire for political potency has displaced the demand for critical rigor.l Because Judith Butler bears the primary responsibility for investing performativity with its present critical cachet, her work furnishes a convenient site for exposing the flawed theoretical formulations and the hollow political claims advanced under the banner of performativity. We have undertaken this critique not solely in the interests of clarifying performativity's theoretical stakes: in our view, the appropriation of performativity for purposes to which it is completely unsuited has misdirected crucial activist energies, not only squandering resources but even endangering those naive enough to act on performativity's (false) political promise.  It is reasonable to expect any practical political discourse to essay an analysis which links its proposed actions with their supposed effects, appraising the fruits of specific political labors before their seeds are sown. Only by means of such an assessment can any political program persuade us to undertake some tasks and forgo others. Butler proceeds accordingly: "The task is not whether to repeat, but how to repeat or, indeed to repeat, and through a radical proliferation of gender, to displace the very gender norms that enable repetition itself' (Gender Trouble 148). Here, at the conclusion to Gender Trouble, she makes good her promise that subjects can intervene meaningfully, politically, in the signification system which iteratively constitutes them. The political "task" we face requires that we choose "how to repeat" gender norms in such a way as to displace them. According to her final chapter, "The Politics of Parody," the way to displace gender norms is through the deliberate performance of drag as gender parody.

AT: Reforms Fail

A critical mass of small reforms is the only way that a radical left agenda is possible. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 121- 123)

Progressives need to be pragmatic in order to be powerful. However, pragmatism shouldn't be confused with Clintonian centrism and the abandonment of all substance. Pragmatists have principles, too. The difference between a pragmatic progressive and a foolish one is the willingness to pick the right fights and fight in the right way to accomplish these same goals. The current failure of progressivism in America is due to the structure of American politics and media, not because of a wrong turn that the movement took somewhere along the way. What the left needs is not a "better" ideology but a tactical adaptation to the obstacles it faces in the contemporary political scene. A pragmatic progressivism does not sacrifice its ideals but simply communicates them better to the larger public.  The words we use shape how people respond to our ideas. It’s tempting to offer the standard advice that progressives should present their ideas in the most palatable form. But palatable to whom? The media managers and pedestrian pundits who are the intellectual gatekeepers won't accept these ideas. By the time progressives transform their ideas into the political baby food necessary for inclusion in current debates, it barely seems to be worth the effort. Leftists need to seize the dominant political rhetoric, even though it may be conservative in its goals, and turn it in a progressive direction. Progressives need to use the antitax ideology to demand tax cuts for the poor. Progressives need to use the antigovernment and antiwelfare ideology to demand the end of corporate welfare. Progressives need to translate every important issue into the language that is permissible in the mainstream. Something will inevitably be lost in the translation. But the political soul underlying these progressive ideas can be preserved and brought to the public's attention. The left does not need to abandon its progressive views in order to be popular. The left only needs to abandon some of its failed strategies and become as savvy as the conservatives are at manipulating the press and the politicians. The language of progressive needs to become more mainstream, but the ideas must remain radical. In an age of soulless politicians and spineless ideologies, the left has the virtue of integrity. Until progressives become less self-satisfied with the knowledge that they're right and more determined to convince everyone else of this fact, opportunities for political change will not be forthcoming. Progressives have also been hampered by a revolutionary instinct among some leftist groups. According to some left wingers, incremental progress is worthless---that is, nothing short of a radical change in government will mean anything to them. Indeed, for most radical left wingers, liberal reforms are a threat to the movement, since they reduce the desire for more extreme changes. What the revolutionaries fail to realize is that progressive achievements can build on one another. If anything approaching a political revolution actually happens in America, it will be due to a succession of popular, effective, progressive reforms. A popular uprising in the ballot box is possible only if the left can change its political assumptions about smaller, specific issues.

**COERCION**

Non-Unique – Statism High

Economic statism has steadily increased—their argument is ridiculously non-unique. 

Machan 95 (Tibor, Hoover research fellow, professor emeritus of philosophy at Auburn University, and holds the R. C. Hoiles Endowed Chair in Business Ethics and Free Enterprise at the Argyros School of Business & Economics, “Private Rights and Public Illusions”)

Throughout the last several decades economists have amassed evidence about the effects of government regulation of people's economic affairs.1 The general consensus among scholars is that, by the standard economic measure of cost and benefit, the government's regulatory policies and actions have failed. In a number of studies it has also been shown that the avowed goals of regulation have not, in fact, been achieved by regulation. Comparative analyses show, on the other hand, that in the absence of regulation those same goals are being attained.2 Despite the wide acceptance of the methods employed in these studies, the results have not produced the deregulation that they would appear to warrant.' In view of the lack of significant progress in that direction, some have advanced theories aiming to explain why deregulation is not proceeding. Henry G. Manne, for example, originally pro¬posed that bureaucrats were acting in pursuit of their self-interest, which resulted, in part, in their refusal to institute deregulation measures. Having revised his theory in some measure, Manne later proposed that, in addition to the bureaucrats, the managers of regulated firms were acting in pursuit of their self-interest too.4 So both regulators and the regulated, acting from economic self-interest, promoted regulatory activities in the face of evidence showing the failure of these in terms of costs and benefits or of their avowed purpose. Several other economists and legal theorists have also focused on the issue of why deregulation is not proceeding.5 I will not attempt here to summarize the findings or theories of these economists but merely note that the method of analysis employed by them draws heavily from the standard "economic man" model of human behavior. For example, Pro¬fessor Milton Friedman uses this model in a recent nontechnical article when he claims that "every individual serves his own private interest The great Saints of history have served their 'private interest' just as the most money-grubbing miser has served his interest. The private interest is whatever it is that drives an individual."6 I want, instead of scrutinizing the economic approach to the problem of regulation and deregulation, to propose a different explanation for why, despite the economists' findings, there is no serious move toward deregulation. One of the laments expressed about the so-called Reagan Revolution by friends of the market economy is that despite its rhetoric it did not involve significant cutbacks in the state's involvement in the economy, nor in the tax and regulatory burdens shouldered by the American people. Even in the face of substantial privatization, the absolute level of economic statism has constantly increased.

Coercion Justified

Accepting total individualism will devastate society—coercion is justified. 

Galston,05 William, 5/23Professor of Civic Engagement and the Director of the Institute for Philosophy and Public Policy at the University of Maryland. “The Case for Universal Service,” http://www.ppionline.org/documents/AmeriBook/AmeriBook_Chap6.pdf.

Classical liberals will object, of course, on the grounds that it would be an abuse of state power to move toward mandatory universal service. It is worth noting, however, that one of the high priests of classical liberalism disagrees. Consider the opening sentences of Chapter 4 of John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty, titled “Of the Limits to the Authority of Society Over the Individual”: “[E]veryone who receives the protection of society owes a return for the benefit, and the fact of living in society renders it indispensable that each should be bound to observe a certain line of conduct toward the rest. This conduct consists, first, in not injuring the interests of one another, or rather certain interests which, either by express legal provision or by tacit understanding, ought to be considered as rights; and secondly, in each person’s bearing his share (to be fixed on some equitable principle) of the labors and sacrifices incurred for defending the society or its members from injury and molestation. These conditions society is justified in enforcing at all costs to those who endeavor to withhold fulfillment.” It is not difficult to recast Mill’s position in the vocabulary of con temporary liberal political thought. Begin with a conception of society as a system of cooperation for mutual advantage. Society is legitimate when the criterion of mutual advantage is broadly satisfied (versus, say, a situation in which the government or some group systematically coerces some for the sake of others). When society meets the standard of broad legitimacy, each citizen has a duty to do his or her fair share to sustain the social arrangements from which all benefit, and society is justified in using its coercive power when necessary to ensure that this duty is performed. That legitimate societal coercion may include mandatory military service in the nation’s defense, as well as other required activities that promote broad civic goals. Brookings scholar Robert Litan has recently suggested that citizens should be “required to give something to their country in exchange for the full range of rights to which citizenship entitles them.” Responding in a quasi-libertarian vein, Bruce Chapman, founder and president of the Seattle-based Discovery Institute, charges that this proposal has “no moral justification.” Linking rights to concrete responsibilities, he says, is “contrary to the purposes for which [the United States] was founded and has endured.” This simply isn't true. For example, the right to receive GI Bill benefits is linked to the fulfillment of military duties. Even the right to vote (and what could be  more central to citizenship than that?) rests on being law-abiding; many states disenfranchise convicted felons during their period of incarceration and probation. As Litan points out, this linkage is hardly tyrannical moralism. Rather, it reflects the bedrock reality that “the rights we enjoy are not free” and that it takes real work—contribu tions from citizens—to sustain constitutional institutions. If each individual’s ownership of his or her own labor is seen as absolute, then society as such becomes impossible, because no political community can operate without resources, which ultimately must come from someone. Public choice theory predicts, and all of human history proves, that no polity of any size can subsist through voluntary contributions alone; the inevitable free riders must be compelled by law, backed by force, to do their part. 

Companies = irresponsible

Oil companies are the perfect example of irresponsible corporations—they sponsor global violence and are destroying the environment. 

Mayer, 07 (Don, Professor of Management, Oakland University, “Corporate Citizenship and Trustworthy Capitalism: Cocreating a More Peaceful Planet”, American Buisness Law Journal, 44 Am. Bus. L.J. 237, lexis)

Much of the above is no longer true. The vision of American businesses spreading the light of peace and prosperity and free trade throughout the world is at best a partial truth. There are exceptional businesses, some of them American, whose actions abroad create respect for the rule of law; respect for the environment; and fairness for employees of differing ethnicity, race, and gender and who refuse to bribe corrupt public officials. 20 Still, more than a few corporations are engaged in the kinds of activities that contribute to global warming and lobby against regulatory solutions of any kind; 21 others are profiting handsomely in the projection  [*246]  of American military power and may also do business with regimes that sponsor terrorism. 23 Further, America's addiction to oil consumption--by far the most conspicuous in the world--is supported by a foreign policy that has recently been described as "imperial." 24 The new great game for Central Asian oil is on, 25 and military ventures to win that game are likely to cause considerable ecological damage domestically and  [*247]  globally. 26 Moreover, the waste and fraud that is attendant on this use of taxpayer resources no longer seems subject to democratic controls. 27 Some observers have begun to wonder whether the United States is tending toward a kind of crony capitalism that breeds fraud, waste, secrecy, and deceit rather than the kind of open and competitive capitalism that economics texts celebrate. 28 A. Governments--Not Corporations--Make War The familiar saying that "war is good for business" certainly holds true for some businesses. P.W. Singer shows how U.S. corporations are now vital subcontractors in the outsourcing of war from the public sector. 29 The military-industrial complex 30 and the growth in exports from the arms  [*248]  industry in the United States and Europe have proven quite profitable for some businesses. While some corporations may find lucrative opportunities in war and conflict, others may be tempted to encourage conflict as a normal course of business. To aid commercial interests, U.S. foreign policy has often made use of covert action and military force, becoming economized over successive administrations, whether Republican or Democrat. 31 Corporations may also actively collaborate with regimes that are oppressive, antidemocratic, and militarily aggressive. 32 Some U.S. and European multinational enterprises (MNEs) have been criticized over the past fifteen years for allying themselves with military regimes in foreign lands. In Nigeria, for example, Shell and Chevron have allegedly encouraged or allowed the local military to harass and even kill local people who protest environmental and other problems that the companies have caused. 33 Activists criticized Dow in the 1960s for providing napalm to the U.S. military, just as Halliburton is criticized today for its no-bid contracts in a war that many consider to be unjust. 34 Corporate  [*249]  moral agnosticism is fairly normal in this regard. 35 When sanctions were put on so-called rogue nations (Libya and Iraq in the 1990s), U.S. and European Union (EU) sanctions were not altogether effective in preventing U.S. and EU companies from profiting by dealing with these and other nations who resisted the rule of law. Even now, Chinese and Russian commercial interests threaten to veto any harsh United Nations sanctions against Iran for developing its capacity to make nuclear bombs. 36 [*250] The extent of the capture of public policy by private interests has apparently increased during the Bush II administration. One example is the Carlyle Group, a group of fourteen investment funds that leads all other private equity funds in annual returns. Its modus operandi is to use former government officials for their access to government bureaucracies to get government contracts, especially in defense procurement. 37 Chalmers Johnson has said, "[W]e're really talking about a systematic merging of the private and public sectors to the point where the distinctions get lost." 38 While Carlyle's activities are legal, they raise legitimate questions about the confusion of private interests and public expenditures and policies. [*251]  The extraordinary degree to which public and private sectors are merging has been evident in no-bid contracts for Iraq, the activities of Halliburton, and -- according to Kevin Phillips in American Dynasty--in the public and private lives of the Bush family. It is tempting to dismiss Phillips' indictment of the Bush family as blatantly political, but the pattern of three generations of Bush men using political office for private gain is well documented and disturbing. 39 If both Bush I and Bush II are oil men, then it seems fair to assume that the search for oil as profit shaped their perspectives, and it should not be surprising that oil companies would use political access to help forge critical U.S. energy policies. 40 U.S. foreign policy and national security are inextricably linked to the primacy of oil supplies and oil companies. 41 Yet continuing down the fossil-fuel energy path seriously undermines the environment and the future security of global capitalism. European and U.S. dependence on oil--and the predicted rise of Chinese and Indian dependence on fossil fuels--is the macro-economic story of our time and the biggest resource struggle of all. The still-growing use of oil and fossil fuels poses dangers to a stable global environment and thus to a predictable social and natural environment for doing business. U.S. foreign policies encouraged by the business sector--oriented toward ensuring supplies of oil--provide the perfect recipe for global conflict and global ecological degradation. 

Impact – Environment

Markets cannot save the environment—industry lies about global warming are a prime example of their social irresponsibility. 

Mayer, 07 (Don, Professor of Management, Oakland University, “Corporate Citizenship and Trustworthy Capitalism: Cocreating a More Peaceful Planet”, American Buisness Law Journal, 44 Am. Bus. L.J. 237, lexis)

 [*252]  B. Corporations Just Follow the Rules of the Game Another mental framework that does not fit with current reality is that corporations are effectively governed or restrained from antisocial actions by the public sector and are subject to rules of the game set by public authority. Consider Milton Friedman's guidance on corporate social responsibility, 43 which assumes that profit maximization takes place within a set of meaningful rules and boundaries set by public governance. Using this model, some business ethicists have suggested that manufacturers have a duty to obey whatever laws Congress or international institutions prescribe and to not resist the public control of private enterprise. 44 The idea is that, by obeying these rules, corporations fulfill their basic social responsibilities. The current reality, however, is that corporations may (singly or in concert with others): (1) work to undermine policy making by misleading the public, (2) avoid accountability under the rule of law, and (3) lobby for new or continued subsidies and anticompetitive advantages from politicians. 1. Misleading the Public The self-interest of corporations is evident by their use of media to mislead the public on one of the most critical issues of our time--global warming. 

Free markets can never solve because environmental effects do not have direct, immediate, proportionate costs. 

Foster, 02  (John Bellamy, Professor of environmental sociology, Marxism, and political economy at the University of Oregon, Ecology Against Capitalism, p. 36-37)

The principal characteristic of capitalism, which this whole market-utopian notion of the capitalization of nature ignores, is that it is a system of self-expanding value in which accumulation of economic surplus – rooted in exploitation and given the force of law by competition – must occur on an ever-larger scale.  At the same time, this represents a narrow form of expansion that dissolves all qualitative relations into quantitative ones, and specifically in monetary or exchange value terms.  The general formula for capital (generalized commodity production), as Marx explained, is one of M-C-M, whereby money is exchanged for a commodity (or the means of producing a commodity), which is then sold again for money, but with a profit.  This expresses capitalism’s overriding goal: the expansion of money values (M’), not the satisfaction of human needs.  The production of commodities (C) is simply the means to that end. The ceaseless expansion that characterizes such a system is obvious.  As the great conservative economist Joseph Schumpeter remarked, “capitalism is a process, stationary capitalism would be a contradictio in adjecto.”  Economists, even environmental economists, rarely deal with the question of the effect that an increasing economic scale resulting from ceaseless economic growth will have on the environment.  Most economists treat the economy as if it were suspended in space, not as a subsystem within a larger biosphere.  Moreover, many economists who recognize the importance of natural capital nevertheless adopt what is known as the “weak sustainability hypothesis.”  According to this hypothesis, increases in the value of human capital fully compensate for any losses in natural capital, such as forests, fish stocks, and petroleum reserves. Some ecological economists, however, have countered with what is known as the “strong sustainability hypothesis,” according to which human made capital cannot always substitute for natural capital, since there is such a thing as critical natural capital, that is, natural capital necessary for the maintenance of the biosphere.  Tropical forests, for example, are home to about half the world’s species and are critical in regulating the planet’s climate.  Once this is admitted, though, the dream of reducing all of nature to natural capital to be incorporated within the market fades quite quickly.  The self-regulating market system has no way of valuing nature on such a scale.  Moreover, there is an inherent conflict between the maintenance of ecosystems and the biosphere and the kind of rapid, unbounded economic growth that capitalism represents. Indeed, sustainable development envisioned as the “pricing of the planet” (to refer to the title of one recent book) is little more than economic imperialism vis-à-vis nature.  It tends to avoid two core issues: whether all environmental costs can actually be internalized within the context of a profit-making economy, and how the internalization of such costs can account for the effects of increasing economic scale within a limited biosophere.  The difficulty of internalizing all external costs becomes obvious when one considers what it would take to internalize the costs to society and the planet of the automobile-petroleum complex alone, which is degrading our cities, the planetary atmosphere, and human life itself.  Indeed, as the great ecological economist K. William Kapp once remarked, “Capitalism must be regarded as the economy of unpaid costs.”  The full internalization of social and environmental costs within the structure of the private market is unthinkable.

Free markets cannot solve the environment.  1) It is a myth that corporations are more efficient than governments, and 2) accounting practices never measure the full extent of environmental damage.  

Mayer, 07 (Don, Professor of Management, Oakland University, “Corporate Citizenship and Trustworthy Capitalism: Cocreating a More Peaceful Planet”, American Business Law Journal, 44 Am. Bus. L.J. 237, 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. 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. 99 The well-documented evidence includes a 1,000-times-normal rate of species extinction, intensifying pollution of the air and water, collapse of fisheries and forest stocks across continents, increasing climate destabilization, and irreversible depletion of nonrenewable subsoil assets and energy sources. 100 The surge in drawing down natural capital is a looming hazard to human life and continuing commerce, but is currently not computed in market accountings or for national GDPs. 101 Economists recognize that the market allocates resources and distributes wealth among participants. While agreeing with this, Douglas Kysar also documents the recent emergence of the concept of scale from ecological economists such as Robert Costanza, Herman Daly, and Kenneth Boulding (whose classic essay on "Spaceship Earth" 102 challenged prevailing macroeconomic assumptions). According to Kysar, [*267]  Ecological economists argue that a third function served by the market has been overlooked by conventional analysis: moderation of the scale of human economic activity vis-a-vis the ecological superstructure upon which all life and activity depends (scale). While allocation determines the purposes for which resources are used, scale determines the rate and amounts of resources that are used. 103 Boulding noted that mainstream economists viewed the economy as an open system of pure exchange value with externalized environmental consequences, yet their view failed to note that the scale of externalities was becoming massive and on a public scale. He summarized the mainstream perspective as "cowboy economics," in which natural frontiers are seen as limitless, resources as inexhaustible, and wastes as innocuous. 104 Given the assumptions of an open system with infinite reservoirs of natural capital and no limits on the effluvia that can be left behind, infinite growth is an entirely rational and uncontroversial goal. Yet, in fact, the earth is a closed system, which requires that consideration be given to the stock of natural resources and the undesirable byproducts of certain kinds of production and consumption. On a spaceship, you can not ignore the byproducts of production and consumption, and you must, of necessity, pay attention to the stock of resources that you carried on board. Likewise on "Spaceship Earth," humans must be concerned with the capacity of the global vehicle to support their needs and accommodate their wastes. "The essential measure of the success of the economy is not production and consumption at all, but the nature, extent, quality, and complexity of the total capital stock, including in this the state of the human bodies and minds included in the system." 105 Should we simply let posterity worry about Spaceship Earth? Boulding seems to think we humans have enough "ethical myopia" to do just that. But doing so fails to meet the moral challenge of our time, whether as individuals, corporations, or nations. Nonetheless, mainstream economics does not (according to Kysar) pay particular attention to Boulding's ideas. Along with mainstream economics, we prefer to live for today, defining progress in standard economic terms of growing  [*268]  GDP. 106 In short, we are only being efficient in narrow terms, without reference to our larger environmental context. 
Impact – Nihilism

Frameworks that radically endorse liberty allow for nihilistic criminality because everyone has the right to define their own values. 

Schwarz, 89 (Peter, writer, journalist, and original editor for The Intellectual Activist, The Intellectual Activist Vol. V, No.1, Ayn Rand Institute, “On Moral Sanctions”, http://www.aynrand.org/site/PageServer?pagename=objectivism_sanctions)

IS LIBERTARIANISM AN EVIL DOCTRINE? Yes, if evil is the irrational and the destructive. Libertarianism belligerently rejects the very need for any justification for its belief in something called "liberty." It repudiates the need for any intellectual foundation to explain why "liberty" is desirable and what "liberty" means. Anyone from a gay-rights activist to a criminal counterfeiter to an overt anarchist can declare that he is merely asserting his "liberty"—and no Libertarian (even those who happen to disagree) can objectively refute his definition. Subjectivism, amoralism and anarchism are not merely present in certain "wings" of the Libertarian movement; they are integral to it. In the absence of any intellectual framework, the zealous advocacy of "liberty" can represent only the mindless quest to eliminate all restraints on human behavior—political, moral, metaphysical. And since reality is the fundamental "restraint" upon men's actions, it is nihilism—the desire to obliterate reality—that is the very essence of Libertarianism. If the Libertarian movement were ever to come to power, widespread death would be the consequence. 

Impact - Poverty

Free markets result in devastating poverty.  
Trainer 95 (Ted Trainer is a professor at the School of Social Work, University of Wales, “The Conserver Society; Alternatives for sustainability”, pg.4)

Only one-fifth of the world's people live affluently. Half of them average a per capita income one-sixtieth of those of the rich countries and more than 1 billion people live in desperate poverty. Deprivation takes the lives of more than 40,000 Third World children every day.  'There are enough resources to provide adequately for all. The appal​lingly unjust distributions exist because the rich countries take most of the world's resource output by bidding more for it in the global market​place. They also take many of the things produced by Third World land, labor and capital, which should be producing things for impoverished Third World people. Many plantation and mine workers are hungry, while we enjoy the luxuries they produce. The appalling distributions and deprivation arc direct consequences of the way the global market economy functions. A market system will always enable the relatively rich to take what they want and to deprive those in most need.  

Extinction Outweighs

Communitarian ethics are the only way to ensure human survival.

Punzo, 76 Vincent, Professor of Ethics at St. Louis University. “The Modern State and the Search for Community,” International Philosophical Quarterly, 16.3, p. 32.

Kropotkin sought to invalidate a Social Darwinist reading of human nature's penchant for narrow self-interest and violent struggle. He appealed to ethological evidence from the study of animal life, together with a reflective, historical analysis of human society. He did this to prove the naturalness of human beings establishing a decent community without needing state coercion. Sociability and mutual support, he maintained, rather than cutthroat competition, are central elements in the evolutionary struggle for human survival. Human life by its very nature is not narrowly individualistic or brutally competitive. A communitarian ethics is a natural device for insuring mankind's biological survival. His ethics of community affirm how such a system promotes justice and freedom. Sociability (as an evolutionary "instinct" developed in the lives of humans and animals) constitutes a biological root of moral behavior. Reason, subsequently, developed the "instinct" of sociability to lead to justice and maganimity as corollaries for decent survival.

Life = Prerequisite

Securing life is a prerequisite to determining value.

Schwartz, 02  (Lisa, Medical Ethics, http://www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf)

The second assertion made by supporters of  the quality of life as a criterion for decision-  making is closely related to the first, but with  an added dimension. This assertion suggests  that the determination of the value of the  quality of a given life is a subjective determi-nation to be made by the person experiencing  that life. The important addition here is that  the decision is a personal one that, ideally,  ought not to be made externally by another  person but internally by the individual  involved. Katherine Lewis made this decision  for herself based on a comparison between  two stages of her life. So did James Brady.  Without this element, decisions based on  quality of life criteria lack salient information  and the patients concerned cannot give  informed consent. Patients must be given the  opportunity to decide for themselves  whether they think their lives are worth  living or not. To ignore or overlook patients’  judgement in this matter is to violate their  autonomy and their freedom to decide for  themselves on the basis of relevant informa-  tion about their future, and comparative con-  sideration of their past. As the deontological  position puts it so well, to do so is to violate  the imperative that we must treat persons as  rational and as ends in themselves.   It is important to remember the subjectiv-ity assertion in this context, so as to empha-size that the judgement made about the value  of a life ought to be made only by the person  concerned and not by others. 

AT: Incentives Solve Enviornment

Market incentives are best at protecting the environment, avoiding their impact of centralized planning, and protecting liberty. 

Scarlett, 97 (Lynn, Vice President of Research at the Reason Foundation. January. National Center for Policy Analysis, “New Environmentalism,” www.ncpa.org/studies/s201/s201.html#e)

Traditional environmentalism assumes that in important ways people do not matter - our values don't matter; our level of knowledge doesn't matter; the incentives we face don't matter. Thus it assumes environmental problems can be analyzed and solved without reference to individuals and circumstances. In contrast, the new environmentalism recognizes that in order to solve complex problems, we must have an understanding of the values, knowledge and incentives of the affected parties. Values. Traditional environmentalism assumes that environmental goals are sacrosanct, that they are more fundamental than other values. From this it follows that individuals' values are unimportant in formulating social goals. But environmental values are not sacrosanct. They are part of the many values that define the quality of human life. Time and resource constraints require that we make choices among these values. Knowledge. Traditional environmentalism assumes that planners or other experts possess the knowledge most relevant to environmental problem solving and ignores the value of location-specific knowledge and the practical experience of ordinary citizens. New environmentalism recognizes that most information relevant to understanding and solving environmental problems varies by time, place and circumstance. Because environmental problems are complex and reality is dynamic, most of the relevant information is dispersed and not readily amenable to centralized gathering or use. Incentives. Traditional environmentalism fails to appreciate the importance of incentives in guiding human action. New environmentalism focuses on decision-making processes and strives to create incentives for people to obtain the information to become good environmental stewards. Because of its respect for incentives, new environmentalism views the marketplace as an important mechanism for problem solving. It recognizes that wealth creation, appropriately harnessed, is an engine of environmental progress. 

**CUOMO/POSITIVE PEACE**

Negative Peace Key

Preventing nuclear war is the absolute prerequisite to positive peace.
Folk, 78 Professor of Religious and Peace Studies at Bethany College, 78 [Jerry, “Peace Educations – Peace Studies : Towards an Integrated Approach,” Peace & Change, volume V, number 1, Spring, p. 58]

Those proponents of the positive peace approach who reject out of hand the work of researchers and educators coming to the field from the perspective of negative peace too easily forget that the prevention of a nuclear confrontation of global dimensions is the prerequisite for all other peace research, education, and action. Unless such a confrontation can be avoided there will be no world left in which to build positive peace. Moreover, the blanket condemnation of all such negative peace oriented research, education or action as a reactionary attempt to support and reinforce the status quo is doctrinaire. Conflict theory and resolution, disarmament studies, studies of the international system and of international organizations, and integration studies are in themselves neutral. They do not intrinsically support either the status quo or revolutionary efforts to change or overthrow it. Rather they offer a body of knowledge which can be used for either purpose or for some purpose in between. It is much more logical for those who understand peace as positive peace to integrate this knowledge into their own framework and to utilize it in achieving their own purposes. A balanced peace studies program should therefore offer the student exposure to the questions and concerns which occupy those who view the field essentially from the point of view of negative peace.

**DEEP ECOLOGY**

Cede the Political

Deep ecology’s focus on creating a new psyche alienates the public.

De-Shalit, 2000. Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” p. 49-50, Avner, Questia.

One may ask: so what? Does it matter that Deep Ecology uses the term 'environment' differently from science? My answer is: it may not matter, as long as we recognize that this is indeed the case, that Deep Ecology is a political (or psychological) theory whose goals do not always seek to reform our attitudes about the environment, but rather seek to replace politics by a non-political system. If, however, Deep Ecology claims to respect the environment and treat it 'as it is', then this claim may be deceptive because environmental attitudes become a means of changing the 'system'. Their theory, then, is not about the moral grounds for respecting the environment, but about non-environmental goals.  19 If we understand this, it is clear at least why Deep Ecology has rarely, if at all, served as a rationale for environmental policies. The general public, including activists, may have sensed that, when they want to justify recycling or the treatment of sewage, talks about the new psyche will not do. The deeper problem, I fear, is that, since Deep Ecology is rather dominant in environmental philosophy, many people in the general public conclude that 'this is environmental philosophy' and therefore that 'arguments taken from environmental philosophy in general will not suffice in real cases'.

2AC: Population Fascism Turn

The alternative embraces inhumane forms of population control—this is an endorsement of mass murder.

Karen Warren and Barbara Wells-Howe, 94. Professor of Philosophy at Macalester College. “Ecological Feminism,” p. 93, Google Scholar.

From a Deep Ecological perspective, thinking humanely is problematic insofar as doing so is human centered. Of course, if humaneness is merely kindness and compassion, it is not anthropocentric to reflect or act humanely. Naess seems here to conflate humaneness with human-centeredness, as though application of the ethics of human interactions with each other (such as being kind) is anthropocentric. Is this merely a matter of interpretation? Is it true that the overall tone of Naess’s work evidences benevolent foundations; his reader would find that he would condone inhumane methods of population reduction. My point is to identify a vagueness, or lack of clarity in Deep Ecological thinking concerning human interactions with each other. Despite Naess’ apparent benevolent sensibilities, the writings and recommendations of a number of Deep Ecologists have sometimes verged on the inhumane, and others have put forth the view that phenomena such as the global AIDS epidemic and Third World famine are “necessary solutions” to the “population problem.”
Value Identification Contradiction

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.

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.

