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**ONTOLOGY**

Cede the Political/Policy Paralysis

THEIR ALTERNATIVE IS POLITICALLY DISABLING AND RESULTS IN POLITICAL PARALYSIS, permutation to do the plan and investigate ontology solves best  

Yar 2000 (Majid – tutor in the Department of Sociology @ Lancaster University and recently completed PhD exploring the relation between ethical inter-subjectivity) “ARENDT'S HEIDEGGERIANISM: CONTOURS OF A `POSTMETAPHYSICAL' POLITICAL THEORY?) in Cultural Values Vol 4 Issue 1 (Jan)
If the presently available menu of political engagements and projects (be they market or social liberalism, social democracy, communitarianism, Marxism, etc.) are only so many moments of the techno-social completion of an underlying metaphysics, then the fear of 'metaphysical contamination' inhibits any return to recognisable political practices and sincere engagement with the political exigencies of the day. This is what Nancy Fraser has called the problem of 'dirty hands', the suspension of engagement with the existing content of political agendas because of their identification as being in thrall to the violence of metaphysics. Unable to engage in politics as it is, one either [a] sublimates the desire for politics by retreating to an interrogation of the political with respect to its essence (Fraser, 1984, p. 144), or [b] on this basis, seeks 'to breach the inscription of a wholly other politics'. The former suspends politics indefinitely, while the latter implies a new politics, which, on the basis of its reconceived understanding of the political, apparently excludes much of what recognizably belongs to politics today. This latter difficulty is well known from Arendt's case, whose barring of issues of social and economic justice and welfare from the political domain are well known. To offer two examples: [1] in her commentary on the U.S. civil rights movement in the 1950s, she argued that the politically salient factor which needed challenging was only racial legislation and the formal exclusion of African-Americans from the political sphere, not discrimination, social deprivation and disadvantage, etc.(Arendt, 1959, pp. 45-56); [2] Arendt's pronounceraent at a conference in 1972 (put under question by Albrecht Wellmer regarding her distinction of the 'political' and the 'social'), that housing and homelessness were not political issues, that they were external to the political as the sphere of the actualisation of freedom as disclosure; the political is about human self-disclosure in speech and deed, not about the distribution of goods, which belongs to the social realm as an extension of the oikos.[20] The point here is not that Arendt and others are in any sense unconcerned or indifferent about such sufferings, deprivations and inequalities. Rather, It is that such disputes and agendas are identified as belonging to the socio-technical sphere of administration, calculation, instrumentality, the logic of means and ends, subject-object manipulation by a will which turns the world to its purposes, the conceptual rendering of beings in terms of abstract and levelling categories and classes, and so on; they are thereby part and parcel of the metaphysical-technological understanding of Being, which effaces the unique and singular appearance and disclosure of beings, and thereby illegitimate candidates for consideration under the renewed, ontological-existential formulation of the political. To reconceive the political in terms of a departure from its former incarnation as metaphysical politics, means that the revised terms of a properly political discourse cannot accommodate the prosaic yet urgent questions we might typically identify under the rubric of 'policy'. Questions of social and economic justice are made homeless, exiled from the political sphere of disputation and demand in which they were formerly voiced. Indeed, it might be observed that the postmetaphysical formulation of the political is devoid of any content other than the freedom which defines it; it is freedom to appear, to disclose, but not the freedom to do something in particular, in that utilising freedom for achieving some end or other implies a collapse back into will, instrumentality, teleocracy, poeisis, etc. By defining freedom qua disclosedness as the essence of freedom and the sole end of the political, this position skirts dangerously close to advocating politique pour la politique, divesting politics of any other practical and normative ends in the process. Conclusion: Ways Forward for the 'Postmetaphysical' Political In summary, on the basis of the criticisms I've outlined, I think that the postmetaphysical rethinking of the political must address itself to a number of difficulties: [1] It must open itself to the investigations of socio-historical sciences in formulating its characterisations of the political in late modernity, rather than relying upon a 'mapping' of philosophical understandings onto society, culture and polity as a whole; [2] It must reconsider its assumptions about the importance or potency of philosophy, using those aforementioned social, historical and politological investigations to reassess the heretofore unchallenged assumption that politics, society and culture are in some sense lived and practised as actualisations of philosophical figurations. This in turn will at least set in question the assumption that a post-philosophically led turn to an 'other thinking' of Being is the most appropriate response to a pathologisation of the political, a pathologisation which the philosophical tradition itself is presumed to have instigated; [3] on the basis of such explorations and reassessments, it must break with synoptic, over-generalising and undifferentiated assessments of the present political, enabling an identification of those aspects of political thinking and practice most in need of challenge; and [4] it must find a way to admit those social and economic problematics which stand under suspicion because of their contamination with metaphysical assumptions (instrumentality, rational calculability, planning, control, willful manipulation, etc.), but which nonetheless constitute the large part of the most urgent political concerns, for most people, in most of the world today. This last challenge appears the most difficult, striking as it does at the heart of the distinctions upon which the postmetaphysical critique relies. These distinctions are both its strength and its weakness. Strengths because they permit a critique of political modernity at a depth its rivals find hard to match, in the course of which it uncovers underlying continuities and compromises that prevalent discourses on emancipation share with the ideology and practices they endeavor to supplant. But weakness in that the ‘extremity’ or uncompromising character of its distinctions prevent it from doing what its rivals can do – that is, differentiate between ‘legitimate’ and ‘illegitimate’ uses of rationality in its different forms, distinguish between technological alternatives according to their sensitivity to human and environmental needs, and so on. The only way forward, I would suggest, would be to open up to both the explorations of these disciplines in the human and social sciences it has thus far shunned, and equally to engage in a heterodox dialogue with other accounts which ‘work’ the same socio-political terrain. (I’m thinking here especially of critical theory and the possibility of a philosophically informed social theory and analysis). I think that such an engagement can only be to the benefit of all parties concerned. 

2AC: Ethics Precedes Ontology

An ethical obligation to prevent specific atrocities precedes ontology—the death of the "other" calls our very being into question

Bulley 04 (Dan, PhD Candidate @ Department of Politics and International Studies--University of Warwick, "Ethics and Negotiation," www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/politics/events/aber/ethics%20and%20negotiation%20-%20bulley.doc)

Crucially an openness to justice cannot be an a priori good thing. Indeed, like the future, one can say it can only be “anticipated in the form of an absolute danger.”  As incalculable and unknowable, an unconditional openness to the future-to-come of justice risks the coming of what he calls the “worst.” The most obvious figures of this “worst,” or, “perverse calculation,” are atrocities such as genocide, Nazism, xenophobia, so-called ‘ethnic cleansing.’ These we can and must oppose or prevent. But why? Why only these? Derrida states that what we can oppose is only those “events that we think obstruct the future or bring death,” those that close the future to the coming of the other.   We can oppose this future-present (a future that will be present) coming then on the basis of the future-to-come (a future with no expectation of presence). Or to put it in terms of the other, we can oppose those others who prevent our openness to other others. Such was the ideology of National Socialism in its desire to entirely negate the Jews. We have a duty to guard against the coming of such a theory or idea. Why? Because such an other closes us to the other; a future that closes the future. 

However, if, as Derrida says there is no ultimate way of judging between our responsibility for others, as “Every other (one) is every (bit) other,”  whose calculation can we say is perverse, or the ‘worst’? Why are we responsible to victims rather than the perpetrators of atrocities if both are equally ‘other’? Who makes this decision and how can it be justified? Levinas suggests that our “being-in-the-world” our being-as-we-are, is only conceivable in relation to, and because of, the other.  Thus the death of the other calls our very being into question.  Ethics in this sense precedes ontology as our responsibility to the other precedes our own being. We may say then that our commitment is to those that accept the other as other, that allow the other to be. There is a danger though that this becomes foundational, treated as a grounding principle outside traditional modernist ethics on which we can build a new ‘theory of ethics’. This is not the value of Derridean and Levinasian thinking however. What makes their different ways of thinking the other interesting is not that they are absolutely right or ‘true,’ but rather that they take traditional ethical thinking to its limit. Whether or not a Jewish tradition is privileged over Greek, they remain within the bounds of Western metaphysics. Derrida’s “responsibility [to the Other] without limits,”  does not escape this, establishing itself unproblematically as a ‘ground’ outside traditional thinking. Rather, his thinking of the ethical shows that we can think these things differently, while still accepting the exigency to prevent the ‘worst’. There can be no ultimate foundation for what we think is the worst. And such a foundation cannot come from outside Western metaphysics. Limit thinking is not an immovable basis for judgement of the worst, and this is why it is so dangerous and troubling. The non-basis of judgement is rather the desire to stay as open as possible, while recognising that a judgement necessarily closes. The goal is for our closure to have the character of an opening (closing the future-present to allow the future-to-come), but it nevertheless remains a closure. And every closure is problematic.

XT: Ethics Precede Ontology

Ethics precedes ontology—the criticism is an excuse to avoid action to combat suffering

Edkins 99 (Jenny, lecturer in the Department of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, Poststructuralism and International Relations: Bringing the Political Back In, p. 141)

To enact a repoliticization requires an acceptance of the impossibility of ontological fullness. 7 This ontological paradox appears in theoretical physics, where two complementary properties of a subatomic particle are mutually exclusive-it is only possible to know one or the other to the necessary degree of accuracy. This notion of complementarity is reflected in the way "the subject is forced to choose and accept a certain fundamental loss or impossibility" in a Lacanian act. As Zizek puts it, "My reflective awareness of all the circumstances which condition my act can never lead me to act: it cannot explain the fact of the act itself. By endlessly weighing the reasons for and against, I never manage to act-at a certain point I must decide to `strike out blindly.-''9 The act has to take place without justification, without foundation in knowledge, without guarantee or legitimacy. It cannot be grounded in ontology; it is this "crack" that gives rise to ethics: "There is ethics-that is to say, an injunction which cannot be grounded in ontology in so far as there is a crack in the ontological edifice of the universe: at its most elementary, ethics designates fidelity to this crack."90

Our ethical obligation to the other precedes ontology

Berg-Sørensen 00 (Anders, Univ. of Copenhagen, "“Democratie-à-venir” - the tragic political philosophy of Jacques Derrida," http://www.gradnet.de/papers/pomo2.archives/pomo2.papers/sorensen00.htm)

In "Force of Law", Specters of Marx and Adieu to Emmanuel Levinas Derrida defines justice as the ethical relation to "the other".14 The ethical relation is a face-to-face-relation, where you experience "the other" through his face. The face is what you can perceive of "the other". It means that the face is the trace of "the other", and that in the face-to-face-relation you also experience the infinity of "the other" who transcends yourself.15 "The other" is what you cannot comprehend, the specter, the infinity, death, or God. Therefore the face-to-face-relation is an experience of your own finitude. Even though the ethical relation is a relation, it is an experience of radical separation too. The radical separation between you and "the other" who transcends your horizon of knowledge.

In the relation to "the other" the ethical is the welcome of "the other" directed to the face of "the other".16 The welcome is an affirmative act towards "the other" or a saying yes to "the other". The welcome of "the other" denotes an objective as well as a subjective genitive. The welcome is directed to "the other" but it is "the other" that makes the welcome possible. Without "the other" whom to welcome there would not be any welcome. "The other" makes the possibility of subjectivity and receptivity into a capacity of reason. Subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity comes from "the other", not from oneself as in a cartesian cogito. The ethical self is not a just being in its essence, but in its capacity to do justice to "the other", a capacity given by "the other" in the face-to-face-relation.

In the light of this conception of ethics as being constitutive of subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity, Derrida refers to Levinas' thoughts on ethics as first philosophy. Ethics is constitutive of ontological thinking. Without the ethical relation to "the other" that interrupts our unreflected daily practices ontological thinking would be impossible even though an ontological closure is impossible too because of "the other". Derrida indicates this conception of ethics as first philosophy in his concepts of hauntology as constitutive of ontology. The specter that haunts us is "the other", and it haunts us because of our bad conscience that it makes possible.

Ethics precede ontology—only through our responsibility to the Other can a radical autonomy emerge

Cochran 99 (Molly, Asst Prof @ Sam Nunn School of International Affairs—Georgia Institute of Technology, Normative Theory in International Relations, p. 140)

Campbell, on the other hand, puts a different spin on beginning from our day to day practice, which potentially distances him from the 'radical autonomy' position that can result from Foucauldian poststructuralism. According to Campbell, what follows from a Levinasian position, with the help of Derrida, is a notion of 'radicalized interdependence': ethical conduct is a matter of 'how the interdependencies of our relations with Others are appreciated', such that 'what is transcendent is our embeddedness in a radically interdependent condition, where we are inescapably responsible to the Other' (Campbell 1996: 131 and 138). Such an ethics is generated from the philosophical implications of one overriding fact about our everyday experience: it is shaped by interdependence (Campbell 1996: 131). For Campbell, this interdependence is the most compelling aspect of a Levinasian-inspired ethics of responsibility because, in regard to conflicts such as the Balkan crisis, 'it maintains that there is no circumstance under which we could declare that it was not our concern' (1994: 462). Thus, the universal moment of this ethics has an absolute, sovereign quality as well, that we cannot escape this responsibility, no matter what the circumstances are; and, as a consequence, engagement with the other is ethically secured. The interdependence which connects our everyday experience is the ground for Campbell's ethics. While Campbell does not self-consciously acknowledge his own weak foundation, what his ground aims to establish are links or points of connection between persons - the many - which the radical autonomy position fails to do. 13 However, this ethics may still reflect an aspect of radical autonomy, since it is not located in normative structures that we share in local practices and regard as mutually constituting, but in the fact of our coexistence.

Ethics precede ontology—only through an ethical responsibility to the Other can current notions of ontology be questioned

Manning 93 (Robert, professor of theology and philosophy at Quincy University, Intepreting Otherwise than Heidegger, p. 118)

But what does Levinas mean by this statement? This is certainly an argument against Heidegger, an interpretation of first philosophy otherwise than Heidegger's establishment of ontology as first philosophy. For Levinas, ethics as first philosophy means that the social relation is that event in being that is not only irreducible to knowledge of being, but is something other than, more than, and better than comprehension of being. Ethics thus overthrows the supremacy of knowledge of being; it puts an end to the "domination of knowledge.""Ethics has nothing to do with epistemological power or weakness, but refers to the responsibility that is prior to and the condition of knowing."7 Ethics is not divorced from knowledge but cannot be reduced to knowledge, and it interrupts the project of knowledge both from within and from above, from the transcendence of the Other, "with a higher call, a more severe condition: responsibility.""' "It is not that the Other escapes knowing," Levinas asserts, "but that there is no meaning in speaking of knowledge or ignorance, for justice, the transcendence and condition for knowing, is nowise a noesis correlative of a noema."I I" Thus, it is ethics, which interrupts and conditions the adventure of knowledge, and not the adventure of knowledge itself, which is first philosophy.

A more just politics requires the immediate decision to combat forms of domination—this ethical obligation precedes questions of ontology

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 45)

In that essay, subsequent to making the case for the intrinsic deconstructibility of the law and noting how this is good news for politics and historical progress, Derrida argues that the law's deconstructibility is made possible by the undeconstructibility of justice. Justice is outside and beyond the law. "Justice is the experience of the impossible."" Justice is not a principle, or a foundation, or a guiding tradition. Justice is infinite, and-in a favorable comparison to Levinas's notion of justice-"the heteronomic relation to others, to the faces of otherness that govern me, whose infinity I cannot thematize and whose hostage I remain."' In these terms, justice is like the pre-original, an-archic relation to the other, and akin to the undecidable. It represents the domain of the impossible and the unrepresentable that lies outside and beyond the limit of the possible and the representable. But it cannot be understood as "utopian," at least insofar as that means the opposite of "realistic." It is not indeterminate. It is undecidable. It is that which marks the limit of the possible; indeed, it is that which brings the domain of the possible into being and gives it the ongoing chance for transformation and refiguration, that which is one of the conditions of possibility for ethics and politics.

In this context, justice enables the law, but the law is that which "is never exercised without a decision that cuts, that divides."" The law works from the unrepresentable and seeks to represent; it takes from the impossible and conceives the possible; it is embedded in the undecidable but nevertheless decides. Nonetheless, "the undecidable remains caught, lodged, at least as a ghost-but an essential ghost-in every decision, in every event of decision. Its ghostliness deconstructs from within any assurance of presence, any certitude or any supposed criteriology that would assure us of the justice of the decision, in truth of the very event of a decision. "89

The undecidable within the decision does not, however, prevent the decision or avoid its urgency. As Derrida observes, "a just decision is always required immediately, `right away.'" This necessary haste has unavoidable consequences because the pursuit of "infinite information and the unlimited knowledge of conditions, rules or hypothetical imperatives that could justify it" are unavailable in the crush of time. Nor can the crush of time be avoided, even by unlimited time, "because the moment of decision, as such, always remains a finite moment of urgency and precipitation." The decision is always "structurally finite," it "always marks the interruption of the juridico- or ethico- or politico-cognitive deliberation that precedes it, that must precede it." This is why, invoking Kierkegaard, Derrida declares that "the instant of decision is a madness.","The finite nature of the decision may be a "madness" in the way it renders possible the impossible, the infinite character of justice, but Derrida argues for the necessity of this madness. Most importantly, although Derrida's argument concerning the decision has, to this point, been concerned with an account of the procedure by which a decision is possible, it is with respect to the necessity of the decision that Derrida begins to formulate an account of the decision that bears upon the content of the decision. In so doing, Derrida's argument addresses more directly- more directly, I would argue, than is acknowledged by Critchley-the concern that for politics (at least for a progressive politics) one must provide an account of the decision to combat domination.

2AC: Life = Prerequisite to Ontology

Pragmatic political action to prevent nuclear war is a prerequisite to ontological investigations 

Santoni 85 - Maria Theresa Barney Chair Emeritus of Philosophy at Denison University (Ronald, “Nuclear War: Philosophical Perspectives” p 156-157)
To be sure, Fox sees the need for our undergoing “certain fundamental changes” in our “thinking, beliefs, attitudes, values” and Zimmerman calls for a “paradigm shift” in our thinking about ourselves, other, and the Earth.  But it is not clear that what either offers as suggestions for what we can, must, or should do in the face of a runaway arms race are sufficient to “wind down” the arms race before it leads to omnicide.  In spite of the importance of Fox’s analysis and reminders it is not clear that “admitting our (nuclear) fear and anxiety” to ourselves and “identifying the mechanisms that dull or mask our emotional and other responses” represent much more than examples of basic, often. stated principles of psychotherapy. Being aware of the psychological maneuvers that keep us numb to nuclear reality may well be the road to transcending them but it must only be a “first step” (as Fox acknowledges), during which we Simultaneously act to eliminate nuclear threats, break our complicity with the ams race, get rid of arsenals of genocidal weaponry, and create conditions for international goodwill, mutual trust, and creative interdependence.  Similarly, in respect to Zimmerman: in spite of the challenging Heideggerian insights he brings out regarding what motivates the arms race, many questions may be raised about his prescribed “solutions.”  Given our need for a paradigm shift in our (distorted) understanding of ourselves and the rest of being, are we merely left “to prepare for a possible shift in our self-understanding? (italics mine)?  Is this all we can do?  Is it necessarily the case that such a shift “cannot come as a result of our own will?” – and work – but only from “a destiny outside our control?”  Does this mean we leave to God the matter of bringing about a paradigm shift?  Granted our fears and the importance of not being controlled by fears, as well as our “anthropocentric leanings,” should we be as cautious as Zimmerman suggests about out disposition “to want to do something” or “to act decisively in the face of the current threat?”  In spite of the importance of our taking on the anxiety of our finitude and our present limitation, does it follow that “we should be willing for the worst (i.e. an all-out nuclear war) to occur”?  Zimmerman wrongly, I contend, equates “resistance” with “denial” when he says that “as long as we resist and deny the possibility of nuclear war, that possibility will persist and grow stronger.”  He also wrongly perceives “resistance” as presupposing a clinging to the “order of things that now prevails.” Resistance connotes opposing, and striving to defeat a prevailing state of affairs that would allow or encourage the “worst to occur.”  I submit, against Zimmerman, that we should not, in any sense, be willing for nuclear war or omnicide to occur.  (This is not to suggest that we should be numb to the possibility of its occurrence.)  Despite Zimmerman’s elaborations and refinements his Heideggerian notion of “letting beings be” continues to be too permissive in this regard.  In my judgment, an individual’s decision not to act against and resist his or her government’s preparations for nuclear holocaust is, as I have argued elsewhere, to be an early accomplice to the most horrendous crime against life imaginable – its annihilation.  The Nuremburg tradition calls not only for a new way of thinking, a “new internationalism” in which we all become co-nurturers of the whole planet, but for resolute actions that will sever our complicity with nuclear criminality and the genocidal arms race, and work to achieve a future which we can no longer assume. We must not only “come face to face with the unthinkable in image and thought” (Fox) but must act now - with a “new consciousness” and conscience - to prevent the unthinkable, by cleansing the earth of nuclear weaponry. Only when that is achieved will ultimate violence be removed as the final arbiter of our planet’s fate.  
XT: Life = Prerequisite to Ontology

You can’t examine ontology knowing you are going to die --- the aff is a prerequisite

Elshtain 3 - Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Social and Political Ethics at the University of Chicago Divinity School (Jean Bethke, “Just War Against Terrorism”, pg. 47)

That said, the civic peace that violence disrupts does offer intimations of the peaceable kingdom. If we live from day to day in fear of deadly attack, the goods we cherish become elusive. Human beings are fragile creatures. We cannot reveal the fullness of our being, including our deep sociality, if airplanes are flying into buildings or snipers are shooting at us randomly or deadly spores are being sent through the mail. As we have learned so shockingly, we can neither take this civic peace for granted nor shake off our responsibility to respect and promote the norms and rules that sustain civic peace.

2AC: Preeminent Ontology Turn

Privileging ontology over ethics is a means to secure individual autonomy—this results in violence and oppression

Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy?

Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)

If violence and oppression are to be avoided, the work of securing autonomy must itself be called into question; in other words, the autonomy of the "I," the very act of freedom, must be called into question and shown to be unjust. While the ontology of situatedness does indeed mark, name, and argue for the conditions of possibility for "difference" or "otherness," it does not call the freedom of the I into question ethically; does not refer to the shame that the I feels in seeing its use of freedom to be murderous and usurpatory. Of course, there is a sense in which the ontology of situatedness does call the freedom of the I into question. By articulating the limits of situated existence it questions the I existentially. But this actually works to secure freedom rather than call it into question. Knowing the ontological limits becomes itself a freedom; it enables self-rule. That is, "knowing" places the knower in a position both to comprehend the ontological limits of Being (and thus beings, which renders others comprehensible in these terms) and to take up resolutely that which is afforded, disclosed, or given within one's own situation. In other words, "knowing" places one in a position to take up resolutely and attenuate one's autonomy. The appeal to situatedness articulates the limits and possibilities of Being. But this ontology cannot account for the calling into question ethically of the very " cans" and I/cannots," the very freedoms, of Being. This issue is at the heart of the criticism Levinas made of Martin Heidegger, perhaps the most influential "postmodern" philosopher of this century. In his monumental work, Being and Time, Heidegger "calls attention to the forgetting of Being," and attempts to (re)establish the "preeminence of ontology over metaphysics" (PII, p. 53).11 Heidegger argues that in seeking the metaphysical we have forgotten the here and now, earthly existence; we have forgotten Being. What is needed, he contends, is an interrogation and recovery of the meaning of Being.12 Thus he takes up the question: What is the meaning of Being?13 His response to this question is to reformulate our thinking in terms of the verbal form of "Be-ing" rather than the nominative form "Being." This enables him to interpret "Being" as always already relating; always already interpreting; always already "there," Be-ing. Heidegger's work brilliantly illuminates and renders intelligible what situated existence might mean. Dasein (literally, "Being-there") is Heidegger's way of referring to human existence as located, or situated, within and as a horizon. One's location as "Being-there" affords possibilities, or freedoms; it reveals and conceals. The freedom in "Being-there" consists in that which is afforded by one's place. in other words, the autonomy of Dasein is extended and maintained by taking up resolutely that which is afforded within the limits of Being-there. Heidegger's work exactingly and profoundly describes and analyzes many important aspects of what Levinas refers to as the self(same), or the play of earthly, sensuous existence (though the same and Dasein are not strictly synonymous). Levinas's criticism of Heidegger's work is that his phenomenology illuminates the freedom of the self(same) in terms of Dasein, but does not refer to the possibility of the self(same) having its freedom called into question in other than ontological terms. Levinas argues that the ontology of situated, temporal, embodied existence does not concern itself with the experience of having one's freedom, the freedom of the 1, put into question such that one's actions, or potential actions, are shown to be unjust, violent, or evil. In other words, it overlooks the experience where one may, ontologically speaking, choose to commit violence, but where one concomitantly " knows" that doing so would be unjust; where one is therefore awakened to a shame in regard to one's acts or potential acts. In Heidegger the focus remains on articulating the freedom of Being, and in resolutely taking up the freedom which is disclosed within the limits of Dasein. Thus, argues Levinas, he continues the work of securing and extending autonomy: When [Heideggerl sees man possessed by freedom rather than possessing freedom, he puts over man a neuter term [the freedom in Be-ing] which illuminates freedom without putting it in question. And thus he is not destroying, but summing up a whole current of Western philosophy (PII, p. 51). The tendency, then, in postmodernism to place highest priority on ontology is problematic to the degree that it tends to "illuminate freedom without putting it in question" ethically. The problem is not with ontology per se, but with the work of making ontology preeminent; of subsuming ethics in ontology. That is, we can make an ontological argument for ethics such as, a teacher cannot justify her teaching practices by appealing to a universal notion of what constitutes real learning because such universals are illusions. But an appeal to the ontology of situatedness does not account, for instance, for the teacher who, in her concrete relations with a particular child, finds her "project" deeply questioned and feels she ought not, in spite of her own good reasons to the contrary, do what she has the "authority" to do and the freedom to do. Moreover, it does not help us to get a sense for what might be happening when the teacher, who decides in fact to go ahead and do what she feels she ought not do, feels a need to justify her actions. The ontology of situatedness is only suited to giving an account of ethics in terms of ontological, but not ethical, affordances and constraints. That is, ideas such as justice, goodness, and peace are argued for by showing, for instance, how our place in the web of Being is one in which we are always already related and relating to the world around us. Thus, being situated means being interdependent. Understanding our interdependence should render us more concerned about living peaceably within our respective situations. But what does "peaceably" mean? If we are seeking the "truth" of this word in the direction of autonomy, then we will seek to know what living peaceably "is" ontologically so that we may then know how to live. But, as we have argued, the work of securing autonomy by means of ontology can lead to violence and oppression. 

XT: Preeminent Ontology Turn

Ethics must precede ontology else violence is inevitable

Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy?

Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)

In short, while those struggling to respond better to the challenges of learning and teaching can benefit from the reflective awareness of limits provided by postmodernism, they are nevertheless unavoidably interested in what can be done, and more deeply, what ought to be done. Yet it is precisely the latter that postmodern criticism makes so difficult, because in pointing toward an "ought" or a "good" we place ourselves in a vulnerable position which, through the power of deconstructive criticism, will be shown to be another example of the very thing postmodernism attacks—the creation of metanarratives about "the good." Hence, if we are persuaded by postmodern arguments regarding the oppressive biases of modernist metanarratives, the tendency is to avoid ethics and focus on ontology. That is, we focus on the "is" (the possibilities, but more often the revelation of impossibilities) of embodied, situated existence. Thus the "is" (ontology) subsumes the "ought" (ethics). Moral obligation, then, if considered at all, is reframed in terms of ontology. For instance, one ought not accede to metanarration because doing so ignores the ontological reality of situatedness, which situatedness renders metanarration impossible and hence illusory. If our focus remains on ontology, the only "ought" that makes sense is that we ought to accept and argue for the "reality" of postmodern, situated Being.5 Ethics is thereby subsumed in ontology, and we get the suggestion that postmodernism marks the "demise of ethics."6 

In this essay we will be taking up the issue of ethics in relation to postmodernism. We will argue that ethics, subsumed in the ontology of situatedness, is dangerously problematic in education and may lead to a reincarnation of the very violence postmodernism seeks to bring to light and overcome. We will be concerned with the question: Does the ontology of situatedness subsume ethics, and mark its obsolescence? or, Is moral obligation, beyond the work of ontology, still possible, or even renewed, in postmodernism? We will use the work of the Lithuanian-born French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas—which to our knowledge has not yet been seriously considered in American educational literature—to argue that ethics cannot be subsumed by ontology but rather precedes ontology. We should note at the outset, however, that what Levinas means by ethics (and by "precedes"), although related to traditional notions of ethics, represents a challenge to these notions.