**DELEUZE AND GUATTARI**

Cede the Political

a)  Even if a political strategy can form from the alt its immediate adoption destroys the chance for politics to occur

Garo 8 (Isabelle, French philosopher, “Molecular Revolutions: The Paradox of Politics in the Work of Gilles Deleuze,” Deleuze and Politics pg 71, dml)
The political dimension of Deleuze’s work is, therefore, real. But that does not mean that political analysis or even a political perspective can be found in a strictly defined way in his work. And the paradoxical feeling that his thought does have a specifically political contemporary relevance perhaps stems from the fact that what was in the process of disappearing when he wrote his work is, precisely, in the process of re-emerging today: in both cases a figure becomes blurred and persists at the same time, the very idea of politics dissolves and is redefined, as that which never ceases to haunt philosophy and also to escape it.

b)  Extinction

Boggs, 97 (Carl, National University, Los Angeles, Theory and Society, “The great retreat: Decline of the public sphere in late
twentieth-century America”, December, Volume 26, Number 6, http://www.springerlink.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/content/m7254768m63h16r0/fulltext.pdf)

The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges.  Many ideological currents scrutinized here – localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post-modernism, Deep Ecology – intersect with and reinforce each other.  While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s.  Despite their different outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and overcome alienation.  The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change.  As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved – perhaps even unrecognized – only to fester more ominously in the future.  And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, finance, and communications.  Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or sidestep these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence.  In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones.  By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions. 74  In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance.  The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies.   This last point demands further elaboration.  The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people’s lives.  Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites – an already familiar dynamic in many lesser-developed countries.  The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat.  In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise – or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure.  In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collective interests that had vanished from civil society. 75
Perm

Perm do both – it’s key – the alt radically throws away State-based politics which always fails and can only stifle the chance for change to actually occur

Deleuze and Guattari 80 (Gilles and Felix, philosophers and rhizomes, A Thousand Plateaus pg 160-161, dml)
You have to keep enough of the organism for it to reform each dawn; and you have to keep small supplies of significance and subjectification, if only to turn them against their own systems when the circumstances demand it, when things, persons, even situations, force you to; and you have to keep small rations of subjectivity in sufficient quantity to enable you to respond to the dominant reality. Mimic the strata. You don't reach the BwO, and its plane of consistency, by wildly destratifying. That is why we encountered the paradox of those emptied and dreary bodies at the very beginning: they had emptied themselves of their organs instead of looking for the point at which they could patiently and momentarily dismantle the organization of the organs we call the organism. There are, in fact, several ways of botching the BwO: either one fails to produce it, or one produces it more or less, but nothing is produced on it, intensities do not pass or are blocked. This is because the BwO is always swinging between the surfaces that stratify it and the plane that sets it free. If you free it with too violent an action, if you blow apart the strata without taking precautions, then instead of drawing the plane you will be killed, plunged into a black hole, or even dragged toward catastrophe. Staying stratified-- organized, signified, subjected-- is not the worst that can happen; the worst that can happen is if you throw the strata is demented or suicidal collapse, which brings them down on us heavier then ever. This is how it should be done: Lodge yourself on a stratum, experiment with the opportunities it offers, find an advantageous place on it, find potential movements of deterritorializations, possible lines of flight, experience them, produce flow conjunctions here and there, try out continuums of intensities segment by segment, have a small plot of new land at all times. It is through a meticulous relation with the strata that one succeeds in freeing lines of flight, causing conjugated flows to pass and escape and bringing forth continuous intensities for a BwO. Connect, conjugate, continue: a whole "diagram," as opposed to still signifying and subjective programs. We are in a social formation; first see how it is stratified for us and in us and at the place where we are; then descend from the strata to the deeper assemblage within which we are held; gently tip the assemblage, making it pass over to the side of the plane of consistency. It is only there that the BwO reveals itself for what it is: connection of desires, conjunction of flows, continuum of intensities. You have constructed your own little machine, ready when needed to be plugged into other collective machines. Castaneda describes a long process of experimentation (it makes little difference whether it is with peyote or other things): let us recall for the moment how the Indian forces him first to find a "place," already a difficult operation, then to find "allies," and then gradually to give up interpretation, to construct flow by flow and segment by segment lines of experimentation, becoming-animal, becoming-molecular, etc. For the BwO is all of that: necessarily a Place, necessarily a Plane, necessarily a Collectivity (assembling elements, things, plants, animals, tools, people, powers, and fragments of all of these; for it is not "my" body without organs, instead the "me" (moi) is on it, or what remains of me, unalterable and changing in form, crossing thresholds).
2AC: Authoritarianism Turn

Deleuze and Guattari’s alternative fails and leads to authoritarian oppression. 

Barbrook 98 (Richard, coordinator of the Hypermedia Research Centre at the University of Westminster, 8/27, http://amsterdam.nettime.org/Lists-Archives/nettime-l-9808/msg00091.html)

Techno-nomad TJs are attracted by the uncompromising theoretical radicalism expressed by Deleuze and Guattari. However, far from succumbing to an outside conspiracy, Frequence Libre imploded because of the particular New Left politics which inspired A Thousand Plateaus and the other sacred texts. Unwilling to connect abstract theory with its practical application, the techno-nomads cannot see how Deleuze and Guattari's celebration of direct democracy was simultaneously a justification for intellectual elitism. This elitism was no accident. Because of their very different life experiences, many young people in the sixties experienced a pronounced 'generation gap' between themselves and their parents. Feeling so isolated, they believed that society could only be changed by a revolutionary vanguard composed of themselves and their comrades. This is why many young radicals simultaneously believed in two contradictory concepts. First, the revolution would create mass participation in running society. Second, the revolution could only be organised by a committed minority.<14> The New Left militants were reliving an old problem in a new form. Back in the 1790s, Robespierre had argued that the democratic republic could only be created by a revolutionary dictatorship. During the 1917 Russian revolution, Lenin had advocated direct democracy while simultaneously instituting the totalitarian rule of the Bolsheviks. As their 'free radio' experience showed, Deleuze and Guattari never escaped from this fundamental contradiction of revolutionary politics. The absence of the Leninist party did not prevent the continuation of vanguard politics. As in other social movements, Fr=E9quence Libre was dominated by a few charismatic individuals: the holy prophets of the anarcho-communist revolution.<15> In Deleuze and Guattari's writings, this deep authoritarianism found its theoretical expression in their methodology: semiotic structuralism. Despite rejecting its 'wooden language', the two philosophers never really abandoned Stalinism in theory. Above all, they retained its most fundamental premise: the minds of the majority of the population were controlled by bourgeois ideologies.<16> During the sixties, this elitist theory was updated through the addition of Lacanian structuralism by Louis Althusser, the chief philosopher of the French Communist party.<17> For Deleuze and Guattari, Althusser had explained why only a revolutionary minority supported the New Left. Brainwashed by the semiotic 'machinic assemblages' of the family, media, language and psychoanalysis, most people supposedly desired fascism rather than anarcho-communism. This authoritarian methodology clearly contradicted the libertarian rhetoric within Deleuze and Guattari's writings. Yet, as the rappers who wanted to make a show for Frequence Libre discovered, Deleuzoguattarian anarcho-communism even included the censorship of music. By adopting an Althusserian analysis, Deleuze and Guattari were tacitly privileging their own role as intellectuals: the producers of semiotic systems. Just like their Stalinist elders, the two philosophers believed that only the vanguard of intellectuals had the right to lead the masses - without any formal consent from them - in the fight against capitalism. 

Deleuze and Guattari’s radical liberation plays out as a historical disaster—Pol Pot is an example of the alternative. 

Barbrook 98 (Richard, coordinator of the Hypermedia Research Centre at the University of Westminster, 8/27, http://amsterdam.nettime.org/Lists-Archives/nettime-l-9808/msg00091.html)

Deleuze and Guattari enthusiastically joined this attack against the concept of historical progress. For them, the 'deterritorialisation' of urban society was the solution to the contradiction between participatory democracy and revolutionary elitism haunting the New Left. If the centralised city could be broken down into 'molecular rhizomes', direct democracy and the gift economy would reappear as people formed themselves into small nomadic bands. According to Deleuze and Guattari, anarcho-communism was not the 'end of history': the material result of a long epoch of social development. On the contrary, the liberation of desire from semiotic oppression was a perpetual promise: an ethical stance which could be equally lived by nomads in ancient times or social movements in the present. With enough intensity of effort, anyone could overcome their hierarchical brainwashing to become a fully-liberated individual: the holy fool.<21> Yet, as the experience of Frequence Libre proved, this rhetoric of unlimited freedom contained a deep desire for ideological control by the New Left vanguard. While the nomadic fantasies of A Thousand Plateaus were being composed, one revolutionary movement actually did carry out Deleuze and Guattari's dream of destroying the city. Led by a vanguard of Paris-educated intellectuals, the Khmer Rouge overthrew an oppressive regime installed by the Americans. Rejecting the 'grand narrative' of economic progress, Pol Pot and his organisation instead tried to construct a rural utopia. However, when the economy subsequently imploded, the regime embarked on ever more ferocious purges until the country was rescued by an invasion by neighbouring Vietnam. Deleuze and Guattari had claimed that the destruction of the city would create direct democracy and libidinal ecstasy. Instead, the application of such anti-modernism in practice resulted in tyranny and genocide. The 'line of flight' from Stalin had led to Pol Pot.

The alternative is elitist and bound to end in a totalitarian state

Barbrook 98 (Richard, coordinator of the Hypermedia Research Centre at the University of Westminster, 8/27, http://amsterdam.nettime.org/Lists-Archives/nettime-l-9808/msg00091.html)

This elitism is a hallowed tradition of the European avant-garde. For decades, radical intellectuals have adopted dissident politics, aesthetics and morals to separate themselves from the majority of 'herd animals' whose minds were controlled by bourgeois ideologies. Despite their revolutionary rhetoric, avant-garde intellectuals fantasised about themselves as an artistic aristocracy ruling the philistine masses. Following this elitist custom, the Deleuzoguattarians champion nomadic minorities from the 'non-guaranteed' social movements against the stupified majority from the 'guaranteed'sector. Once again, the revolution is the ethical-aesthetic illumination of a minority rather than the social liberation of all people. Earlier in this century, this dream of an artistic aristocracy sometimes evolved into fascism. More often, the avant-garde supported totalitarian tendancies within the Left. Nowadays, cultural elitism can easily turn into implicit sympathy with neo-liberalism. The European avant-garde - and its imitators - could never openly support the free market fundamentalism of the Californian ideology. Yet, as TJs cut 'n' mix, the distinctions between right and left libertarianism are blurring. On the one hand, the Californian ideologues claim that a heroic minority of cyber-entrepreneurs is emerging from the fierce competition of the electronic marketplace. On the other hand, the Deleuzoguattarians believe that this new elite consists of cool TJs and hip artists who release subversive 'assemblages of enunciation' into the Net. In both the Californian ideology and Deleuzoguattarian discourse, primitivism and futurism are combined to produce the apotheosis of individualism: the cyborg Nietzschean Superman. 

2AC: Fight Club Turn

Turn – an affirmation of lines of flight causes catastrophe and fails for three reasons – Fight Club proves

Diken and Laustsen 1 (Bülent, lecturer in Sociology at Lancaster University, and Carsten Bagge Laustsen, Ph.D. student at the University of Copenhagen, Department of Political Sciences, “Enjoy your fight!” – “Fight Club” as a symptom of the Network Society,  http://www.lancs.ac.uk/fass/sociology/papers/diken-laustsen-enjoy-your-fight.pdf, dml)

The first danger is that a line of flight can become re-stratified: in the fear of complete destratification, rigid segmentation and segregation may seem attractive. Whenever a line of flight is stopped by an organization, institution, interpretation, a black hole, etc., a “reterritorialization” takes place. In spite of the fact that Fight Club makes a mockery of an “illusion of safety” in the beginning, its line of flight is followed by reterritorialization. It evolves into a project, Project Mayhem. Becoming a “bureaucracy of anarchy” (Palahniuk 1997: 119), Project Mayhem is the point at which Fight Club reterritorializes as “the paranoid position of the mass subject, with all the identifications of the individual with the group, the group with the leader, and the leader with the group” (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 34). In comparison with Fight Club, Project Mayhem is centralised around Jack/Tyler who gives the multiplicity of lines of escape a resonance. Methods change too: “We have to show these men and women freedom by enslaving them, and show them courage by frightening them” (Ibid. 149). The new rules are: “you don’t ask questions”; “you have to trust Tyler”, and so on (Ibid. 125). Fight Club was a gang, Project Mayhem is more like an army. Fight Club produces a microcosm of the affections of the rigid: it deterritorializes, massifies, but only in order to stop deterritorialization, to invent new territorializations.  

The second danger of the line of flight, which is less obvious but more interesting is “clarity”. Clarity arises when one attains a perception of the molecular texture of the “social”, when the holes in it are revealed. What used to be compact and whole seems now to be leaking, a texture that enables de-differentiations, overlappings, migrations, hybridizations. Clarity emerges with the transformation of Fight Club into Project Mayhem. “Everything is nothing, and it’s cool to be enlightened” (Palahniuk 1997: 64). Clarity is also the reason why Fight Club fascinates its members. In this sense, Fight Club does not only reproduce the dangers of the rigid in a miniature scale; it is microfascism. “Instead of the great paranoid fear, we are trapped in a thousand little monomanias, self-evident truths, and clarities that gush from every black hole and no longer form a system, but are only rumble and buzz, blinding lights giving any and everybody the mission of self-appointed judge, dispenser of the justice, policeman, neighbourhood SS man” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 228).     

Interestingly, whereas the movie clearly makes a self-reflexive mockery of Project Mayhem in the context of the first danger (macrofascism), the aspects of Fight Club that do not resonate in Project Mayhem (that is, its microfascist aspects) escape its ironic perspective. It seems as if the movie assumes that power predominantly pertains to molar lines. But lines of flight are not exempted from power relations, and there is a microfascism in Fight Club that cannot be confined to Project Mayhem. It is in this context remarkable that Fight Club operates as a deterritorialized line of flight, as a war machine that is violently opposed to the state; its members are not merely the Oedipalized paranoiacs of the capitalist state order. Its microfascism can be understood best as a transgressive delirium. “What makes fascism dangerous is its molecular or micropolitical power, for it is a mass movement”, a proliferation of molecular interactions, “skipping from point to point, before beginning to resonate together in the National Socialist State” (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 214-5). If Project Mayhem is the ridiculous Nazi-type organization with unreflexive skinheads who just repeat Tyler’s orders, Fight Club isthe molecular face of fascism.  

The third danger: a line of flight can lose its creative potentials and become a line of death. This is precisely what happens in Fight Club: “the line of flight crossing the wall, getting out of the black holes, but instead of connecting with other lines and each time augmenting its valence, turning to destruction, abolition pure and simple, the passion for abolition” (1987: 229). In fact, fascism is the result of an intense line of flight that becomes a line of death, wanting self-destruction and “death through the death of others” (Ibid. 230). A line of flight that desires its own repression. The point at which escape becomes a line of death is the point at which war (destruction) becomes the main object of the war machine rather than its supplement. Fight Club, transforming into Project Mayhem, becomes an instrument of pure destruction and violence, of complete destratification, a war machine that has war as its object. In other words, the regression to the undifferentiated or complete disorganization is asdangereous as transcendence and organization. Tyler, the alluring and charismatic, the freewheeling pervert of Fight Club, is as dangerous as society. If there are two dangers, the strata and complete destratification, suicide, Fight Club fights only the first. Therefore a relevant question, never asked by microfascists, is whether it is not “necessary to retain a minimum of strata, a minimum of forms and functions, a minimal subject from which to extract materials, affects, and assemblages” (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 270). The test of desire is not denouncing false desires but distinguishing between that which pertains to the strata, complete destratification, and that which pertains to line of flight, a test, which Fight Club doesnot pass (Ibid. 165). Let’s qualify this point by investigating the way the logic of the cut works in the film.  

2AC: Understanding Turn

Turn – their type of revolution is committed precisely to stop the becoming-other of the disadvantaged – they can never understand the situation of the people they try to liberate – their author

Deleuze 93 (Gilles, Supreme Chancellor of the Galactic Republic and mother of three, “Toward Freedom,” The Deleuze Reader pg 255-56, dml)
All this constitutes what can be called a right to desire. It is not surprising that all kinds of minority questions—linguistic, ethnic, regional, about sex, or youth—resurge not only as archaisms, but in up-to-date revolutionary form which call once more into question in an entirely immanent manner both the global economy of the machine and the assemblages of national States. Instead of gambling on the eternal impossibility of the revolution and on the fascist return of a war-machine in general, why not think that a new type of revolution is in the course of becoming possible, and that all kinds of mutating, living machines conduct wars, are combined and trace out a plane of consistence which undermines the plane of organization of the world and the States? For, once again, the world and its States are no more masters of their plan than revolutionaries are condemned to the deformation of theirs. Everything is played in uncertain games, “front to front, back to back, back to front….” The question of the revolution is a bad question because, insofar as it is asked, there are so many people who do not become, and this is exactly why it is done, to impede the question of the revolutionary-becoming of people, at every level, in every place.
Alt Doesn’t Assume Technology

Deleuze and Guattari’s passion for anarcho-communism fails – the technology they celebrate will be controlled by elites. 

Barbrook 98 (Richard, coordinator of the Hypermedia Research Centre at the University of Westminster, 8/27, http://amsterdam.nettime.org/Lists-Archives/nettime-l-9808/msg00091.html)

The New Left anticipated the emergence of the hi-tech gift economy. People could collaborate with each other without needing either markets or states. However, the New Left had a purist vision of DIY culture. There could be no compromise between the authenticity of the potlatch and the alienation of the market. Fr=E9quence Libre preserved its principles to the point of bankruptcy. Bored with the emotional emptiness of post-modernism, the techno-nomads are entranced by the uncompromising fervour of Deleuze and Guattari. However, as shown by Frequence Libre, the rhetoric of mass participation often hides the rule of the enlightened few. The ethical-aesthetic committment of anarcho-communism can only be lived by the artistic aristocracy. Yet, the antinomies of the avant-garde can no longer be avoided. The ideological passion of anarcho-communism is dulled by the banality of giving gifts within cyberspace. The theory of the artistic aristocracy cannot be based on the everyday activities of 'herd animals'.  Above all, anarcho-communism exists in a compromised form on the Net. Contrary to the ethical-aesthetic vision of the New Left, the boundaries between the different methods of working are not morally precise. Within the mixed economy of the Net, the gift economy and the commercial sector can only expand through mutual collaboration within cyberspace. The free circulation of information between users relies upon the capitalist production of computers, software and telecommunications. The profits of commercial net companies depend upon increasing numbers of people participating within the hi-tech gift economy. Under threat from Microsoft, Netscape is now trying to realise the opportunities opened up by such interdependence. Lacking the resources to beat its monopolistic rival, the development of products for the shareware Linux operating system has become a top priority. Anarcho-communism is now sponsored by corporate capital. The purity of the digital DIY culture is also compromised by the political system. Because the dogmatic communism of Deleuze and Guattari has dated badly, their disciples instead emphasise their uncompromising anarchism. However, the state isn't just the potential censor and regulator of the Net. Many people use the Net for political purposes, including lobbying their political representatives. State intervention will be needed to ensure everyone can access the Net. The cult of Deleuze and Guattari is threatened by the miscegenation of the hi-tech gift economy with the private and public sectors. Anarcho-communism symbolised moral integrity: the romance of artistic 'delirium' undermining the 'machinic assemblages' of bourgeois conformity. However, as Net access grows, more and more ordinary people are circulating free information across the Net. Far from having any belief in the revolutionary ideals of May '68, the overwhelming majority of people participate within the hi-tech gift economy for entirely pragmatic reasons. In the late nineties, digital anarcho-communism is being built by hackers like Eric Raymond: "a self-described neo-pagan [right-wing] libertarian who enjoys shooting semi-automatic weapons..."

Alt Fails

Deleuze’s alt is epistemologically bankrupt and ensures the continuation of material oppression – also scientists prove he is wrong

Strathausen 10 (Carsten Strathausen is Associate Professor of German and English at the University of Missouri. His first book was The Look of Things: Poetry and Vision around 1900 (University of North Carolina Press, 2003). Carsten is the editor of A Leftist Ontology (University of Minnesota Press, 2009), and the translator of Boris Groys' Under Suspicion: A Phenomenology of the Media (forthcoming 2011, Columbia University Press). He has also published numerous essays on culture, philosophy, and intellectual history and is currently completing a book project on The Aesthetics of New Media, “Epistemological Reflections on Minor Points in Deleuze”, Theory and Event Volume 13, Issue 4, dml)

The same is true of epistemology. It, too, requires a third-person observer who draws distinctions and establishes points along lines—otherwise, things make no sense to us. This, of course, is why Deleuze calls upon human becoming (becoming animal, becoming minor, etc), so we may begin to think and express every thing in relation to everything else. But what is the epistemological price to pay for thinking along the infinite lines of Deleuze's smooth ontology instead of reflecting upon finite points whose function is to arrest this movement, if only temporarily? This is not just a rhetorical, but also a pragmatic question with actual consequences attached to it. We may begin to sketch a preliminary answer by looking at some of theepistemological effects of Deleuze's thought. To do so, we must work our way back from the virtual being of paradox to the actual being of individuals, using a series of theses as stepping-stones, so to speak, to secure our footing along the way.

In Deleuze's philosophy, the event of sense becomes inexplicable and unforeseeable—a mystery largely, if not entirely, beyond human control. Deleuze's sense of sense is unscientific, meaning that most scientists today would undoubtedly reject his understanding of self-referential concepts as a non-sensical idea. Again, this is the reason why DeLanda disregards sense in favor of isomorphism. Biologists and sociologists in particular would ask: who or what is it that generates concepts in the first place—if not a living organism with a highly developed nervous system and a big brain? They would also ask: what exactly is the concrete thing or scientific process that corresponds to "whiteness" or "the sensible" as such? One can hardly argue that "whiteness in itself" is a self-organizing, autopoietic process similar to what sustains living organisms or social structures. Scientifically speaking, "whiteness in itself" does not exist, because it is, by definition, un-observable. It only exists virtually in the sense of a self-referential concept that expresses (the sense of) its own object. Deleuze, of course, was well aware of this epistemological tension between his vitalist philosophy and modern science., However, whenever he confronted questions about agency and third-person observation, he either rejected them as "common sense" or retreated into quasi-religious mysticism: "At the heart of the logic of sense, one always returns to this problem, this immaculate conception, being the passage from sterility to genesis" (LS 97). Deleuze essentially treats epistemological questions like he treats everything else: he ontologizes them. "We will not ask therefore what is the sense of the event: the event is sense itself" (LS 22). Deleuze literally lets epistemological questions "be"—which, of course, means that he makes them function as yet another expression of the becoming of being.26 But he does not answer them.

Nomad Alt Fails

Alternative fails—treating the nomad as a complete outsider is narcissistic and impossible. 

Mann, 95 (Professor of English at Pomona, Paul, “Stupid Undergrounds,” PostModern Culture 5:3, Project MUSE)

Intellectual economics guarantees that even the most powerful and challenging work cannot protect itself from the order of fashion. Becoming-fashion, becoming-commodity, becoming-ruin. Such instant, indeed retroactive ruins, are the virtual landscape of the stupid underground. The exits and lines of flight pursued by Deleuze and Guattari are being shut down and rerouted by the very people who would take them most seriously. By now, any given work from the stupid underground's critical apparatus is liable to be tricked out with smooth spaces, war-machines, n - 1s, planes of consistency, plateaus and deterritorializations, strewn about like tattoos on the stupid body without organs. The nomad is already succumbing to the rousseauism and orientalism that were always invested in his figure; whatever Deleuze and Guattari intended for him, he is reduced to being a romantic outlaw, to a position opposite the State, in the sort of dialectical operation Deleuze most despised. And the rhizome is becoming just another stupid subterranean figure. It is perhaps true that Deleuze and Guattari did not adequately protect their thought from this dialectical reconfiguration (one is reminded of Breton's indictment against Rimbaud for not having prevented, in advance, Claudel's recuperation of him as a proper Catholic), but no vigilance would have sufficed in any case. The work of Deleuze and Guattari is evidence that, in real time, virtual models and maps close off the very exits they indicate. The problem is in part that rhizomes, lines of flight, smooth spaces, BwOs, etc., are at one and the same time theoretical-political devices of the highest critical order and merely fantasmatic, delirious, narcissistic models for writing, and thus perhaps an instance of the all-too-proper blurring of the distinction between criticism and fantasy. In Deleuze-speak, the stupid underground would be mapped not as a margin surrounding a fixed point, not as a fixed site determined strictly by its relation or opposition to some more or less hegemonic formation, but as an intensive, n-dimensional intersection of rhizomatic plateaus. Nomadology and rhizomatics conceive such a "space" (if one only had the proverbial nickel for every time that word is used as a critical metaphor, without the slightest reflection on what might be involved in rendering the conceptual in spatial terms) as a liquid, colloidal suspension, often retrievable by one or another techno-metaphorical zoning (e.g., "cyberspace"). What is at stake, however, is not only the topological verisimilitude of the model but the fantastic possibility of nonlinear passage, of multiple simultaneous accesses and exits, of infinite fractal lines occupying finite social space. In the strictest sense, stupid philosophy. Nomad thought is prosthetic, the experience of virtual exhilaration in modalities already mapped and dominated by nomad, rhizomatic capital (the political philosophy of the stupid underground: capital is more radical than any of its critiques, but one can always pretend otherwise). It is this very fantasy, this very narcissistic wish to see oneself projected past the frontier into new spaces, that abandons one to this economy, that seals these spaces within an order of critical fantasy that has long since been overdeveloped, entirely reterritorialized in advance. To pursue nomadology or rhizomatics as such is already to have lost the game. Nothing is more crucial to philosophy than escaping the dialectic and no project is more hopeless; the stupid-critical underground is the curved space in which this opposition turns back on itself. 

**DER DERIAN**

2AC AT: Der Derian

Der Derian’s argument is false—threat construction isn’t used to justify wars to the public

Garofano, ’02 – Prof Poli Sci @ Harvard (Spring 2002, John, Political Science Quarterly Vol. 117 No. 1, pg. 138, Review of “Virtuous War: Mapping the Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment Network”, JSTOR)

Der Derian argues that "the sanitization of violence" misleads publics and policy makers regarding the reality of war (p. xvi). In his view, this process be- gan with the Gulf War and then permeated Western approaches to communal wars around the globe. He also claims to strive for a "virtual theory" of military strategy and ethical issues surrounding the future of war. Specifically, he claims there is a wide chasm between the power of technology and the ethical ques- tions that it begs. Virtuous war seems to relate both to the recent uses of U.S. power to stop murderous regimes and to notions that war can indeed be virtu- ous. Der Derian thinks it cannot. The centerpiece of his case is simulation. In theory this is everything from movies about war to computer games that simulate it, but in practice he focuses on military exercises. Der Derian claims simulations such as those at the NTC distance the theory and planning of war from its real violence and chaos, reduc- ing "the ethnical question of killing to a matter of maximizing efficiency" (p. 14). Taken to the extreme, Der Derian argues, one may arrive at the genocidal mentality of a Slobodan Milosevic or a Timothy McVeigh. Genocide occurred before simulation and mass media, however, and is fre- quently carried out in societies least affected by technology. More to the point, U.S. military leaders and grunts alike appear to use technology effectively and to have a healthy respect for the reality of war. Also, NTC-like training was critical to success in the Gulf War, and peace enforcement exercises in Europe helped enormously in Bosnia and elsewhere. A host of simulations helped the United States to secure effective victories in the first stages of the Afghan War, as well as to get the humanitarian effort off the ground. Der Derian is at his best when relating fresh insights into the works of clas- sics by Bacon, Nietzsche, and Machiavelli. He moves with ease between these, the social critics, and a series of interviews with movers in the military and pol- icy worlds. For a post-modernist, Der Derian is a delightful writer with a sense of humor and self-irony. He also rejects the notion that critical thinkers should not tackle policy and hard issues.  In the end, however, the anecdotes and intellectual juxtapositions do not add up to a convincing argument about either the mimetic relationship between technology and war or its moral bankruptcy. Secretary of Defense William Co- hen's interest in simulation is reduced to the notion that "information plus tech- nology equals security" (p. 115). Research into the RMA is viewed merely as the means for creating threats. John Hamre is cited as an example of what hap- pens when mistaken notions about virtuous war are used on the homefront. Unfortunately, Hamre was warning in April 2000 that a terrorist attack might be "absolutely the most stressful thing to confront the country since the War of 1812" (p. 123). A sequel to this book might correct some of the hyperbole and highlight the more insightful connections that Der Derian makes during his intellectual travels, which are always stimulating and provocative. Otherwise one would be tempted to conclude that cyberwar's first casualty is truth. 

**DERRIDA/DECONSTRUCTION**

Deconstruction Bad - Democracy

Deconstruction kills democracy and creates a civilization of madness and illusion.

Wolin, 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 21)

Over the last ten years Derrida has made a concerted effort to redress this perceived weakness, writing widely on questions ofjustice, ethics, and politics. But have these forays into the realm of "the political" in fact made a "difference"? When all is said and done, one suspects that discussions of "the political" are merely a metapolitical pretext for circumventing the realm of "real" politics.  Endemic to Derrida's perspective is the problem that, early on, he attained renown by reiterating a "total critique" of the West that derived from Heidegger's antihumanism. According to this view, humanism culminates in the Cartesian "will to will." The twentieth century's political horrors-genocide, totalitarianism, nuclear war, and environmental devastation-are merely the logical consequences thereof. The dilemma besetting Derrida's approach to politics is that once one accepts the frameworks of "antihumanism" and "total critique," it becomes extremely difficult-if not imposible-to reconcile one's standpoint with a partisanship for reasonable democracy. In "Down By Law: Deconstruction and the Problem ofJustice," I reassess Derrida's theoretical legacy, concluding that the shortcomings of "really existing democracy" cannot be remedied by recourse to the antidemocratic methods recommended by Heidegger and Nietzsche.  Derrida is by no means a Counter-Enlightenment thinker. Nevertheless, in the lexicon of deconstruction, "reason" is identified as a fundamental source of tyranny and oppression. An analogous prejudice afflicts Foucault's concept of "discursive regime." Here, too, "discourse" is primarily perceived as a source of domination. Whatever deconstruction's methodological intentions may be, its pragmatic effect accords with the anti-intellectual orientation of the anti-philosophes. By the time deconstruction gets through with the history of philosophy, very little remains. One is tempted to seek refuge in myth, magic, madness, illusion, or intoxication-all seem preferable to what "civilization" has to offer. The end result is that deconstruction leaves its practitioners in a theoretical no-man's land, a forlorn and barren landscape, analogous to one described by Heidegger: an "age of affliction" characterized by the flight of the old gods and the "not yet" of the gods to come.     

Deconstruction Bad – Racism
Deconstruction is racist, homophobic, and misogynist.

Fejfar, 07 (Anthony J, B.A. Philosophy, Magna Cum Laude, Creighton University, J.D., With Distinction, University of Nebraska College of Law, “Deconstructing Deconstruction: Deconstructing Derrida”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/980/Deconstructing-Deconstruction-Deconstructing-Derrida)  

I have heard that Derrida has deconstructed Derrida, but I haven’t found the book, so I thought I would give it a try. Derrida believes in deconstruction. His followers have tried to deconstruct “law” for example, arguing that it is simply “white male, misogynist, racist, and homophobic crap.” I would like to argue that Derrida’s deconstruction itself is “white male, misogynist, racist, and homophobic.” Derrida is a white male who consistently takes a fascist pig analytic approach to reality which rejects body, spirit, relationality, freedom, autonomy, and other wonderful values. Who could possibly be bigoted enough to think that reality is simply a matter of analytic ideas. This is totally opposed to the ancient, medieval. indigenous world views. Derrida’s deconstruction is also racist and misogynist. In Derrida’s  postmodern deconstructionist view Intuition and Compassion don’t really exist. Finally, Derrida’s work is anti-gay. Gay men are supposed to be artistic, intellectual, cultural, and relational- all positive attributes. But Derrida’s deconstruction would tell us that there is no art, there is no intellect, only crap. Perhaps Gay men aren’t even homosexual. Perhaps these are different categories. Finally, it should be pointed out that some might disagree with my interpretations of “white male, misogynist, racist and homophobic.” Perhaps one should deconstruct the categories of “white male” “misogynist” “racist” and “homophobic.” Perhaps these categories too, are culturally relative crap, or perhaps even non-existant. Deconstruction is only negative, and by it’s very terms cannot support any positive statements.   

Deconstruction is elitist, racist, and fascist.

Ellis-Christensen, 03 (Tricia, degree in English literature, “What is deconstruction?”, http://www.wisegeek.com/what-is-deconstruction.htm)

For those practicing deconstruction, this bizarre chapter suggests that the so-called work about human rights is anything but. The underlying values in the text are not consistent with the way it is presented to students. In a sense, the deconstructionist has taken apart the novel and its critical tradition, displaying its inconsistencies. Many literary critics abhor deconstruction, stating that deconstructing a text deprives the text of meaning and ultimately dismisses the value of anything it touches. To those who use deconstruction, the answer to this criticism might be: “How does one define value? What is meaning?” Though this answer may frustrate critics of deconstruction, it points to the way in which deconstructionists see the text as a source of multiple meanings, determined very much by each reader's own subtexts and definitions. To reduce and reduce the meaning of a work may ultimately make it purposeless, say some critics. At its best, though, deconstruction can be helpful in unmasking huge contradictions present in a text.  Critics of deconstruction have also accused the theory of being fascist in nature. This is largely due to one major proponent, Paul de Man, who may have written for a magazine that had some Nazi sympathies. Paul de Man has refuted these charges, yet deconstruction seems inexorably tied to fascism in the minds of many. It is true that reading a deconstruction of a text can be similar to attempting to decode a secret message. Deconstructionists like Jack Derrida deliberately choose confusing and lengthy words to derive a multiplicity of meanings from their interpretation. In some ways, this makes deconstruction elitist and inaccessible to many readers. The deconstructionist cares not, however, for those who are confused. They believe that confusion should be the result of reading a deconstruction of a text.  A more accessible deconstructionist is Roland Barthes, who tragically died in his early 40s. His writing on deconstruction is somewhat more straightforward, and anyone studying literary criticism would do well to read his work before
Deconstruction Bad – Nazism

Deconstruction justifies nazism and racism.

Wolin, o4 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 234)

CHAPTER SIX Moreover, one can for example think of "others"-neo-Nazis, white supremacists, and other racists-who have forfeited their right to my openness. Should I remain open to all others-my wife, colleagues, friends, perfect strangers, enemies-in precisely the same way? Freud tried to address some of these dilemmas in Civilization and Its Discontents when he called into question the biblical injunction to "love thy neighbor as thyself." For him this maxim represented merely one more in a series of unattainable ideals and unrealistic demands erected by "civilization." Such commandments, which emanate from the social super ego, are a primary source of a neurotic discomfort with civilization, contended Freud. "My love is something valuable to me which I ought not to throw away without reflection," observed the founder of psychoanalysis. "On closer inspection ... not merely is [the] stranger in general unworthy of my love; I must honestly confess that he has more claim to my hostility and even my hatred."

Deconstruction Bad – Cede the Political

Deconstruction’s focus on semantics trades off with real world solutions.

Wolin, 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 229-230)

Deconstruction and the "Political"  The question of deconstruction's relationship to contemporary politics has always been somewhat of a sore point. Most are by now familiar with the criticisms leveled against it for its deficiencies in this regard. These critiques have mostly centered on the issue of deconstruction's inordinate focus on questions of textuality and reading-an issue best dramatized perhaps by Derrida's oft-cited, controversial maxim, "There is nothing outside the text"-"il n'y a pas de hOTS texte."24 Deconstruction's detractors have alleged that this well-nigh exclusive preoccupation with semiotic themes, with the figuration and involutions of texts, has functioned at the expense of more worldly and practical concerns. The world might be crumbling all around us, they charge, but Derrida seems more interested in the contingencies of this or that phoneme-the amusing fact that in French Hegel's name is the phonic equivalent of "eagle" (aigle"). As those familiar with Derrida's work know, in Glas (dirge") this chance homonymic equivalence gave rise to a rumination of some three hundred pages on analogous linguistic slippages and fissures. 25  One of the first to raise such charges of practical-political irrelevance against Derrida's negative semiotics of reading was Michel Foucault. In his response to Derrida's unsparing critique of Madness  230 CHAPTER SIX and Civilization, Foucault pilloried deconstruction as nothing more than an idiosyncratic variant of the classical method of "explication de terte." As Foucault observes with palpable condescension, deconstruction practices an "historically determined little pedagogy" characterized by "the reduction of discursive practices [which for Foucault, of course, are sources of "power"-R.W] to textual traces: the elision of the events produced therein and the retention only of marks for a reading; the invention of voices behind texts to avoid having to analyze the modes of implication of the subject in discourses; the assigning of the originary as said and unsaid in the text to avoid replacing discursive practices in the field of transformations where they are carried out." Thus, according to Foucault, Derrida offers us little more than an interpretive practice that "teaches the pupil that there is nothing outside the text" and "which conversely gives to the master's voice the limitless sovereignty which allows it to restate the text indefinitely."26 As the progenitor of deconstruction, Derrida is the master ventriloquist who in sovereign fashion determines which textual meanings become unraveled and how. Foucault's major fear is that, in the hands of deconstruction, the critique of power and domination, one of the key outcomes of May'68, would be supplanted by an exclusive orientation toward politically pointless textual analysis.  Nor is Foucault the only critic to have challenged Derrida in this way. Edward Said has contended that Derrida's higWy formalized obsession with the abstruse terms of "archewriting"-that is, with "nonconcepts" such as the trace, grammatology, supplement, differance, dissemination, and so forth-ends up by "muddling ... thought beyond the possibility of usefulness." Said continues,  The effect of [deconstructionist] logic (the misee» abime) is to reduce everything that we think of as having some extra textual leverage in the text to a textual function.... Derrida's key words ... are unregenerate signs: he says that they cannot be made more significant than signifiers are. In some quite urgent way, then, there is something frivolous about them, as all words that cannot be accommodated to a philosophy of serious need or utility are futile or unserious.27  

Alt fails—Deconstruction leads to political apathy

Wolin, 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 233)

With these remarks Derrida insinuates that existing democratic societies are incapable of self-reflection. Instead, they have an endemic tendency to fuse "empirical" and "normative" momentsa debatable claim. Such an interpretive approach as deconstruction is necessary, Derrida implies, to produce a critical space at a sufficient remove from the manifold failings of existing democratic practice.  Derrida's writing over the last decade has been replete with analogous reassurances concerning deconstruction's political relevance. What seems less convincing, however, given deconstruction's willful lexical abstruseness, are the practical implications of such avowals. For example, how can we be sure that Derrida's self-avowed fascination with discourses on the"double bind" and the "impossible"-the paradoxical challenge of relying on a discredited metaphysical vocabulary while at the same time fully recognizing its dysfunctionality-is not merely conducive to indecision and fence-straddling  rather than to meaningful political engagement?36 Moreover, in what ways might deconstruction's trademark "playfulness" be conducive to political earnestness? Lastly, since deconstruction qua political discourse seems to privilege the "negative" moments of "destabilization" and "dismantling," how might it counter the suspicion that it remains constitutionally incapable of fostering political solidarity: the democratic ideal of politics as an equitable and just framework for realizing collective goals and projects.  From his very first texts, Derrida has always emphasized the positional or contextual nature of deconstruction. His recent preoccupation with politics is no exception. Since the early 1990s, Derrida has sought to reposition his thought to counter charges of apoliticism, the widespread suspicion that deconstruction is interested in little more than the "free play of signification." Nevertheless, often his efforts have failed to go beyond a few rather abstract and perfunctory invocations of "responsibility" and "openness toward the other," as in the remarks quoted above. Thus, in lieu of a more concrete specification of the meaning of openness, of the particular "others" toward whom we should open ourselves, of how we should open ourselves to the other and why, and of how we might translate the ethical maxim of "openness" into forms of practical life conduct or everyday institutional settings, we are left with a directive that, in its generality and imprecision, seems more frustrating than illuminating. As one critic has remarked, despite its apparent merits, the inordinate stress on otherness seems indicative of an endemic "other-worldliness" that suffuses deconstructionist discussions of real world politics.3?  In certain respects the problematic of "otherness"-a distinctly Levinasian inheritance-raises more questions than solves. This standpoint's criticism of the modern natural law tradition-the normative basis of the contemporary democratic societies-is sweeping and total to the point that democratic ideals themselves seem indefensible, and in this way undermines a politics of "reasonable democracy." Instead, we are left with a "political existentialism," in which, given the "groundless" nature of moral and political choice, one political "decision" seems almost as good as another. 

Deconstruction Bad - Feminism

Deconstruction destroys feminism.

Nilsson, 09 (Magnus, Director of Engineering for DETACH AB, Masters of Science degree in Applied Physics and Electrical Engineering from Linköping University, “Diversity and Homogeneity in a “Multicultural Society”: A Critique of the Pervasive Picture of Collective Identities”, International Migration & Ethnic Relations Research Unit at the Univeristy of Bergen, (http://imer.uib.no/14Nordic/Papers%20fra%2014.%20Migrasjonsforskerkonferanse/Nilsson.pdf)

Fraser doesn’t view deconstruction of collective identities as unproblematic. On the contrary, she points out that deconstructive cultural politics is often “far removed from the immediate interests and identities” of the people who suffer cultural injustices, and that it becomes psychologically and politically feasible first when all people are “weaned from their attachments to current cultural constructions of their interests and identities.”21 This problem becomes especially acute when there is a need for abandoning an identity-category altogether. One such situation would be when anti-racists wish to abolish the category race. This is a fairly common – and fully legitimate – position, taken by, for example, Paul Gilroy in Against Race (2000). Gilroy argues that “raciology” – defined as “the lore that brings the virtual realities of ’race’ to dismal and destructive.  Gilroy argues that “raciology” – defined as “the lore that brings the virtual realities of ’race’ to dismal and destructive quandary, a more pragmatic approach to collective identities must be tried. The basic outline of such an approach can be found in Toril Moi’s critique of “the pervasive picture of sex,” formulated in What is a Woman (1999). One of Moi’s aims is to show that the idea that “any use of the word ‘woman’ (and any answer to the question ’What is a woman?’) must entail a philosophical commitment to metaphysics and essentialism” is mistaken.26 Instead she argues that “a feminist theory that starts from an ordinary understanding of what a woman is, namely a person with a female body,” will be metaphysical or essentialist, only when “sex and/or gender differences” are seen as something that “always manifest themselves in all cultural and personal activities,” or when it is assumed that they are “always the most important features of a person or a practice.”27 This is what Moi calls “the pervasive picture of sex.”28 Moi’s reason for arguing that the concept woman should be ‘rescued’ from radical deconstruction is that is useful in certain circumstances. Her primary example is that “as long as technology has not made the usual methods of human reproduction obsolete, the biological requirements of pregnancy, childbirth and childcare will have to be accommodated within any social structure.”29 Thus Moi finds it “as oppressive and theoretically unsatisfactory to reduce women to their ‘general humanity’ as it is to reduce them to their femininity.”30 Moi’s approach is ‘transformative enough’ to be able to deal with the problem of othering. If collective identities are not viewed as pervasive, they will not necessarily produce unwanted group distinctions. But the question is whether race and/or ethnicity are categories worth rescuing.  

Deconstruction Bad - Dogmatism

Deconstruction is based on dogmatic ideology and hypocrisy 
Plaut, 04 (Steven, Professor at the Graduate School of the Business Administration at the University of Haifa, “The Deconstruction of Jacques Derrida”, Frontpage Magazine, 10/11, http://www.frontpagemag.com/readArticle.aspx?ARTID=11030)

Deconstructionism is a shallow form of Non-Thinking that has gained popularity among some of the more simpleminded disciplines of the academic world. Essentially the same as post-modernism (how is that for a true nonsense word, something no woodchuck could chuck?), Deconstructionism argues that there do not exist any such things as facts, truth, logic, rationality, nor science. Nothing in the world exists beyond subjective narratives, each as legitimate as the next. Language is the ultimate form of tyranny and source of control over us oppressed folks by those evil elites. There are no false narratives, just different subjectivities.    Deconstructionism was defined nicely by Robert Locke: "It is also known as poststructuralism, but don't ask what structuralism was, as it was no better.  It is based on the proposition that the apparently real world is in fact a vast social construct and that the way to knowledge lies in taking apart in one's mind this thing society has built.  Taken to its logical conclusion, it supposes that there is at the end of the day no actual reality, just a series of appearances stitched together by social constructs into what we all agree to call reality.  But not agree voluntarily, for society has (this is the leftist bit) an oppressive structure, so we are pressured to agree to that version of reality which pleases the people in charge."     Left-wing academics love substituting polysyllable-invention for thinking and analysis.   Among the founders of the School of Deconstructionism was Yale professor Paul de Man, a close friend of Jacques Derrida's, who had published pro-Nazi collaborationist and anti-Semitic articles in two Belgian newspapers in the early Forties. The other Deconstructionists have always tried to deconstruct the Nazism of de Man so that it would not look too bad.   Deconstructionism has long been linked with Marxism, a rather strange combination - given the insistence by deconstructionists that they should never claim to know anything. Marxists claim to know everything, based on ridiculous theories by Marx disproved 160 years ago, making the Marxist-Deconstructionist axis rather queer. It also sometimes calls itself post-colonialism, apparently because some of its Frenchie inventors came from Algeria, although I have never understood how it can be certain that anything or anyone was ever colonized or colonizer.      For deconstructionists, proof and disproof are unimportant. They accept as axiomatic the claim that social power structures control everything in the world, I guess including all narratives, and that literature and art are nothing more than reflections of or protests against such power and oppression. Never mind that the Decon conmen have no way of measuring nor assessing power, control, class, nor privilege; they are SURE that these things are out there and control the world, just like in the sort of giant conspiracy promoted on some of the wackier conspiracist web sites on the web.   Robert Locke has said that Deconstructionism is the opiate of an obsolete intellectual class.  It is little more than sophistry and absolute moral relativism. Deconstructionists insist that even words themselves have no meaning. Hence we all live in a meaningless universal in which we are all no better than noisy mutts, making silly barking sounds, which of course should already be obvious to any of you out there who have listened to comparative literature courses from lefty profs. As one critic pointed out, all of Deconstructionism is founded on the paradox of using language to claim that language cannot make unambiguous claims (John Searle, "The World Turned Upside Down," The New York Review, October 27, 1983).   Deconstructionists oppose being judgmental about anything, except the absolute evil of capitalism and America, which is why it is popular these days mainly among American tenured leftists (the French berets have by and large moved on to other amusements). They believe in an absolute justice, although cannot tell you what and where it is, nor how to achieve it. They think it is something we all simply need to sit back and await, like a Messiah on a deconstructed donkey, although we can hurry it along by joining the Far Left. Deconstructionism attracts a certain sort of adolescent mind (regardless of the age of the accompanying body) because of its cynicism and dismissal of rational thought and science. In Locke's wonderful words, "It raises to the level of a philosophical system the intuition that everything grownups do is a fraud. It is the metaphysics of Holden Caulfield. It enables the practitioner to tell himself that he is among the privileged group of insiders who know that the Wizard of Oz is behind the curtain."   

Deconstruction Fails

Deconstruction is so disconnected from political reality that it fails to produce change. 

Wolin, 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 225-226)

As another disillusioned contributor to the same tome laments, when all is said and done, Derrida's ethereal metapolitical musings offer us Marx 'Without Marxism-a Marxism so divested of social, economic, and historical content as to be politically valueless.9 As Michele Lamont remarked in "How to Become a Dominant French  Philosopher: The Case of Jacques Derrida," whereas Derrida's influence has been strong in countries lacking indigenous left-wing traditions such as the United States, conversely, in areas with a strong Marxist heritage-Germany, Italy, and Latin America-his impact has been negligible.10  In the realm of political critique in particular, deconstruction's "reality-deficit"-its endemic methodological aversion to extra  DOWN BY LAW 225  textual concerns-returns to haunt it. When all is said and done, one suspects that Derrida's virtuoso dismantlings of logocentric philosophical prejudices have left interpretation frozen in an originary impotence in the stead of originary "presence." In his recent essays on 'bospitality," "cosmopolitanism," and "forgiveness," Derrida, sounding very much like a liberal's liberal, has spoken out forcefully against a xenophobic "Fortress Europe" mentality and in favor of immigrants' rights.11 Yet such appeals, while admirable, remain couched at such a pitch of meta-theoretical abstraction that it is difficult to discern what concrete policy implications, if any, the philosopher might have in mind. Earlier in his career, Derrida suggested in a Nietzschean vein that once we have been released from the straightjacket of Western metaphYSics a Dionysian "joyous wisdom" would supplant the claims of reason; in consequence, we would presumably become-again, in a manner never clearly specified-citizens of a better world.12  Throughout his career, Derrida has been keen on exposing the integral relationship between "metaphysics" and "violence," leading one to believe-implausibly-that all injustice and oppression can be traced back to the history of metaphysics. Yet in the eighteenth century the "rights of man and citizen" evolved from the eminently metaphysical idea of modern natural law. One might reasonably conclude that metaphysics, in the guise of the "rights of man," provided the conceptual leverage necessary to overthrow the ancien regime. Hegel arrived at this verdict in his Lectures on the Philosophy of History when, referring to modern natural law, he made the uncontroversial assertion that "the French Revolution received its first impulse from Philosophy."14 Like Heidegger and Nietzsche before him, Derrida places an explanatory burden on metaphysics that the concept cannot bear. How, for example, would Derrida explain the prevalence of injustice and oppression in those parts of the world in which Western metaphysics has had a negligible impact? What role do nonmetaphysical sources of oppression those attributable, say, to indigenous cultural factors-play in the deconstructionist worldview? And what about the progressive influence of metaphysics for contemporary ideas of human rights ideas that played such a paramount role in the justly celebrated  "revolutions of 1989"?

Alt Fails
Derrida is either meaningless or links to his own critique of the truth. 

Wolin, 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 222-223)

Ironically, one detects a lethal self-contradiction at the heart of the deconstructionist enterprise-Derrida's attempt to out philosophize the history of philosophy.  Like previous participants in the language game of Western metaphysics, he has decreed that his concepts (or "nonconcepts")-differance, dissemination, trace, hymen, grammatology-possess a status more primordial (and hence more "true") than those that have been proposed by his predecessors, from Plato to the historical present. A philosopher can, for any number of reasons one can imagine, cease philosophizing without the risk of falling into self-contradiction. Yet once philosophers decide to criticize the tradition by demonstrating its inherent inadequacies, they have, as it were, already taken the bait: the claims to truth or adequacy they raise can be criticized in turn.  Such claims can not only be criticized, but by proposing alternative accounts concerning the origins of truth and the nature of representation, as Derrida himself does with the concept of differance, all philosophy tends towards "realism." The thinker in question is implicitly staking claims about the relationship between cognition and the external world. Derrida a realist? Paradoxical as it may sound, for the author of anti-epistemological classics such as Writing and DijJerence and Of Grammatology, there is no getting around this dilemma. By seeking to provide an alternative account of the relationship between representation and reality, Derrida must argue-even if only implicitly-that his account is more verisimilar vis-a-vis the way things really are than the leading competing accounts. When viewed from this perspective, Derrida, whose philosophy seeks to unmask and eliminate the last residues of Western metaphysics, may in fact be its consummate practitioner-the "last metaphysician." The question as to whether his own foundationalist claims concerning the ontological abyss separating language and reality cohere transcends the scope of the present enquiry (although the problem of deconstruction's inherent "self-contradiction" raised above would seem to speak strongly against a verdict in deconstruction's favor). If deconstruction is to succeed in convincing philosophers that its methods and insights are superior to theirs, it must rely on practices and procedures that suggest a greater standard of generality-and thus a higher standard of "truth"-than metaphysics. Must it not, then, ultimately seek to outdo metaphysics on its own terms? In a nutshell, the problem with deconstruction is that if all previous truth-claims are vitiated by considerations of differance-the twofold spatio-temporal delay that afflicts all knowledge-then decostruction's claims are similarly vitiated. As one contemporary philosopher has observed, "It is usually a good strategy to ask whether a general claim about truth or meaning applies to itself'."! When judged according to this elementary criterion, deconstruction founders under the weight of its own cleverness.  Yet, assuming for the sake of argument that deconstruction's radical skepticism about meaning and morality hold water, where would this leave us? In the eyes of many readers and critics, the lack of a satisfactory response to this question constitutes one of deconstruction's major weaknesses. Under the sign of "undecidability," Derrida has repeatedly celebrated the indeterminacy of meaning. Meaning's insurmountable will-o'-the-wisp character represents an epistemic bulwark against the temptations of "logocentrism"-the tyranny of reason that has been one of the hallmarks of Western thought. As Denida boldly declaims in Of Grammatology, "We want to reach the point of a certain exteriority with respect to the totality of the logocentric period."z On the same grounds, deconstruction has demonstrated an almost phobic aversion to formal logic and propositional truth, the sine qua non of discursive thought. Instead, Derridean texts revel in rhetorical tours de force, non sequiturs, puns, and abrupt linguistic jolts-techniques designed to upend the deceptive harmonies of narrative continuity. Yet this endemic mistrust of positive truth-claims seems to have undermined Derrida's own attempt to articulate a constructive critical standpoint.  As Fredric Jameson has noted, deconstruction's status as a type of "negative hermeneutics"-one that privileges discontinuity and semiotic slippage rather than, like Gadamer, the "happening of tradition" in a positive sense-has not prevented it from congealing into merely another academic worldview, with acolytes and devotees, as well as the institutional trappings appropriate to a veritable postmodern scholarly cult.

Alt Fails - Utopian

Alt fails--Deconstruction is utopian and unachievable 

Grieve-Carlson 06 (Gary, Professor of English, Director of General Education, Lebanon Valley College, “Book Review: Is the Radical Left the Child of the Radical Right?”, International Journal of Baudrillard studies, January, http://www.ubishops.ca/baudrillardstudies/vol3_1/grieve.htm)

Wolin’s antipathy toward postmodernism comes across most clearly in his chapter on Jacques Derrida, titled “Deconstruction and the Problem of Justice,” in which he briefly recapitulates some of the arguments that have been leveled against Derrida’s philosophy of language and then takes up his more recent work on politics and law.  Derrida claims that deconstruction, pace its critics, is not apolitical but “hyper-political” and aligned with “a certain spirit of Marxism.”  He has criticized the xenophobia of Europe’s New Right and defended immigrants’ rights in the name of “hospitality” and “openness toward the other.”  For Wolin, however, Derrida’s thinking is “politically valueless” because of what he calls its excessive, ethereal abstraction and Derrida’s refusal to get down to the level of concrete policy and to write in the idiom of normative political theory.  Instead he engages in an “esoteric appeal to a messianic condition to come (á venir),” which exists in sublime, utopian contrast to the “perdition of the historical present.”             The most compelling part of Wolin’s argument in this chapter is his discussion of Derrida’s essay “The Force of Law,” in which Derrida draws a sharp distinction between law (which is inevitably logocentric, universalist, and incapable of recognizing difference or otherness) and justice (which operates always at the level of the specific, the individual, and the exceptional).  Wolin calls this distinction “a naïve binary opposition,” and suggests that Derrida’s dismissal of formal legal procedures and rationality, and his emphasis on “undecidability,” leads him to a position almost identical with Carl Schmitt’s decisionism: we must simply decide, outside the framework of any body of law or appeal to legal precedent.  Such a model, suggests Wolin, is unlikely to advance the cause of human rights or the interests of the marginalized.  Fair enough – but Derrida is correct when he argues that a real distinction between law and justice exists, and that the danger of law is precisely its blind, programmatic application to individual cases that are enormously complex.  Derrida’s argument is a reaction against “law” as expressed in such rigid legislation as California’s “three-strikes-and-you’re-out” or other kinds of mandatory sentencing. 

Alt Fails – No Social Change

Deconstruction too academic and narrow to spur social change. 

Learmonth, 04 (Mark, Department of Management Studies--University of York, “Derrida Reappraised: Deconstruction, Critique and Emancipation in Management Studies”, University of York, Department of Management Studies, March, http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/2553/1/yms_workingpaper1.pdf)

Whilst the work of Jacques Derrida has a number of influential admirers amongst scholars of management and organization (Jones, forthcoming) there remains a significant degree of scepticism about the utility of his work, especially perhaps amongst those who wish to change the world in ways they consider to be emancipatory (Feldman, 1998). Indeed, for Gabriel, deconstruction is opposed to such ambitions:  [o]ur theories [i.e. those of management scholars] have mostly given up on the Marxist ideal of changing the world and even on the more modest one of understanding and critiquing it. Instead they increasingly seek to ‘deconstruct’ it through ironic or iconic engagement, endlessly lost in narrative vortices  Gabriel (2001, p.23).  Even some scholars who are generally read as sympathetic to Derrida’s work have suggested that emancipatory critique has to be added on to deconstruction as a supplement to Derrida’s own concerns. For example, Boje feels that it is necessary “to marry deconstruction to the critical theory revival of Marxist critique of ideology … [otherwise] deconstruction became (sic) just another formalism, anti-historical, politically conservative, and … lacking a social change project” (2001, p.18/19). Nevertheless, Derrida himself has said he believes that  there is an enormous amount to do today for emancipation, in all domains and all the areas of the world and society … I must say that I have no tolerance for those who - deconstructionist or not - are ironical with regard to the grand discourse of emancipation  Derrida (1996, p.82).  The principal aim of this paper is to argue for a reappraisal of Derrida’s potential to contribute to emancipatory critique in management and organization studies. A contribution that I suggest can be substantial. Indeed, it is submitted that  emancipatory ambitions are not alien to deconstruction as Boje (2001) seems to claim - rather they are intrinsic to it.   

Deconstruction = Elitist

Deconstruction is elitist and fails to produce real change

Fejfar 06 (Anthony J, B.A. Philosophy, Magna Cum Laude, Creighton University, J.D., With Distinction, University of Nebraska College of Law, “Deconstructing Derrida: Deconstructing a Cliff A Tract Book Essay A Satirical Allegory”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/980/Deconstructing-Deconstruction-Deconstructing-Derrida)  

Let us imagine that a law professor has gone up to Harvard and has sat in on a seminar dealing with deconstruction ala Derrida. Professor Jones comes back to Widemount University School of Law and begins a faculty presentation about deconstruction. Jones begins by arguing that linguistics are the basis for reality. Put another way, linguistic deconstruction shows us what reality really is. Jones then takes the example that he learned at Harvard, that a “Cliff” could be linguistically deconstructed to show the ultimate nature of the Cliff. Jones starts out with a nice picture of a cliff face of rock at the base of the Grand Canyon. He points out that the word “Cliff” is culturally subjective and in a sense does not really exist. Undoudtedly, “Cliff” was a word which developed in a racist, patriarchal society and must be exposed by deconstruction for what it really is, that is, a 1 culturally arbitrary covention which lends a certain trajectory of meaning regarding a rock face. Unfortunately for Professor Jones, Professor Fejfar, a Critical Thomist at Widemount University School of Law raises a few awkard questions. “Professor Jones, aren’t you taking a remarkably one sided idealist approach to this question. Over 400 years ago Shakespeare asked “would a rose by any other name smell as sweet?” In this context, I would ask, “would a cliff by any other name stop being a steep rock wall?” The answer is no. Professor Fejfar argues that linguistic deconstruction does not really by itself disclose the nature of reality. It may say something useful, but not enough to persuade us that deconstructing the word “Cliff” actually deconstructs ‘Cliff’ itself. So, for example let us say that there are several different words for the word “Cliff,” such as cliff, cliffo, rocko, etc. I suggest that however much we deconstruct the words, cliff, cliffo, and rocko, that all other things being equal the real cliff itself will be there the next morning. If Professor Jones insists upon deconstructing “cliff’ right in front the real cliff rock face, I think that he will find that if he walks into the cliff face he will break his nose. In fact, I would argue that to prevent this from happening over and over again, Professor Jones would have to get into a backhoe or other machinery and physically dig out the cliff face until it no longer exists. This is real physical deconstruction as opposed to linguistic deconstruction. Think about it. 

Moral Imperatives Good

Moral imperatives are essential—civil rights, women’s movement, gay liberation, and anti-war movements prove 

Wolin 04 (Richard, B.A. from Reed College--M.A. and Ph.D. from York University in Toronto--D.D. McMurtry Professor of History at Reed College and Rice University, The seduction of unreason : the intellectual romance with fascism : from Nietzsche to postmodernism, p. 235-236)

 Yet contrary to Derrida's rash supposition that justice and law are incompatible, one might alternatively argue that the uneasy balance between these two elements, which remains the cornerstone of the modern system of right, may be adjudged a qualified success. In a number of celebrated instances, the precarious equilibrium between justice and law has prevented positive law from congealing into something positivistically rigid, impervious to reinterpretation and changing historical needs. Here I am thinking of abe paramount relationship between civil disobedience and political injustice in recent American history. The cases of the civil rights, women's and gay liberation, and anti-war movements were at least partly successful in provoking a sea change in political understand ing. Stressing the moral imperatives of social equality, these protest movements effectively demonstrated that, in the case of numerous social groups, claims to democratic inclusion had been dishonored. In these and other cases, the existence of moral claims deemed higher than positive law, along with superordinate constitutional norms, underwrote instances of popular protest that sought to expose individual laws or policies that fell short of justice quaethical ideal.40 Such considerations form the core of the tradition of modern natural law: from the era of Locke and Rousseau, who provided the intellectual ammunition for the age of democratic revolutions, to the doctrines of Ronald Dworkin andJohn Rawls in our own day.  Yet Derrida systematically distrusts the modern natural law tradition insofar as it remains incurably logocentric. In expressing the hegemony of the logos, it fails to do justice to the claims of otherness and difference. Yet, pace Derrida, as the foregoing historical examples bear out, in many cases the dialectical tension between morality and law has prevented society from succumbing to the reign of an inflexible legal positivism-the tyranny of positive law.  As a critic of modern law, Derrida fails to strike a proper balance between the universal and the particular. As a critic of logocentrism and a philosopher of the "undecidable" (Le., the indeterminacy of all truth claims), he glorifies the moment of particularity in a manner that is frankly decisionistu: that is, in a way that stresses the arbitrariness and contingency of all judgments and decisions. It is far from accidental, therefore, that Derrida cites with relish Kierkegaard's adage, "The moment of decision is madness." "This is particularly true," Derrida goes on to remark, "of the instant of the just decision that must rend time and defy dialectics."41 From Derrida's perspective, general laws and maxims are downgraded as "logocentric": they are representative of the tyranny of the logos, which, instead of remaining open to the "otherness of the other"-Derrida's Levinasian approximation of justice-are more concerned with the imperatives of logical consistency and conceptual coherenceY As Derrida avows, "There is no justice except to the degree that some event is possible which ... exceeds calculation, rules, programs, anticipations, and so forth. Justice as the experience of absolute alterity is unpresentable.  One suspects that given its marked aversion to "calculation, rules, and programs," Derrida's ideal of justice would be radically anti-institutional. This suspicion is borne out by his ensuing discussion of the ontological chasm separating justice and law: For Derrida positive law is intrinsically indigent insofar as it is empirical, institutional, normative, and embodied. The idea of a "just law," he claims, would be a contradiction in terms. In his view the deficiencies of positive law are counterbalanced neither by constitutional norms, nor by universalist maxims proper to modern natural right (Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau), nor by contemporary conceptions of human rights. Instead, for Derrida the counterpart to law that holds out prospects of justice is the idea of the mystical-thus his essay's subtitle, "'The Mystical Foundation of Authority,'" an allusion to Michel de Montaigne.