Subverting questions of ethics to ontology ensures violence and tyranny against the Other

Manning 93 (Robert, professor of theology and philosophy at Quincy University, Intepreting Otherwise than Heidegger, p. 123-125)

This is really the point of Levinas's polemic against Heidegger. Heidegger's ontology makes ethics less important than the comprehension of Being. Here Levinas enters to insist that if anything is made more important than ethics, if ethics is not seen as the highest truth, then thought is at the service of some end other than an ethical one and either becomes unjust or is coopted by what is unjust. For Levinas, because Heidegger's ontology sees ethics only as a necessary aspect of the ontological project of comprehending Being, it cannot render justice to that in which the demand for justice arises-the face of the Other. Heidegger's Da.sein may know that it has to respect the other's being in order to comprehend it, and it also may know that it can never know the other's being completely. Heidegger insists on both, as Levinas knows. For Levinas, however, this is not enough, because this does not mean that Dasein's understanding of the other's being is subject to and commanded by the ethical obligation to respect and to protect the other. Levinas insists that if ethics isn't given priority to preside over all thought, then Dasein will always be in danger of thinking that its own comprehension of the Other is more important than its relation with the Other. And if Dasein's comprehension of the other's being is what is most important, then that aspect of the other's being that Dasein cannot ever comprehend is secondary to the knowledge of the other that Dasein can possess. This means that the Other is always in some way reduced to the same when it is comprehended by Dasein, reduced to that which Dasein can comprehend."' And if the relation with the other person is subordinated to the knowledge of the other person that Dasein derives from the relation, then the Other-even if the Other is to be known in an ethical manner, in respect-is still essentially something to be known. KNOWLEDGE, POWER AND THE TYRANNY OF ONTOLOGY Having made this point, Levinas heightens his rhetoric once again. He insists that a philosophy that conceives of the social relation in such a way that the Other is essentially something to be known will control the Other through this knowledge; this philosophy will necessarily become unjust and will lend itself to the injustice and tyranny of the state. If ethics isn't conceived of as having priority over and commanding thought, then thought will necessarily fail to be ethical in the highest sense and will be unethical and, ultimately, violent. Heidegger's ontology may respect Being, but since its respect for being is at the service of comprehending being, even its respect for being is not only insufficiently respectful, but it is also unethical and potentially violent. Only a philosophy that gives priority to ethics, exalts ethics not only as a branch of philosophy but as first philosophy, says Levinas, is sufficiently respectful of being. "No thought could better obey being than by allowing itself to be dominated by this exteriority,"132 by which Levinas means alterity. Only a philosophy that views knowledge as dethroned by the call to responsibility that comes from alterity has within it the capacity to resist and to refute the grasp of comprehension, the first movement towards injustice, and ultimately, violence and tyranny.

Ontology Useless 

Being is a useless philosophical narrative and its pursuit condemns actual people to death 

Caputo 93 (John D. – prof Phil. Villanova) Against Ethics p. 30 

That would mean you cannot have an obligation to Being or Spirit or the People, nor can Being or Spirit oblige anything. Being, Spirit, History, Man: the playthings of Greco-German mythophilosophizing, which is my somewhat free translation of die Sache des Denkens (which I claim, as a translation, is wahr if not richtig). Nothing happens in or to Being and Spirit. What happens happens to beings that bear up or bend under what is happening. Being cannot suffer a disaster, or suffer oblivion, because it does not suffer at all. Being and Spirit are mythico-super-Subjects, the upshot of totalizing attempts to describe what is happening, leaving those of us with proper names to face the worst. History and Being, History and Spirit, the History of Being, the History of Spirit: so many tall tales and meta-narratives, gigantic, stories that forsake the minima moralia of damaged live, the minute scraps and remands Being leaves behind. A disaster is a damaged life, damaged beyond repair. Being shows no interest in damaged lives; they are none of Being’s business (Sache). Indeed, many bleeding bodies may well be a sign that Being or Spirit is on the mend, or on the march, healing itself and making itself Whole or Holy, getting ready for the Other Beginning, while the dead are left to bury the dead. Forget Being. There is nothing to remember. Replace it with a mnemo-technique for remembering proper names. 

Ontology is useless hocus pocus

Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

To state their positions more succinctly: ‘Heraclitus maintained that everything changes: Parmenides retorted that nothing changes’ (Russell 1946: 66). Between them, they delineated the dialectical extremes within which the “problem of the subject” has become manifest: in the extremes of questions about ontology, the nature of “Being”, or existence, or ‘Existenz’ (Adorno 1973: 110-25). Historically, such arguments tend towards internalist hocus pocus:
The popular success of ontology feeds on an illusion: that the state of the intentio recta might simply be chosen by a consciousness full of nominalist and subjective sediments, a consciousness which self-reflection alone has made what it is. But Heidegger, of course, saw through this illusion … beyond subject and object, beyond concept and entity. Being is the supreme concept –for on the lips of him who says “Being” is the word, not Being itself –and yet it is said to be privileged above all conceptuality, by virtue of moments which the thinker thinks along with the word “Being” and which the abstractly obtained significative unity of the concept does not exhaust. (Adorno 1973: 69)

Adorno’s (1973) thoroughgoing critique of Heidegger’s ontological metaphysics plays itself out back and forth through the Heideggerian concept of a universalised identity –an essentialist, universalised  being and becoming of consciousness, elided from the constraints of the social world. Adorno’s argument can be summed up thus: there can be no universal theory of “being” in and of itself because what such a theory posits is, precisely, non-identity. It obscures the role of the social and promotes a specific kind of politics –identity politics (cf. also Kennedy 1998): 

Devoid of its otherness, of what it renders extraneous, an existence which thus proclaims itself the criterion of thought will validate its decrees in authoritarian style, as in political practice a dictator validates the ideology of the day. The reduction of thought to the thinkers halts the progress of thought; it brings to a standstill would thought would need to be thought, and what subjectivity would need to live in. As the solid ground of truth, subjectivity is reified … Thinking becomes what the thinker has been from the start. It becomes tautology, a regressive form of consciousness. (Adorno 1973: 128). Identity politics - the ontological imperative - is inherently authoritarian precisely because it promotes regression, internalism, subjectivism, and, most importantly, because it negates the role of society. It is simplistic because it focuses on the thingliness of people: race, gender, ethnicity. It tries to resolve the tension of the social-individual by smashing the problem into two irreconcilable parts. Identity politics’ current popularity in sociological thought, most well-evidenced by its use and popularity in “Third Way” politics, can be traced back to a cohort I have called Heidegger’s Hippies –the failed, half-hearted, would-be “revolutionaries” of the 60s, an incoherent collection of middle-class, neo-liberal malcontents who got caught up in their own hyperbole, and who are now the administrators of a ‘totally administered’ society in which hyperbole has  become both lingua franca and world currency (Adorno 1964/1973 1973).

Engagement k2 Being

Only through an engagement with the Other can Being be reconceptualized

Molloy 99 (Patricia, PhD in International Politics @ Univ. of Toronto, Moral Spaces, p. 221)

One of the more complex themes in Levinas's thought, and central to Otherwise Than Being: Or Beyond Essence, substitution is not so much an act, but what he refers to as a "passivity" wherein the self is absolved of itself." It is important to emphasize here that this idea of substitution, of putting oneself in the place of another, is not the move of ontology's imperial I. Nor is it a form of coresponsibility grounded in compassion, benevolence, or empathy." As Alphonso Lingis puts it: "To acknowledge the imperative force of another is to put oneself in his place, not in order to appropriate one's own objectivity, but in order to answer to his need, to supply his want with one's own substance ... To put oneself in the place of another is also to answer for his deeds and his misdeeds, for the trouble he causes and for his faults. It is even to be responsible for the very pain he causes me, at the limit for his persecution-the contestation he formulates against me for what I did not author or authorize."64 Levinas sees substitution therefore as a form of "disinterestedness," the state of being the Other's hostage, to have one degree of responsibility more. It is a being responsible even for the Other's responsibility.'' And in this condition of disinterestedness, being "undoes its condition of being ."66 But how does this asymmetrical ethical relation of being responsible for the Other-to the point of substitution-hold the self as responsible for the Other in death? Indeed, as Levinas sees it, prior to any knowledge about it, mortality lies in the Other.67 Responsibility for the Other, which goes even beyond whatever acts "I" may have committed, so much that I place the Other before myself, means that I am to answer for the Other's death even before being." It is, as we know, the existence of the self, the very right to be, that is called into question by the approach of the Other's face. The epiphany of the face is what disrupts ontology's claim of a prior right to existence wherein subjectivity reduces everything to itself, where pluralism is reduced to unicity. In exposing myself to the "vulnerability" of the face, my ontological right to existence is thrown into question: "[M]y duty to respond to the other suspends my natural right to self-survival."6 The face, then, in its vulnerability, in its nakedness, destitution, and suffering, "is the Other who asks me not to let him die alone, as if to do so were to become an accomplice in his death ... In ethics, the other's right to exist has primacy over my own, a primacy epitomized in the ethical edict: you shall not kill, you shall not jeopardize the life of the other. The ethical rapport with the face is asymmetrical in that it subordinates my existence to the other ." 70

AT: Ontology O/W (Zimmerman)

Extinction outweighs ontology. Scratch Zimmerman, reverse it.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 111-112)

With this look ahead at an ethics for the future, we are touching at the same time upon the question of the future of freedom. The unavoidable discussion of this question seems to give rise to misunderstandings. My dire prognosis that not only our material standard of living but also our democratic freedoms would fall victim to the growing pressure of a worldwide ecological crisis, until finally there would remain only some form of tyranny that would try to save the situation, has led to the accusation that I am defending dictatorship as a solution to our problems. I shall ignore here what is a confusion between warning and recommendation. But I have indeed said that such a tyranny would still be better than total ruin; thus, I have ethically accepted it as an alternative. I must now defend this standpoint, which I continue to support, before the court that I myself have created with the main argument of this essay. For are we not contradicting ourselves in prizing physical survival at the price of freedom? Did we not say that freedom was the condition of our capacity for responsibility—and that this capacity was a reason for the survival of humankind?; By tolerating tyranny as an alternative to physical annihilation are we not violating the principle we established: that the How of existence must not take precedence over its Why? Yet we can make a terrible concession to the primacy of physical survival in the conviction that the ontological capacity for freedom, inseparable as it is from man's being, cannot really be extinguished, only temporarily banished from the public realm. This conviction can be supported by experience we are all familiar with. We have seen that even in the most totalitarian societies the urge for freedom on the part of some individuals cannot be extinguished, and this renews our faith in human beings. Given this faith, we have reason to hope that, as long as there are human beings who survive, the image of God will continue to exist along with them and will wait in concealment for its new hour. With that hope—which in this particular case takes precedence over fear—it is permissible, for the sake of physical survival, to accept if need be a temporary absence of freedom in the external affairs of humanity. This is, I want to emphasize, a worst-case scenario, and it is the foremost task of responsibility at this particular moment in world history to prevent it from happening. This is in fact one of the noblest of duties (and at the same time one concerning self-preservation), on the part of the imperative of responsibility to avert future coercion that would lead to lack of freedom by acting freely in the present, thus preserving as much as possible the ability of future generations to assume responsibility. But more than that is involved. At stake is the preservation of Earth's entire miracle of creation, of which our human existence is a part and before which man reverently bows, even without philosophical "grounding." Here too faith may precede and reason follow; it is faith that longs for this preservation of the Earth (fides quaerens intellectum), and reason comes as best it can to faith's aid with arguments, not knowing or even asking how much depends on its success or failure in determining what action to take. With this confession of faith we come to the end of our essay on ontology.

Nuclear war o/ws dasein- their ev is anthropocentric and stupid

David Macauley, Minding Nature: The philosophers of ecology,  1996 p. 74

We may approach the issue of what Heidegger may teach today's radical environmentalists by examining an issue about which they and Heidegger would profoundly disagree. I Heidegger claimed that there is a greater danger than the destruction of all life on earth by nuclear war.40 For radical environmentalists, it is hard to imagine anything more dangerous than the total destruction of the biosphere! Heidegger argued, however, that worse than such annihilation would he the totally technologized world in which material "happiness" for everyone is achieved, but in which humanity would be left with a radically constricted capacity for encountering the being of entities. This apparently exorbitant claim may be partially mitigated by the following consideration. If human existence lost all relationship to transcendent being, entities could no longer show themselves at all, and in this sense would no longer "be." Who needs nuclear war, Heidegger asked rhetorically, if entities have already ceased to be? For many environmentalists, such a question reveals the extent to which Heidegger remained part of the human-centered tradition that he wanted to overcome. By estimating so highly human Dasein's contribution to the manifesting of things, Heidegger may well have underestimated the contribution made by many other forms of life, for which the extinction of humankind's ontological awareness would be far preferable to their own extinction in nuclear war!

**ORIENTALISM/SAID**

2AC: Epistemology Must Read

Their epistemology claims are wrong—our authors are capable of making non-racist assumptions—they link to all of their knowledge production claims and re-entrench Orientalism.