**DETERRENCE GOOD**

Deterrence Prevents Escalation

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

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

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

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

Deterrence Good- General

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

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

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

It’s empirically verifiable

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

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

Deterrence Good – Stops Prolif

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

Solves Allied Prolif

U.S. policy of extended deterrence stops proliferation among enemies and allies

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

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

Prevents Adventurism

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

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

Deterrence = Moral

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

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

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

Deterrence is moral because it prevents greater evils – evaluation of nuclear ethics necessitates a consideration of likely consequences because the lives of billions are at stake
Kavka 1987 (Gregory S., prominent and influential figure in contemporary moral and political philosophy, Moral paradoxes of nuclear deterrence, pg. 5)

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

AT: Deterrence Doesn’t Assume Wars

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

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

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

**DILLON**

Calculations Good

Viewing calculative thought as equivalent to domination ensures total political paralysis.

Bronner, 04 Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 3-5

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

**ECO-FEMINISM**
2AC: 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

2AC: 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. 

2AC: DAs Galore
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.
2AC: Racism DA
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.

Eco Fem Kills Cap

Eco-feminism would require the elimination of capitalism. 

Mellor 97 – Senior Lecturer in Sociology, Newcastle upon Tyne Polytechnic – 1997 (Mary, FEMINISM AND ECOLOGY, p. 162)

Eco-feminists incorporate an implicit or explicit rejection of capitalism in their critique of western society, although very few adopt a socialist analysis in the Marxian sense. Carolyn Merchant has argued the case for a socialist analysis of the ecological crisis couched in terms of socialist feminism: ‘Socialist feminism views change as dynamic, interactive and dialectical, rather than a mechanistic, linear and incremental…A socialist feminist environmental ethic involves developing sustainable, non-dominating relations with nature and supplying all peoples with a high quality of life’(1990:105). Merchant points out that ‘socialist feminism environmental theory gives both reproduction and production central places’, thus denying the centrality of the Marxian analysis of production. In a later book Merchant advocates a ‘radical ecology’ as the basis of a socialist position in which social movements such as bioregional movements, grassroots struggle and mainstream environmental campaigning have largely replaced social class as political agents. 

Alt Fails

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).

Ecofeminism marginalizes women by embracing patriarchal essentialisms. 

Biehl, 91. Social ecology activist and the author of Rethinking Eco-feminist Politics. “Rethinking Ecofeminist Politics,” p. 3-4, Janet.

Although most political movements might feel the need to sort out these differences and their theorists might argue for and against them, producing a healthy debate, ecofeminists rarely confront each other en the differences in these writings. Ecofeminists who even acknowledge the existence of serious contradictions tend, in fact, to pride themselves on the contradictions in their works as a healthy sign of "diversity"-presumably in contrast to "dogmatic," fairly consistent, and presumably "male" or "masculine" theories. But dogmatism is clearly not the same thing as coherence, clarity, and at least a minimum level of consistency. Ecofeminism, far from being healthily diverse, is so blatantly self-contradictory as to be incoherent. As one might expect, at least one ecofeminist even rejects the very-notion of coherence itself, arguing that coherence is "totalizing" and by inference oppressive. Moreover, because ecofeminists rarely debate each other, it is nearly impossible to glean from their writings the extent to which they agree or disagree with each other. The reader of this book should be wary of attributing the views of anyone ecofeminist, as they are presented here, to all other ecofeminists. But ecofeminists' apparent aversion to sorting out the differences among themselves leaves the critical observer no choice but to generalize. The self-contradictory nature of ecofeminism raises further problems as well. Some ecofeminists literally celebrate the identification of women with nature as an ontological reality. They thereby speciously biologize the personality traits that patricentric society assigns to women. The implication of this position is to confine women to the same regressive social definitions from which feminists have fought long and hard to emancipate women. Other ecofeminists reject such biologizations and rightly consider what are virtually sociobiological definitions of women as regressive for women. But some of the same ecofeminists who reject these definitions nonetheless favor using them to build a movement. 

Ecofeminists association of women with nature reinforces patriarchy—this destroys the alternative’s potential.

Biehl, 91. Janet, Social ecology activist and the author of Rethinking Eco-feminist Politics. “Rethinking Ecofeminist Politics,” p. 15-6.

Despite ecofeminism's allegedly "revolutionary" potential, some feminists (who are not ecofeminists) have criticized ecofeminism and its closely associated cultural feminism for their reactionary implications. Ecofeminist images of women, these critics correctly warn, retain the patriarchal stereotypes of what men expect women to be. These stereotypes freeze women as merely caring and nurturing beings, instead of expanding the full range of women's human potentialities and abilities. To focus overwhelmingly on women's "caring nature" as the source of ecologically necessary "values" easily leads to the notion that women are to remain intuitive and discourages them from expanding their human horizons and capacities. It is important to note that de Beauvoir flatly repudiated "the new femininity" such as ecofeminism offers, criticizing its return to an enhanced status for traditional feminine values, such as women and her rapport with nature, woman and her maternal instinct, woman and her physical being ... This renewed attempt to pin women down to their traditional role, together with a small effort to meet some of the demands made by women-that's the formula used to try and keep women quiet. Even women who call themselves feminists don't always see through it. Once again, women are being defined in terms of "the other," once again they are being made into the "second sex." ... Equating ecology with feminism is something that irritates me. They are not automatically one and the same thing at all. (emphasis added)" De Beauvoir's well-placed emphasis on the "traditional role" assigned to women by male-created cultures is a conclusion that can only be highly disconcerting to ecofeminism, for it was from this pioneer in women's liberation that ecofeminists borrowed their basic concept of the "otherness" of women and nature. That it is now women-and not men-who define women as "other" with nature is a milestone in the passage in recent decades from a struggle for women's liberation to assertions of mere female chauvinism in ecofeminism.  The fact is that Western associations of women with nonhuman nature-or as closer to nonhuman nature than men-were enormously debasing to women. Ancient Greek culture excluded women from political life because of their presumed intellectual inferiority; Aristotle wrote that their logos or reason "lacks authority." Plato believed that in the origin of the two sexes, women result when men who do not do well in their life on earth come back through transmigration of the soul as females." Euripides in a fragment says that "woman is a more terrible thing than the violence of the raging sea, than the force of torrents, than the sweeping breath of fire."" Semonides delivered a diatribe comparing what he saw as various types of women to various animals. Ancient Roman law regarded women as having a "levity of mind," and in Christian culture, Augustine saw women as "weaker." Eve came to be seen as a temptress for her role in the Fall-in the words of the Christian father Tertullian, "the gateway to hell." Aquinas, following Aristotle, regarded women as "misbegotten" and defective. The association of women with nonhuman nature or as beings closer to nonhuman nature has thus been immensely degrading for women, contributing to untold misery in the lives of countless women in Western culture. 

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).
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. 

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.

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.

AT: Strategic Essentialism

Strategic essentialism enforces normalizing categories – doesn’t avoid the link

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

Given the potential constructionism apparent in some purportedly essentialist positions and the underlying essentialism of some purportedly social constructivist positions—in other words, the slippage across them despite original intentions—Carlassare asserts that the category "women'' cannot be asserted without essentialism in some form. Her conclusion is that the category "women" must be understood as a politically strategic invocation that is used variably within different ecofeminist productions of its source and meaning. Useful as this argument is for its transcendence of social/cultural ecofeminist arguments over essence, what Carlassare fails to address is the fact that strategic essentialism is never simply strategic but contains within it the potential to create a perception of essence despite the supposedly ironic nature of the stance. The question of performative subversion remains unaddressed in her work, her "unity in diversity" argument for strategic essentialism rests on the assumption of a political need to be seen as representing a common identity even if none of the participants actually believes in its existence. Thus, while she rejects the need for coherence and heralds ecofeminisms potentially subversive multiplicity, her validation of essentialist claims under the rubric of strategy misses the key point of performative parody.25

Strategic essentialism is a cop-out for homogenization of women – upholds biological determinism and culture-nature dualism

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

Clearly, what I am suggesting involves a radical displacement of contemporary wisdom. For ecofeminism to move beyond the reified identity categories of "women" and "nature" that have plagued it, it is insufficient to claim social construction and proceed anyway. As Carlassare argues, there is no inevitable relationship between social constructivism and antiessentialism. What Alaimo's work adds to the political equation is that it is possible to create affinities between humans and nature that do not involve statements of biological determination so long as nature is carefully re-inscribed as an active agent in its and our artifactuality. That this is a difficult task is quite clear: discourses of biological determinism are alive and well. But it is not sufficient to claim that everything is social any more than it is to suggest that this claim produces infinite flexibility. A more appropriate response is to engage with the culture/nature dualism itself, to argue that continuity with nature docs not consign humans to necessitarian repetition, and to use this blurring as a way of shaking up the apparent solidity of the social categories produced through their apparent connection to nature.

**ENVIRONMENT KS**

Cede the Political

Ecological utopianism prevents us from forming practical coalitions and risks distopian extremes. 

Lewis 92 – Professor, School of the Environment, Duke University – 1992 (Martin, GREEN DELSIONS, p. 250)

But for all of its attractions, utopia remains, and will always remain, “no place.” Although the vision is easy to conjure, the reality is elusive. In fact, those political regimes that have struggled hardest to realize utopian plans have created some of the world’s most dystopian realities. Unfortunately, American as a people seem uniquely drawn to such fantasies, and a right-wing variant of utopianism has even guided our recent national administrations; as Robert Kuttner (1991:5, 157) shows, laissez-faire itself is an ideologically driven utopian scheme that has dire consequences for the earth’s economy and ecology. As Michael Pollan (1991:188) eloquently demonstrates, eco-radicalism and right –wing economic theory are more closely allied than one might suspect: “Indeed, the wilderness ethic and laissez-faire economics, as antithetical as they might first appear, are really mirror images of one another, each proposes a quasi-divine force – Nature, the Market – that, left to its own devices, somehow knows what’s best for a place, Nature and the Market are both self-regulating, guided by an invisible hand. Worshippers of either share a deep, Puritan distrust of man, taking it on faith that human tinkering with the natural or economic order can only pervert it. So political extremists of all stripes offer utopian visions, which credulous idealists find remarkably attractive, but considering he disparity of the vision offered – the perfect market of laissez-faire, the perfect society of socialism, or the perfectly harmonious environment of eco-radicalism – it is not surprising that the utopians in the end only increases our social and intellectual rifts, steadily diminishing our chances of avoiding an ecological holocaust.       

Saving the environment requires effective political engagement—environmental philosophers must abandon abstract theorizing in order to build the public. 

De-Shalit, 2000. Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” Avner p. 4-6, Questia.

However, it would be wrong, if not dangerous, to blame the 'other'. From the prophets in biblical times to the French revolutionaries and the early Fabians, history is full of examples of theorists and philosophers who abandoned all hope of persuading others through deliberation, and became impatient and hence more radical in their ideas. This explains why the shift from humanistic to misanthropic attitudes has been rapid. Perhaps the 'easiest' way to solve a problem is to lose faith in a form of gradual change that can still remain respectful of humans. Such an attitude, I believe, only brings about a new series of problems encompassing dictatorship, totalitarianism, and lack of personal freedom. In this book I seek to maintain the philosophical impetus, not to point the finger at the politicians or the activists. Rather, I wish to examine ourselves—the philosophers who engage in discussing the environment—to discover how we might construct a theory that is much more accessible to the activists and the general public (without relinquishing any of our goals), and which can be harnessed to the aims of political philosophy. Here, the counter-argument would go something like this: 'OK, so the argumentation supplied by environmental philosophers is so removed from that used by activists and governments. So what? The only outcome of this is that more arguments, or, if you like, a pluralistic set of arguments, will emerge. Some arguments are relevant to academia alone; others can be used in politics. Thus, for example, in the university we could maintain an ecocentric environmental philosophy, 7 whereas in politics anthropocentric 8 arguments would dominate.' In response to this, it could be argued that plurality of argument is indeed welcome. Moreover, as we saw earlier, the divergence between, say, ecocentric environmental philosophy and anthropocentric environmental philosophy is not so vast in terms of the policies they recommend. In fact, as John Barry argues, 'reformed naturalistic humanism' is capable of supporting a stewardship ethics just as well (J. Barry 1999 : ch. 3). But my point is that saving the environment is not just a matter of theory: it is an urgent political mission. In a democratic system, however, one cannot expect policies to be decided without giving any thought to how these policies should be explained to the public, and thereby gain legitimacy. In other words, the rationale of a policy is an increasingly important, if not inseparable, part of the policy; in particular, the openness and transparency of the democratic regime makes the rationale a crucial aspect of the policy. A policy whose rationale is not open to the public, or one that is believed to be arrived at through a process not open to the public, is considered a-democratic (cf. Ezrahi 1990). Consequently, a policy's legitimacy is owed not only to its effectiveness, but also to the degree of moral persuasion and conviction it generates within the public arena. So, when constructing environmental policies in democratic regimes, there is a need for a theory that can be used not only by academics, but also by politicians and activists. Hence the first question in this book is, Why has the major part of environmental philosophy failed to penetrate environmental policy and serve as its rationale? The first part of this book, then, discusses this question and offers two explanations in response. These explanations are based on the premiss that environmental ethics and political theory should be differentiated and well defined so that later on they may join hands, rather than that they should be united in a single theory. It is assumed that they answer two questions. Environmental ethics is about the moral grounds for an environment-friendly attitude. Political theory with regard to the environment relates to the institutions needed to implement and support environmental policies. Thus, the failure to distinguish properly between environmental ethics and political theory underlies the failure of the major part of environmental philosophy to penetrate environmental policy and provide its rationale. In Chapter 1 it is claimed that in a way environmental philosophers have moved too rapidly away from anthropocentrism—mainstream ethical discourses—towards biocentrism and ecocentrism. 9 My argument is that the public on the whole is not ready for this, and therefore many activists and potential supporters of the environmental movement become alienated from the philosophical discourse on the environment. In addition, I suggest that the reason for the gap between on the one hand environmental philosophers and on the other activists and politicians is that environmental philosophers have applied the wrong approach to political philosophy. I claim that all moral reasoning involves a process of reflective equilibrium between intuitions and theory. I distinguish between 'private', 'contextual', and 'public' modes of reflective equilibrium, arguing that environmental philosophers use either the first or second mode of reasoning, whereas political philosophy requires the third: the public mode of reflective equilibrium. The latter differs from the other two models in that it weighs both the intuitions and the theories put forward by activists and the general public (and not just those of professional philosophers). The argument for this being so is that reasoning about the environment needs to include political and democratic philosophy. And yet, most of environmental philosophers' efforts so far have focused on such questions of meta-ethics as 'intrinsic value theories' and 'biocentrism'. Environmental philosophers have been pushed in this direction out of a genuine desire to seek out the 'good' and the truth, in an effort to ascertain the moral grounds for an environment-friendly attitude. I suggest that environmental philosophers should not limit themselves to discussing the moral grounds for attitudes, or to trying to reveal the good and the truth, although these are important and fascinating questions. At least some of them should instead go beyond this and address the matter of the necessary institutions for implementing policies, and finally, and of no less importance, find a way to persuade others to act on behalf of the environment. In other words, while there is a place for meta-ethics, it should not be the only approach to philosophizing about the environment; it should not replace political philosophy.

Environmental philosophy must be oriented towards constructing policies. 

De-Shalit, 2000. Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” p. 21-2, Avner Questia.

One might still ask, What's wrong with claiming—philosophically—that animals have rights? Indeed, one can claim that animal rights arguments, perhaps philosophy in general, is first and foremost meant to have an impact on the elite—that is, other philosophers and maybe other scholars, intellectuals, and artists. Only later will the idea penetrate to the decision-makers, and later still to the general public. The public in general is important, but not that important, because it is not the public that has to be convinced, but the philosophers and decision-makers. I will therefore raise the question of how political philosophy, such as environmental philosophy, should be conducted. First, two clarifications are in order. I am not dismissing the claim that philosophy in general is an elite practice, one less about convincing people and more about finding the truth or even about constructing aesthetic theories about the world. This could be argued. Those who see philosophy in this way might regard political, or applied, philosophy as inferior branches of philosophy. Others might think that philosophy is only about changing the world, and that everything else is a waste of time, a petit bourgeois preoccupation. I cannot devote too much space to debate either of these positions. Suffice it to say that I tend to find that there is room and need—both scientific and social need—for both: there is a time for 'pure' philosophy, and there is a time for 'political' philosophy. There is a time—and a need—to search for the truth, to be engaged in debates for the sake of the debate, and there is a time to change the world. 11 However, what is important, I think, is to remember that environmental philosophy grew out of a desperate need to supply sound philosophical, normative arguments against the continuation of several policies that were causing damage to the environment, putting people's lives at serious risks, ignoring the well-being of future generations, and harming other species. In that sense, at least, the need for environmental philosophy was a need for political philosophy. Now some people distinguish between political, applied and practical philosophy. Some claim that environmental philosophy should be practical; others may call it 'pragmatism' (Light and Katz 1996). Practical philosophy is distinguished from applied philosophy with regard to the question of what comes first—the case or the theory. Political and applied philosophy usually start with the assumption that theories are there to be applied to cases; the theory is, so to speak, 'given'. The question is how to solve the case with the help of the theory. Practical philosophy begins with the case and seeks a proper theory to solve it. This distinction is sound. However, in this book I use the term 'political philosophy' to mean, in general, philosophy that is policy-oriented. I think that there is a strong need for a 'political' way of philosophizing about the environment, including humans relations with animals. Such philosophizing, while constructing the theory, will take into account two conditions: first, that the theory must relate to real life cases and, second, that the theory must relate to the existing deliberation about the case, hence to the actual arguments that have already been put forward. 

Radical ecology alienates the public—only compromise allows us to prevent environmental catastrophe.

Lewis, 94. Martin, Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 250-1, Google Books.

The best hope I see is through a new alliance of moderates from both the left and the right – a coalition in which moderate conservatives continue to insist on efficiency and prudence, and where liberals forward an agenda aimed at social progress and environmental protection, but in which both contingents are willing to compromise in the interests of a common nation and, ultimately, a common humanity.  The environmental reforms necessary to ensure planetary survival will require the forging of such a broad-ranging political consensus.  By thwarting its development, eco-radicalism undermines our best chance of salvaging the earth – offering instead only the peace of mind that comes from knowing that one’s own ideology is ecologically and politically pure.  It is time for the environmental movement to recognize such thinking for the fantasy that it is.  We must first relinquish our hopes for utopia if we really wish to save the earth.  Promethean environmentalism is not simply a watered down, compromised form of the radical doctrine.  Although its concrete proposals and its philosophical positions are consistently at odds with those of ecoradicalism (see the appendix), its ultimate purpose is in fact the same: to return the surface of the earth to life, to life in all its abundance, diversity, and evolutionary potential.  Prometheans maintain, however, that for the foreseeable future we must actively manage the planet to ensure the survival of as much biological diversity as possible.  No less is necessary if we are to begin atoning for our very real environmental sins – for our fall from grace that began at the end of the Pleistocene epoch.  Eco-radicalism tells us that we must dismantle our technolgocial and economic system, and ultimately our entire civilization.  Once we do so, the rifts between humanity and nature will purportedly heal automatically.  I disagree.  What I believe we must do is disengage humanity from nature by cleaving to, but carefully guiding, the path of technological progress.  It is for the environmental community to decide which alternative offers the best hope for ecological salvation.
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.

Perm

Theoretical questions can be discussed but they cannot replace pragmatism political theory about the environment—the combination is best.

De-Shalit, 2000. Avner, Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” p. 36, Questia.

Before continuing, I would like point out a possible challenge to my argument so far. I have claimed that environmental philosophers should decide how to persuade the public of the need for environmental policies. It could, however, be argued that many of these philosophers are convinced that animals have rights, or that there is intrinsic value in nature (I discuss this idea in depth in the next chapter), and they may feel they have to discuss this, as a mission. They don't want to give up persuading people about animal rights or intrinsic value, and they don't want to 'sell out' just in order to persuade. It seems (the argument would continue) that I might expect these philosophers to suppress their ideas and feelings. However, philosophers should be loyal to their ideas and thoughts as well: they should be authentic; their role is not merely to persuade for the sake of forming a majority of well-informed citizens. I need of course to emphasize that this is not what I expect philosophers to do. Indeed, I think that a place does exist for environmental ethics and meta-ethics and that there is also a time to discuss issues bearing no relation to policies. However, environmental philosophers cannot escape the need to engage in real-life public deliberation because what they discuss is not wholly 'academic'. 18 The issues at stake are crucial both to human beings and their welfare, and to ecosystems and the state of the environment. The ecological crisis is not a question that can be discussed in tranquillity, and one cannot experiment with thinking about it for too long. There is a strong and urgent need for some thoughts and theories that are oriented towards institutions and policies. So, while accepting that environmental ethics and meta-ethics reflect sincere and authentic concerns, and that these concerns should be voiced, as an important part of this debate, I would stress that these cannot replace political theory concerning the environment. Such theory is vital for obvious reasons.

Permutation solves best—even if our claims should be critically examined, they should still be used as the starting point for philosophy.

De-Shalit, 2000. Avener, Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” p. 29-30, Questia.

A theory in political philosophy should lack 'external tensions': it should relate to real cases and should be relevant to real life. To do this, it should also arise from the cases in question. The best way to achieve this would be to start with the activists and their dilemmas. Hence an environmental philosophy theory should derive from extended sources, i.e. not only from the laid-back philosopher or anthropological explorer, but from the general public as well. It is therefore a theory that reflects the actual philosophical needs of the activist seeking to convince by appealing to practical issues, and not necessarily the philosophical needs of the philosopher, who convinces others by appealing to consistency and simplicity (despite the fact that the more coherent, consistent, etc., the environmental theory is, besides being relevant, the better it is). Naturally, the philosopher should not take the value of the activists' claims for granted; their intuitions, arguments, claims, and theories should also be scrutinized.  16 However, the fact that they need to be critically examined does not affect the main point: that the activists' intuitions, claims, and theories ought to be the starting point for a philosophy aimed at policy change. 

Total rejection of anthropocentrism fails—understanding humans as part of the environment allows environmental protection.

Grey, 93. William, Reader in Philosophy at the University of Queensland. “Anthropocentrism and Deep Ecology,” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 71.4, pages 463-475, http://www.uq.edu.au/~pdwgrey/pubs/anthropocentrism.html.

There is an obvious tension which arises when attempting to rectify the first two worries at the same time. For extolling the virtues of the natural, while at the same time vilifying the man-made or artificial, depends on a distinction between the natural and the artificial which the stress on a continuity between human and nonhuman (the focus of the second worry) undermines. On the one side there is emphasis on continuity and dependency, and on the other on distinctness and separation. It seems that, while we are a part of nature, our actions are nevertheless unnatural. This is one of the points where deep ecologists often risk lapsing into an incoherence, from which they are able to save themselves (as I will illustrate) with the help of a little covert anthropocentrism. Or putting the point another way, a suitably enriched (non-atomistic) conception of humans as an integral part of larger systems—that is, correcting the misconception of humanity as distinct and separate from the natural world—means that anthropocentric concern for our own well-being naturally flows on to concern for the nonhuman world. If we value ourselves and our projects, and part of us is constituted by the natural world, then these evaluations will be transmitted to the world. That we habitually assume characteristically anthropocentric perspectives and values is claimed by deep ecologists to be a defect. And as a corrective to this parochialism, we are invited to assume an "ecocentric" (Rolston 1986, Callicott 1989) or "biocentric" (Taylor 1986) perspective. I am not persuaded, however, that it is intelligible to abandon our anthropocentric perspective in favour of one which is more inclusive or expansive. We should certainly abandon a crude conception of human needs which equates them (roughly) with the sort of needs which are satisfied by extravagant resource use. But the problem with so-called "shallow" views lies not in their anthropocentrism, but rather with the fact that they are characteristically short-term, sectional, and self-regarding. A suitably enriched and enlightened anthropocentrism provides the wherewithal for a satisfactory ethic of obligation and concern for the nonhuman world. And a genuinely non-anthropocentric view delivers only confusion.

Permutation solves best—understanding that nature has both intrinsic and instrumental value creates pragmatic conservation.

Minteer, 06. Ben A., Assistant Professor in the Human Dimensions of Biology Faculty in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University. “The Landscape of Reform: Civic Pragmatism and Environmental Thought in America,” p. 3, Google Books. 

Although I describe it more fully in the individual chapters, one of the noteworthy features of the third way tradition in environmental thought is its embrace of a pluralistic mode of environmental value and action that accommodates both the prudent use and the preservation of nature, rather than demanding that we must always choose between these commitments. It is a way of thinking, in other words, that accepts the interpenetrating character of intrinsic and instrumental values in experience, the basic continuity of means and ends in environmental thought and practice. As such, the third way tradition is a strand within environmentalism that cannot be accurately characterized as either narrowly anthropocentric or ecocentric. Rather, it incorporates critical elements of both sensibilities in a more holistic, balanced, and practical vision of human environmental experience. Furthermore, this pragmatic strain in environmental thought views humans as thoroughly embedded in natural systems. Yet this recognition does not lead to the conclusion that humans have carte blanche with respect to the natural world, or that there is no moral limit to the domination of human will over the landscape. Instead, the third way view supports a wider and more integrative perspective in which human ideals and interests (including economic interests, but also other nonmaterial social, cultural, and political values) are understood to be wrapped up in the natural and built environment, and are secured and promoted through deliberate and broad-based planning and conservation efforts. While respectful of wilderness geographies and values, this tradition nevertheless represents a retreat from pure preservationist forms of environmentalism to views that accommodate ecologically benign and adaptive forms of technological enterprise and sustainable community development on the landscape. 

Permutation solves best—pure anthropocentrism or ecocentrism alienates the public—only a pragmatic middle ground can get them on board

Minteer, 06. Ben A. , Assistant Professor in the Human Dimensions of Biology Faculty in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University. “The Landscape of Reform: Civic Pragmatism and Environmental Thought in America,” p. 6-7, Google Books.

Perhaps the most salient feature of pragmatism is its instrumentalist character and the emphasis it places on the realm of practice (As opposed to the sphere of the ideal). Pragmatism is not a mirroring philosophy that seeks to reflect ideas said to exist outside of human culture, nor does it claim to register an objective, preexperiential understanding of nature. It is rather an active constructive (or reconstructive) philosophy, one that arises from practical experience and takes shape as individuals – and communities – confront problems, learn about their (and others’) values and beliefs, and adjust and progressively improve their natural and built environments. To paraphrase Ian Hacking, pragmatism suggests less the image of the philosopher’s armchair than it does the craftsman’s workbench. Ideas, as well as values and moral principles, are not abstractions; they are tools for social experimentation with the goal of bettering the human condition and enhancing our cultural adaptation to the environment. Among other things, this emphasis on instrumental action and social practice suggests that new knowledge and novel values can emerge from reflective and well-planned human activity on the landscape. Indeed, such activities have the potential to expand human experience and generate cultural wisdom in a manner that can improve our ability to achieve valued social goals, as well as deepen our appreciation of our natural and built environments. Pragmatism is also known for it’s acceptance, if not hearty embrace, of the condition of pluralism; i.e., that individuals are differently situated and are shaped to a significant degree by dissimilar traditions and experiences. Any claim to a universal or singular “good” is thus illusory to most pragmatists. This commitment to pluralism (including both its metaphysical and ethical varieties) prompts in turn the acknowledgement of the fallibility of our beliefs and moral commitments. It requires an openness to revision and change as we come into contact with the views of others and accept that new evidence and further discussion may show our beliefs to be mistaken and our values to be ill-considered or to have unacceptable implications. In the environmental case, a growing body of social scientific research on public opinion has shown that citizens embrace a range of moral stances toward the environment, including both anthropocentric and ecocentric positions. In light of this evidence, the notion that we should be searching for a final and universal ethical principle (or even a small set of ultimate principles) to govern all of our problematic environmental situations seems misguided to pragmatists. Such a view not only sweeps aside real moral diversity, it also fails to acknowledge that values can and do change in the context of public debate and deliberation over environmental programs and policies. 

Perm - Discourse

The permutation solves best—it creates a shared discourse that allows philosophers to influence policy.

Norton, 05. Ph.D. Professor of Philosophy at Georgia Tech, Ivan Allen College School of Public Policy. “Sustainability: A Philosophy of Adaptive Ecosystem Management,” p. 50, Google Books, Bryan G..

Speaking generally, the problem featured in this book is the lack of common language or shared discourse in which scientists and the public can discuss environmental problems, environmental goals, and possible environmental actions. Still speaking generally, our current language is inadequate because – as noted in the preface – it leads to the polarization over environmental values and to ideological environmentalism. Speaking generally, however, is just that; a pragmatist is committed to looking at real cases. Speaking more specifically, lack of effective communication pervades and corrupts most contexts in which human communities are struggling to live within their environmental limits. And yet we cannot solve this problem on the most general scale until we have some idea of its manifestations at local levels and in real policy contexts. We must survey a number of specific environmental problems, looking for general features from our survey. To get the cards on the table, however, let me state at the outset a general hypothesis: at all levels of society, and in all kinds of places across our country, there are failures of communication in discussions of environmental problems. These failures are most basically due to the lack of an adequate language for integrating environmental science and environmental values, and as a result little true communication occurs in the process of formulating and discussing environmental policies. To be more specific, I will argue that in public policy debate regarding environmental choices, we lack a crucial type of term that can (1) encapsulate a great deal of information and (2) present this information in such a way that the its importance for widely held social values is transparent. 

Kills Capitalism

Environmental radicalism is inherently anti-capitalist.

Lewis 92 – Professor, School of the Environment, Duke University – 1992 (Martin, GREEN DELUSIONS, p. 9-10)

Ultimately, green extremism is rooted in a single, powerful conviction: that continued economic growth is absolutely impossible, given limits of a finite planet. Only if this notion is discredited can the edifice of eco-radical philosophy be shaken. It can logically be shown that the supposed necessity of devising a steady-state economy is severely misconstrued. Economic growth, strictly speaking, is defined as an increase in the value of goods and services produced. Yet as noted almost twenty years ago by Mancur Olson (1973:4), radical greens have a significantly different conception, one that largely ignores services and that substitutes for mass value. To read some of their tracts, one could only conclude that economic growth requires producing ever larger quantities of steel, wheat, and similar material goods (for example, Ornstein and Ehrlich 1989:227).     

Pragmatism Solves

Pragmatic flexibility is key to protecting the environment.

Farber 99 – Professor of Law, University of Minnesota – 1999 (Daniel, ECO-PRAGMATISM, p. 198) 

As we have seen, one of the greatest challenges of environmental law is the pervasive uncertainty that surrounds environmental issues. Sometimes all we can do is to make the best decision we can with whatever information we have at hand. When hard numbers are unavailable, this may mean taking reasonable safe-guards against serious, but unquantifiable, risks, perhaps placing the burden of proof on the polluter. When we do have better information, we can use the environmental baseline of chapter 4, taking all feasible measures against significant risks unless the costs are clearly disproportionate to possible benefits. But in the long run, the structure of decision making may be more important than what test is applied in individual cases. We need to create structures of decision making that allow us to take advantage of increased knowledge over time. Such structures may include various forms of decentralization, administrative strategies that allow options to be kept open, and deregulatory authority to eliminate outmoded regulatory requirements. These types of flexibility should not be seen as hostile to environmentalism. Instead, they are ways of maintaining the vitality of environmental protection. Rather than being a strength, excessive rigidity could lead to collapse under pressure of constant change. A more flexible regulatory system, in the long run, may provide a higher level of environmental quality.   

Pragmatism is key to crafting laws that can genuinely protect the environment. 

Farber 99 – Professor of Law, University of Minnesota – 1999 (Daniel, ECO-PRAGMATISM, p. 199) 

The premise of this book is that environmental law is here to stay. Admittedly, prediction is a hazardous enterprise. Maybe environmental law will vanish in some political conflagration. So far, however, it has shown strong staying power, having survived the Reagan Revolution (as well as the “Gingrich Aftershock”) virtually unscathed. It would be tragic if we did lose our national commitment to the environment, but currently this outcome seems unlikely. It is now time to consider how to shape our regulatory system to implement this commitment most effectively for the indefinite future. In mapping out the future of environmental law, we need to consider not only how to make the best environmental decisions at any given time, but also how to create a sustainable environmental law that can endure over the long haul. To be sustainable, environmental law must accommodate not just environmentalism, but also other key values. Otherwise, it will slowly erode. In this book, I have advocated a pragmatic approach to environmental regulation, but one grounded in environmentalism. The key norm is that we all presumptively entitled to a safe environment and to the preservation of nature. This norm is now firmly embedded in our political culture. But the norm is tempered by an awareness of competing goals.    

Abstract philosophy cannot save the environment—human-centered justifications can motivate people to support pragmatic protections.

Light, 02. Associate professor of philosophy and environmental policy, and director of the Center for Global Ethics at George Mason University. “Contemporary Environmental Ethics From Metaethics to Public Philosophy,” Metaphilosophy Andrew July 33.4, Ebsco.

Even with the ample development in the field of various theories designed to answer these questions, I believe that environmental ethics is, for the most part, not succeeding as an area of applied philosophy. For while the dominant goal of most work in the field, to find a philosophically sound basis for the direct moral consideration of nature, is commendable, it has tended to engender two unfortunate results: (1) debates about the value of nature as such have largely excluded discussion of the beneficial ways in which arguments for environmental protection can be based on human interests, and relatedly (2) the focus on somewhat abstract concepts of value theory has pushed environmental ethics away from discussion of which arguments morally motivate people to embrace more supportive environmental views. As a consequence, those agents of change who will effect efforts at environmental protection – namely, humans – have oddly been left out of discussions about the moral value of nature. As a result, environmental ethics has been less able to contribute to cross-disciplinary discussions with other environmental professionals (such as environmen- tal sociologists or lawyers) on the resolution of environmental problems, especially those professionals who also have an interest in issues concern- ing human welfare in relation to the equal distribution of environmental goods. But can environmental philosophy afford to be quiescent about the public reception of ethical arguments over the value of nature? The original motivations for environmental philosophers to turn their philosophical insights to the environment belie such a position. Environmental philosophy evolved out of a concern about the state of the growing environmental crisis and a conviction that a philosophical contribution could be made to the resolution of this crisis. If environmental philosophers spend most of their time debating non-human-centered forms of value theory, they will arguably never be able to make such a contribution. 

Environmental pragmatism is the only way to prevent ecological catastrophe.

Light and Katz, 96. Director of the Science, Technology and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology, teaches environmental philosophy, engineering ethics and the philosophy of technology, and a research fellow in the Environmental Health Program and Adjunct Professor of Philosophy at the University of Alberta. “Environmental Pragmatism,” p. 1-2, Andrew and Eric, Google Books. 

The problematic situation of environmental ethics greatly troubles us, both as philosophers and as citizens. We are deeply concerned about the precarious state of the natural world, the environmental hazards that threaten humans, and the maintenance of long-term sustainable life on this planet. The environmental crisis that surrounds us is a fact of experience. It is thus imperative that environmental philosophy, as a discipline, address this crisis – its meaning, its causes and its possible resolution. Can philosophers contribute anything to an investigation of environmental problems? Do the traditions, history and skills of philosophical thought have any relevance to the development of environmental policy? We believe that the answer is yes. Despite the problematic (and, heretofore, ineffectual) status of environmental ethics as a practical discipline, the field has much to offer. But the fruits of this philosophical enterprise must be directed towards the practical resolution of environmental problems – environmental ethics cannot remain mired in long-running theoretical debates in an attempt to achieve philosophical certainty. As Mark Sagoff has written: [W]e have to get along with certainty; we have to solve practical, not theoretical, problems; and we must adjust the ends we pursue to the means available to accomplish them. Otherwise, method becomes an obstacle to morality, dogma the foe of deliberation, and the ideal society we aspire to in theory will become a formidable enemy of the good society we can achieve in fact. In short, environmental ethics must develop for itself a methodology of environmental pragmatism – fueled by a recognition that theoretical debates are problematic for the development of environmental policy. This collection is an attempt to bring together in one place the broad range of positions encompassed by calls for an environmental pragmatism. For us, environmental pragmatism is the open-ended inquiry into the specific real-life problems of humanity’s relationship with the environment. The new position ranges from arguments for an environmental philosophy informed by the legacy of classical American pragmatist philosophy, to the formulation of a new basis for the reassessment of our practice through a more general pragmatist methodology. 

Only a pragmatic approach can solve real world environmental problems. 

Norton, 05. Ph.D. Professor of Philosophy at Georgia Tech, Ivan Allen College School of Public Policy. “Sustainability: A Philosophy of Adaptive Ecosystem Management,” p. 48-49, Google Books.

One of the defining features of the pragmatist outlook on things is taking a problem-oriented approach to intellectual as well as practical dilemmas. Historically, of course, philosophers have addressed questions of great abstraction and generality, believing that if one gets first principles right, solutions to particular problems will fall out as corollaries of the general principles. Many philosophers believe that they confront special problems with special tools and that philosophy occupies a special intellectual space, with a form of access to truth not associated with the empirical methods of the other sciences. Indeed, in Western philosophy there is a venerable tradition, traceable back at least as far as Plato, that philosophy has a rational method that will allow penetration beyond the veil of language and experience, apprehending reality itself. Pragmatists, by contrast, doubt that philosophy has, or needs, a method that is independent of experience. Pragmatists aspire to an ideal of a unified conception of inquiry in which philosophers are one kind of workers in a larger enterprise. Pragmatists seek a unified method of inquiry – a method that is self-correcting, based in experience, but also involving interpretation and theory-building. Philosophy, on this view, differs only in degree from other sciences, all of which have truth as their ideal; philosophy may occupy the more abstract end of the continuum of knowledge, but it is a continuum, with all knowledge and wisdom – including definitions – ultimately answering to experience. Pragmatists therefore reject “higher intuitions” and prefer to deal with specific problems whenever possible. What unifies inquiry, according to pragmatists, is a community’s shared focus on a real-world problem. Aside from creating a healthy urgency, a problem orientation can go a long way toward setting a context, clarifying what values and interests are at stake in any question, and shaping disagreements as testable hypotheses. So what exactly is the problem to which this book offers the beginnings of a solution? The central problem, as we saw in Chapter 1, is that there is a nearly complete breakdown in communication regarding environmental policy right at the crucial nexus where the particular sciences are integrated with social values and translated into public policy. This is where scientific data-gathering, model-building, and physical observations of scientists from many specialized disciplines – ecology, toxicology, economics, sociology, and so on – are brought together in the context of policy decisions. At this crucial point of unification, values are also brought into the process of policy study and formation, and this is precisely the locus – as we saw in our brief visit to the EPA building in Chapter 1 – of the deepest confusion and the most abysmal lack of adequate vocabulary for communicating about environmental problems, values, and goals. 

Pragmatism / Pure Phil. Bad

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.  

Alt Fails

Radical alternatives prevent pragmatic reform and worsen environmental degradation.

Lewis, 94. Martin, Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 7, Google Books.

More frightening, and more immediate, is the specter of a few radicals actually opposing necessary environmental reforms.  Such individuals conclude that “reform environmentalism” is “worse than useless because by correcting short-term symptoms it postpones the necessary reconstruction of the entire human relationship with the natural world” (Nash 1989:150).  From here it is a short step to argue that reform would only forestall an ecological apocalypse – which some evidently believe is a necessary precondition for the construction of an environmentally benign social order.  The insanity of pushing the planet even closer to destruction in order to save it in the future should be readily apparent.  While such are the fantasies only of the most moonstruck extremists, even moderate radicals (if one may be permitted the oxymoron) espouse an ideology that would preclude the development of an ecologically sustainable economy.  Most environmentalists, for instance, aver that a sustainable economy must be based on solar power.  Yet the radicals’ agenda, calling for total decentralization, deurbanization, economic autarky, a ban on most forms of high technology, and the complete dismantling of capitalism, would not only prevent future improvements in solar power but would actually destroy the gains that have already been made.  While most radical greens embrace “appropriate technologies” (just as anti-environmentalists denounce “pollution”), their program would, if enacted, undercut the foundations of all technological research and development.  Appropriate technology, in fact, often turns out to mean little more than well-engineered medieval apparatuses: we may expect crude mechanical power from the wind, but certainly not electricity from the sun.  Equally important, the systematic dismantling of large economic organizations in favor of small ones would likely result in a substantial increase in pollution, since few small-scale firms are able to devise, or afford, adequate pollution abatement equipment.

Broad coalitions key—radicals won’t compromise alt fails to create environmental sustainability

Lewis, 94. Martin, Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 22-3, Google Books.

If we are to preserve the earth, environmentalists must forge the broadest possible coalition.  Major changes need to be made in public policy, changes that will require massive public support.  That support can only be obtained by appealing to a centrist coalition.  Yet at present, the large center ground of American voters, those who find merit in appeals both to economic efficiency and to social justice and environmental protection, is largely without an articulated platform.  Party stalwarts, let alone radicals, often regard moderates with contempt, viewing them as ideological weaklings unwilling to take a stand.  I would argue the opposite.  If we are to take seriously the task of devising a sustainable future, it is essential to admit that worthwhile ideas may be found on both sides of this overdrawn political divide.  As E. J. Dionne (1991:27) so brilliantly argues, what is necessary is the creation of a new political center that avoids “bland centrism” and instead seeks to build a genuine “coalition for social reform.”  Since critical theorists rightly point out that all writing is informed by a political perspective, it is desirable to specify precisely the political stance from which this work is composed.  In simplest terms, I would identify myself as a liberal moderate.  The modifier “liberal” is apposite because the great majority of the positions taken here, both explicitly and implicitly, would be commonly classified as left of center.  Moreover, I fully concur with David Barash (1992) that the fundamental need is to humanize capitalism, a project that he defines as the core of contemporary liberalism.  But the essential term remains “moderate” because of my insistence that dialogue and negotiation must be carried out across the central divide of American ideology.  In order to build an adequately broad environmental consensus, we should endeavor to make that divide as permeable to ideas as we possibly can.  It is especially important that environmentalists work with the leaders of the largest corporations.  Without corporate consent, a far-reaching environmental reform program will prove chimerical.  As will be discussed in chapter four, some companies have already made significant environmental groups, a process that has great potential if it is not undermined by eco-extremists.  To be sure, contemporary American leftist radicalism, in all of its varied forms, exerts strong intellectual claims.  Many of the thinkers with whom I contend have come to a profound understanding of specific problems and processes.  Similarly, the visions they hold for a more just future are rich and important.  These thinkers must be taken seriously, and I would not impugn the sincerity of their beliefs and actions.  But one must take equal care to avoid confusing moral outrage and sophisticated dialectics with a legitimate claim to political power or with a desirable (let alone possible) vision for humanity’s future.
State Key

National-level coordination is key to solve environmental problems.

Carter, 07. Neil, Senior Lecturer in Politics @ University of York. “The Politics of the Environment,” p. 59-60.

Another difficulty with decentralization is that many environmental problems are best dealt with at the national or international level. Global commons problems do not respect the political boundaries between existing nation states, let alone small bioregions. Problems such as climate change and ozone depletion require coordinated action across communities and nations, which implies international cooperation between centralized nation states (see Chapter 9). The green slogan 'Think global, act local' may therefore provide an inadequate strategy for dealing with problems of the global commons. Relying on local communities alone to protect the environment assumes that the local community has full knowledge about the causes, impact and solutions to a particular problem; even then, it 'makes sense only when the locals possess an appropriate social and ecological consciousness' (Eckersley 1992: 173).

Local solutions backfire because they are too inwardly focused—only national level policies can create ecological sustainability.

Carter, 07. Neil, Senior Lecturer in Politics @ University of York. “The Politics of the Environment,” p. 59-60.

There are many reasons why this response is flawed. What if the communities are unwilling to act? Cooperation within a community may not result in a benevolent attitude towards the outside world. Small parochial communities often define themselves by reference to those outside, so they may be quite averse to considering wider questions, such as the possibility of environmental damage elsewhere. They may even try to free-ride on other communities by producing pollution that damages those living downstream or downwind. Hostility or indifference between communities may be accentuated by the existence of economic inequalities between them; perhaps a poor community might feel less cooperative towards a richer neighbour, It is not difficult to imagine a community being highly sensitive towards its own local environment but unconcerned by damage further afield. It may, therefore, require a central agency (the state?) to persuade localities to change their behaviour. Even if all communities were willing to act collectively to protect the environment, there would still be a role for a central agency to coordinate their actions. Yet, resolute in its rejection of such a central agency, the green anarchist model gives no adequate explanation of how the necessary coordination might take place (Goodin 1992; Martell 1994).

2AC: Backlash DA

Radical environmental movements fuel counter-movements that destroy alternative solvency.

Lewis, 94. Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 6-7, Google Books, Martin.

The most direct way in which eco-extremists threaten the environment is simply by fueling the anti-environmental countermovement.  When green radicals like Christopher Manes (1990) call for the total destruction of civilization, many begin to listen to the voices of reaction.  Indeed, the mere linking of environmental initiatives to radical groups such as Earth First! often severely dampens what would otherwise be widespread public support (see Gabriel 1990:64).  As radicalism depends within the environmental movement, the oppositional anti-ecological forces accordingly gain strength.  The Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise, a think tank for the so-called wise use movement, has, for example, recently published a manifesto calling for such outrages as the opening of all national parks to mineral production, the logging of all old-growth forests, and the gutting of the endangered species act.  This group’s ideologues contend that certain environmental philosophies represent nothing less than mental illnesses, a theory anonymously propounded in the “intellectual ammunition department” of their Wise Use Memo (Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise 1990:2).  Even more worrisome is the fact that a former high-ranking CIA agent is now spreading rumors that environmental scientists are presently attempting to concoct a virus that could destroy humankind (See “Tale of a Plot to Rid Earth of Humankind,” San Francisco Examiner, April 14, 1991: A-2).  My fear is that if green extremism captures the environmental movement’s upper hand, the public would be much less likely to recognize such a claim as paranoid fantasy; while a handful of ecoradicals would be happy to destroy humanity, such individuals also reject science and thus would never be able to act on such convictions.

Backlash Turns Alt

Environmental solutions must be sustainable—ignoring human needs means there will be an inevitable backlash that dismantles the alternative.

Farber, 99. Daniel, Professor of Law at the University of Minnesota. Eco-Pragmatism, Pg. 12-3.

The ultimate challenge for environmental law is social sustainability.  It will do little good to save the planet today, only to lose it tomorrow.  Thus, we need an approach that not only embodies our firm commitment to the environment, but also recognizes competing goals and the need to keep up with changing scientific knowledge.  Otherwise, we will have a regulatory structure that is too draconian for us to live with in the long run.  Among the components of the global eco-system are the clever, idealistic, aggressive, acquisitive creatures known as homo sapiens.  Environmental law must create a hospitable environment for them as well as for other organisms.  Environmental law must be pluralistic and flexible if it is to endure.  Eco-pragmatism is a rough and ready approach to environmental policy, perhaps lacking in elegance, but durable enough for hard wear.  The need to make environmental law “sustainable” is a theme that runs through much of the book.  It helps drive arguments on a wide range of topics.  For instance, chapter 2 argues that we should reject the premise that economic interests are mere “preferences,” entitled to little or no consideration compared with environmental values.  Underlying the argument, in part, is a concern about sustainability.  Given the nature of human behavior in modern societies, it is unrealistic to expect environmental programs base on such an austere premise to endure long.  In chapter 4, for similar reasons, I argue that we should be prepared to modify environmental regulations whenever their costs are grossly disproportionate to any possible benefits.  Chapter 5 discusses the extent to which current generations can realistically be expected to make sacrifices on behalf of distant descendants, and among other topics, chapter 6 considers how we can prevent outmoded regulations from eroding the overall credibility of environmental law.  In taking these positions, my goal is not to undermine environmental values, but to implement them in a way that we can expect to endure, as opposed to heroic efforts that are likely to fade after a few years.  Environmental protection is a marathon, not a sprint.

Alt Fails/Perm Solves

The alternative fails—idealism cannot save the environment, only specific reforms.

Lewis, 94. Martin, Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 12-3, Google Books.

It is certainly not my belief that ideas are insignificant or that attempting to change others’ opinions is a futile endeavor.  If that were true I would hardly feel compelled to write a polemic work of this kind.  But I am also convinced that changing ideals alone is insufficient.  Widespread ideological conversion, even if it were to occur, would hardly be adequate for genuine social transformation.  Specific policies must still be formulated, and specific political plans must be devised if those policies are ever to be realized.  Many of the more sophisticated eco-radicals would agree with this notion.  But even the political moves advocated by the more savvy among them remain committed to a radicalism that the great majority of the American public finds unpalatable.  Radical green strategists may call for alliances with new social movements or with radical political parties, but even a concerted coalition of the disaffected would be unable to approach the critical mass needed to gain effective power.  And several radical thinkers have proposed that much narrower constituencies form potentially eco-revolutionary groups that might lead society as a whole to its necessary transformation.  According to one theory, only the unemployed can seek real change, rather than just a redistribution of spoils, because only they do no participate in the wicked system (Dobson 1990:163).  Although this represents a fringe view, the general process of seeking ever more radical foundations for social reinvention leads ecoextremists to reduce their own potential bases for political power to ever more minuscule, and powerless, groups.  At the same time most green extremists overtly denounce more moderate environmentalists who are willing to seek compromises with individuals or groups of opposing political philosophies.  Since compromise, in one form or another, is necessary for any kind of effective political action, the quest for purity will in the end only undercut the prospects for change.  Even moderate environmentalists often adopt an unnecessarily exclusive political strategy.  Robert Paehlke, whose Environmentalism and the Future of Progressive Politics stands as a monument to reason within the field, insists on attaching the movement firmly to the traditional left, urging environmentalists to appeal primarily to “industrial workers, public servants, and those employed in health, education, and the arts” (1989: 276, 263).  Since in the United States this traditional liberal constituency by itself has no immediate chance of gaining national power, such a tactic would again only diminish the prospects for much needed reform.  At the same time, the pernicious fear of compromise seriously diminishes the possibility of creating a broader coalition for environmental action.  Barry Commoner, for example, warns environmentalists that if they compromise with corporations they may be come “hostages” and eventually even assume “the ideology of [their] captors” (1990: 177).  The end result of this kind of thinking – to which we are painfully close in the United States – is an ideological stalemate in which opposed camps are increasingly unable even to communicate.  In such a political environment, the creation of an ecologically sustainable society becomes little more than an impossible dream.
“Back to Earth” = Extinction

The world of the alternative would be comparatively worse—returning to nature would put too much pressure on the environment, hastening extinction.

Lewis, 94. Martin Lecturer in history and director of the International Relations program at Stanford. Green Delusions, p. 8, Google Books.

Finally, the radical green movement threatens nature by advocating a return to the land, seeking to immerse the human community even more fully within the intricate webs of the natural world.  Given the present human population, this is hardly possible, and even if it were to occur it would result only in accelerated destruction.  Ecological philosophers may argue that we could follow the paths of the primal peoples who live in intrinsic harmony with nature, but they are mistaken.  Tribal groups usually do live lightly on the earth, but often only because their population densities are low.  To return to preindustrial “harmony” would necessarily entail much more than merely decimating the human population.  Yet unless our numbers could be reduced to a small fraction of present levels, any return to nature would be an environmental catastrophe.  The more the human presence is placed directly on the land and the more immediately it is provisioned from nature, the fewer resources will be available for non-human species.  If all Americans were to flee from metropolitan areas, rural populations would soar and wildlife habitat would necessarily diminish.  An instructive example of the deadly implications of returning to nature may be found when one considers the issue of fuel.  Although more common in the 1970s than the 1990s, “split wood not atoms” is still one of the green radicals’ favored credos.  To hold such a view one must remain oblivious to the clearly devastating consequences of wood burning, including suffocating winter air pollution in the enclosed basins of the American West, widespread indoor carbon monoxide poisoning, and the ongoing destruction of the oak woodlands and savannahs of California.  If we were all to split wood, the United States would be a deforested, soot-choked wasteland within a few decades.  To be sure, the pollution threat of wood stoves can be mitigated by the use of catalytic converters, but note that these are technologically sophisticated devices developed by capitalist firms.  If the most extreme version of the radical green agenda were to be fully enacted without a truly massive human die-off first, forests would be stripped clean of wood and all large animals would be hunted to extinction by hordes of neo-primitives desperate for food and warmth.  If, on the other hand, eco-extremeists were to succeed only in paralyzing the economy’s capacity for further research, development, and expansion, our future could turn out to be reminiscent of the environmental nightmare of Poland in the 1980s, with a stagnant economy continuing to rely on outmoded, pollution-belching industries.  A throttled steady-state economy would simply lack the resources necessary to create an environmentally benign technological base for a populace that shows every sign of continuing to demand electricity, hot water, and other conveniences.  Eastern Europe shows well the environmental devastation that occurs when economic growth stalls out in an already industrialized society.
Incrementalism Good – 2ac

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.

Incrementalism Good – Pragmatism

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.  

Management Good

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 Good – MNCs DA

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 Good – MNCs DA

Allowing corporations to rule politics prevents aff solvency and ensures destruction in totality

Von-Werlhof 8 – Professor of Political Science
Claudia, Professor of women’s studies and political science @ University of Innsbruck, 2-1-2008, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=7973. 

The notion that capitalism and democracy are one is proven a myth by neoliberalism and its “monetary totalitarianism” (Genth 2006). The primacy of politics over economy has been lost. Politicians of all parties have abandoned it. It is the corporations that dictate politics. Where corporate interests are concerned, there is no place for democratic convention or community control. Public space disappears. The “res publica” turns into a “res privata”, or – as we could say today – a “res privata transnationale” (in its original Latin meaning, “privare” means “to deprive”). Only those in power still have rights. They give themselves the licenses they need, from the “license to plunder” to the “license to kill” (Mies/Werlhof 2003, Mies 2005). Those who get in their way or challenge their “rights” are vilified, criminalized and to an increasing degree defined as “terrorists”, or, in the case of defiant governments, as “rogue states” – a label that usually implies threatened or actual military attack, as we can see in the cases of Yugoslavia, Afghanistan and Iraq, and maybe Syria and Iran in the near future. US President Bush has even spoken of the possibility of “preemptive” nuclear strikes should the US feel endangered by weapons of mass destruction (Chossudovsky 2005). The European Union did not object (Chossudovsky 2006). Neoliberalism and war are two sides of the same coin (Altvater/Chossudovsky/Roy/Serfati 2003, Mies 2005). Free trade, piracy, and war are still “an inseparable three” – today maybe more so than ever. War is not only “good for the economy” (Hendersen 1996), but is indeed its driving force and can be understood as the “continuation of economy with other means”. War and economy have become almost indistinguishable (Werlhof 2005 b). Wars about resources (Klare 2001) – especially oil and water – have already begun. The Gulf Wars are the most obvious examples. Militarism once again appears as the “executor of capital accumulation” (Luxemburg 1970) – potentially everywhere and enduringly. Human rights and rights of sovereignty have been transferred from people, communities and governments to corporations (Clarke 1998). The notion of the people as a sovereign body has practically been abolished. We have witnessed a coup of sorts. The political systems of the West and the nation state as guarantees for and expression of the international division of labor in the modern world system are increasingly dissolving (Sassen 2000). Nation states are developing into “periphery states” according to the inferior role they play in the proto-despotic “New World Order” (Hardt/Negri 2001, Chomsky 2003). Democracy appears outdated. After all, it “hinders business” (Werlhof 2005 a). The “New World Order” implies a new division of labor that does no longer distinguish between North and South, East and West – today, everywhere is South. An according International Law is established which effectively functions from top to bottom (“top-down”) and eliminates all local and regional communal rights. And not only that: many such rights are rendered invalid both retroactively and for the future (cf. the “roll back” and “stand still” clauses in the WTO agreements, Mies/Werlhof 2003). The logic of neoliberalism as a sort of totalitarian neo-mercantilism is that all resources, all markets, all money, all profits, all means of production, all “investment opportunities”, all rights, and all power belong to the corporations only. To paraphrase Richard Sennett (2005): “Everything to the Corporations!” One might add: “Now!” The corporations are free to do whatever they please with what they get. Nobody is allowed to interfere. Ironically, we are expected to rely on them to find a way out of the crisis we are in. This puts the entire globe at risk since responsibility is something the corporations do not have or know. The times of social contracts are gone (Werlhof 2003 a). In fact, pointing out the crisis alone has become a crime and all critique will soon be defined as “terror” and persecuted as such (Chossudovsky 2005). 

Management Good – Global Warming

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 Good – Past Intervention = Extinction

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?

AT: Luke/Management – Luke Votes Aff***

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. 

AT: Luke/Management – Luke Votes Aff

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. 

AT: Luke/Management

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? 

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.  

AT: Aesthetics

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
AT: Social Ecology K – Env Protection Consistent

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.

AT: Social Ecology

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.

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.

*Anthropocentrism*

Cede the Political
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.

2AC: 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.

2AC: No Value to Life DA

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 Good – 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 Good – Environment

Rejection of anthropocentrism undermines pragmatic attempts at environmental protection.

Andrew Light, July 2002. Associate professor of philosophy and environmental policy, and director of the Center for Global Ethics at George Mason University. “Contemporary Environmental Ethics From Metaethics to Public Philosophy,” Metaphilosophy 33.4, Ebsco.

With this variety of views in the field, how should environmental ethics proceed? One answer would be that it will simply proceed, whether it should or not, as a new set of debates between the more traditional non anthropocentric views and the biocentric, anthropocentric, or other alternative views briefly mentioned at the end of the previous section. Many anthropocentric environmental ethicists seem determined to do just that (see Norton 1995 and Callicott 1996). There is, however, an alternative: in addition to continuing the tradition of most environmental ethics as philosophical sparring among philosophers, we could turn our attention to the question of how the work of environmental ethicists could be made more useful in taking on the environmental problems to which environmental ethics is addressed as those problems are undertaken in policy terms. The problems with contemporary environmental ethics are arguably more practical than philosophical, or at least their resolution in more practical terms is more important than their resolution in philosophical terms at the present time. For even though there are several dissenters from the dominant traditions in environmental ethics, the more important consideration is the fact that the world of natural-resource management (in which environmental ethicists should hope to have some influence, in the same way that medical ethicists have worked for influence over the medical professions) takes a predominantly anthropocentric approach to assessing natural value, as do most other humans (more on this point in the next section). Environmental ethics appears more concerned with overcoming human interests than redirecting them toward environmental concerns. As a consequence, a nonanthropocentric form of ethics has limited appeal to such an audience, even if it were true that this literature provides the best reasons for why nature has value (de-Shalit 2000).9 And not to appeal to such an audience arguably means that we are not having an effect either on the formation of better environmental polices or on the project of engendering public support for them. As such, I would argue, environmental ethics is not living up to its promise as a field of philosophy attempting to help resolve environmental problems. It is instead evolving mostly as a field of intramural philosophical debate. To demonstrate better how the dominant framework of environmental ethics is hindering our ability to help address environmental problems, let us examine a more specific case where the narrow rejection of anthropocentrism has hindered a more effective philosophical contribution to debates in environmental policy.

The environmental community functions in an anthropocentric framework—accepting this is critical for philosophers to make real contributions to environmental policy.

Light, 02. Andrew, July, Associate professor of philosophy and environmental policy, and director of the Center for Global Ethics at George Mason University. “Contemporary Environmental Ethics From Metaethics to Public Philosophy,” Metaphilosophy 33.4, Ebsco.

In addition to the reasons offered above, there are at least two practical reasons for reconsidering the rejection of anthropocentrism to consider as well. First, consider that the focus in environmental ethics on the search for a description of the nonanthropocentric value of nature also separates it from other forms of environmental inquiry. Most other environmental professionals look at environmental problems in a human context rather than try to define an abstract sense of natural value outside the human appreciation of interaction with nature. Fields like environmental sociol- ogy and environmental health, for example, are concerned not with the environment per se but with the environment as the location of human community. This is not to say that these fields reduce the value of nature to a crude resource instrumentalism. It is to say instead that they realize that a discussion of nature outside the human context impedes our ability to discuss ways in which anthropogenic impacts on nature can be under- stood and ameliorated. If environmental philosophers continue to pursue their work only as a contribution to value theory, they cut themselves off from the rest of the environmental community, which seeks to provide practical solutions to environmental problems, solutions that it is almost trite these days to suggest must be interdisciplinary. One may fairly wonder how environmental philosophers can make a contribution to something other than value theory. After all, what else are they trained to do as philosophers? My claim is that if philosophers could help to articulate moral reasons for environmental policies in a way that is translatable to the general anthropocentric intuitions of the public, they will have made a contribution to the resolution of environmental problems commensurate with their talents. But making such a contribution may require doing environmental philosophy in some different ways. At a mini- mum it requires a more public philosophy, as the American pragmatist philosopher John Dewey envisioned, though one more focused on making the kind of arguments that resonate with the moral intuitions that most people carry around with them on an everyday basis. 

The public functions in anthropocentric framework—they prevent the alternative from gaining necessary public support.

Light, 02. Andrew, July, Associate professor of philosophy and environmental policy, and director of the Center for Global Ethics at George Mason University. “Contemporary Environmental Ethics From Metaethics to Public Philosophy,” Metaphilosophy 33.4, Ebsco.