Teitelbaum 6—Senior Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle East and African Studies, Tel Aviv U. Adjunct Senior Lecturer, Middle Eastern History, Bar Ilan U.  PhD, Tel Aviv U—AND—Meir Litvak—Senior Research Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies.  Associate Professor, Middle Eastern and African History, Tel Aviv U. PhD, Harvard (Joshua, Students, Teachers, and Edward Said: Taking Stock of Orientalism, March 2006, http://www.campus-watch.org/article/id/2493, AMiles)

The critics did not deny that Western culture and scholarship in the past has included ethnocentric, racist, or anti-Islamic components, but argued that these had been greatly exaggerated, to the point of being made universal. Out of more than 60,000 works on the Middle East published in Europe and the United States, he chose only those needed in order to prove his case that there was a discourse which he termed Orientalism. In order to arrive at this conclusion he ignored much evidence critical to the historical documentation of research and literature, material which would have supported the opposite position.[19] His choices, as Kramer writes, rejected "all discrimination between genres and disregarded all extant hierarchies of knowledge." This was particularly true regarding Said's deliberate conflation of Middle Eastern studies as a research discipline and the popular, artistic, or literary perspective of the Orient. It also disregarded the key question of which were the field's main texts and which were those purely on the margins.[20] This approach led Said to ignore several leading researchers who had a decisive influence on Middle Eastern studies. For example, there is his almost complete ignoring of Ignaz Goldziher's work--which made an undeniable contribution to the study of Islam--since his persona contradicts Said's claims. Said chose to attack Goldziher's criticism of anthropomorphism in the Koran as supposed proof of his negative attitude toward Islam, while Goldziher himself felt great respect for Islam and had even attacked Ernest Renan for his racist conceptions.[21] Malcolm Kerr, for example, criticized Said's ignorance of the role and importance of Arab-American Middle East researchers, who played an important role in the field and could not easily be labeled anti-Arab or anti-Islamic. Reina Lewis and Joan Miller argued that Said ignored women's voices which, they maintained, contradicted the monolithically masculine representation which Said wished to present.[22] Said's selectivity enabled him to paint scholarship of the Middle East as an essentialist, racist, and unchangeable phenomenon, whereas the evidence he ignored would have proven that the Western understanding and representation of the Middle East--especially of the Arabs and Islam--had become quite rich and multi-faceted over the years. Many scholars and literary figures were actually enamored with the residents of the Middle East, and the "Orientalist discourse" was not nearly as dominant as Said would have his readers believe, as few examples among many would show. British literary figures and activists, like Wilfred Scawen Blunt, actively sought to improve the lot of the Arabs. Traveler and M.P. David Urquhart promoted Ottoman Turkey as a partner for Christian Europe. Marmaduke Pickthall, a famous convert to Islam and a translator of the Koran, looked to Turkey for the formation of a modernist Islam. Finally, Cambridge Persian scholar E.G. Browne wrote in favor of the Iranian revolution of 1906-1911 and published articles against Curzon. These examples demonstrate the existence of discourses on the Middle East other than that characterized by Said.[23] Moreover, a number of researchers have demonstrated that though Islam was perceived as Europe's enemy in the Middle Ages, even then it had already gained respect and appreciation in the fields of science and philosophy, to the point of even idealizing it as a philosopher's religion.[24] A prominent example of the complexity of the Western perspective on Islam is the attitude of the Enlightenment movement in the eighteenth century, which Said perceives as the parent of modern Orientalism. True, some attacked Islam as a part of their rational, secular perception which criticized unenlightened religiosity--parallel arguments were simultaneously made by them against Christianity and Judaism. Moreover, at times it was clear that their criticism of Islam was actually a camouflaged criticism of Christianity. Yet, other contemporary writers viewed Islam as a rational religion closer to the ideas of the Enlightenment than Christianity. They saw it as a religion balanced between a commitment to morality and an acknowledgement of the basic needs of man, as opposed to Christianity's distorted attitude toward sex. There were among them, too, people who spoke admiringly of Islam and its tolerance of minorities, and juxtaposed it with Christian fanaticism. An important factor in shaping the complex perspective of Oriental studies in the nineteenth century was the entry of Jewish researchers into the field. They brought a deep knowledge of Judaism to a comparative study of Islam. Unlike some Christian researchers of Islam, they had no missionary approach or nostalgia for the Crusades or much interest in the political aspects of the contemporary "Eastern Question." For these Jewish scholars, Islam did not represent the same kind of religious challenge to Judaism that it did to Christianity, and therefore they were free of most of the prejudices that tripped up many Christian scholars. On the contrary, many Jewish researchers evolved an almost romantic approach toward Islam. They emphasized its tolerant attitude toward the Jews, as opposed to Medieval Europe and the rising anti-Semitism of the nineteenth century. Some of them tended to portray Jewish history in Muslim lands as a continuous golden age.[25] They stood somewhere between the two worlds, as Jews with histories both Middle Eastern and European, contrary to Said's portrayal of unflagging European ethnocentrism. It was thus convenient for Said to leave them out of his one-dimensional portrayal of the Orientalist discourse. Middle Eastern Jews present a problem for the Saidian Orient-Occident dichotomy. He deals with this by pointedly connecting "Oriental Jews" with Palestinians when writing of Israeli (i.e., Western) discrimination. That the Jewish concept of peoplehood spans the West and the East is perhaps too threatening to the dichotomy so central to his theory.[26] The argument that the Occident (or actually Europe prior to the twentieth century) primarily defined itself in opposition to the Orient may be questioned as over-simplifying and essentialist. According to Keith Windschuttle, Europeans identify themselves as joint heirs of classical Greece and Christianity, each tempered by the fluxes of medieval scholasticism, the Renaissance, the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, the Enlightenment, and modernism. In other words, Western identity is overwhelmingly defined by historical references to its earlier selves rather than by geographical comparisons with others. To claim otherwise is to deny the central thrust of Western education for the past one thousand years.[27] Conversely, the argument that Islam was the ultimate "other" in Western culture, may be challenged as well. Christian theology and doctrine emerged to a large degree as an antithesis to Judaism. Likewise, in popular culture the image of the Jew was much more frightening than that of the Muslim. It can be argued that the number of explicit anti-Jewish tracts--theological or political--throughout western history was probably higher than those devoted to Islam. The point here is not made to win the race of victimhood, but rather to argue that the picture of defining the "self" and the "other" in European culture was much more complex than the one Said presented; the "Orient" was not necessarily the defining "other" of the Occidental self. In the final analysis, then, contrary to what Said would have his readers believe, his idea of "Orientalism" is exaggerated and fails to encompass the entirety of how the West understood and conceived Islam; just as it cannot be said that because of anti-Semitism, all of European thought was hostile toward Jews, is it not true that the West viewed the Middle East in a closed circle of interpretation disconnected from other historical developments. New ideas that surfaced in intercultural contact undermined a priori assumptions time after time. Prejudices and stereotypes were endemic but never shaped into an unchangeable united discourse on the Middle East. In reality, academics who led the discourse often took the lead in undermining prejudices. Said, concluded Bayly Winder, did to Western scholars of Islam exactly what he accused them of doing to the Middle East.[28] Said's disregard of the scope and complexity of research on Islam and the Middle East motivated Rodinson to comment that Said was not familiar enough with the main body of scholarly research on the Middle East.[29] However, Said's disregarding of this scholarship does not appear to result from a lack of familiarity, but rather from a political agenda, and the proof of this is that he continued to make his arguments regarding the monolithic character of Middle Eastern studies years after publishing this criticism. In order to demonstrate the nature of scholarship as an instrument of domination Said excoriates scholars of the Middle East for dividing into categories, classifying, indexing, and documenting "everything in sight (and out of sight)."[30] Does this, asks the Syrian philosopher Sadiq Jalal al-Azm, imply something vicious or is it simply characteristic of all scientific academic work, essential for a proper understanding of human societies and cultures altogether?[31] Thus, Said's condemnation of the generalizations made by Western scholars of the Middle East and his insistence that they study the Arabs and Muslims as individuals made some of his Arab critics wonder if this meant that it was impossible or unnecessary to study collective entities. If the inclusion of Marx in Orientalism comes from his lack of attention to individual cases, added James Clifford rhetorically, perhaps it is simply impossible to form social or cultural theory, and perhaps there is no room for research fields such as sociology?[32] Said's over-generalized and non-historic conception of "Orientalism" is at its most radical when he writes that "every European, in what he could say about the Orient, was a racist, and imperialist, and almost totally ethnocentric."[33] According to Nikki Keddie, who was praised by Said and who found positive points in his book, this argument generally encourages people to believe Westerners have no right to study the Middle East and insists that only Muslims and Arabs can investigate correctly Middle Eastern history.[34] Even the doyen of Middle Eastern scholarship of the Middle East, Albert Hourani, a Christian Arab like Said, shared the feeling that the book might lend support to a Muslim counter-attack based on the idea that no one understands Islam better than Muslims.[35] While Said denied that this was his intention,[36] the actual text of the book and the conclusion of many readers belie this assertion. Moreover, disqualifying all researchers who come outside the examined group--in every area of the world--would put an end to all serious academic research. It also neglects the fact that outside researchers may have certain advantages, since as an outsider the scholar might be free from the myths or preconceptions which insiders share. Said also raises a doubt as to whether anyone can study (in his words, "represent") any subject in any manner other than in an entirely subjective way, which is determined by the culture of the scholar-observer. He believes that the unknown, the exotic, and the foreign have always been perceived, assimilated, and represented in these terms. This leads him to doubt that any scholarship can even come close to the truth, or in his words, "whether indeed there can be a true representation of anything, or whether any or all representations, because they are representations," are so intertwined with the institutions, language, and culture of the representer to render the truth impossible.[37] The obvious conclusion from this argument, as Winder and al-Azm show, is that according to Said, "Orientalism" is inevitable since such distortions are inevitable. If one accepts this argument, however, as al-Azm suggests, this only means the West was merely doing what all cultures must do: examine other cultures through the concepts and frameworks it already holds.[38] If this is true, Winder explains, that everyone who sees the "other" distorts it, then the West is no different from other cultures, including Islamic culture, which also has a distorted perspective of the "other." If indeed, Winder wonders, Said demands that Westerners should be better, does he not accept that they have a certain supremacy, a certain mission that makes them superior? Or should different criteria apply to the West simply because it was more "successful" than other societies? Thus, Said himself is promoting a clearly "Orientalist" perspective, accepting and forgiving the "weakness" of Middle Eastern society. "Westerners," claims Winder, "are not better, but Western science, including ‘Orientalism,' is self-bettering in that it is self-corrective."[39] By determining that all "representations" of the other are by definition distortions, Said is saying that people can only study themselves, that only Muslims can properly "represent" Islam. In our experience this has led to a crippling timidity amongst non-Muslim or non-Arab students. While it is good scholarship to control for bias, Said's influence has made students chary of writing about Islam and the Arabs from a point of view not necessarily shared by the objects of their research. They give more weight to an Arab or Islamic viewpoint and are fearful of developing an opinion of their own. ORIENTAL STUDIES AND IMPERIALISM Said's selectivity drove him to ignore the important intellectual achievement of the German and Hungarian scholars of the Middle East. According to his argument, "the major steps in Oriental scholarship were first taken in either Britain and France [sic], then elaborated upon by Germans."[40] There is no historical basis for this argument. The main reason for his ignoring research in these countries is that an accurate assessment of it would have undermined his central argument that Orientalism was integrally linked to imperialism as an expression of the nexus between knowledge and power, and therefore that Orientalists wished to gain knowledge of the Orient in order to control it. To support his claims, Said even back-dated the development of British and French imperialism in the Middle East to the seventeenth century, which is clearly a historical error. Considering German leadership in Oriental studies, it is unlikely that they took much from British and French scholars. No doubt, agrees Bernard Lewis, some of the scholars of the Middle East served imperialism or gained from it. Yet as an explanation of academic research of the Islamic world as a whole, this argument is flawed. If the effort to gain power through knowledge is the main or only motive, why did the study of Arabic and Islam in Europe begin hundred of years before Western imperialism in the Middle East had appeared even as an ambition? Why did these studies blossom in European countries that didn't take part in the European domination effort? Why did scholars invest so much effort in trying to decipher or study the monuments of the ancient East which had no political value and were forgotten even by the local people? The importance of the German and Hungarian scholars was tremendous in terms of their contribution to Middle East scholarship, even though they were not residents of countries with any imperialist interest in the region, and therefore the connection between power and knowledge did not exist in this case, sums up Lewis. [41] Said also ignored the fact that many scholars opposed imperialism, and therefore the connection he creates between their academic works and imperialism is forced. Edmond Burke, like Said, criticizes Oriental studies scholars who at the start of the twentieth century dealt with minor issues: "studies on obscure manuscripts, folk traits, rural sufism and popular religion," instead of dealing with topics he considered to be more important, such as study of the national movements that developed in the region.[42] Yet again, if these scholars were so "impractical," then obviously their studies had to do more with a search for knowledge rather than an effort to help imperialism. Ironically, if they had been as Said and Burke would have them, they would have focused on precisely the issues Burke criticizes them for ignoring. It appears then that many of Said's "Orientalists" actually pursued knowledge for the sake of knowledge. Said cannot have it both ways, complaining that scholars of Islam and the Middle East dealt with the trivial and at the same time asserting they were agents of imperialistic domination. In addition if there were any researchers who participated in an "academic effort to embalm Islam," to use Said's words, these were the Germans, but this was not because of imperialism. This was rather due to their more comprehensive approach to the study of cultures, which they applied to their own society as well. It is very likely, writes Emmanuel Sivan, that if the Germans had been involved in the imperialist effort, they would have been more conscious of Islam being a living and dynamic tradition. Actually, the British and the French, who imitated the Germans, could not afford to be pure classicists because of their country's imperialist demands. They studied Islam as a living civilization. Sivan concludes that the reality of the situation was much more complicated and ironic than that presented by Said.[43] While Said disregarded German Middle Eastern studies scholars because they were not connected to imperialism, if he had taken the time to examine their work, he would have discovered that many saw Islam and the Middle East in all its variety, without essentializing.[44] Al-Azm raises another issue, namely, the problematic cause and effect connection that Said makes between Orientalism as a cultural-social phenomenon and imperialism. It is impossible to avoid the impression, al-Azm remarks, that for Said the presence of observers, administrators, and intruders in the Middle East--such as Napoleon, Cromer, and Balfour--had become inevitable and actually was caused by literary and intellectual Orientalism. Therefore, according to Said, we can understand better the political inclinations and the aspirations of European imperialists if we turn to literary figures, among them Barth?lemy d'Herbelot and Dante Alighieri, rather than if we actually explore strategic and economical interests.[45] Another difficulty in Said's approach of connecting academic research to imperialism lays, according to Halliday, in the assumption that if ideas come to the world in circumstances of domination or even directly in the service of the dominator, they are not valid. Yet according the Halliday, trying to subdue a land requires producing as accurate an image as possible of it. For example, French ethnographers serving French imperialism in North Africa did not necessarily produce worthless research, as Said would have his readers believe. On the contrary, in order for the studies of those academic researchers to serve the French, they had to be accurate. "To put it bluntly," writes Halliday, "if you want to rob a bank, you would be well advised to have a pretty accurate map if its layout....."[46] An ironic twist to the connection between political establishments and scholarship was visible after Martin Kramer's fierce attack against the American academy for identifying with Said's Orientalism critique. Kramer argued that Middle Eastern studies were so compromised by Said's world view that they should no longer receive U.S. government aid. Said's supporters, who in the past had attacked the connection between academic research and the political establishment, were quite alarmed at the notion. In effect they were arguing that the large amounts of monies their institutions took from the government did not undermine their intellectual independence, even as many of them characterized U.S. policy as imperialistic. Clearly, they do not really believe that a connection with the political establishment, even an "imperialistic" one, has any effect on their own research. Yet if that is so, then government funding does not necessarily influence academic discourse. If this is true of today, it might well be true of the past as well, despite Said's critique. 
XT: Epistemology

Their epistemology arguments link to their k – the arg that our authors cannot “know” is an attempt to close off the debate about issues like the 1ac – this is a strategic ploy not a reason to reject our truth claims

Landow 02—prof, English and Art History, Brown (George, Said's Orientalism, http://www.postcolonialweb.org/poldiscourse/said/orient14.html, AMiles)
For many scholars, one of Orientalism's most offensive claims was its dramatic assertion that no European or American scholar could "know" the Orient and that, moreover, all scholarly attempts to do so (except Said's own) always constituted acts of oppression. In a single dramatic move, which had great appeal for many, Said committed the greatest single scholarly sin: he silenced others by preventing them from taking part in the debate. According to Said, if someone knew Persian or Tamil grammar, the history of Islam or Hinduism, or the societies of Saudi Arabia, Eygpt, or Bangladesh, he or she already belonged to the devil's party. They were corrupted by what Said defined as Orientalism. For Said, who studied literature at Princeton and Harvard, this proved a very convenient tactic, since he knew very little about these alien fields. Indeed, one of the bitterest charges directed at him was that in his own Orientalist ignorance of the actual Middle East, Said himself in effect suppressed important work by Egyptian and Arabic scholars!