It is the empirically demonstrable prevalence of anthropocentric views on environmental issues that is the second practical reason for reconsidering the wholesale rejection of anthropocentrism. In a survey by Ben Minteer and Robert Manning about the sources of positive attitudes toward environmental protection in Vermont, respondents overwhelmingly indicated that the reason they most thought the environment should be protected is that they think we have positive obligations to protect nature for future human generations (Minteer and Manning 1999). More exhaustive surveys of American attitudes toward environmental protection have also found such results. In the preparatory work for their landmark study of environmental attitudes in the United States, Willett Kempton and his colleagues found that obligations to future generations was so powerfully intuitive a reason for most people to favor environmental protection that they would volunteer this view before they were asked. In a series of inter- views that helped determine the focus of their questions for the survey, the authors remarked:  We found that our informants’ descendants loom large in their thinking about environmental issues. Although our initial set of questions never asked about children, seventeen of the twenty lay informants themselves brought up children or future generations as a justification for environmental protection. Such a high proportion of respondents mentioning the same topic is unusual in answering an open-ended question. In fact, concern for the future of children and descendants emerged as one of the strongest values in the interviews. (Kempton et al. 1997, 95) The larger survey conducted by Kempton, which included questions about obligations to the future, confirmed these findings. Therefore, a public environmental philosophy that took as one of its tasks the translation of the converged ends of environmental ethicists to arguments that would morally motivate humans would have to take seriously the prospects of making these arguments in terms of obligations to future generations. We are empirically more likely to motivate humans to protect some part of nature if they consider it part of their generalizable obligations to the future. Other anthropocentric claims will no doubt also be warranted as targets for this translation exercise, but this one will be certain.

Human-centered ethics necessitate protecting the environment—change is possible without adopting a bio-centrism.

Hwang, 03. Kyung-sig, Professor in the Department of Philosophy at Seoul National University. “Apology for Environmental Anthropocentrism,” Asian Bioethics in the 21st Century, http://eubios.info/ABC4/abc4304.htm.

The third view, which will be defended here, is that there is no need for a specifically ecological ethic to explain our obligations toward nature, that our moral rights and duties can satisfactorily be explained in terms of traditional, human-centered ethical theory.[4] In terms of this view, ecology bears on ethics and morality in that it brings out the far-reaching, extremely important effects of man's actions, that much that seemed simply to happen-extinction of species, depletion of resources, pollution, over rapid growth of population, undesirable, harmful, dangerous, and damaging uses of technology and science - is due to human actions that are controllable, preventable, by men and hence such that men can be held accountable for what occurs.  Ecology brings out that, often acting from the best motives, however, simply from short-sighted self-interest without regard for others living today and for those yet to be born, brings about very damaging and often irreversible changes in the environment, changes such as the extinction of plant and animal species, destruction of wilderness and valuable natural phenomena such as forests, lakes, rivers, seas. Many reproduce at a rate with which their environment cannot cope, so that damage is done, to and at the same time, those who are born are ill-fed, ill-clad, ill-sheltered, ill-educated.  Moralists concerned with the environment have pressed the need for a basic rethinking of the nature of our moral obligations in the light of the knowledge provided by ecology on the basis of personal, social, and species prudence, as well as on general moral grounds in terms of hitherto unrecognized and neglected duties in respect of other people, people now living and persons yet to be born, those of the third world, and those of future generation, and also in respect of preservation of natural species, wilderness, and valuable natural phenomena. Hence we find ecological moralists who adopt this third approach, writing to the effect that concern for our duties entail concern for our environment and the ecosystems it contains. Environmental ethics is concerned with the moral relation that holds between humans and the natural world, the ethical principles governing those relations determine our duties, obligations, and responsibilities with regard to the earth's natural environment and all the animals and plants inhabit it. A human-centered theory of environmental ethics holds that our moral duties with respect to the natural world are all ultimately derived from the duties we owe to one another as human beings. It is because we should respect the human rights, or should protect and promote the well being of humans, that we must place certain constraints on our treatment of the earth's environment and its non-human habitants.[5]

Anthropocentrism is critical to protect the environment—it gets the public on board.

Watson, 07. Professor at the Department of Psychology in the University of Iowa. "Conservative anthropocentrism provides the best basis and framework for an environmental ethic," David, http://philosophy.cnu.edu/thesis_papers/DavidWatsonSpring07HTML.htm.

Opponents of a conservative anthropocentric environmental ethic will object to the priority of human survival in an environmental ethic. Those who oppose any anthropocentric ethic would look to the concept of value to support their argument. They would claim that other members of the biosphere possess intrinsic value and that their value cannot be considered less than that of a human. Thus, other members of the biosphere cannot be sacrificed for the betterment of humanity. According to such arguments, the intrinsic value of these other members prohibits any anthropocentric environmental ethic. Emotionally the arguments of the non-anthropocentrists have great appeal. Philosophically justified, moral and ethical theorists often gravitate to non-anthropocentric environmental ethics. However, there are several problems with the concepts they assert. Non-anthropocentrists claim that other members of the biosphere have intrinsic value, and this prohibits any anthropocentric environmental ethic. Compelling examples along these lines are often cited to justify non-anthropocentrism. The ‘slaughtering’ of animals such as cows, deer, or chickens for human use is wrong because the chickens and cows possess as much value as humans. However, whether or not these arguments are valid and justified is not the only consideration necessary. The discussions of philosophers and intellectuals are not the end of environmental ethics. The people of Western societies, as consumers of vast amounts of resources, must realize the importance of the other members of the biosphere if this issue is to be addressed. Humans are part of nature, or the biosphere, as are all other living and non-living entities on the earth. Though humanity often seems separate and distinct from nature, humans emerged from the already thriving biosphere. This earth has been the only home to humanity. Without the earth and its parts, the necessary conditions for the existence and survival of humanity are lacking. Environmental anthropocentrism does not necessitate an adversarial relationship between humans and the rest of nature, contrary to popular opinion. In fact, humanity has a great interest in the welfare of the biosphere: There is very good reason for thinking ecologically, and for encouraging human beings to act in such a way as to preserve a rich and balanced planetary ecology: human survival depends on it. (Massanari 45) Environmental ethics need to embrace anthropocentrism and the insights of conservation ethics. Human self-interest, regardless of its moral status, is present in human nature and culturally around the world. However, this self-interest and the direct relation it should have with the welfare of the biotic community is often overlooked. Instead of continuing the debate of whether to champion all members of the biosphere or to promote the advancement of humanity, we need to embrace all members of the biosphere in order to promote the advancement of humanity. There are many different factors that allow for life on earth, particularly human life. The ‘resources,’ as they are often called, necessary for the survival of humanity are limited. If the finite resources necessary for human life are gone, then the existence of humanity will no longer be viable on Earth. The recent trend of human attitude toward and interaction with the environment is frighteningly shortsighted. Only a sector of the scientific community attempts to address the potential environmental problems facing humanity in the near and distant future. Those that do, however, often express what seems like helpless concern: A great change in our stewardship of the earth and the life on it, is required, if vast human misery is to be avoided and our global home on this planet is not to be irretrievably mutilated. (“Warning to Humanity” 783) Looking only as far as twenty-five to fifty years into the future of the environment is commonly considered long-term thinking. More than likely, this will only be an intermediate point in the environmental change humans have caused. The future viability of life on the planet is necessary for human survival, and humanity can yet have a say in this future. Humans came about among a preexisting world of living and non-living agents. We are just one of many species that have inhabited, or do inhabit the earth. These various species serve different functions in the biosphere and are interdependent upon one another for the survival of themselves and the biosphere.

 Anthro – Humans First Good

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. 

Anthro Good – Survival

Anthropocentrism key to survival—understanding the importance of ecosystems to future generations solves environmental destruction but radical biocentrism causes extinction.

Hwang, 03. Kyung-sig, Professor in the Department of Philosophy at Seoul National University. “Apology for Environmental Anthropocentrism,” Asian Bioethics in the 21st Century, http://eubios.info/ABC4/abc4304.htm.

While our ability to affect the future is immense, our ability to foresee the results of our environmental interventions is not. I think that our moral responsibility grows with foresight. And yet, paradoxically in some cases grave moral responsibility is entailed by the fact of one's ignorance. If the planetary life-support system appears to be complex and mysterious, humble ignorance should indicate respect and restraint. However, as many life scientists have complained, these virtues have not been apparent in these generations. Instead they point out, we have boldly marched ahead, shredding delicate ecosystems and obliterating countless species, and with them the unique genetic codes that evolved through millions of years; we have altered the climate and even the chemistry of the atmosphere, and as a result of all this-what?[18]   A few results are immediately to our benefit; more energy, more mineral resources, more cropland, convenient waste disposal. Indeed, these short-term payoffs motivated us to alter our natural environment. But by far the larger and more significant results, the permanent results, are unknown and perhaps unknowable. Nature, says poet, Nancy Newhall, "holds answers to more questions than we know how to ask." And we have scarcely bothered to ask.[19] Year and year, the natural habitants diminish and the species disappear, and thus our planetary ecosystem (our household) is forever impoverished.  It is awareness of ecological crisis that has led to the now common claim that we need transvaluation of value, new values, a new ethic, and an ethic that is essentially and not simply contingently new and ecological. Closer inspection usually reveals that the writer who states this does not really mean to advance such a radical thesis, that all he is arguing for is the application of old, recognized, ethical values of the kind noted under the characterization of respect for persons, justice, honesty, promotion of good, where pleasure and happiness are seen as goods.  Thus, although W. T. Blackstone writes; "we do not need the kind of transvaluation that Nietzsche wanted, but we do need that for which ecologists are calling, that is, basic changes in man's attitude toward nature and man's place in nature, toward population growth, toward the use of technology, and toward the production and distribution of goods and services." We need to develop what I call the ecological attitude. The transvaluation of values, which is needed, will require fundamental changes in the social, legal, political and economic institutions that embody our values. He concludes his article by explicitly noting that he does not really demand a new ethic, or a transvaluation of values.  A human being is a hierarchical system and a component of super-individual, hierarchical system of sets. What is needed is not the denial of anthropocentrism, the placing of the highest value on humans and their ends and the conceiving of the rest of the nature as an instrument for those ends. Rather what is needed is the explicit recognition of these hierarchical systems and an ecological approach to science and the accumulation of scientific knowledge in which the myriad casual relationships between different hierarchical systems are recognized and put to the use of humanity.  The freedom to use the environment must be restricted to rational and human use. If there is irrational use - pollution, overpopulation, crowding, a growth in poverty, and so on - people may wipe out hierarchies of life related to their own survival and to the quality of their own lives. This sort of anthropocentrism is essential even to human survival and a radical biotic egalitarianism would undermine conditions for that survival.[20] Rational anthropocentrism, one that recognizes the value of human life "transcends our individual life" and one in which we form a collective bond of identity with the future generations is essential is the process of human evolution.

Anthropocentrism is critical to human survival but still forces environmental protection in order to preserve future generations.

Watson, 07. David, Professor at the Department of Psychology in the University of Iowa. "Conservative anthropocentrism provides the best basis and framework for an environmental ethic," http://philosophy.cnu.edu/thesis_papers/DavidWatsonSpring07HTML.htm.

The most important consideration in an environmental ethic should be the survival of humanity. Survival is the most important function of humans instinctively and biologically. G.G. Simpson held this view and stated it concisely: ….even if he were the lowest animal, the anthropocentric point of view would still be manifestly the only one to adopt for consideration of his place in the scheme of things and when seeking a guide on which to base his actions and evaluations of them. (Norton 144) Science considers self-interest to be a driving force in nature. Simpson explains that humans can only evaluate their actions as they relate to themselves, and that anthropocentrism is natural. G.H. Murdy simplifies the concept by saying, “it is proper for men to be anthropocentric and for spiders to be arachnocentric” (Norton 144). All living things are physiologically constructed for survival and procreation. All issues related to environmental ethics cannot be discussed without consideration of humans. There is one common trait held by all living things, and that is reproduction. All living things have the ability to procreate. Scientists believe that individual survival is not the only goal of living things, but also the reproduction of their DNA. This importance placed on the future of the DNA is analogous to the importance of the future of humanity. As much as individuals function to ensure their survival, they also function to ensure the chances of survival of their species. Likewise, an environmental ethic should function to ensure survival in the present, as well as functioning to increase the chances for future survival and humanity’s longevity. The theory of natural selection revolutionized biological discussions. This theory holds that the members of each species “must and should act to increase the survival chances of their species” (Norton 145). Similar to other species included in this theory, humans should act to increase the chances of the survival of their species. According to the laws of nature we should and must act to increase the chances of present human survival as well as the future of humanity. One of the main issues of environmental treatment is that of the earth’s condition when inherited by future generations. Gillespie asserts: ….there is the ethical argument that the future is barely represented in most contemporary decision making. Yet, by the time future generations are living with the environmental problems that this generation has left them, this generation will have gone, having taken the benefits of such decisions, but leaving the costs behind. (Gillespie 111-112) Making decisions that are fair to future generations of humanity may require sacrifice. Such sacrifice might be significant, but would pale in comparison to the misery future generations may face on an exhausted and devastated earth. Though acting in the interests of the present may be easier, humanity as a whole should act to increase the chances for future humans. One of the most basic needs of future generations is to have a healthy biosphere in which to live, and this must be addressed before time runs out.
Anthro – Alt Fails

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.)

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
AT: Role of the Ballot

Abstract intellectualism is useless—environmental philosophers should orient themselves towards problem solving.

De-Shalit, 2000. Professor of Political Theory at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Associate Fellow at the Oxford Centre for Environment, Ethics, and Society, Mansfield College, Oxford University. “The Environment: Between Theory and Practice,” p. 20, Avner, Questia.

So animal rights philosophers have been missing the chance to find a way to many people's hearts. But why is this so crucial? I think it is crucial because it is the wrong way of practising political philosophy. To see why, let us recall a classical book by Max Weber (1968). In Politics als Beruf, Weber presented an important distinction between two approaches to moral reasoning. One is the 'ethics of conviction', which often follows deontology, or a set of rules of conduct; the other is the ethics of responsibility, according to which it would be irresponsible to act according to one's principles alone: rather, one should also consider what others will do as a result of one's actions. It seems to me that political philosophy has this approach in mind. Political philosophy should orient itself towards real-life problems, including the problem of public good and collective action, where people tend to react in certain undesirable ways to what others do. In such cases there must be a way of taking into account the effect that my actions have (we include here both what I claim to be doing and the reasons I give for doing it) on others' behaviour and actions. Political reasoning would then have two stages: first, a discussion of principles, but second, a consideration of their actual application and their effect on others' behaviour. However, many environmental philosophers, while ascribing rights to animals, ignore the way others may react. I believe that many people who might have been persuaded of the importance of treating animals fairly (using the argument of what cruelty can do to the human soul) will regard the notion of animal rights as so obscure or absurd that they dismiss as mad philosophers who suggest this idea, and scorn all such claims as nonsense.

AT: Animals Have Rights

Animals can’t have rights—they aren’t moral agents.

Feinberg, 74. Joel, American political and social philosopher who taught at institutions including Brown University, UCLA, Princeton, retired as Regents Professor of Philosophy and Law at the University of Arizona. “The Rights of Animals and Future Generations,” Philosophy and Environmental Crisis, http://www.animal-rights-library.com/texts-m/feinberg01.htm.

Even if we allow, as I think we must, that animals are the directly intended beneficiaries of legislation forbidding cruelty to animals, it does not follow directly that animals have legal rights; and Gray himself, for one, refused to draw this further inference. Animals cannot have rights, he thought, for the same reason they cannot have duties, namely, that they are not genuine "moral agents." Now, it is relatively easy to see why animals cannot have duties, and this matter is largely beyond controversy. Animals cannot be "reasoned with" or instructed in their responsibilities; they are inflexible and unadaptable to future contingencies; they are incapable of controlling instinctive impulses. Hence, they cannot enter into contractual agreements, or make promises; they cannot be trusted; and they cannot (except within very narrow limits and for purposes of conditioning) be blamed for what would be called "moral failures" in a human being. They are therefore incapable of being moral subjects, of acting rightly or wrongly in the moral senses, of having, discharging, or breaching duties and obligations. But what is there about the intellectual incompetence of animals (which admittedly disqualifies them for duties) that makes them logically unsuitable for rights? The most common reply to this question is that animals are incapable of claiming rights on their own. They cannot make motion, on their own, to courts to have their claims recognized or enforced; they cannot initiate, on their own, any kind of legal proceedings; nor are they capable of even understanding when their rights are being violated, or distinguishing harm from wrongful injury, and responding with indignation and an outraged sense of justice instead of mere anger or fear.

**EPISTEMOLOGY**

2AC: Empiricism Good – Policymaking

Empiricism is the most useful form of knowledge for policymakers—useful in making theories to shape policy

Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 25-26,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf)

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

2AC: Epistemology

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

Jef Huysmans 2002 Alternatives January-March 27:1 Infotrac

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

Empiricism good

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

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

Focus on Epistemology Bad

Focusing on epistemology selfishly ignores real world problems
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 2)

While Hoffmann might well be correct, these days one can neither begin nor conclude empirical research without first discussing epistemological orientations and ontological assumptions. Like a vortex, metatheory has engulfed us all and the question of "theory" which was once used as a guide to research is now the object of research. Indeed, for a discipline whose purview is ostensibly outward looldng and international in scope, and at a time of ever encroaching globalization and transnationalism, International Relations has become increasingly provincial and inward looking. Rather than grapple with the numerous issues that confront peoples around the world, since the early 1980s the discipline has tended more and more toward obsessive self-examination.3 These days the politics of famine, environmental degradation, underdevelopment, or ethnic cleansing, let alone the cartographic machinations in Eastern Europe and the reconfiguration of the geo-global political-economy, seem scarcely to concern theorists of international politics who define the urgent task of our time to be one of metaphysical reflection and epistemological investigation. Arguably, theory is no longer concerned with the study of international relations so much as the "manner in which international relations as a discipline, and international relations as a subject matter, have been constructed."4 To be concerned with the latter is to be "on the cutting edge," where novelty has itself become "an appropriate form of scholarship."5 

We don’t try to exclude their epistemological concerns, but they aren’t relevant to international relations

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 14)

This, perhaps, is what makes the study and theory of international relations fuzzy, or what Nicholas Rengger described as international relations' "irreducible fluidity and contextuality, the sense that its centre is everywhere and its circumference nowhere."48 Imposing rigid boundaries upon so nebulous an exercise as normative discussion of future worlds or of critical reflections upon present ones (the "ought" of international theory) is obviously an inappropriate response, reminding us that those who attempt closure commit "a massive violation of Aristotle's injunction not to try to treat a subject with a degree of exactness it will not admit of."49 The normative/moral/critical aspects of international theory must necessarily be allowed freedom to roam the corridors of idealism and critical reflection, thinking about how we think and writing about how we write. But this is not an invitation to stray from the purpose of this enterprise, an attempt to think critically about how we understand, and how, through understanding, we might realize better worlds. Normative theory too has a certain circumference, an outer limit beyond which its concerns cease to be those of International Relations. To admit as much is not to "marginalize" certain approaches as postmodernists accuse, but to recognize that some issues begin to fall outside the purview of our discipline. 

Focusing exclusively on epistemology or ontology fails

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 16-17)
There are, of course, problems with ontologically derived forms of theory. Postmodernists naturally dismiss this conception of theory and are not entirely wrong for doing so. Realism is not above criticism, and structural-realism even more so.58 But then again, neither is postmodernism! But this is not the point. I am not here attempting to defend realism against postmodernism or to dismiss postmodernism entirely from the purview of International Relations. Rather, what I am attempting to do is defend the institution of theory against postmodernism which, in its more virulent forms, aims at its deconstruction and obliteration. So too am I attempting to defend the ontological aspect of theory against those who would engage exclusively in epistemological debate. For there to be theory in International Relations, ontological description must be the first order of things; without first defining the domain of international politics, identifying those entities and things we wish to explain and understand, epistemological debate would be altogether pointless. Save for this, the discipline threatens to transpose itself into philosophy and not International Relations, to be condemned to perpetual metaphysical reflection but without reference to the social world we are attempting to understand. Of course, this does not exonerate us from previous mistakes. International Relations, largely because of the dominance of positivism in the discipline, has, in the past, been apt to ontological description in the absence of epistemological reflection. Practitioners in the discipline have rarely seen a need to question the epistemological basis of their scholarship as Thomas Biersteker forcefully acknowledged.59 Yet, as he also reminds us, developing theory and generating knowledge requires judicious use of both ontological description and epistemological explanation. These are not mutually exclusive dimensions of theoretical discourse, but the elemental ingredients necessary to the construction of discourse itself. The exclusive focus upon one dimension to the detriment of the other probably explains why, according to William Kreml and Charles Kegley, "International relations research today . . . has failed to reach agreement about several fundamental issues ... (1) the central questions to be asked, (2) the basic units of analysis (e.g., states or nonstate actors), (3) the levels of analysis at which various questions should be explored, (4) the methods by which hypotheses should be tested and unwarranted inferences prevented, (5) the criteria by which theoretical progress is to be judged, and (6) how inquiry should be organized in order to generate the knowledge that will lead to international peace, prosperity, and justice."60 ^ 

Truth Good

Truth exists—the methodology to defend truth claims depends upon specific deployments of reason, evidence and logic.  rejecting truth claims on the basis of constructionism destroys the left and affirms prejudice

Sokal, 97  (Alan, professor of physics at New York University, “A Plea for Reason, Evidence and Logic”, 
http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/nyu_forum.html)

This affair has brought up an incredible number of issues, and I can't dream of addressing them all in 10 minutes, so let me start by circumscribing my talk. I don't want to belabor Social Text's failings either before or after the publication of my parody: Social Text is not my enemy, nor is it my main intellectual target. I won't go here into the ethical issues related to the propriety of hoaxing (although in the question period I'd be glad to defend my ethics). I won't address the obscurantist prose and the uncritical celebrity-worship that have infected certain trendy sectors of the American academic humanities (though these are important questions that I hope other panelists will address). I won't enter into technical issues of the philosophy of science (although again I'd be glad to do that in the question period). I won't discuss the social role of science and technology (though these are important issues). Indeed, I want to emphasize that this affair is in my view not primarily about science -- though that was the excuse that I used in constructing my parody -- nor is it a disciplinary conflict between scientists and humanists, who are in fact represented on all sides of the debate. What I believe this debate is principally about -- and what I want to focus on tonight -- is the nature of truth, reason and objectivity: issues that I believe are crucial to the future of left politics. I didn't write the parody for the reasons you might at first think. My aim wasn't to defend science from the barbarian hordes of lit crit or sociology. I know perfectly well that the main threats to science nowadays come from budget-cutting politicians and corporate executives, not from a handful of postmodernist academics. Rather, my goal is to defend what one might call a scientific worldview -- defined broadly as a respect for evidence and logic, and for the incessant confrontation of theories with the real world; in short, for reasoned argument over wishful thinking, superstition and demagoguery. And my motives for trying to defend these old-fashioned ideas are basically political. I'm worried about trends in the American Left -- particularly here in academia -- that at a minimum divert us from the task of formulating a progressive social critique, by leading smart and committed people into trendy but ultimately empty intellectual fashions, and that can in fact undermine the prospects for such a critique, by promoting subjectivist and relativist philosophies that in my view are inconsistent with producing a realistic analysis of society that we and our fellow citizens will find compelling. David Whiteis, in a recent article, said it well: Too many academics, secure in their ivory towers and insulated from the real-world consequences of the ideas they espouse, seem blind to the fact that non-rationality has historically been among the most powerful weapons in the ideological arsenals of oppressors. The hypersubjectivity that characterizes postmodernism is a perfect case in point: far from being a legacy of leftist iconoclasm, as some of its advocates so disingenuously claim, it in fact ... plays perfectly into the anti-rationalist -- really, anti-thinking -- bias that currently infects "mainstream" U.S. culture. Along similar lines, the philosopher of science Larry Laudan observed caustically that the displacement of the idea that facts and evidence matter by the idea that everything boils down to subjective interests and perspectives is -- second only to American political campaigns -- the most prominent and pernicious manifestation of anti-intellectualism in our time. (And these days, being nearly as anti-intellectual as American political campaigns is really quite a feat.) Now of course, no one will admit to being against reason, evidence and logic -- that's like being against Motherhood and Apple Pie. Rather, our postmodernist and poststructuralist friends will claim to be in favor of some new and deeper kind of reason, such as the celebration of "local knowledges" and "alternative ways of knowing" as an antidote to the so-called "Eurocentric scientific methodology" (you know, things like systematic experiment, controls, replication, and so forth). You find this magic phrase "local knowledges" in, for example, the articles of Andrew Ross and Sandra Harding in the "Science Wars" issue of Social Text. But are "local knowledges" all that great? And when local knowledges conflict, which local knowledges should we believe? In many parts of the Midwest, the "local knowledges" say that you should spray more herbicides to get bigger crops. It's old-fashioned objective science that can tell us which herbicides are poisonous to farm workers and to people downstream. Here in New York City, lots of "local knowledges" hold that there's a wave of teenage motherhood that's destroying our moral fiber. It's those boring data that show that the birth rate to teenage mothers has been essentially constant since 1975, and is about half of what it was in the good old 1950's. Another word for "local knowledges" is prejudice. I'm sorry to say it, but under the influence of postmodernism some very smart people can fall into some incredibly sloppy thinking, and I want to give two examples. The first comes from a front-page article in last Tuesday's New York Times (10/22/96) about the conflict between archaeologists and some Native American creationists. I don't want to address here the ethical and legal aspects of this controversy -- who should control the use of 10,000-year-old human remains -- but only the epistemic issue. There are at least two competing views on where Native American populations come from. The scientific consensus, based on extensive archaeological evidence, is that humans first entered the Americas from Asia about 10-20,000 years ago, crossing the Bering Strait. Many Native American creation accounts hold, on the other hand, that native peoples have always lived in the Americas, ever since their ancestors emerged onto the surface of the earth from a subterranean world of spirits. And the Times article observed that many archaeologists, "pulled between their scientific temperaments and their appreciation for native culture, ... have been driven close to a postmodern relativism in which science is just one more belief system." For example, Roger Anyon, a British archaeologist who has worked for the Zuni people, was quoted as saying that "Science is just one of many ways of knowing the world. ... [The Zunis' world view is] just as valid as the archeological viewpoint of what prehistory is about." Now, perhaps Dr. Anyon was misquoted, but we all have repeatedly heard assertions of this kind, and I'd like to ask what such assertions could possibly mean. We have here two mutually incompatible theories. They can't both be right; they can't both even be approximately right. They could, of course, both be wrong, but I don't imagine that that's what Dr. Anyon means by "just as valid". It seems to me that Anyon has quite simply allowed his political and cultural sympathies to cloud his reasoning. And there's no justification for that: We can perfectly well remember the victims of a horrible genocide, and support their descendants' valid political goals, without endorsing uncritically (or hypocritically) their societies' traditional creation myths. Moreover, the relativists' stance is extremely condescending: it treats a complex society as a monolith, obscures the conflicts within it, and takes its most obscurantist factions as spokespeople for the whole. My second example of sloppy thinking comes from Social Text co-editor Bruce Robbins' article in the September/October 1996 Tikkun magazine, in which he tries to defend -- albeit half-heartedly -- the postmodernist/poststructuralist subversion of conventional notions of truth. "Is it in the interests of women, African Americans, and other super-exploited people," Robbins asks, "to insist that truth and identity are social constructions? Yes and no," he asserts. "No, you can't talk about exploitation without respect for empirical evidence" -- exactly my point. "But yes," Robbins continues, "truth can be another source of oppression." Huh??? How can truth oppress anyone? Well, Robbins' very next sentence explains what he means: "It was not so long ago," he says, "that scientists gave their full authority to explanations of why women and African Americans ... were inherently inferior." But is Robbins claiming that that is truth? I should hope not! Sure, lots of people say things about women and African-Americans that are not true; and yes, those falsehoods have sometimes been asserted in the name of "science", "reason" and all the rest. But claiming something doesn't make it true, and the fact that people -- including scientists -- sometimes make false claims doesn't mean that we should reject or revise the concept of truth. Quite the contrary: it means that we should examine with the utmost care the evidence underlying people's truth claims, and we should reject assertions that in our best rational judgment are false. This error is, unfortunately, repeated throughout Robbins' essay: he systematically confuses truth with claims of truth, fact with assertions of fact, and knowledge with pretensions to knowledge. These elisions underlie much of the sloppy thinking about "social construction" that is prevalent nowadays in the academy, and it's something that progressives ought to resist. Sure, let's show which economic, political and ideological interests are served by our opponents' accounts of "reality"; but first let's demonstrate, by marshalling evidence and logic, why those accounts are objectively false (or in some cases true but incomplete). A bit later in his article, Robbins admits candidly that "those of us who do cultural politics sometimes act as if ... truth were always and everywhere a weapon of the right." Now, that's an astoundingly self-defeating attitude for an avowed leftist. If truth were on the side of the right, shouldn't we all -- at least the honest ones among us -- become right-wingers? For my own part, I'm a leftist and a feminist because of evidence and logic (combined with elementary ethics), not in spite of it. This plea of mine for reason, evidence and logic is hardly original; dozens of progressive humanists, social scientists and natural scientists have been saying the same thing for years. But if my parody in Social Text has helped just a little bit to amplify their voices and to provoke a much-needed debate on the American Left, then it will have served its purpose.