The K does not disprove our aff—even if they prove that the motives our our authors are bad, that does not disprove the accuracy of their work. 

Jaffe 08 Georgetown University, Ph.D. in government, BrownUniversity, A.B. in political science, highest honors  (Jacob Jaffe “Critique of Said's Orientalism and Lockman's Contending Visions of the Middle East” 2008 http://www.jacobjaffe.com/1index.htm)

In his introduction, Lockman rejects empiricism and positivism with the claim that knowledge is socially constructed and “is never simply the product of the direct observation of reality and our capacity for reasoning.”[1]  Similarly, his favorable review of Orientalism first outlines Said’s own poststructuralist epistemology, wherein humans – unable to perceive reality objectively – can only interpret reality through subjective ‘discourses,’ or “socially prevalent systems of meaning.”[2] Initially, this premise does not seem to be crucial to the argument. After all, the reality of the claim that humans cannot know reality would contradict both itself and every other human argument, whether advanced by Bernard Lewis or Edward Said.[3] Thus were he to truly embrace this epistemology, Said would have to adopt some criterion other than historical accuracy with which to evaluate Orientalism. The Ethical Premise Yet this is Said’s next step. More disconcerting to him than Orientalism’s questionable ‘essentialist’ assumptions is his belief that this academic discipline “hides the interests of the Orientalist,”[4] whose guild’s veneer of unbiased scholarship supposedly masks its ancient “history of complicity with [Western] imperial power.”[5] Although the evidence he marshals in support of this claim is neither comprehensive[6] nor demonstrably representative of the Western Orientalist literature[7] – and although he uses this evidence to sketch his own ‘essentialist’ image of Western attitudes toward the Orient[8] – these inconsistencies and methodological imperfections obscure a deeper flaw: Even if Said had incontrovertibly demonstrated that all Orientalists have an interest in, and serve as accomplices to, Western imperialism, he still would fail to invalidate Orientalist scholarship. No criticism of Orientalist motives or ethics can disprove Orientalist-produced knowledge[9] – so long as such scholarship is judged on its accuracy alone. Yet by postulating a poststructuralist epistemology, Said can ignore the factual validity of a scholar’s work – and can choose instead to judge it according to the ethical validity of his motives. And measured against the yardstick of Said’s anti-imperialist moral views, Orientalists tend to come up short. In sum, by eliminating any epistemological criteria for judging scholarship, Said becomes free to judge it on its ethical underpinnings or implications.[10] The Ontological Premise Set In this context, Said criticizes four “principal dogmas of Orientalism”: first, the assumption of an ahistorical and ontological difference between Occident and Orient; second, a preference for classical Oriental texts over modern Oriental evidence; third, the assertion of the Orient’s monolithic nature; and fourth, an underlying fear of, or will to dominate, the Orient.[11] The fourth ‘dogma’ is only an ethical prescription, not an academic premise, but the remaining three are, as he argues, questionable assumptions. Still, his obvious misinterpretations of Orientalists such as Bernard Lewis[12] suggest that Said is prone to misreading Orientalist scholarship, which may discredit even this portion of his argument. Yet Said himself subordinates this ontological critique to the epistemological and ethical premises discussed above. He acknowledges that “the mind requires order,”[13] that Orientalism fulfills this need through its “schematization of the entire Orient,”[14] and that “cultural differences” play a “constitutive role” in human relations[15] – revealing how a reformed Orientalism, at least, might attain empirical accuracy. Nevertheless, Said keeps judging scholarship on the basis of its ethical implications rather than its objectivity: “[The] main intellectual issue raised by Orientalism,” he believes, is whether one can “divide human society, as indeed human society seems to be genuinely divided, into clearly different cultures…and survive the consequences humanly....I mean to ask whether there is any way of avoiding…hostility” among these groups.[16]  Thus, although such queries yield a detailed exposition of Edward Said’s moral philosophy, Orientalism is hardly a substantive critique of Orientalist scholarship.

Orientalist critiques are overly broad—they should have to find specific links to things that we have said. 
Halliday 93[Fred, Prof of IR at the London School of Economics. “Orientalism and its Critics.” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 20:2]

Secondly, the category of the 'Orient' is rather vague, since in Orzentalzsm  its usage implies that the Middle East is in some ways special, at least in  the kind of imperialist or oppressive writing produced about it. Racist or oppressive writing is found about all subject peoples, whether they are Islamic  or not, and there is nothing to choose between then] The claim of a special European animosity to Arabs-let alone Palestinians-or to Muslims does not  bear historical comparison. Such ideas of persecution rest on some implicit yardstick, a comparative massacrology in which the wrongs done to one people are greater. Such an approach is best avoided, but it may be pointed out  that the fate of the native people of the Americas, whose conquest was also  presented as a crusade, was far worse than that of the peoples of 'Islam'.  Equally spurious is the implication that the hypostatization and reification of the Middle East are specific, whether by those writing from outside, or  from within: anyone familiar with the writing on Japan entitled Nzhonjiron  and books such as Ruth Benedict's The Chrysanthemum and the Sword will  be familiar with similar themes-the special place of language studies, the  search for the unchanging national character, the stress on the specificities  of the Japanese mind, the search for the true 'Japanese' position on women,  or the emperor, or flower arrangement or whatever;36 Russia too has had its  share of such ahistorical analysis. Here again external authority and internal nationalism collude to create a timeless, and particularist, discourse. About what people has it not been said 'They are like that, 'They will never change'  etc? If any people in the Middle East believe that in some way they have been  singled out by the West--but in its historic or contemporary forms, this is an  unsustainable idea. The thesis of some enduring, trans-historical, hostility to  the Orient, the Arabs, the Islamic world, is a myth-albeit one, as already  indicated, which many in the region and the West find it convenient to sustain.  

Orientalism can’t sustain a critique of epistemology – it misses the entire purpose of scholarship

Lewis 94—Near Eastern Studies, Princeton (Bernard, Islam and the West, 108-9, AMiles)

To prove his thesis, Mr. Said rearranges both the geography and the history of Orientalism and, in particular, places the main development of Arabic studies in Britain and France and dates them after the British and French expansion in the Arab world. In fact, these studies were well established in Britain and France long before even the erroneously early date that he assigns to British and French expansion - and at no time before or after the imperial age did their contribu​tion, in range, depth, or standard, match the achievement of the great centers of Oriental studies in Germany and neighboring countries. Indeed, any history or theory of Arabic studies in Europe without the Germans makes as much sense as would a history or theory of European music or philosophy with the same omission. Mr. Said attempts to justify this procedure: I believe that the sheer quality, consistency, and mass of British, French, and American writing on the Orient lifts it above the doubtless crucial work done in Germany, Italy, Russia, and elsewhere. But I think it is also true that the major steps in Oriental scholarship were first taken in either Britain and France (sic), then elaborated upon by Germans. ... What German Oriental scholarship did was to refine and elaborate techniques whose application was to texts, myths, ideas, and languages almost literally gathered from the Orient by imperial Britain and France. pp. 17-18, 19) It is difficult to see what the last sentence means. Texts, in the sense of manuscripts and other written materials, were certainly acquired in the Middle East by Western visitors. But the collections in Germany, Austria, and elsewhere are no less important than those of 'imperial Britain and France: How precisely does one 'gather' a language, literally or otherwise? The implication would seem to be that by learning Arabic, Englishmen and Frenchmen were commit​ting some kind of offense. The Germans - accessories after the fact - could not begin to do their work of 'refinement and elaboration' on these languages until the British and the French had first seized them; the Arabs, from whom these languages were misappropriated, along with myths and ideas (whatever that may mean), were correspondingly deprived. The whole passage is not merely false but absurd. It reveals a disquieting lack of knowledge of what scholars do and what scholarship is about. The reader's anxiety is not allayed by the frequent occurrence of stronger synonyms such as 'appropriate,' 'accumulate,' 'wrench,' 'ransack,' and even 'rape' to describe the growth of knowledge in the West about the East. For Mr. Said, it would seem, scholarship and science are commodities which exist in finite quantities; the West has grabbed an unfair share of these as well as other resources, leaving the East not only impoverished but also unscholarly and unscientific. Apart from embodying a hitherto unknown theory of knowledge, Mr. Said expresses a contempt for modern Arab scholarly achievement worse than anything that he attributes to his demonic Orientalists. Anti-Orientalism is essentially an epistemology -concerned, in the words of the Oxford English Dictionary, with 'the theory or science of the method or grounds of knowledge.' In this sense it should deal with facts and not, so one would assume, with fantasy or invention. One of the most puzzling features of Mr. Said's Orientalism is precisely the idiosyncratic way, at once high-handed and inventive, in which he treats the facts on which it purports to be based. In his perception, the Orientalist was the agent and instrument of the imperialist, and his interest in knowledge was as a source of power. The Arabic scholar, along with the soldier, the trader, and the imperial civil servant, had a common purpose - to penetrate, subjugate, dominate, and exploit. To sustain this interpretation, Mr. Said presents a revisionist view of the growth of Arabic studies in Britain and France, the growth of British and French power in the Arab lands, and the connections between the two. When I first read Orientalism, the narrative substratum - the numerous references and allusions to both sequences of events and the relationship among them - left me frankly mystified. Had Mr. Said devised one of those alternative universes beloved of science fiction writers? It seemed difficult at the time to find any other explanation of his maltreatment of several centuries of intellec​tual and general history. Some of the misstatements have no discernible polemic purpose and may be due to honest ignorance, as, for example, the belief that Muslim armies conquered Turkey before they conquered North Africa (p. 59). This would he rather like putting the English Civil War before the Norman Conquest. Although no doubt irrelevant to the main issue, this procedure would not inspire confidence in the writer's ability to evaluate work on English history. A similar approach, this rime to comparative philology, is revealed in another passage in which the German philosopher Friedrich Schlegel is chided because even after 'he had practically renounced his Orientalism, he still held that Sanskrit and Persian on the one hand and Greek and German on the other had more affinities with each other than with the Semitic, Chinese, American or African languages' (p. 98). 

Epistemology/Alt offense

This is offense – their attempts at censorship distract focus away from real problems 

Teitelbaum 6—Senior Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle East and African Studies, Tel Aviv U. Adjunct Senior Lecturer, Middle Eastern History, Bar Ilan U.  PhD, Tel Aviv U—AND—Meir Litvak—Senior Research Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies.  Associate Professor, Middle Eastern and African History, Tel Aviv U. PhD, Harvard (Joshua, Students, Teachers, and Edward Said: Taking Stock of Orientalism, March 2006, http://www.campus-watch.org/article/id/2493, AMiles)

IMPLICATIONS FOR MIDDLE EASTERN STUDIES Said's Orientalism did have a salubrious effect to the extent that it brought into greater relief the influence of discourse on academic writing, particularly with respect to the analysis of the "other." Many scholars did need to be reminded of the humanity of their subjects, and their empathy needed to be strengthened. Moreover, there is no doubt that much of Middle Eastern studies was outdated and in need of serious revision, particularly in view of new developments in historical research as well as in such social science fields as sociology and anthropology. That said, overall Said's book had a negative impact. It was gladly accepted by Islamist circles in the Middle East which saw it as a pro-Islamic, anti-Western document. The book provided a confirmation from the "inside" of their long-held suspicions toward Western researchers for being, so to speak, agents of their countries, as well as the view that Western research is part of a scheme to ruin Islam's reputation. Later, Said claimed that this factor was the aspect of the book's reception that he most regretted. He added that Orientalism could be understood as a defense of Islam only if half his argument were ignored. The answer to this self-justification is that if so many people "misinterpret" a certain essay, the misinterpretation is probably embedded in the contents and arguments made by it. Kramer argues that it was possible to ignore half of the argument since the book's tone carried the message that the Islamists understood. [65] Another problem, noticed mostly by Said's Arab critics, is that his arguments also served as ammunition for Islamists and Arab nationalists to counter any criticism of the status quo in the Arab world as Arab Orientalism. Kanan Makiya[66] wrote that the book "unwittingly deflected from the real problems of the Middle East at the same time as it contributed more bitterness to the armory" of young Arabs.[67] Whether or not Said so intended, according to Sivan, he provided major assistance to intellectual trends of apologetics in the Arab world which blamed all its problems on outsiders.[68] This factor made it harder to improve politics and life in the Arab world and thus damaged the interests of the Arabs themselves. Said attacked Fouad Ajami and Kanan Makiya as writers who do not sympathize with the Arabs. He described Makiya--who exposed the oppression of Arabs and Muslims by Saddam Hussein's regime in Iraq--with contempt as a "native informant" who serves the interests of American policymakers.[69] For Said, Fouad Ajami is "a second-rate scholar who has written one collection of essays...and a very bad history of Musa Sadr."[70] There is a paradox in the fact that a large part of Said's supporters joined with the Islamists or with supporters of the status quo by rejecting any criticism of the Arab world as "Orientalism." It is equally ironic that it is Arab leftists who often criticize their society and raise arguments similar to those of Elie Kedourie, who is denigrated as an "Orientalist" by Said and his supporters. This kind of agreement, of a conservative intellectual like Kedourie and radical Arab critics attacked by Said raise the question of who is helping the Arabs in the long run--those willing to sincerely engage with crises plaguing Arab society, or those who whitewash them by saying that criticism represents a distorted Western approach?[71] Said's criticism contributed to the further politicization of Middle Eastern studies, which was already quite politicized by the Arab-Israeli conflict. Nikki Keddie noted that in the field the word "Orientalist" is thrown around in a general derogatory sense, directed against those who adopt "the wrong" approach on the conflict or who are perceived as too conservative. She stated that for many people the word substitutes for thought and enables people to dismiss certain scholars and their works. "I think that is too bad," she said. "It may not have been what Edward Said meant at all, but the term has become kind of a slogan."[72] No less severe is the contribution of Orientalism to creating an almost McCarthyist atmosphere in the American academy, one that chokes debates and arguments. Haideh Moghissi, an Iranian scholar, feminist and activist, complained that "fear of Orientalism is haunting studies of the Middle East, and particularly the study of women's experience in various Middle Eastern and Islamic societies. It is used to discourage critical thinking and self-criticism…."[73] 

Perm

The critique obscures their own essentialization; only the permutation can critically examine each side and break down Orientalism.

Rosen, 2000, Faculty of Intercultural Communication Hiroshima Women's University

(Steven L., “Japan as Other: Orientalism and Cultural Conflict”, November 2000, Journal of Intercultural Communication, Issue 4, http://www.immi.se/intercultural/)

Of course, labeling someone as an Orientalist or ethnocentrist or imperialist can easily become another form of essentializing, resulting in the creation of a divide between us/them; the labeler can feel politically correct, hence superior, remaining all the while unaware of his or her own fixed structures of interpretation/orientation. In psychological terminology, relying on cognitive schema types is the normal mode of (unreflective) perception. (Erchak 1992:56-59) Ethnocentricism is the natural way of being in the world for cultural beings—social scientists included- a state of affairs where action is mediated by fixed structures of interpretation such that the other is completely obscured and dialogue runs the risk of becoming meaningless.

Perm – we can use both critical and realist notions of Middle Eastern security.  

Bilgin 05 – Assistant Prof of International Relations at Bilkent University,  “REGIONAL SECURITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE”, PAGE 10

The question is whether critical approaches can provide a fuller account of regional security in this conflict-ridden part of the world. The book will try to show that they can. Contesting such approaches that present the Middle East as only amenable to realist readings, it will be argued that critical approaches are indeed relevant in the Middle East, while accepting that some of the items of the traditional agenda also retain their pertinence and should be addressed, but within a comprehensive framework cognisant of the dynamic relationships between multiple dimensions of regional security.
The permutation is best—Orientalist critique can supplement but cannot replace traditional scholarship. 

Hamid 08  Major, Royal Moroccan Air Force A Research Report Submitted to the Faculty In Partial Fulfillment of the Graduation RequirementsAdvisor: Edward Ouellette, Ph.D.Maj USAF (Kbiri,

April 2008“THE INFLUENCE OF ORIENTALISM ON AMERICAN PERCEPTIONS AND POLICIES IN THE MIDDLE-EAST” http://www.scribd.com/doc/12070695/The-Influence-of-Orientalism-on-American-Perceptions-and-Policies-in-the-MiddleEast)
Of course, not all the knowledge produced by academic Orientalism is unreliable. There are certainly elements of truth in this knowledge, but one has to be at least aware of the bias and the imperfections of its approaches. Many of its methodologies are marred by epistemological flaws and inconsistencies. The shortcomings of the Orientalist framework of interpretation include foregrounding aspects and ignoring others and blaming socio-economic realities on religious or racial defects.196 While the Orientalist expertise should not be taken nor rejected wholesale, there is a need to enlist the expertise of other social science disciplines which have kept up with scientific and technological development. Many Middle-East Studies researchers have indeed adopted modern empirical tools such as surveys, statistics and case studies to provide scientifically evidenced explanations of what is going on in the Middle-East. Orientalists’ authority should not be a free pass to issue overarching statements about the Middle-East based only on their mastery of some of its language and their ability to decipher a collection of dusty medieval texts. The raging academic debate in Middle-East Studies is indicative of the existence of contending visions of the Middle-East. To feed officials or military leaders just one version of “the Middle-East” is to limit their ability to effectively come to terms with the realities they might encounter on the ground. Curricula aimed at heightening cultural awareness of this region should therefore include the works of equally authoritative if not more serious and rigorous academics198 presenting different approaches to this region. Based on OIF, decision makers should not ‘slavishly’ embrace Orientalists’ pronouncements but rather take a critical distance from their expertise. Awareness, at least, of the existence of the Orientalist prism is a key step to successfully engaging this increasingly important region in the world’s great political and economic affairs. It is time to challenge the conventional wisdom infused by Orientalism. It is time to think outside the Orientalist box. 

2AC: Essentialism Turn

Said’s discourse is just as essentialist as that which he critiques. 

Cliford 80[James, University of California at Santa Cruz. “Review: [Untitled]”. History and Theory, Vol. 19, No. 2. (Feb., 1980), pp. 204-223.]

Discourse analysis is always, in a sense, unfair to authors. It is interested  not in what they have to say or feel as subjects, but is concerned merely with  statements as related to other statements in a fie1d.l1 Escaping an impression  of unfairness and reductionism in this kind of analysis is a matter of methodological rigor and stylistic tact. Foucault, at least, seldom appears unfair to  authors because he never appeals to any individual intentionality or subjectivity. "Hybrid perspectives" like Said's have considerably more difficulty in escaping reductionism.1 Indeed, Said's methodological catholicity repeatedly blurs his analysis. If he is advancing anthropological arguments, Orientalism appears as the cultural quest for order. When he adopts the stance of a literary critic, it emerges as the processes of writing, textualizing, and interpreting. As an intellectual historian Said portrays Orientalism as a specific series of influences and schools of thought. For the psychohistorian Orientalist discourse becomes a  representative series of personal/historical experiences. For the Marxist critic  of ideology and culture it is the expression of definite political/economic  power interests. Orientalism is also, at times, conflated with Western positivism; with general definitions of the Primitive, with evolutionism, with  racism. One could continue the list. Said's discourse analysis does not, itself, escape the all-inclusive "Occidentalism" he specifically rejects as an alternative to Orientalism (328). 

Post-colonialism essentializes oppression and makes resistance impossible. 

Ong, 99 Aihwa Ong, Professor of Anthropology at UC Berkeley, Flexible Citizenship: The Cultural Logic of Transnationality, 1999, p. 33-34 

More broadly, postcolonial theorists focus on recovering the voices of subjects silenced by patriarchy and colonial rule (The Empire Writes Back is the title of one popular collection); they assume that all contemporary racial, ethnic, and cultural oppressions can all be attributed to Western colonialisms. American appropriations of postcolonial theory have created a unitary discourse of the postcolonial that refers to highly variable situations and conditions throughout the world; thus, Gayatri Spivak is able to talk about “the paradigmatic subaltern woman,” as well as “New World Asians (the old migrants) and New Immigrant Asians (often ‘model minorities’) being disciplinarized together?” Other postcolonial feminists also have been eager to seek structural similarities, continuities, conjunctures, and alliances between the postcolonial oppressions experienced by peoples on the bases of race, ethnicity, and gender both in formerly colonized populations in the third world and among immigrant populations in the United States, Australia, and England.16 Seldom is there any attempt to link these assertions of unitary postcolonial situations among diasporan subjects in the West to the historical structures of colonization, decolonization, and contemporary developments in particular non-Western countries. Indeed, the term postcolonial has been used to indiscriminately describe different regimes of economic, political, and cultural domination in the Americas, India, Africa, and other third-world countries where the actual historical experiences of colonialism have been very varied in terms of local culture, conquest, settlement, racial exploitation, administrative regime, political resistance, and articulation with global capitalism. In careless hands, postcolonial theory can represent a kind of theoretical imperialism whereby scholars based in the West, without seriously engaging the scholarship of faraway places, can project or “speak for” postcolonial situations elsewhere. Stuart Hall has warned against approaches that universalize racial, ethnic, and gender oppressions without locating the “actual integument of power...in concrete institutions.” A more fruitful strand of postcolonial studies is represented by subaltern scholars such as Partha Chatterjee, who has criticized the Indian national projects, which are based on Western models of modernity and bypass “many possibilities of authentic, creative, and plural development of social identities,” including the marginalized communities in Indian society. He suggests that an alternative imagination that draws on “narratives of community” would be a formidable challenge to narratives of capital. This brilliant work, however, is based on the assumption that both modernity and capitalism are universal forms, against which non-Western societies such as India can only mobilize “pre-existing cultural solidarities such as locality, caste, tribe, religious community, or ethnic identity.” This analytical opposition between a universal modernity and non-Western culture is rather old-fashioned it is as if Chatterjee believes the West is not present in Indian elites who champion narratives of the indigenous community. Furthermore, the concept of a universal modernity must be rethought when, as Arif Dirlik observes, “the narrative of capitalism is no longer the narrative of the history of Europe; non-European capitalist societies now make their own claims on the history of capitalism.”20 The loose use of the term “the postcolonial,” then, has had the bizarre effect of contributing to a Western tradition of othering the Rest; it suggests a postwar scheme whereby “the third world” was followed by “the developing countries,” which are now being succeeded by “the postcolonial.” This continuum seems to suggest that the further we move in time, the more beholden non-Western countries are to the forms and practices of their colonial past. By and large, anthropologists have been careful to discuss how formerly colonized societies have developed differently in relation to global economic and political dominations and have repositioned themselves differently vis-a-vis capitalism and late modernity. By specifying differences in history, politics, and culture, anthropologists are able to say how the postcolonial formation of Indonesia is quite different from that of India, Nicaragua, or Zaire.  

Orientalist authors demonize and essentialize the West—there are alternative causes of colonialism and violence. 

Zarnett 08 Graduate Student at The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. (David, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” Democratiya Spring 2008 www.dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/article.php?article=193)

Said’s ignoring of the Oriental in Orientalism is manifested as well in his political positions. In his analysis of the Iranian Revolution, Said systematically failed to consider the ideas and political programme of the Ayatollah Khomeini. During the Gulf War, he made little mention of the plight of the Kuwaitis who were suffering under a brutal occupation as a result of Ba’athist imperialism. He also failed to speak out for the human rights of the Iraqi Kurds who were victims of the most brutal Iraqi state aggression. Instead, Said felt compelled to only speak of human rights abuses committed by America and Israel. This political position is the product of a view which Varisco acknowledges to be central in Orientalism: ‘The default theory in Orientalism, as well as of Culture and Imperialism, is that somehow Europe is uniquely imperialist and colonialist; Said is willing to take the binary of the West dominating the East as a given, even if only to deconstruct it rhetorically.’ [35] Despite this realisation, Varisco nevertheless believes that Said is ‘an impassioned advocate of human rights for all victims of past imperialism and present neo-colonial co-option’ [36] – the important words in that sentence being ‘all victims.’ Said’s intellectual impact is still strong and it is questionable whether the work of Ibn Warraq and Daniel Martin Varisco will dislodge his influence. Warraq’s views will be roundly dismissed as ‘neo-conservative’ and as an apologia for imperialism. Varisco’s work will contribute to the belief that while Said was wrong about many things in Orientalism his intellectual impact should be understood positively. Varisco foreshadows this approach to Said when he praises Orientalism as a book that ‘had to be written’ to the extent that ‘we can hardly condemn the author for writing it.’ [37] Yet Varisco does condemn Said throughout his book; here are a few examples: ‘A survey of Said’s rhetoric cannot avoid his careless, and at times mischievous, citations of contemporary scholars’ [38]; ‘it is easy to forget that Said is writing a history about a subject about which he has only a selective and superficial knowledge’ [39]; ‘The sheer crassness of what is being quoted [in Orientalism] can override a critical caution about what has been left out’ [40]; ‘In terms of intellectual history, [Said’s] interdisciplinary rigor borders on the mortis;’ [41] ‘I am disturbed when Said subsumes biased and shoddy scholarship under the umbrage-laden umbrella of disciplines which he has no credible experience.’

2AC: Extremist Empowerment Turn

Turn—Orientalism’s flawed account empowers militants and fundamentalists.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 49-50)
For a number of years now, Islamologists have been aware of the disastrous effect of Said's Orientalism on their discipline. Professor Herbert Berg has complained that the latter's influence has resulted in "a fear of asking and answering potentially embarrassing questions—ones which might upset Muslim sensibilities."69 Professor Montgomery Watt, one of the most respected Western Islamologists of the last fifty years, takes Said to task for asserting that Sir Hamilton Gibb was wrong in saying that the master science of Islam was law and not theology. This, says Watt, "shows Said's ignorance of Islam." But Watt rather unfairly adds, "since he is from a Christian Arab background."70 Said is indeed ignorant of Islam, but surely not because he is a Christian, since Watt and Gibb themselves were devout Christians. Watt also decries Said's tendency to ascribe dubious motives to various writers, scholars, and statemen such as Gibb and Lane, with Said committing doctrinal blunders such as not realizing that non-Muslims could not marry Muslim women.71 R. Stephen Humphreys found Said's book important in some ways because it showed how some Orientalists were indeed "trapped within a vision that portrayed Islam and the Middle East as in some way essentially different from 'the West.'" Nonetheless, "Edward Said's analysis of Orientalism is overdrawn and misleading in many ways, and purely as [a] piece of intellectual history, Orientalism is a seriously flawed book." Even more damning, Said's book actually discouraged, argues Humphreys, the very idea of modernization of Middle Eastern societies. "In an ironic way, it also emboldened the Islamic activists and militants who were then just beginning to enter the political arena. These could use Said to attack their opponents in the Middle East as slavish 'Westernists,' who were out of touch with the authentic culture and values of their own countries. Said's book has had less impact on the study of medieval Islamic history—partly because medievalists know how distorted his account of classical Western Orientalism really is."72
2AC: Progress Turn