Truth claims should be derived from reason, not textual interpretation—rejecting the rational as a basis for determining truth and asserting that all meaning is socially constructed devolves into nihilism and prevents any ability to ascertain meaning

Jarvis, 2k  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 130-133)

While the relevance of Ashley's poststructuralist theory is cause for con- cern, more disconcerting is its implicit nihilism. Not unexpectedly, Ashley rejects this, insisting that his discourse is not nihilistic but antifoundation-alist. Upon closer inspection, however, this position proves both unsus-tainable and self-defeating. By rejecting foundationalism and all truth claims derived through the application of reason, Ashley unwittingly aban-dons theory, knowledge, and human practices to the ether of relativism and subjectivism. And by insisting that there "is no extratextual referent that can be used as a basis for adjudicating theoretical disputes," Ashley depreciates thought, theory, and knowledge to the particular outcomes of certain linguistic, interpretivist, and textual techniques.41 Ashley is thus forced to conclude that truth, purpose, and meaning can only be textually inferred and never universally or eternally proclaimed. One theory becomes as good as any another theory and a particular truth claim no bet-ter or worse than other truth claims. Objective evaluation becomes impos-sible and, with it, any claim to a science of international politics. All that we might hope for is a subjective interpretivism, where, amid a vacuous intersection of texts, we each reach our own conclusions. This position is both alarming and perplexing: alarming in that it moves us closer to the abyss of ethical relativism and perplexing since it undermines the intelligibility, legitimacy, and logic of Ashley's own writ-ings. As Chris Brown notes, postmodern approaches end up destroying themselves. Demolishing the thought of modernity by rejecting founda-tionalism is a self-subverting theoretical stance since it prevents "any new thought taking the place from which the old categories have been ejected."42 Tony Porter is even more adamant, noting that the poststruc-tural rejection of foundationalism inevitably reduces concepts like truth and reality to subjective intertextual interpretations. Intellectual thought, let alone the possibility of an intersubjective consensus on issues like pur-pose, meaning, ethics, or truth, becomes impossible. Rather than create new thought categories or knowledge systems, poststructuralists simply devolve knowledge into a series of infinitesimal individual interpretations. Yet the issue is at best a mute one. Refuting the notion of truth is non-sensical. As William Connolly observes, "Do you not presuppose truth (reason, subjectivity, a transcendental ethic, and so on) in repudiating it? If so, must you not endorse the standard unequivocally once your own presupposition is revealed to you?" Obviously, notes Connolly, the answer is a resounding "yes, yes, yes, yes."43 Nonsensical or not, such arguments have proved useful for destabiliz-ing modernist narratives. Yet they invariably do the same to poststructural theory, depriving it of any nontextual means of establishing its own legit- imacy and therefore forcing it to use these same discursive techniques to fortify itself. Ironically, then, the logical corollary of this endless textual deconstruction is that Ashley, like all poststructuralists, merely succeeds in deconstructing himself, having deprived himself of all referents that might establish his nontextual authenticity or the political and ethical validity of his discourse. By eschewing all foundations, all criteria of assessment, any referent that might establish the superiority of particular truth claims, or the ethics of certain politics, Ashley unavoidably slides into the murky waters of ethical relativism and perspectivism. This is a curious position, however, especially when Ashley is adamant that an emancipatory interest is ethically superior to a technical interest, that poststructural readings are better than modernist narratives, that modernist sensibilities commit crimes of violence and exclusion while postmodernist practices offer "boundless freedom" and inclusion, and that hermeneutic (classical) realism is preferable to structural realism. It seems plainly absurd that Ashley can both advocate an ethical politics while castigating founda-tionalist epistemologies. This is either outright confusion on Ashley's part-or political deception where he wants to have his cake and eat it, too. Likewise, we might also question the extent to which understanding, political advocacy, let alone substantive action, is available to those who follow Ashley's poststructural approach. To what extent, for example, does Ashley's interpretivist view of history, truth, and meaning reduce his dis-course to a series of solipsistic statements? When Ashley writes, "Nothing is finally stable. There are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history," isn't he really saying that we can know nothing other than what we know per-sonally? Intersubjective action, meaning, let alone community, would surely be impossible if we were to accept Ashley's narcissistic view of the world.44 And doesn't this make pointless, then, the act of writing, reading, or communication? If no text is ever completed or has fixed meanings but, instead, is a series of random interpretations, "none primary, all arbitrary," why does Ashley bother to commit his thoughts to writing since they can never be communicated, only misinterpreted? As Spegele notes, "This position is self-refuting. If all texts are incomplete, all meanings pluralistic and all interpretations arbitrary, these criteria would apply to Ashley's texts as well. If the situation were as Ashley describes it, there could never be a clearly discernible connection between author and text or between text and world: language would be purely self-referential, and all interpreta-tions would be equivocal. The very notion of text would collapse."45 Indeed, if, as postmodernists insist, there is nothing outside the text, then the text can only ever be understood in relation to other texts, and dis-course is reduced to an endless intertextual conversation. This, however, is hardly a satisfactory position. Chris Brown, for example, asks, "If the chain of texts is not predetermined, does this mean that any text can be read in the light of any other text or set of texts?"46 Is Ashley suggesting, for instance, that a reading of Waltz and Barbara Cartland would be a legiti-mate intertextual discourse on international relations? To quote Brown again, "are there limits here, and if so, how can they be justified" in the context of a nonfoundational intertextual discourse? And in the context of Ashley's relativity and interpretivism, why should we believe Ashley's eval- uation and reading of Waltz to be authoritative, let alone definitive? After all, Ashley denies Waltz sovereignty over the interpretation of his texts, arguing that there are no true readings, only interpretations. In short, if we believe Ashley, we arrive at a world where the "object of knowledge-the 'transcendental signified'-disappears from view," while the "knowing sub- ject also disappears" and the "'author' of the text becomes redundant."47 This is a world rife with relativism and nihilism where the foundations on which we might make ethical evaluations have been denied us by Ashley's illogical and self-defeating rhetoric. In the end, Ashley's discourse is destroyed not by external criticism but by the weight of his own ill-con-ceived theoretical musings. Having divested himself of any epistemological ledge on which to secure his footing, let alone communicate his thesis, Ash- ley inevitably falls into his own linguistic traps. Well might we question then the ability of Ashley's poststructural challenge to move beyond rhetoric and toward substance.48 

AT: Epistemology / “Truths are Socially Constructed”

Our truth claims are true—

a. Consensus of field experts

Ferguson 2 – Professor of Political Science, Rutgers (Yale, International Relations and the “Third Debate”, ed Jarvis, p 157, AG) 

Although there may be no such thing as “absolute truth” (Hollis, 1994:240-247; Fernandez-Armesto, 1997:chap.6), there is often a sufficient amount of intersubjective consensus to make for a useful conversation. That conversation may not lead to proofs that satisfy philosophical nit-pickets, but it can be educational and illuminating. We gain a degree of apparently useful “understanding” about the things we need (or prefer) to “know.”

b. Empirics

Wendt 2k – Prof International Security and PolSci, Ohio State (Alexander, On the Via Media, Review of International Studies 26, AG)

In the book I argue that, compared to ontology-talk, the value of epistemology talk for a discipline like IR is considerably less than something as imposing as the third ‘Great Debate’ might suggest. What matters more is what there is, not how we can know it, since we clearly do know things, and the ‘how’ of this knowledge will necessarily vary with the many different kinds of questions we ask in our field, and the varied tools at our disposal for answering them. 

c. Testing proves that truth claims can exist independent of their construction 

Bauerlein 1 – English Professor at Emory (Mark, Social Constructionism, Partisan Review 68.2, http://www.bu.edu/partisanreview/archive/2001/2/bauerlein.html, AG)

The weakness of social constructionism as an epistemology lies in the fact that one can agree with the bare premise that knowledge is a construct, but disagree with the conclusion that objectivity is impossible and that the contents of knowledge are dependent upon the social conditions of the knower. Of course, knowledge is constructed. It must be expressed in language, composed methodically, conceived through mental views, all of which are historically derived. Constructionists extend the fact that knowledge materializes in cognitive and linguistic structures which have social determinants into the belief that knowledge has no claim to transcend them. That knowledge cannot transcend the conditions of its origination stems from the notion that cognition is never innocent, that cognition has designs and desires shaping its knowledge-building process, that knowing always has an instrumental purpose. This human dimension is local and situational, constructionists argue, a historical context for knowledge outside of which the knowledge has no general warrant. Even the most ahistorical kinds of knowledge, the principles of logic, mathematics, and science, have a social basis, one obscured by thinkers who have abstracted that knowledge from its rightful setting and used it for purposes of their own. Thus Martin Heidegger claims in a well-known illustration, "Before Newton’s laws were discovered, they were not ‘true’. . . .Through Newton the laws became true" (Being and Time). We only think the laws preceded Newton’s conception because, Heidegger explains, that is how entities "show themselves." But even though Newton’s laws arose at a particular historical moment, in one man’s mind, why assume that the laws are inextricable from that moment? There is abundant evidence for believing that the truth of Newton’s laws is independent of Newton’s mind, language, class, education, etc. The simple fact that persons of different languages and cultures implement those laws effectively implies their transhistorical and cross-cultural capacity. Engineers and physicists confirm the laws daily without any knowledge of Newton’s circumstances. Three hundred years of experimentation and theory have altered Newton’s laws only by restricting their physical purview. In short, Newton’s laws have been justified in vastly different times and places. Yes, scientists and engineers have de-historicized Newtonian knowledge, pared it down to a few set principles (nobody actually reads the Principia). But though abstract and expedient, the laws of Newtonian physics still have a truth-value, and that value is related not to Newton’s world, but to how well the laws predict outcomes, how reliably they stand up to testing, how useful they are in physical domains. To think otherwise is to deny the distinction between the contents of knowledge and the context of their emergence. This is an old logical mistake, namely, the genetic fallacy: the confusion of a theory’s discovery with its justification. Social constructionists overlook this distinction between discovery (the circumstances of a theory’s origin) and justification (the establishment of its truth).  

AT: Epistemology First

Epistemic grounding is irrelevant. We don’t need absolute truth.

Nussbaum ’92  (Martha, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics – U. Chicago, Political Theory, “HUMAN FUNCTIONING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE In Defense of Aristotelian Essentialism'”, 20:2, May, JSTOR) 

Let me say very directly where I stand on the objections to essentialism. I believe that Kantian and related contemporary arguments (by Quine, Davidson, Putnam, and Goodman in particular) have indeed successfully established the untenability of extreme metaphysical realism. I cannot argue this here, but I hope it can at least be agreed that it would be extremely unwise for a political proposal to rely on the truth of metaphysical realism, given our current argumentative situation. On the other hand, it does not seem to me that such a result shows anything like what the relativist objectors think it shows. When we get rid of the hope of a transcendent metaphysical grounding for our evaluative judgments -about the human being as about anything else -we are not left with the abyss. We have everything that we always had all along: the exchange of reasons and arguments by human beings within history, in which, for reasons that are historical and human but not the worse for that, we hold some things to be good and others bad, some arguments to be sound and others not sound. Why, indeed, should the relativist conclude that the absence of a transcendent basis for judgment - a basis that, according to them, was never there anyway -should make us despair of doing as we have done all along, distinguishing persuasion from manipulation? In fact, the collapse into extreme relativism or subjectivism seems to me to betray a deep attachment to metaphysical realism itself. For it is only to one who has pinned everything to that hope that its collapse will seem to entail the collapse of all evaluation -just as it is only to a deeply believing religious person, as Nietzsche saw, that the news of the death of God brings the threat of nihilism. What we see here, I think, is a reaction of shame -a turning away of the eyes from our poor humanity, which looks so mean and bare -by contrast to a dream of another sort. What do we have here, these critics seem to say? Only our poor old human conversations, our human bodies that interpret things so imperfectly? Well, if that is all there is, we do not really want to study it too closely, to look into the distinctions it exhibits. We will just say that they are all alike, for, really, they do look pretty similar when compared to the heavenly standard we were seeking. It is like the moment reported by Aristotle when some students arrived at the home of Heraclitus, eager to see the great sage and cosmologist. They found him -not on a hilltop gazing at the heavens but sitting in his kitchen or, perhaps, on the toilet (for there is a philological dispute at this point!). He looked at their disappointed faces, saw that they were about to turn away their eyes, and said, "Come in, don't be afraid. There are gods here too." Aristotle uses this story to nudge his reluctant students out of the shame that is preventing them from looking closely at the parts of animals. When you get rid of your shame, he says, you will notice that there is order and structure in the animal world.3" So too, I think, with realism: the failure to take an interest in studying our practices of analyzing and reasoning, human and historical as they are, the insistence that we would have good arguments only if they came from heaven - all this betrays a shame before the human. On the other hand, if we really think of the hope of a transcendent ground for value as uninteresting and irrelevant, as we should, then the news of its collapse will not change the way we do things: it will just let us get on with the business of reasoning in which we were already engaged.

AT: Epistemology Impacts

Rationalist epistemologies don't cause violence and there is no alterantive 

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 179-180)
As Richard Rorty reminds us, however, "interesting philosophy is rarely an examination of the pros and cons of a thesis," but incredulous adulation for one perspective over another irrespective of the facts.7 In International Relations too, theoretical creeds have themselves become icons for adulation, proxy political statements of faith, ethics, and belief about how the world should be viewed, how global justice is best achieved, what voices and histories should be analyzed, and on what configuration and structure future worlds should be built. Theory has always been part fervent desire, reflecting the biases and hopes of those who conceive it. But to suppose this the exclusive task of theoretical endeavor in International Relations returns us to the problem of epistemological duality so forcefully expressed by E. H. Carr and, more importandy, of the intrinsic dangers this enterprise harbors: "The inclination to ignore what was and what is in contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and what is."8 "No Science," noted Carr, "deserves the name until it has acquired sufficient humility not to consider itself omnipotent, and to distinguish the analysis of what is from aspiration about what should be." Postmodernists perhaps forget this, positioning themselves in a way that ignores the actualities of global politics in favor of political advocacy and projects committed more to neoidealist sentiments about images of future societies than current world orders. On one level, the epistemological duality of theoretical debate in International Relations thus remains unchanged, reflecting the visceral division of our "dividing discipline" where the rubric of postmodern theory now accounts for its idealist other half. All, perhaps, is as it should be, the new neoidealists engaged in imaginative epistemological remappings in the hope of securing new worlds, while the more realist-inclined ontologists focus upon the structures, actors and processes of current orders and their consequences. Victim to this latest round of idyllic sentiment, however, are the institutions of language and theory, appropriated for purely political ends and used by postmodernists as a podium to condemn an entrenched vocabulary deemed to have become a nuisance, while heralding "a half-formed new vocabulary which vaguely promises great things."9 Postmodern theorists, for example, condemn modernist/positivist/realist theory for its constitutive role in the atrocities of the twentieth century, while promising not just new understandings but an emancipatory praxis culminating in changed realities and better worlds. Condemnation of the past and of those theories and theorists associated with it has thus conspired for a spate of cathartic expurgations: moral purges of the mind and discipline where the Third Great Debate has become both signifier of epochal change as we stand on the precipice of a new millennium and end of millennium stock-taking amid recriminations for the century we leave behind. And to those who profess expurgation from the past, a self-assured moral propriety has ensconced their (post)enlightened ways of thinking and doing international politics: an optimistic moral high ground untainted by the past and convinced that not again will its political blemishes be repeated under the new thinking. At the end of the millennium, one is either on the side of new perspectives and theory in pursuit of better worlds or on the side of reactionary conservatism complicitous in the maintenance of institutions which repress, exclude, and affront. Postmodern theory might thus be all the rage for reasons as laudable as they are timeless: hope for a better future. This probably explains its attractiveness among the young, idealist, historically aggrieved, and minority voices now vocal throughout the academy. Indeed, the passion and conviction with which these new approaches are held also explain the brawl over theory. Marysia Zalewski, for example, bemoans the fact that contemporary theoretical debates have the effect of bringing out the worst in people, conducted so often in "a spirit of 'jousting' verging on the hostile," where accusations and insults are hurled about so as to make "the sport of intellectual jousting and parodies of bar room brawling" appear functionally inevitable in the discipline.10 Her point, however, is made amid recriminations that International Relations is "a para-digmatically masculinist discipline" whose theory "reifies and reflects the interests of the already powerful" and whose boundaries need to be disturbed.11 Offense is in the eye of the beholder, and in International Relations almost everyone is offended. As Holsti warns, we are traveling down a road toward uncivil war, where the scenery is likely not very pretty and where scholarly discourse threatens to be nasty and brutish.12 

AT: Indicts of Empiricism

Critics of empiricism must use empiricism to support their arguments

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 1, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

The debate over a priori knowledge often proceeds in negative terms. For example, in the first half of the twentieth century, it was common to maintain that all a priori knowledge is analytic on the grounds that there is no plausible explanation of how we acquire synthetic a priori knowledge. Whatever the merits of this argument against the synthetic a priori, many now recognize that it cannot be parlayed into an argument in support of the analytic a priori. (1) For we have no better explanation of how we acquire such knowledge. In recent years empiricism has come under attack. Some argue that the view is incoherent and conclude, on that basis, that some knowledge is a priori. (2) We need to recall here the lesson of history. Whatever the merits of such arguments against empiricism, they cannot be parlayed into an argument in support of the a priori unless the latter is not open to those arguments. My primary contention is that the a priori is open to the arguments offered against empiricism. Hence, they do not advance the case for the a priori. I go on to offer an alternative strategy. The leading idea is that, instead of offering a priori arguments against empiricism, rationalists should marshal empirical support for their position. 

The skepticism argument is also a defense of empiricism

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 1-2, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

Laurence BonJour's excellent book, In Defense of Pure Reason, provides an interesting case study. His charge against empiricism is that it leads to scepticism. (3) The supporting argument, called the sceptical argument, is deceptively straightforward. Assume that some beliefs are directly justified solely by experience. Such beliefs are "particular rather than general in their content and are confined to situations observable at specific and fairly narrowly delineated places and times." (4) Either some beliefs whose  content goes beyond direct experience are justified or scepticism is true. The justification of beliefs whose content goes beyond direct experience requires inference from the directly justified beliefs. But inference involves principles that are justified a priori: For if the conclusions of the inferences genuinely go beyond the content of direct experience, then it is impossible that those inferences could be entirely justified by appeal to that same experience. (5) Hence, either empiricism is false or scepticism is true. The sceptical argument, however, proves too much. For the very same argument can be employed in defense of empiricism! Assume that some beliefs are directly justified by rational insight. Either some beliefs whose content goes beyond direct rational insight are justified or scepticism is true. The justification of beliefs whose content goes beyond direct rational insight requires principles of inference that are justified empirically: For if the conclusions of the inferences genuinely go beyond the content of direct rational insight, then it is impossible that those inferences could be entirely justified by appeal to that same insight. Hence, either principles of inference are justified empirically or scepticism is true. (6) 

Epistemological theories must use at least some empiricism

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 10-11, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

The strategy of arguing against empiricism fails to advance the case for rationalism. Is there a more promising alternative available to rationalists? My suggestion is that they exploit two related strategies. Both involve enlisting empirical support for rationalism rather than offering a priori objections to empiricism. The first is to enlist empirical support for the truth-conduciveness of rational insight. Rationalism enjoys a distinct advantage with respect to the issue of truth-conduciveness. Empiricism maintains that experience is the only source of justification. Consequently, it cannot offer a non-circular justification for the truth-conduciveness of experience. Since rationalism recognizes two distinct sources of justification, it can offer a non-circular justification for the truth-conduciveness of one of them. Moreover, in the context of its dispute with empiricism, the truth-conduciveness of experience is not in question. Hence, rationalism can exploit this point of agreement to offer a justification of the truthconduciveness of rational insight that meets empiricist standards. The second is to offer an explanation of the truth-conduciveness of rational insight. Rationalists generally agree that the truth-conduciveness of rational insight cannot be explained in terms of causal-perceptual models. Hence, if rationalism is to  provide some explanation of our alleged capacity for a priori justification, it must offer an alternative model of how such justification is possible. Furthermore, if the model is to be regarded as a plausible explanation of our capacity for a priori justification, rationalism must offer empirical evidence showing that the model is realized in human cognition.

AT: Individual Action 
War requires rational conventional political solutions. Individual action cannot address the causes of war.

Rabinowitch ’71 (Eugene, Prof. Botany – U. Illinois and Ed. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The Stoning of America”, 27:9, November, Ebsco)

This appeared to many Americans as betrayal of American tradition. The "military-industrial complex" — a term coined by General Eisenhower, the most civilian of all military presidents — seemed to them to be the guilty, evil force which must be overthrown to return to the age of American innocence. But Mr. Reich and all other spokesmen of American anti-militarism have shown no will to uncover the origins of the rise of the military-industrial complex in America, the rationale of the development that had converted civilian America into the greatest military power the world had seen. Like the corporate technological state, the military-industrial complex is denounced as if it were a self-generated monster. According to Reich, the answer to the rise of military power in America lies on a personal, emotional level — in massive copping out of individuals from the military establishment, in repeal of loyalty of the individual to the military-dominated state. Reich's book nowhere suggests deeper awareness of the problem of origin of aggression between societies — as if the first war in history had started in Vietnam, and militarism had been invented in the Pentagon. That such an unhistorical approach to a central reality of mankind's existence on earth could come from the pen of an academic teacher, even if he is a professor of law, is a sobering fact. Forty years ago, well-educated Germans sat at the feet of an ignorant house painter, who taught them that wars had originated in Jewish conspiracy against the Nordic race — so why should American students and intellectuals not believe that violence on earth originates in the conspiracy of the American Corporate State? And yet, even more than the finding of a harmonious relation between the individual and a complex technological economy, establishing stable peace between nations is an immensely difficult, crucial challenge of the technological age. It calls for urgent, rational social action, which cannot be replaced by indulgence in individual (or collective) emotional outbursts. The prevalence of wars in history has been the result of social evolution of the human species. This evolution selected aggressive behavior among nations as a viable social characteristic, probably because these societies lived in a habitat of scarcity, in which the price of survival was for a society to acquire adequate territory and resources, and to defend them against all competing societies. This evolutionarily selected behavior of human societies must be changed in the light of two new facts : One is the prohibitive destructiveness of "scientific" war; the other, the capacity of nations to expand wealth by application of science and technology, without expansion of territory and acquisition of more natural resources (as exemplified by recent growth of Germany and Japan) — the newly-found capacity to grow richer without making others poorer. But the ways of national behavior developed in the millennia of competitive existence in a habitat of scarcity are stubborn. This situation calls for a new religion of world brotherhood to replace exclusive identification of individuals with closed societies; and for acceptance of new international attitudes permitting the establishment of a new system of international institutions. "The Greening of America" nowhere suggests that its author is aware of this challenge; and yet, as long as it is not answered, "Consciousness III" can produce, instead of an age of happiness, only a brief dance on a volcano. Revolution is like an earthquake — a release of accumulated tensions. In the evolution of a society, some structures and attitudes stubbornly resist change. As a result, tensions accumulate and a violent concussion becomes inevitable. The fundamental advantage of a politically free and educationally undogmatic society - is its greater capacity for adjustment; and the American system has proved sufficiently flexible in many critical situations in the past. The most recent crisis of American society — not yet fully resolved but, I believe, on the way to resolution — is the racial conflict. The democratic society of America's Founding Fathers, with its ideal of equal opportunity for all, had been created by and for white men only. In the basic tenet of American political faith : that "all men are created equal" (and "endowed by God with equal rights"), the qualification "all white men" was not explicit — but it was understood by all. Even for the average Northern abolitionist, the Negro was a ward of the state, to be protected against being treated as a chattel, not its equal master. For two centuries, this double- standard prevailed, carrying with it the seeds of instability. The substitution of "all white men" for "all men" saddled the conscience of liberal-minded Americans with easily perceived dishonesty. As time went on, as other lines of religious, national and racial prejudice and discrimination gave way, as the melting- pot American began to replace the purebred WASP, as education penetrated into plantation backyards and city slums, tension became increasingly intolerable. Pressure for economic, political and social equality rose and began to bend the established structures and to change traditional patterns of behavior. The flexibility of the American society was not sufficient to prevent all violence; Los Angeles, Washington, Detroit saw conflagrations and heard gunfire. But resistance was not unyielding. Within a generation, the black vote became a political power, even in Mississippi ; school integration gathered speed. Black mayors, black senators, black police chiefs appeared in metropolitan cities of the North and rural towns of the South. Riots and marches from below, and revolutionary legislation and court decisions from above, are reshaping American society — and hopefully, will complete the process in time to prevent catastrophy. Hatred, accumulated in centuries of inhuman treatment, still rages in many hearts. It -has driven Some of the best among black intellectuals into racial prejudice in reverse and some extremist hotheads into murdering judges and policemen. But chances seem pretty good for the shame of racial discrimination to be washed off the face of America by self-cleaning forces of free society. Racial discrimination is one area in which individual attitudes and actions can do most good. Of all forms of discrimination — political, economic, religious — the one particularly difficult to bear, and most difficult to exterminate, is discrimination on personal level, from man to man, from man to woman, from family to family. This is the area in which the American youth, and our student youth in particular, has made the greatest contribution by their own unprejudiced ways of living, working and loving. The belief that man- to-man relations can overcome the alienation between sovereign national states has long seemed attractive to men of good will, such as Quakers, only to betray them again and again (as when Nazi invaders were guided in Norway by German boys who had been sheltered by Norwegian families in the hard years after World War I). Complex technological structures cannot be humanized by friendliness and brotherhood, but have to be dealt with by rational social action. Ultimate, irreversible changes can be brought about in this area, only by large-scale political action; all what individuals can do are deeds of individual justice, virtue and self-sacrifice — whether they be motivated by plain decency, religious conviction or Consciousness III. But relations between men within a single society — as contrasted to international relations — are close enough for individual attitudes to have an important impact. Of all the achievements of American youth, none shines brighter and more permanent than their role in breaking through the walls of racial segregation. Strangely enough, Reich's paean to American youth gives the least attention to this real and important achievement.

AT: Insecurity Inevitable

Securing world order is possible – other states have a stake in maintaining world order and the U.S. drive for security produces cooperation

Lieber and Alexander, 05  (Keir, professor of political science at Notre Dame, and Gerard, professor of politics at the University of Virginia, “Waiting for Balancing: Why the World is not Pushing Back”, International Security, 30.1, 109-139, projectmuse)

Why Countries Are Not Balancing against the United States

The major powers are not balancing against the United States because of the nature of U.S. grand strategy in the post–September 11 world. There is no doubt that this strategy is ambitious, assertive, and backed by tremendous offensive military capability. But it is also highly selective and not broadly threatening. Specifically, the United States is focusing these means on the greatest threats to its interests—that is, the threats emanating from nuclear proliferator states and global terrorist organizations. Other major powers are not balancing U.S. power because they want the United States to succeed in defeating these shared threats or are ambivalent yet understand they are not in its crosshairs. In many cases, the diplomatic friction identified by proponents of the concept of soft balancing instead reflects disagreement about tactics, not goals, which is nothing new in history.  To be sure, our analysis cannot claim to rule out other theories of great power behavior that also do not expect balancing against the United States. Whether the United States is not seen as a threat worth balancing because of shared interests in nonproliferation and the war on terror (as we argue), because of geography and capability limitations that render U.S. global hegemony impossible (as some offensive realists argue), or because transnational democratic values, binding international institutions, and economic interdependence obviate the need to balance (as many liberals argue) is a task for further theorizing and empirical analysis. Nor are we claiming that balancing against the United States will never happen. Rather, there is no persuasive evidence that U.S. policy is provoking the kind of balancing behavior that the Bush administration's critics suggest. In the meantime, analysts should continue to use credible indicators of balancing behavior in their search for signs that U.S. strategy is having a counterproductive effect on U.S. security. Below we discuss why the United States is not seen by other major powers as a threat worth balancing. Next we argue that the impact of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq on international relations has been exaggerated and needs to be seen in a broader context that reveals far more cooperation with the United States than many analysts acknowledge. Finally, we note that something akin to balancing is taking place among would-be nuclear proliferators and Islamist extremists, which makes sense given that these are the threats targeted by the United States. [End Page 133]

The United States' Focused Enmity

Great powers seek to organize the world according to their own preferences, looking for opportunities to expand and consolidate their economic and military power positions. Our analysis does not assume that the United States is an exception. It can fairly be seen to be pursuing a hegemonic grand strategy and has repeatedly acted in ways that undermine notions of deeply rooted shared values and interests. U.S. objectives and the current world order, however, are unusual in several respects. First, unlike previous states with preponderant power, the United States has little incentive to seek to physically control foreign territory. It is secure from foreign invasion and apparently sees little benefit in launching costly wars to obtain additional material resources. Moreover, the bulk of the current international order suits the United States well. Democracy is ascendant, foreign markets continue to liberalize, and no major revisionist powers seem poised to challenge U.S. primacy.  This does not mean that the United States is a status quo power, as typically defined. The United States seeks to further expand and consolidate its power position even if not through territorial conquest. Rather, U.S. leaders aim to bolster their power by promoting economic growth, spending lavishly on military forces and research and development, and dissuading the rise of any peer competitor on the international stage. Just as important, the confluence of the proliferation of WMD and the rise of Islamist radicalism poses an acute danger to U.S. interests. This means that U.S. grand strategy targets its assertive enmity only at circumscribed quarters, ones that do not include other great powers.  The great powers, as well as most other states, either share the U.S. interest in eliminating the threats from terrorism and WMD or do not feel that they have a significant direct stake in the matter. Regardless, they understand that the United States does not have offensive designs on them. Consistent with this proposition, the United States has improved its relations with almost all of the major powers in the post–September 11 world. This is in no small part because these governments—not to mention those in key countries in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, such as Egypt, Jordan, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia—are willing partners in the war on terror because they see Islamist radicalism as a genuine threat to them as well. U.S. relations with China, India, and Russia, in particular, are better than ever in large part because these countries similarly have acute reasons to fear transnational Islamist terrorist groups. The EU's official grand strategy echoes that of the United States. The 2003 European security strategy document, which appeared months after the U.S.-led invasion [End Page 134] of Iraq, identifies terrorism by religious extremists and the proliferation of WMD as the two greatest threats to European security. In language familiar to students of the Bush administration, it declares that Europe's "most frightening scenario is one in which terrorist groups acquire weapons of mass destruction."60 It is thus not surprising that the major European states, including France and Germany, are partners of the United States in the Proliferation Security Initiative.  Certain EU members are not engaged in as wide an array of policies toward these threats as the United States and other of its allies. European criticism of the Iraq war is the preeminent example. But sharp differences over tactics should not be confused with disagreement over broad goals. After all, comparable disagreements, as well as incentives to free ride on U.S. efforts, were common among several West European states during the Cold War when they nonetheless shared with their allies the goal of containing the Soviet Union.61
Insecurity and disorder aren’t inevitable—careful future planning has been enormously effective. Debates amongst citizens are key to assessing probability and effectively planning.

Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

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

AT: Link of Omission 

Omission is not exclusion; NO discursive act can include everything; this doesn't mean we reject or marginalize these concerns

Rorty, Professor of Comparative Literature @ Stanford, `02 (Richard, Peace Review, vol. 14, no. 2, p. 152-153)

I have no quarrel with Cornell's and pivak's claim that "what is missing in a literary text or historical narrative leaves its mark through the traces of its expulsion." For that seems simpl ty o say that any text will presup osp e the existence of people, things, and institutions that it hardly mentions. So the readers of a literary text will always be able to ask themselves questions such as: "Who prepared the sumptuous dinner the lovers enjoyed?" "How did they get the money to afford that meal?" The reader of a historical narrative will always be able to wonder about where the money to finance the war came from and about who got to decide whether the war would take place. "Expulsion," however, seems too pejorative a term for the fact that no text can answer all possible questions about its own background and its own presuppositions. Consider Captain Birch, the agent of the East Indian Company charged with persuading the Rani of Sirmur not to commit suicide. Spivak is not exactly "expelling" Captain Birch from her narrative by zeroing in on the Rani, even though she does not try to find out much about Birch's early days as a subaltern, nor about the feelings of pride or shame or exasperation he may have experienced in the course of his conversations with the Rani. In the case of Birch, Spivak does not try to "gently blow precarious ashes into their ghostly shape," nor does she speculate about the possible sublimity of his career. Nor should she. S.ivak has her own fish to and her own witness to bear just as Kipling had his when he spun tales of the humiliations to which newly arrived subalterns were subjected in the regimental messes of the Raj. So do all authors of literary texts and historical narratives, and such texts and narratives should not alwa s be read as disin enuous exercises in repression. They should be read as one version of a story that could have been told, and should be told, in many other ways.
AT: Method 1st 

Method can’t be evaluated in a vacuum- to do so is useless

Mario Bunge, Treatise on basic Philosophy Vol 6: Epistemology and Methodology II: Understanding the world, 1983 p. 207

Tenth, the methodics of any science includes not only its peculiar techniques but also the scientific method (Ch. 7, Section 2.2). A collection of techniques, e.g. for producing high pressures or high vacua, or for measuring the effects of reinforcement on the learning of philosophy does not constitute a science: methods are means not ends, and they cannot be applied or evaluated apart from a problematics and an aim. Merely exploiting a given technique for obtaining or processing data without any ulterior purposes is not doing science but just keeping busy and possibly salaried.