Arabic anti-Westernism has stalled democracy and intellectual progress in the eastern world.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 82-83)
And yet something went wrong. From the 1950s onward, liberal ideas of freedom, democracy, and representative government were no longer in evidence, and "the idea of taking responsibility for the ills of one's own society lost out to the ease of blaming everything on evil foreigners."113 Hence the need for and the importance of intellectuals like al-Afif al-Akhdar and Tarek Heggy. Al-Afif al-Akhdar, a Tunisian intellectual, wrote a blistering critique of the Arab world, lamenting that while the rest of the world was embracing modernity, knowledge, and globalization, the Arabs were regressing to the Dark Ages. Why was human knowledge growing except in the Arab world, where all one found was illiteracy, ideological fear, and mental paralysis? "Why," wrote Akhdar, "do expressions of tolerance, moderation, rationalism, compromise, and negotiation horrify us, but [when we hear] fervent cries for vengeance, we all dance the war dance? Why have the people of the world managed to mourn their pasts and move on, while we have ... our gloomy bereavement over a past that does not pass? Why do other people love life, while we love death and violence, slaughter and suicide, and call it heroism and martyrdom?" Arabs suffer from both an inferiority complex, leading to self-hatred and "national humiliation whose shame can be purged only by blood, vengeance, and fire," and a sense of superiority and the belief that they were chosen by God to lead humanity—in which case why would they want to borrow anything from their inferiors? Despite the Koran's description of the Arabs as the best nation in the world, their history was a chronicle of failures in the last two centuries, which, combined with a "deep-culture of tribal vengefulness," led to "a fixated, brooding, vengeful mentality," driving out "far-sighted thought and self-criticism." Arabs should learn from the Japanese, who understood the "vital necessity to emulate the enemy ... becoming like him in modern knowledge, thought and politics, so as to reshape the traditional personality and adapt it to the requirements of the time."114 Tarek Heggy, an Egyptian intellectual who studied law and management an worked for many years for the Shell Oil Company, wrote, "We have dug ourselves into a cave, cut off from the rest of humanity thanks to a static mind-set that ignores the realities of our time and the new balances of power. .. . We remain locked in a fantasy world of our own making ... a world in which anachronistic slogans are still widely regarded as sacrosanct, immutable constants. This has resulted not only in our growing isolation from the outside world and in alienating our former allies, but in a disastrous internal situation marked by a pattern of lost opportunities and a climate inimical to democracy and development." Arab intellectuals have failed to create "a cultural climate and system of values in keeping with the requirements of the age"; instead we now have "an intellectualy barren and culturally stagnant landscape which has moved Egypt further away from its dream of catching up with the developed world than it was at the beginning of the twentieth century."115 Unfortunately such courageous self-criticisms are rare, and liberal Arab intellectuals "are few in number and face determined oppostion from regimes that continue to control the media and other institutions."116 Arab liberal thought remains "fragmented, advocated by largely isolated individuals and with little systematic expression.... As a result, the liberal case is heard by only a tiny portion of Arabs, its small space hedged about with the thorns of its enemies."117

No Link/Link Turn

No link—Western values actually promote openness to the other.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 70)
Western civilization has ever been open, to a greater or lesser extent, to the Other: to other ideas, other customs, and other people. Though the idea of the unity of mankind did not at first play a great part in their thought, it nonetheless originated with the Greeks, gathered momentum, and led to the cosmopolitanism of the Cynics and the Stoics during the Hellenistic period. Not being burdened with either violent nationalism or racism,43 the Greeks with their keen, inquiring minds were able to rethink their other prejudices when their geographical knowledge increased, and they arrived at fresh theoretical conclusions and finally moved in the direction of the idea of a common fellowship linking all mankind.44 The Greeks were equally open to new ideas from the outside. Greek philosophy is said to have been greatly influenced by the Vedic culture of India.45 But by far the greater influence of course came from the ancient civilizations of the Near East and also Egypt. Walter Burkert, Rudolf Wittkower, and M. L. West have shown the importance of the cultural encounters with the Orient in the formation of the civilization we call Classical.46 As Burkert wrote,

The West rules—European self criticism has solved slavery, imperialism, and human rights.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 75-76)
The greatest critics and critiques of the Western tradition are to be found in the West. Modern denunciations of the West by third-world intellectuals such as Frantz Fanon and Edward Said rely on analyses provided by such Western thinkers as Karl Marx, Sigmund Freud, Friedrich Nietzsche, Antonio Gramsci, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Jacques Lacan, and Jean-Paul Sartre. The method of critical analysis developed in the West and exemplified by philosophers such as Marx testifies, in the words of Arthur Schlesinger Jr., "to the internally redemptive potentialities of the Western tradition."71 Europe has been guilty of terrible crimes, but what civilization has not been? Confining ourselves to the twentieth century, the sins of the West are no worse than the crimes and follies of Asia (the Rape of Nanking, when Japanese soldiers killed more than three hundred thousand unarmed civilians;72 the crimes of Mao, resulting in the deaths of well over 70 million Chinese in peacetime;73 Pol Pot, who caused the deaths of 1.7 million people—one-fifth of the population—in Cambodia;74 the massacre of more than a million Muslims of East Pakistan [now Bangladesh] by the Muslims of West Pakistan),75 or Africa (under Idi Amin's regime in Uganda, an estimated three hundred thousand people were killed;76 the massacres in Rwanda left eight hundred thousand people dead; 1.8 million killed in the Sudan,77 including at least three hundred thousand in Darfur)78 or the Middle East (the killing of more than a million Armenians by the Turks;79 the crimes of Saddam Hussein;80 Hafez Assad's 1982 attack on the Syrian town of Hama, in which, according to the Syrian Human Rights Committee, between thirty thousand to forty thousand civilians died or remain missing;81 the massacre of Palmyra [Tadmur] Prison in Syria;82 as many as 2 million people have died since 1979 in Iran because of the policies of the Islamic Republic).83 And yet there persists a profound difference between the West and the Rest. Western intellectuals, writers, historians, politicians, and leaders have themselves chronicled the follies of the West and have forced Westerners to fundamentally rethink their policies, ideas, and political and social behavior, thereby bringing about change. Profound self-reflection and courageous acts of self-criticism have brought about movements that have led to the abolition of slavery, the dismantlement of empire, and legislation to defend the human rights of women and minorities and to defend freedom of inquiry and expression.84 

No Alt

Post-colonialism essentializes oppression and makes resistance impossible.

Ong 99 Aihwa Ong, Professor of Anthropology at UC Berkeley, Flexible Citizenship: The Cultural Logic of Transnationality, 1999, p. 33-34

More broadly, postcolonial theorists focus on recovering the voices of sub​jects silenced by patriarchy and colonial rule (The Empire Writes Back is the title of one popular collection); they assume that all contemporary racial, ethnic, and cultural oppressions can all be attributed to Western colonialisms. American appropriations of postcolonial theory have created a unitary dis​course of the postcolonial that refers to highly variable situations and conditions throughout the world; thus, Gayatri Spivak is able to talk about “the paradigmatic subaltern woman,” as well as “New World Asians (the old migrants) and New Immigrant Asians (often ‘model minorities’) being disciplinarized together?” Other postcolonial feminists also have been eager to seek structural similarities, continuities, conjunctures, and alliances between the postcolonial oppressions experienced by peoples on the bases of race, ethnicity, and gender both in formerly colonized populations in the third world and among immigrant populations in the United States, Australia, and England.16 Seldom is there any attempt to link these assertions of unitary postcolonial situations among diasporan subjects in the West to the historical structures of colonization, decolonization, and contemporary developments in particular non-Western countries. Indeed, the term postcolonial has been used to indiscriminately describe different regimes of economic, political, and cultural domination in the Americas, India, Africa, and other third-world countries where the actual historical experiences of colonialism have been very varied in terms of local culture, conquest, settlement, racial exploitation, administrative regime, political resistance, and articulation with global capitalism. In careless hands, postcolonial theory can represent a kind of theoretical imperialism whereby scholars based in the West, without seriously engaging the scholarship of faraway places, can project or “speak for” postcolonial situations elsewhere. Stuart Hall has warned against approaches that universalize racial, ethnic, and gender oppressions without locating the “actual integument of power…in concrete institutions.” A more fruitful strand of postcolonial studies is represented by subaltern scholars such as Partha Chatterjee, who has criticized the Indian national projects, which are based on Western models of modernity and bypass “many possibilities of authentic, creative, and plural development of social identities,” including the marginalized communities in Indian society. He suggests that an alternative imagination that draws on “narratives of community” would be a formidable challenge to narratives of capital. This brilliant work, however, is based on the assumption that both modernity and capitalism are universal forms, against which non-Western societies such as India can only mobilize “pre-existing cultural solidarities such as locality, caste, tribe, religious community, or ethnic identity.” This analytical opposition between a universal modernity and non-Western culture is rather old-fashioned it is as if Chatterjee believes the West is not present in Indian elites who champion narratives of the indigenous community. Furthermore, the concept of a uni​versal modernity must be rethought when, as Arif Dirlik observes, “the narrative of capitalism is no longer the narrative of the history of Europe; non-European capitalist societies now make their own claims on the history of capitalism.”20 The loose use of the term “the postcolonial,” then, has had the bizarre effect of contributing to a Western tradition of othering the Rest; it suggests a postwar scheme whereby “the third world” was followed by “the developing countries,” which are now being succeeded by “the postcolonial.” This continuum seems to suggest that the further we move in time, the more beholden non-Western countries are to the forms and practices of their colonial past. By and large, anthropologists have been careful to discuss how formerly colonized societies have developed differently in relation to global economic and political dominations and have repositioned themselves differently vis-a-vis capitalism and late modernity. By specifying differences in history, politics, and culture, anthropologists are able to say how the postcolonial formation of Indonesia is quite different from that of India, Nicaragua, or Zaire. 

Orientalism = Empirically Wrong 

The K ignores empirics and misrepresents the Middle East 

Teitelbaum 6—Senior Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle East and African Studies, Tel Aviv U. Adjunct Senior Lecturer, Middle Eastern History, Bar Ilan U.  PhD, Tel Aviv U—AND—Meir Litvak—Senior Research Fellow, Moshe Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies.  Associate Professor, Middle Eastern and African History, Tel Aviv U. PhD, Harvard (Joshua, Students, Teachers, and Edward Said: Taking Stock of Orientalism, March 2006, http://www.campus-watch.org/article/id/2493, AMiles)

REPRESENTATION AND HISTORICAL TRUTH Said's focus on Orientalism as a discourse of power, and apparently his background as a literary critic (and not as a historian), led him to argue that the "things to look at are style, figures of speech, setting, narrative devices, historical and social circumstances, not the correctness of the representation nor its fidelity to some great original." In other words: "The phenomenon of Orientalism as I study it here deals principally, not with a correspondence between Orientalism and the Orient, but with the internal consistency of Orientalism and its ideas about the Orient...despite or beyond any correspondence, or lack thereof, with a ‘real' Orient."[47] This approach, which is largely influenced by the post-modern discourse popular in the field of literary criticism--Said's primary expertise--leads him to ignore the possibility that representation includes reliable and precise information as well. He never analyzes profoundly or refutes the Middle Eastern studies literature, he merely argues over its style and motives. Halliday, as a positivist scholar who believes that historical reality is the important factor and not simply representation, doubts whether the discourse criticism in literature can be used for social sciences as well and questions whether historical research can be treated like literary analysis. Halliday even argues that Said's basic approach is similar to those whom Said accuses of "Orientalism," since both put a priority on what is termed (in different theoretical frameworks) ideology, discourse, or political culture.[48] Lewis is most severe in his criticism of Said's epistemological conception, which is influenced by Michel Foucault and which draws on post-modernist ideas. According to Said's approach, says Lewis, every discourse is an expression of a motive to rule, and all knowledge is distorted. Therefore, absolute truth does not exist or is not attainable. Thus, the truth is not important and even the facts are not important, nor is the evidence. Most important is the approach--the motives and intentions--of those who use knowledge.[49] An example of this problematic aspect of the Orientalist critique, which ascribes far more importance to the researcher's inclinations than to the empirical basis of his findings, is to be found in the complaint of Palestinian researcher Hisham Sharabi about Lewis himself. Sharabi attacks Lewis for saying that German nationalism had affected the Arab political arena in the 1930s and 1940s more than patriotism in its British or French form. He then takes Lewis to task for his claim regarding the influence of pro-Nazi and Fascist movements in the Arab world in the 1930s and 1940s. Sharabi is angered because Lewis quotes the Syrian politician Sami al-Jundi, who wrote in his memoirs: "We were racists, we admired Nazism, read the books and the sources from which its ideas derived." Nowhere does Sharabi refute Lewis's arguments or demonstrate that he distorts reality or misquoted al-Jundi. He is angry because Lewis seemingly quotes this passage that presents the Arabs in an unfavorable light "with satisfaction."[50] The Essentialist Dichotomy between the Orient and the Occident There is a contradiction between two central arguments in Said's approach. On the one hand, he writes that Orientalism created the Orient and that it is merely a "construction" of the Orientalists which does not exist in reality. On the other hand, throughout his book, he repeats the premise of an unchanging relationship between a West that was hostile as far back as ancient Greece, and a victimized Orient, as if these two entities were indeed historical realities. The result is that Said himself establishes a false dichotomy between East and West. He depicts the West and the East in the same essentialist and ahistorical manner which is unchanging across time and against which he rails. While critical of the Western media's treatment of Islamic countries and its ignoring of the role of the imperialist powers in forming the painful history of the region, at the same time, Janet Afary sees Said's criticism as a "mirror image of the colonialist discourse which he dissects." According to her, Said's weltanschauung is "Manichaean…in which the West represents the dominant male and the East--the subservient female locations." In so doing, he ignores such matters as "[e]thnic complexities, class, and gender divisions...." and "the problematic role of religion and its unhappy coexistence with democracy."[51] In his description of the Orient as helpless under the Orientalists, or in his own words, "it is perhaps true that Islam has produced no very powerful visual aesthetic tradition,"[52] Said himself surrenders to the very Orientalist discourse which he excoriates for presenting Islam as inferior. If he had an awareness of such architectural marvels as the Dome of the Rock, the mosque of Ibn Tulun, or the truly spectacular Islamic metal, ceramic, and glassware on exhibit around the world, he might not have made such an assertion. He also states that there is a lack of good libraries in the Middle East, which is surely not the case.[53] By attempting to impute such rigid roles and natures to the West and the East, Said not only underestimates the contributions of Islamic societies, but also commits the sin of "essentialism" which he so reviles. Joel Kraemer noted that it is impossible to attribute ancient Greek philosophy and science to an essential West and remove it from the Middle East. The works of Plato, Aristotle, Ptolemy and Galen spoke to the hearts of the three main civilizations of the Middle Ages--Arab-Muslim, Byzantine, and Latin--each in its own special way. The Arab role in absorbing and assimilating the scientific and philosophical Greek classics and then transferring them to Europe is known to all. Yet this historical phenomenon does not interest Said at all, for it contradicts his fixation on the dichotomous contrast between cultures. Islamic civilization grew and blossomed in a direct and intimate link to the other civilizations in the Mediterranean basin. Many scholars of Islam therefore deliberated the question whether to see it as a part of the European cultural sphere or that of the Middle East. Most of them believed that it stood alongside European culture, sharing one degree of closeness or another; not in opposition, but as a neighbor.[54] THE CENTRALITY OF ISLAM No doubt, one of the main failures of classical Oriental studies was the perception of Islam--defined by its tradition and classic texts--as an independent variable in history and as the dominant explanation--and sometimes the only one--of historical phenomena in the Middle East. This attitude resulted from the perception of human history as based on civilizations defined by culture and religion, and from the idea that the right way to learn religion was through religious texts and languages.[55] Said is absolutely right when saying that the emphasis on the classical texts resulted in an essentialist perception of Islam as static, unchangeable, and backward compared to Europe, and in an over-estimation of Islam as the only source of each and every phenomenon in the Middle East. Said goes even further and claims that the essentialist perception brought Oriental studies scholars to use texts, such as the Koran, in order to explain different aspects of contemporary Arab society. [56] But an important explanation for this mistaken perception of a frozen Islam eludes Said, even though he correctly pointed out the phenomenon. The idea of a frozen Islam, argues Robert Irwin, often resulted from the scholars' overestimation of their sources. Yet here, even if they were wrong, their problem came from paying respectful attention to Muslim perceptions and not ignoring them. For instance, many European philologists accepted without objection the arguments of the Arab grammarians themselves that the Arab language was an unchanging one. A similar approach can be seen in Lewis's article on Ottoman observers, which accepts their observations on the decline of their empire as an undisputed historical fact rather than as a product of a then-current pessimistic weltanschauung, or of the bitterness of those who had identified their loss in political and social struggles as the alleged decline of the empire as a whole.[57] In these cases and others, even when the classical Oriental studies scholars were wrong, they were not arguing from a position of scorn or condescension toward the people they were studying, but rather accepting ideas that originated with the members of the studied culture. For his part, however, working from within his Orientalist critique, Said reaches a radically different conclusion, which entirely removes Islam from having any role whatsoever in the shaping of the region's history. In his review of Orientalism, Kerr agrees that not everything can be explained through Islam, but wonders whether Said takes into account that Islamic doctrine both claims and aspires to deal with all aspects of life, while stressing that man's spiritual purpose is not separate from his temporal one. How does Said view phenomena such as Ayatollah Khomeini or the Muslim Brothers, he asks.[58] Said's tendency to underestimate the importance--if not to erase the influence--of religion and history on the modern Middle Eastern prompted a number of Arab critiques of his work. These writers, mostly leftists who had fought to bring social changes in their countries, failed in their struggle against various beliefs and concepts, such as discrimination against women, precisely because their fellow citizens believed that such ideas were Islamic. The paradox, as Sivan showed, is that Arab leftist scholars, who carried out field studies in the Middle East, reached conclusions that were not far from those of the Middle Eastern studies scholars identified by Said with racism and imperialism.[59] By ignoring the importance of religion in the region, Said and others critical of "Orientalism" fall into an internal contradiction. They attack "Orientalism" as a discourse which formulates consciousness and leads to action, while simultaneously ignoring the Islamic discourse and its influence on the development of perceptions which can lead to actual deeds. One of the outcomes of this contradiction is the common claim by the critics of "Orientalism" that there is no connection between violence and religion. Without disregarding the importance of the deep social, economic, and political roots of terrorism, it is clear to anyone who lives in the Middle East that the religious discourse and weltanschauung has a profound impact on the politics and society of the region. Ignoring the religion of Islam, claims Kramer, caused Said and his supporters to profoundly misunderstand the rise of Islamism as a significant political power in the Middle East since the 1980s. A perfect example of this ignorance is Said's dismissing in the period before the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks "speculations about the latest conspiracy to blow up buildings, sabotage commercial airliners and poison water supplies" as "highly exaggerated stereotyping."[60] EMPATHY AND SYMPATHY As an alternative to Orientalism, Said correctly maintains that researchers should feel empathy toward those they are studying. Indeed, empathy is truly a useful heuristic device. Yet he goes far beyond this by demanding that scholars demonstrate actual sympathy and political support for the objects of their study: "I doubt that there can be any substitute for a genuinely engaged and sympathetic--as opposed to a narrowly political or hostile--attitude to the Islamic world," he wrote, and complained elsewhere that "no person academically involved with the Near East--no Orientalist that is--has ever in the United States culturally and politically identified himself wholeheartedly with the Arabs."[61] Apart from the fact that this is empirically wrong, it is against the most basic principles of scholarship. As Winder says, "identifying with" is not an acceptable criteria for research and scholarship.[62] It is worth asking if Said himself would demand that scholars of Zionism, which he opposed with all his might, adopt the same stand that he demands of scholars of the Middle East. Louis Massignon is one of the few scholars who merits Said's praises. He emphasizes Massignon's deep empathy for Islamic mysticism, his nuanced description, and broad scope. Yet while Said thinks it is sufficient to note Massignon's style and sympathy, argues al-Azm, he fits into Said's Orientalist stereotype. Precisely because he stressed there being a timeless "spiritual dimension" of Eastern culture, Massignon argued that the East and the West were distinguished by the difference between tradition and modernity. If so, what makes Massignon so unique? It seems that the reason is not his methodology, but his persona as a "tireless fighter on behalf of Muslim civilization," his support of the Palestinian refugees, and his "defense of Arab Muslim and Christian rights in Palestine," according to Said.[63] While Said attacks scholars who are connected to power centers in the West, he does not reject the involvement of academics in political struggles. On the contrary, for Said it is a virtue, as long as they are on right side, with views that match his own.[64] 