Overemphasis on method destroys effectiveness of the discipline 

Wendt, Handbook of IR, 2k2 p. 68

It should be stressed that in advocating a pragmatic view we are not endorsing method-driven social science. Too much research in international relations chooses problems or things to be explained with a view to whether the analysis will provide support for one or another methodological ‘ism’. But the point of IR scholarship should be to answer questions about international politics that are of great normative concern, not to validate methods. Methods are means, not ends in themselves. As a matter of personal scholarly choice it may be reasonable to stick with one method and see how far it takes us. But since we do not know how far that is, if the goal of the discipline is insight into world politics then it makes little sense to rule out one or the other approach on a priori grounds. In that case a method indeed becomes a tacit ontology, which may lead to neglect of whatever problems it is poorly suited to address. Being conscious about these choices is why it is important to distinguish between the ontological, empirical and pragmatic levels of the rationalist-constructivist debate. We favor the pragmatic approach on heuristic grounds, but we certainly believe a conversation should continue on all three levels.

AT: Social Constructionism

Social constructivism relies on shoddy scholarship and has no academic rigor to it—you should reject their critique because their authors aren’t qualified

Bauerlein, 01  (Mark, professor at Emory, Partisan Review, Spring, prquest)

Social constructionism is one such expedient method. It has widespread support in the humanities, and so practitioners need waste no paragraphs validating it. It scoffs at empirical notions, chastising them as "naive positivism" and freeing scholars from having to prove the truth of constructionist premises and generalizations. It lightens the evidentiary load, affirming that an incisive reading of a single text or event is sufficient to illustrate a theoretical or historical generality. Objectivity as an ideal collapses, for while objectivity requires that one acknowledge opposing arguments and refute them on logical or empirical grounds, constructionism merely asks that inquirers position themselves as a subject in relation to other subject-positions. True, constructionism proposes to study phenomena as historical constructs, a proposal entailing a method of enumerating historical particulars and their convergence in this or that object. But in fact, constructionist analysis typically breaks the object down into theoretical, political, and (a few) historical constituents, most of which are common currency in academic parlance. In analyzing the text or event as a construct, inquirers suspend the whole question of the reality of the thing and the truth of the construction. All that counts is the particular version of the thing, and with no objective standard by which to measure the version, the laborious process of justification dissolves.  Last month a scholarly journal asked me to assess a submission on Jacques Lacan's adoption of certain semiotic principles of Charles Sanders Peirce. After reading the essay, I recommended publication, but added that Lacan largely misconstrued Peirce's arguments and that the author needed to discuss the misrepresentations. He replied that whether Lacan was right or wrong was beside the point. He was only interested in how Lacan "appropriated" Peirce. To focus on whether Lacan understood Peirce correctly would sway the discussion from Lacan's creative uses of Peircean ideas, he said. Of course, the author's defense was epistemologically dubious, but it was institutionally beneficial. Although it put the author in the position of purveying Lacan's misconstruction of Peirce uncritically, it simplified his task enormously, saving him the trouble of checking Lacan's appropriations against Peirce's voluminous, difficult corpus. If only conservative evaluators would agree to the constructedness of Lacan's notions, not their truth, then the essay could proceed to publication.  Apologias like this one are rampant in the humanities, and the books and articles that they enable flood the scholarly marketplace. University press catalogues, booknotes and ads in periodicals, and "list of contributors" pages in journals announce these publications as breakthough efforts and necessary reading, but despite the praise, most of them soon disappear into the library stacks never to be heard from again. They are hastily conceived and predictably argued, and notwithstanding the singularity promised on their dust jackets, they are all of a type. They begin with approved constructionist premises, bolster them with arguments from authority ("According to Richard Rorty. . ."), and attach them to standard generalities about power, race, and gender. They vary only in their subject matter, the texts and events selected for commentary. They also suffer from the stylistic and design flaws characteristic of scholarship pushed into production too quickly. Last year, I read six booklength manuscripts for university presses, five of them by junior faculty. All five I returned to the press with detailed instructions for developmental editing. The authors possessed considerable intelligence and earnest motives, but they obviously tried to compose too fast. Sentences were unpolished and contained uniform expressions. Transitions were jumpy and casual, as if the chapters succeeded one another with "Now, let's look at. . . ." The introductions were elliptical and rambling, as if the authors had not yet settled the question of what concerns the projects were aimed at resolving.  But however rough and incoherent, such manuscripts often make it into print and the authors win promotions. This is the research result of the productivity requirements of the profession. Junior faculty scramble to get dissertations published before their time, and the market is saturated with scholarly ephemera. Younger humanities professors no longer spend ten years investigating a subject, sharpening their theses, and refining their prose. Lengthy archival studies and careful erudite readings no longer appear. Career trajectories of figures like Rene Girard, M. H. Abrams, Paul de Man, and Meyer Shapiro are eschewed, for none of those talents produced enough work early in their professional lives to merit tenure under the present system. Penalized for selecting long-term projects, assistant professors have too little time to embark upon studies such as The Mirror and the Lamp. This book-for-tenure requirement affects professors at the top fifty to seventy-five research institutions alone, but the general trend it represents-the acceleration of scholarship-reaches into all areas of academic life. Whenever faculty observe annual salary increases tied to their productivity for the year, and whenever graduate students face tuition support packages due to expire after four years, they will opt for a method of inquiry that ensures their professional livelihood. Whenever academic press editors favor topical culture studies over archival research, ambitious scholars will follow practices that help them keep pace with intellectual current events. Whenever hiring committees and funding agencies emphasize their interest in innovative, non-traditional forms of inquiry, applicants will fashion themselves accordingly, mindful of the ever more tenuous line between the avant-garde and the old hat. In each case, a commitment to painstaking induction and catholic learning proves disastrous.  This is the bare and banal advantage of social constructionism: it saves time. Truth, facts, objectivity-those require too much reading, too many library visits, too much time soliciting interlibrary loan materials, scrolling through microfilm records, double-checking sources, and looking beyond academic trends that come and go. A philosophy that discredits the foundations of such time-consuming research is a professional blessing. It is the belief-system of inquirers who need an alibi for not reading the extra book, traveling to the other archives, or listening to the other point of view. This is why constructionism is the prevailing creed in the humanities today. It is the epistemology of scholarship in haste, of professors under the gun. As soon as the humanities embraced a productivity model of merit, empiricism and erudition became institutional dead ends, and constructionism emerged as the method of the fittest. Scholars may have initially embraced constructionism as a philosophical position, but the evolution of constructionism into a brash institutional maneuvering indicates that it now functions as a response to a changing labor environment. How unfortunate that humanities faculty did not fight back against the productivity standard as soon as it arose and insist that scholars need time to read, time to reflect, time to test ideas in the classroom and at conferences if they are to come up with anything lasting. What a shame that they were able to concoct a mode of thought that cooperated with the quantification system, a plan of survival that now stands as the academic wisdom of the age.

AT: Standpoint Epistemology

Standpoint epistemology fails - conflicting views and no guiding principle

Rolin 06 (Kristina, Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics and researcher in the philosophy of science and epistemology, “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html#bio, MR)
Sandra Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology is an ambitious and controversial attempt to argue that diversity among inquirers is an epistemic advantage to a community of inquirers. According to Harding, epistemic advantage accrues not to just any kind of diversity but to diversity with respect to the social positions of inquirers and participants in their studies. Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology advances the claim that those who are unprivileged with respect to their social positions are likely to be privileged with respect to gaining knowledge of social reality. According to Harding, unprivileged social positions are likely to generate perspectives that are "less partial and less distorted" than perspectives generated by other social positions (Harding 1991, 121; see also pages 138 and 141). I call this claim the thesis of epistemic privilege. The thesis of epistemic privilege is connected to a particular conception of objectivity, "strong objectivity," which is the view that objective research starts from the lives of unprivileged groups (Harding 1991, 150; see also page 142). Diversity with respect to social positions is beneficial for knowledge-seeking communities because there are many ways of being unprivileged. As Harding explains, "the subject of feminist knowledge – the agent of these less partial and distorted descriptions and explanations – must be multiple and even contradictory" (1991, 284). The thesis of epistemic privilege has been criticized on two grounds. One objection is that Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology does not provide any standards of epistemic justification that enable one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others. Another objection is that there is no evidence in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. These two objections are connected. As long as it is not [End Page 125] clear what standards of epistemic justification allow one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others, it is not clear either what kind of evidence we should expect in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. Let me explain each objection. The first objection is raised by Louise Antony (1993) and Helen Longino (1999). They argue that the thesis of epistemic privilege is undermined by another thesis in Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology, the thesis that all scientific knowledge is socially situated (Harding 1991, 11; see also pages 119 and 142). I call this the situated knowledge thesis (see also Wylie 2003, 31). The thesis of epistemic privilege relies on the assumption that there is a standard of impartiality that enables one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as "less partial and distorted" than others. The situated knowledge thesis seems to undermine this assumption by suggesting that all knowledge claims are partial in virtue of being grounded on a particular perspective on social reality. As Helen Longino explains, in order to argue that some socially grounded perspectives are better than others, a standpoint epistemologist would have to be able to identify privileged perspectives from a non-interested position, but according to standpoint epistemology, there is no such position (1999, 338; see also Hekman 2000, 24). Louise Antony calls the tension between the thesis of epistemic privilege and the situated knowledge thesis a "bias paradox" (1993, 188-189). In claiming that all knowledge is partial, feminist standpoint epistemology challenges the very notion of impartiality. But by undermining the notion of impartiality, feminist standpoint epistemology is in danger of losing its critical edge (Antony 1993, 189). In Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? (1991) Harding is aware of the bias paradox. Instead of abandoning either the thesis of epistemic privilege or the situated knowledge thesis, she tries to solve the bias paradox by introducing a distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism. She claims that "a strong notion of objectivity requires a commitment to acknowledge the historical character of every belief or set of beliefs – a commitment to cultural, sociological, historical relativism" (Harding 1991, 156). And she adds that "it also requires that judgmental or epistemological relativism be rejected" (Harding 1991, 156). However, Harding's attempt to solve the paradox is not successful because the distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism begs the question of what standards of epistemic justification enable her to reject epistemological relativism. Instead of articulating such standards, Harding insists that feminist standpoint epistemology should reject the assumption that there is a "view from nowhere" (Harding 1991, 311). Moreover, Harding is reluctant to say that the goal of scientific inquiry is truth or empirical success. Instead, she suggests that scientific inquiry should progress "away from falsity rather than toward truth" (1991, 185). Let me turn to the second objection, the claim that there is no evidence to support the thesis of epistemic privilege. This objection is raised by Cassandra Pinnick (1994 and 2005). Pinnick suggests that the thesis of epistemic privilege should be understood as an empirical hypothesis and she claims that feminist literature "describes no effort to accumulate the kind of empirical data that could easily resolve matters in favor of the feminists" (Pinnick 1994, 653; see also Hekman 2000, 23). Ten years after the publication of her critical paper in Philosophy of Science, Pinnick (2005) claims that the thesis of epistemic privilege still remains without evidence to support it. [End Page 126] It is not fair to claim that there is no effort to argue for the thesis of epistemic privilege in Harding's Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Harding presents seven claims in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege: (1) Women's lives have been devalued and neglected as starting points for scientific research and as the generators of evidence for or against knowledge claims (Harding 1991, 121). (2) Women are "strangers" to the social order (Harding 1991, 124). (3) Women's oppression gives them fewer interests in ignorance about the social order (Harding 1991, 125). (4) Women can come to understand hidden aspects of social relations between the genders and the institutions that support these relations by means of struggles to change them (Harding 1991, 127). (5) Women's perspective is from everyday life (Harding 1991, 128). (6) Women's perspective comes from mediating ideological dualisms: nature versus culture (Harding 1991, 130). (7) Women researchers are "outsiders within" (Harding 1991, 131). However, Harding's arguments fail to be convincing for two reasons. One reason is that the universal extension of her claims about women undermines their plausibility. Certainly, we can think of counter-examples to each claim, for example, women whose lives have not been devalued, women who are not strangers to the social order, or women who have an interest in ignorance about social order, and so on. But even if the extension of Harding's claims about women is narrowed down, her arguments fail to be convincing for another reason. The reason is that it is not clear how these seven claims support the thesis of epistemic privilege, the claim that women's social positions, insofar as they are unprivileged, are likely to generate better perspectives on social reality than other social positions. More specifically, it is not clear what is meant by a perspective in feminist standpoint epistemology. As long as it is not clear what a socially grounded perspective is and what the relevant alternatives are, the thesis of epistemic privilege lacks empirical content.

Their standpoint criticism prevents critical debates by overdetermining the answers; ONLY promoting individual experience prevents the generalizations necessary to act

Holsti, Former Professor of Political Science @ British Columbia University, '02 (Kal, RIS, p. 622-623)

Q. You have referred to the `profound pessimism and epistemological narcissism' of postmodernism and post-positivism.5 Do you see anything positive in post-positivism? Do you feel that there are interesting new avenues of inquiry opening up? Are students responding to these critiques and taking an interest in them? A. There are both pluses and minuses. Postmodernist or post-positivist critiques compel people to think thoroughly about things they have been doing and the assumptions underlying them• to be more theoretically self-critical. Postmodernist scepticism toward totalising projects; the exploration of meaning in diverse social contexts; and questioning our propensity to think in terms of binary opposites (warlike-peaceful, order-disorders, and the like) are important contributions. There are also negatives. For example, some post-positivists have argued that scholarship can never be an `innocent' activity and that theorists of international relations are complicit in all that's wrong in the world. I do not accept that assertion. The argument that all knowledge is fundamentally political stretches the meaning of that term beyond comprehension and can only lead to fear and intolerance. I do not accept the postmodernist mantra that all knowledge is individual, that one's intellectual position necessarily reflects only one's social position, race, gender, income, religion, or whatever. Standpoint epistemology-the idea that knowledge is highly personal and that life experience determines what we see and what we analyse-has some validity but is far too deterministic This type of epistemology denies the possibility of generalisation, which is something that we have all accepted since at least the time of Socrates and Aristotle. It leads logically to the position that anybody's knowledge is as good as anybody else's, and that any subject in international life is equally important. Some have argued, for example, that the daily life of a market woman in Accra is as important for our knowledge of international relations as reading a book by Hedley Bull or Quincy Wright. There is nothing wrong with the market woman's tale it may be very interestine and may open up some minds on certain issues. But her story and a formal piece of scholarship cannot be compared. To argue that there can be no knowledge outside individual experience is a very negative and pessimistic point of view. Experience may colour perspectives but does not determine all of it.
AT: Truth Causes Fascism 

Specific policy solutions are necessary to achieve progress—the alternative is policy paralysis and a return to local bigotry and persecution.  defending truth claims is on-balance less dangerous than attacking them

Fierlbeck, Dalhousie University, 1994  (Katherine, History and Theory, v.33 n.1, online)

In many respects, even the dismally skeptical post-modernists are too optimistic in their allegiance to post-modern ideas. As many others have already pointed out, post-modernism offers little constructive advice about how to reorganize and reinvigorate modern social relations. "The views of the post-modern individual," explains Rosenau, "are likely neither to lead to a post-modern society of innovative production nor to engender sustained or contained economic growth." This is simply because "these are not post-modern priorities"(55). Post-modernism offers no salient solutions; and, where it does, such ideas have usually been reconstituted from ideas presented in other times and places.[9] What we need are specific solutions to specific problems: to trade disputes, to the redistribution of health care resources, to unemployment, to spousal abuse. If one cannot prioritize public policy alternatives, or assign political responsibility to address such issues, or even say without hesitation that wealthy nations that steadfastly ignore pockets of virulent poverty are immoral, then the worst nightmares of the most cynical post-modernists will likely come to life. Such an overarching refusal to address these issues is at least as dangerous as any overarching affirmation of beliefs regarding ways to go about solving them.  Post-modernism suffers from -- and is defined by -- too much indeterminacy. In order to achieve anything, constructive or otherwise, human beings must attempt to understand the nature of things, and to evaluate them. This can be done even if we accept that we may never understand things completely, or evaluate them correctly. But if paralysis is the most obvious political consequence of post-modernism, a graver danger lies in the rejection of the "Enlightenment ideals" of universality and impartiality. If the resounding end to the Cold War has taught us anything, it should be that the opposite of "universalism" is not invariably a coexistence of "little narratives": it can be, and frequently is, some combination of intolerance, local prejudice, suspicion, bigotry, fear, brutality, and persecution. The uncritical affiliation with the community of one's birth, as Martha Nussbaum notes, "while not without causal and formative power, is ethically arbitrary, and sometimes ethically dangerous -- in that it encourages us to listen to our unexamined preferences as if they were ethical laws."[10] 

The notion that claims of absolute truth lead to totalitarianism is false—our framework does embrace some truths contingently, but also allows for scepticism about those truths—that’s why we have things like debate to test the validity of those claims
Fierlbeck, Dalhousie University, 1994  (Katherine, History and Theory, v.33 n.1, ebsco)

But the acceptance of "ultimate unknowability" is even more relevant within the context of normative issues than it is within that of mere explanation.[5] The claim to be able scientifically to determine what "justice" is, argues Lyotard, exacerbates the likelihood of political terror, as those who promulgate such an "accurate" and incontestable account of justice have a seemingly powerful justification to suppress any competing accounts. In this way, some post-modernists have linked scientific methodology with the political inclination to totalitarianism: for both assume that there is, ultimately, only one correct answer.[6] By refusing the metaphysical mindset that the One Great Truth must be "out there," asserts Lyotard, the possibility of populations accepting a totalitarian regime decreases. But this refusal does not oblige us to embrace a starkly relativist position, for the argument is not that "there are all sorts of justice" which we cannot compare and evaluate, but rather that "there is a necessity that we keep discussion as to the nature of the just open."[7]  To accuse "liberalism" of encouraging the likelihood of totalitarianism because of its links with Enlightenment rationalism is, or course, a very selective reading of liberalism. While one must admit that liberalism has almost as many shapes and permutations as does post-modernism itself, it is also fair to suggest that the usual understanding of liberalism is grounded firmly upon John Stuart Mill's classical declaration that political freedom is essential because no one person's opinion is infallible. "Complete liberty of contradicting and disproving our opinion," wrote Mill, "is the very condition which justifies us in assuming its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a being with human faculties have any rational assurance of being right."[8] While modern scientific methodology and the political protection of individual autonomy may both have had a common genesis within the Enlightenment era, there is simply no persuasive evidence that an alarming causal link between them will allow the former to extinguish the latter.  Skepticism and pragmatism are invaluable attributes, both intellectually and politically. And, to the extent that post-modernism presents itself as a sober challenge to the excesses of metaphysical assumptions (a challenge that requires us to explain why theoretical reasoning [empiricism, rationality, universalism, causality] is an apt or accurate means to investigate human life), post-modernism can enrich the study of who we are, and why we are that way. And it can restrain the political abuses of power which are built upon the overwhelming authority of reason. But skepticism and pragmatism are not unique to post-modernist thought; they are frequently to be found within many variants of "liberalism" itself (such as that of Hayek). From a very cynical point of view, it might seem that post-modernism becomes more compelling the better it can misrepresent the "liberal" character of modern Western thought, culture, and political organization. 
**EXTERNALIZATION**

Bobertz Concludes Aff

Bobertz concludes aff – their cards are taken out of context

Bobertz, 96 (Brad Bobertz, University of Nebraska College of Law. Correspondence with Robert McCown, Emory debater. “Limits of the ‘Scapegoating’ Thesis” 9-24-96. http://www.cs.jhu.edu/~jonathan/debate/ceda-l/archive/CEDA-L-Sep-1996/msg00382.html)

I'm writing to clarify some of the ideas in my article,  "Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory," published in vol. 73, no. 4 of the Texas Law  Review (Mar. 1995).  I do NOT believe that all affirmative environmental regulation is suspect either because it diverts attention from the real problems or  because it alleviates personal responsibility for these problems.   Certainly some environmental laws have these effects (and I discuss  some specific examples as well as the general "scapegoating"  phenomenon in my article).  But this does not mean that ALL environmental laws exhibit these tendencies.  My thoughts about the efficacy of any environmental law depends on the nature of the  problem in question and on the how law responds to that problem. Let me give you an example from the article.  In Part V, I discuss the saga of the "evil spray can."  In essence, research indicating  that CFCs could destroy stratospheric ozone evolved into a simpler  story in the mid to late 1970s: spray cans that used CFCs as  propellants were bad for the environment, and EPA's 1978 ban on CFCs in aerosol products "solved" the problem by banishing these  environmental wrongdoers from the scene.  As I noted in the article,  the problem with this story was that it was incomplete.  The EPA ban,  while a good thing, affected only one source of CFC emissions  (ignoring refigerators and car air conditioners, for example) and,  because it applied only in the U.S., did not address the international dimensions of the problem.  So I used EPA's 1978 ban on CFCs in spray  cans, as well as reactions to this ban by the press and public, as examples of the "scapegoating" phenomenon in action. But this wasn't the end of the story.  In 1987 the United States  signed (and in 1988 ratified) an extraordinary treaty called the  "Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer."  The  Montreal Protocol froze production and consumption of CFCs and other  ozone depleters at 1986 levels, followed by a 50 percent reduction in  CFC use by industrialized countries over a ten-year period.  As  scientists began to discover that ozone depletion posed an even more serious and immediate threat, the Protocol members met in London to  consider measures to stregthen the accord.  Ultimately, the parties  agreed on a TOTAL elimination of CFC production and use by 2000.   Separate reduction and phaseout schedules were established for halons  and other ozone-depleting chemicals.  Five months after the London  agreement, the U.S. Congress enacted a number of additional measures  to accelerate the elimination of ozone-depleting substances in Title  VI of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  The European Community  accelerated their own CFC phaseout, shortening the deadline by three  years to 1997. The United States EPA then announced it would beat the EC's new timetable by a year.  Governmental and nongovernmental  organizations, as well as industry, joined this remarkable race to  speed up the ban on ozone depleters. Last December, when the Seventh  Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol convened in Vienna,  "the developed world was within weeks of halting all production  of most ozone-depleting substances that the Protocol initially had  only required be cut in half by the year 2000."  Robert Percival, et  al., "Environmental Regulation," p. 1284 (Boston: Little, Brown & Co.  1996). (For other sources on the Montreal Protocol, see footnotes 140  to 149 of my article).       The Montreal Protocol and the unilateral and multilateral laws that followed it strike me as an enornmous success story.  Obviously, it would have been better if the Protocol had been signed ten years  earlier, but all the evidence wasn't in yet. As it was, the Protocol  faced and overcame many obstacles (which time prevents me from  recounting in detail).  Although EPA's 1978 ban, in my view,  illustrates the "scapegoating" thesis, the Montreal Protocol just as  strongly demonstrates that affirmative environmental measures can be  effective, even in the cumbersome and unpredictable arena of international affairs.  To sum up, I did not write my "scapegoating" article to advance  the idea that ALL environmental laws are wrongheaded, wasteful,  or counterproductive because they shift "blame" from the individual  consumer (or from the "real" source of a problem) to some other target of regulation.  I believed and continue to believe that many  laws, environmental or otherwise, exhibit aspects of the scapegoating  phenomenon that I wrote about.  This does not mean, however, that all laws do so.  As I said before, it all depends on the problem at hand  and how the law responds to the problem.  I wrote the article hoping to encourage BETTER lawmaking, not to suggest that the lawmaking  enterprise itself is doomed by our tendencies to oversimplify difficult problems and to transfer blame to symbolic "scapegoats."   Such a nihilistic and depressing viewpoint, I sincerely hope, is not  supported by a full and fair reading of my article.  If I'm wrong  about this, then I accomplished exactly the opposite of what I  intended.   I realize that quotations from the article, removed from the context of the entire piece, can be used to support a  variety of positions.  I hope this note helps clarify what I actually  intended the article to say. 

Guilt Inevitable

Environmental guilt is inevitable                                                                                                                                         Bobertz 95 (Bradely C. Bobertz- assistant professor of law, University of Nebraska College of Law, Texas Law Review, “Legitimizing Pollution Through Pollution Control Laws: Reflections on Scapegoating Theory,” Lexis Nexis)
In addition, sixty pnrcent of Americans identify themselves as "environmentalists," and another thirty percent lean in that direction. At various times, polls indicate that people rank environmental issues at or near the top of the list of problems facing the country. Yet conforming one's personal behavior to an espoused concern for environmental quality takes the kind of energy, time, and diligence that few people can consistently muster. Alternatives to this guilt-producing predicament hold little appeal. They include: cynically denying either that environmental problems exist or that personal action matters; engaging in various forms of Ludditism; or resigning oneself to some degree of personal hypocrisy. Environmental guilt -- endemic in some people, negligible or absent in others -- seems an inevitable consequence of enjoying the benefits of life in an industrialized nation that simultaneously has an insatiable appetite for crisis-driven environmental journalism.

Alt Can’t Solve

Calls to action don’t spur reform – individuals will respond with passivity                                                     Ryland 2000 (Elisabeth Ryland, December 2000, "Gaia Rising: A Jungian Look at Environmental Consciousness and Sustainable Organizations," http://oae.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/13/4/381)
In spite of worldwide popularity and well-reasoned calls to action, the environmental movement has failed to stem the rising tide of environmental destruction. Research reveals a widespread lack of sustainable activity, even among professed environmentalists. The 1990 Roper Organization survey revealed a clear disconnect between environmental attitudes and behavior, as well as an overwhelming sense of individual helplessness and loss of control. This large gap between attitude and behavior exists both in the United States and abroad (De Oliver, 1999; Dunlap& Mertig, 1992; Finger, 1994; Gardner & Stern, 1996; Hallin, 1995; Scott &Willits, 1994; Uusitalo, 1990;Widegren, 1998). In the presence of growing environmental dangers, people typically respond with passivity while being prey to anxiety, fear, pessimism, and helplessness.

Alt fails – Guilt Bad

Personal environmental guilt fosters inaction—only state action can provide a positive outlet for solving environmental problems. 

Currier, 92. 4/27/, Peter, Social worker. “Stepping away from 'green guilt' THE ENVIRONMENT"We can't escape individual responsibility for pollution but it's vital that, when faced with reams of bad news about carcinogens, ozone depletion and pesticides, we don't begin to feel that things are hopeless and just give up the fight,” The Globe and Mail, Lexis. 

TO live life without leaving a stain is becoming a daunting task. Fear for the Earth is epidemic, and many blame themselves for their part in turning a green world grey. For me, the most everyday things have taken on an ominous cast. I pluck a Kleenex and hear the hollow "chock" of an axe biting wood. The fridge goes on, and the sluicing of freon through cold steel guts blemishes the homey burble of perking coffee. Pounds of carbon sully the air with every gallon of gas my car burns. But I think it's the sky that affects me most - the haze that lies on the sunny side of all that blueness. Is that cloud, or the ashen pallor of a world in the grip of a tropical fever? Conservation seemed so easy years ago, or perhaps the world was a simpler place back then. "Don't Litter" signs. Smokey the Bear. The 22-inch bass that my dad made me throw back because it was four days out of season. The past was so quaint and simple, and we took the Earth so much for granted. Clean air, pure water and dump sites aplenty. In those days, pollution was an icky substance without a name, not a deadly process that involves us all. From the Black Death to the threat of nuclear annihilation, history has given ample cause for fear. But those threats seemed to come from the outside, caused by forces beyond our control. But with pollution, the "them" is "us." Car drivers. Plastic baggers. Disinfectors. Indeed, al those who manufacture, package, sell, buy or use things that damage the Earth. The greening of conscience is probably not new. When the cedars of Lebanon were hewn into ships' timbers, it's hard to imagine that no one mourned the loss. The cesspool that London once made of the Thames must have repelled many. But now? Technology has truly made the times change. Never has so much innocence been lost by so many. The terms are familiar to us all: ecology, the three R's, clear-cut, carcinogenic, mutagenic, phosphates, greenhouse effect, emission standards - the list will grow endless with time. And if green guilt - that pervasive feeling that we are personally responsible for trashing the Earth - is costing us peace of mind and dashed hopes now, then what of the future? I'm familiar enough with guilt to know that no relationship can sustain boundless doses of it. That includes our relationship with the Earth. Unless we offer Mother Nature more than palliative care, her stare will grow ever sterner and we will start to feel ever more oppressed – cynical and hopeless about this Earth we live with. Eventually, we may just give up. Healthy outlets for the need to conserve must be created or we, for whom to live is to pollute, will resign ourselves to self-destruction and abandon our efforts to save the Earth. We need to feel that we can confront the complications of today's litter with something better than a stick with a spike on the end. Otherwise, as the pollution count and ultraviolet index hammer home our failures, and as acid rain dampens our spirits and corrodes our confidence, the stress of living with ecological demands that we can't meet will become unendurable. Green guilt can be directed constructively. When my family visited my sister in Sechelt, B.C., in 1990, we found that processing refuse was mealtime routine. All that washing, label-stripping, composting and paper-sorting seemed like a bag lady's sordid obsession until we saw a week's garbage hit the curb in a single, well-used paper lunch bag. Later, when I drove a trunkful of recyclables to the Sechelt depot and saw all those bins with their different labels, I knew my sister wasn't alone in her eccentricity. The glass, paper and metal there was all headed back onto the shelves. And in-home processing had cut much of the collecting and sorting costs. There, even if recycling was driving the price of raw materials down, affordability wasn't the issue. Paper recycled meant a tree saved. So much for resource gluttony. So much for landfill. So much for green guilt. The recyling issue highlights a more general need to clarify the muddy waters of current ecology: How thin is the ozone layer? Are disposable diapers that bad? Is Styrofoam really worse than paper in fast-food packaging? Is cotton production an environmental hazard? How safe is tap water? There are excellent written references for many such questions, but in a mercurial environment, answers are complex and quickly dated. A credible and visible environmental coalition that addresses ecological issues clearly, objectively and authoritatively would ground green conscience and give direction to the increasing numbers of those who are possessed of it. The state can do more as well. More and better legislation on polluting emissions, packaging, resource management and recycling is called for. If bad news triggers green guilt, then we need to make good news. More initiatives like the one in Sechelt would allow the media more heartening reportage and give us effective in-home options for survival. Changing the image of green work so that it's sexier would help, too, despite the difficulties involved. The best cures for green guilt often get your hands dirty: sorting garbage, using cloths instead of paper towels, using reusable diapers, and so on. Compulsory courses in environmental studies should start in primary school and involve more field trips for students so they know first-hand what we have already lost and what we stand to lose. These things will prevent the legacy of our ecological sins from being visited not just upon our children's world, but upon their sense of self-worth, and their sense of hope.