Orientalism = Junk 

Give their arguments no weight—their claims aren’t grounded in real scholarship 

Warraq 3—renowned Islamic critic. Studied philosophy and Arabic, U Edinburgh (Ibn, Orientalism, 29 September 2003, WSJ, http://www.campus-watch.org/article/id/799, AMiles)

Those truths aside, Mr. Said, who died last week, will go down in history for having practically invented the intellectual argument for Muslim rage. "Orientalism," his bestselling manifesto, introduced the Arab world to victimology. The most influential book of recent times for Arabs and Muslims, "Orientalism" blamed Western history and scholarship for the ills of the Muslim world: Were it not for imperialists, racists and Zionists, the Arab world would be great once more. Islamic fundamentalism, too, calls the West a Satan that oppresses Islam by its very existence. "Orientalism" lifted that concept, and made it over into Western radical chic, giving vicious anti-Americanism a high literary gloss. In "Terror and Liberalism," Paul Berman traces the absorption of Marxist justifications of rage by Arab intellectuals and shows how it became a powerful philosophical predicate for Islamist terrorism. Mr. Said was the most influential exponent of this trend. He and his followers also had the effect of cowing many liberal academics in the West into a politically correct silence about Islamic fundamentalist violence two decades prior to 9/11. Mr. Said's rock-star status among the left-wing literary elite put writers on the Middle East and Islam in constant jeopardy of being labeled "Orientalist" oppressors -- a potent form of intellectual censorship. "Orientalism" was a polemic that masqueraded as scholarship. Its historical analysis was gradually debunked by scholars. It became clear that Mr. Said, a literary critic, used poetic license, not empirical inquiry. Nevertheless he would state his conclusions as facts, and they were taken as such by his admirers. His technique was to lay charges of racism, imperialism, and Eurocentrism on the whole of Western scholarship of the Arab world -- effectively, to claim the moral high ground and then to paint all who might disagree with him as collaborators with imperialism. Western writers employed "a Western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient." They conspired to suppress native voices that might give a truer account. All European writings masked a "discourse of power." They had stereotyped the "Other" as passive, weak, or barbarian. "[The Orientalist's] Orient is not the Orient as it is, but the Orient as it has been Orientalized," he said. By the very act of studying the East, the West had manipulated it, "politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively." This conspiracy of domination, he said, had been going on from the Enlightenment to the present day. But while deploring "the disparity between texts and reality," Mr. Said never himself tried to describe what that reality was, merely sighing that, "To look into Orientalism for a lively sense of an Oriental's human or even social reality . . . is to look in vain." Mr. Said routinely twisted facts to make them fit his politics. For example, to him, the most important thing about Jane Austen's "Mansfield Park" was that its heroine, Fanny Price, lived on earnings from Jamaican sugar -- imperialist blood money. In his writings, verbal allusion and analogy stood in for fact, a device to reassure the ignorant of the correctness of his conclusions. Of these he found many over the years in American universities. His works had an aesthetic appeal to a leftist bent of mind, but even this now can be seen as a fad of the late 20th century. The irony, of course, is that he was ultimately grandstanding for the West -- for Western eyes, Western salons, and Western applause. 

They can’t indict our authors with charges of Orientalism – Arab critiques prove their K is incorrect

Lewis 94—Near Eastern Studies, Princeton (Bernard, Islam and the West, 116-7, AMiles)

Some help in answering this question may be found in another important fact – that this hostility to Orientalists is by no means universal or even dominant in Arab countries. Many of the Orientalists most violently attacked by the Saidian and related schools have taught generations of Arab students and have been translated and published in Arab countries." Arab scholars working in the various fields with which the Orientalists have been concerned – history, literature, language, philosophy, and others – have made normal use of Orientalist publications. They have contributed extensively to Orientalist journals and have participated generally in Orientalist symposia, colloquia, and other international activities. Arab scholars have often differed from Orientalists in their findings and judgments, just as Arab scholars and Orientalist scholars have differed among themselves. These have, for the most part, been scholarly differences, not clashes of ethnic or ideological alle​giances, and they have been discussed within the norms and courtesies of scholarly debate. The hue and cry against the Orientalists was raised not by scholarly colleagues interested in their work and competent to evaluate it but from quite other sources. Significantly, the critique of the Orientalists has evoked a powerful and increasing countereritique from Arab writers. Although for the most part they share the disenchantment of the anti-Orientalists with Western civilization and their resentment at what the West has done in the Arab lands, these Arab writers are appalled by the smug, self-satisfied, and naively simplistic explanations that the critics offer of the disasters that the Arab world has suffered and the problems that it still faces. In a brilliant essay, the Egyptian philosopher Fuad Zakaria divides the anti-Orientalists into two main categories. The first school of criticism is religious and apologetic, a defense of the integrity and perfection of Islam against what they see as an attack by hostile forces, variously described as Christians, missionaries, Jews, Marxists, atheists, and the like, seeking to undermine and discredit Islam in order to impose their own beliefs. For the most part, these critics do not know the languages in which the Orientalists write and are therefore obliged to rely on quotations and a few translations. More important, they have no understanding whatever of the kind of modem critical scholarship of which Western Orientalism is a part and so are, for example, quite unaware that modern Western scholars are at least equally merciless in analyzing their own religious and cultural traditions. The second group, according to Professor Zakaria, attack Orientalism from a political-cultural and not from a religious point of view. Indeed, the most vocal among them are not Muslims at all but are Christian or post-Christian expatriates living in Western Europe or the United States. They are perfectly familiar with modern Western secular civilization and its scholarly culture as well as its languages. Therefore, in this respect, they are able to wage war against the Orientalists with their own weapons. But they have a serious weakness – the poor knowledge that most of them possess of the classical Arab, Islamic civilization of which they claim to be the defenders. Here they are at a disadvantage not only as compared with the Muslim apologists hut also as compared with the Orientalists themselves. If the defenders of Islam have a naive and essentialist view of the West about which they know so little, the Westernized defenders of the Arab political and cultural heritage have an equally naive and essentialist view of the realities of this heritage in the past and the predicament of its heirs at the present. The illusions offered by the anti-Orientalists can only worsen this predicament by delaying or impeding the cold, critical self-analysis that must procede any serious effort for improvement. After examining the methods and modalities of anti-Orientalism in some detail, Professor Zakaria ends with a psychosocial analysis of the motives of both the Orientalists and their two types of opponent. In discussing those whom he calls the 'westernizing expatriates,' he suggests an interesting additional motive – the natural desire of the immigrant, in search of self-respect and the respect of his new compatriots, to maximize the achievements of his culture of origin and to minimize the differences that distinguish is from the culture of his new' home. This insight would appear to be confirmed by Mr. Said's assertion, in a PBS debate in 1977, that the fourteen-centuries-old Islamic tradition and civilization are no more meaningful for the Arab world today than are seventh-century events in Europe for an understanding of present-day America. Experts in Iraq and Iran thought otherwise. Only a few years later, in their war propaganda against each other, both countries daily evoked events and personalities of the seventh century, in the sure knowledge that they would he understood. One does not quite see American contenders for power making a point by a rapid allusion to the Anglo-Saxon heptarchy, the rise of the Carolingians, or the wars of the Lombards. Professor Zakaria's concluding remarks are noteworthy: Orientalism is surely not without blemish, but the greater danger would be if we denied our faults merely because others speak of them for unobjective purposes. Our cultural task at this stage is to take the hull of backwardness by the horns and criticize ourselves before we criticize the image, even if it is deliberately distorted, that others make of us."

Said Indicts

Said’s work lacks empirical proof or scientific methodology. 

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 245)

Edward Said's Orientalism gave those unable to think for themselves a formula. His work had the attraction of an all-purpose tool his acolytes—eager, intellectually unprepared, aesthetically unsophisticated—could apply to every cultural phenomenon without having to think critically or having to conduct any real archival research requiring mastery of languages, or research in the field requiring the mastery of technique and a rigorous methodology. Said's Orientalism displays all the laziness and arrogance of the man of letters who does not have much time for empirical research, or, above all, for making sense of its results. His method derives from the work of fashionable French intellectuals and theorists. Existentialists, structuralists, deconstructionists, and postmodernists all postulate grandiose theories, but, unfortunately, these are based on flimsy historical or empirical foundations. Claude Levi-Strauss, with just a few years of field work in Brazil, constructed a grand theory about the structures of the human mind. As Edmund Leach put it in his short monograph on Levi-Strauss, the French anthropologist never bothered to learn the native languages, never spent more than a few weeks in one place; the subsequent model, peppered with Marxist jargon, that he concocted on such meager empirical foundations is "little more than an amalgam" of his "own prejudiced presuppositions." Leach continues, "Levi-Strauss ... is insufficiently critical of his source material. He always seems to be able to find just what he is looking for. Any evidence, however dubious, is acceptable so long as it fits with logically calculated expectations; but wherever the data run counter to the theory Levi-Strauss will either bypass the evidence or marshal the full resources of his powerful invective to have the heresy thrown out of court.... [H]e consistently behaves like an advocate defending a cause rather than a scientist searching for ultimate truth."1 This tradition was carried on by Michel Foucault, surely one of the great charlatans of modern times.

AT: Reps/Discourse

Representation arguments flawed—both contradictory and exclude legitimate inquiries into the Middle East.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 43-44)

One of Said's major theses is that Orientalism was not a disinterested, scholarly activity but a political one, with Orientalists preparing the ground for and colluding with imperialists: "To say simply that Orientalism was a rationalization of colonial rule is to ignore the extent to which colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism, rather than after the fact" (p. 39). The Orientalist provides the knowledge that keeps the Oriental under control: "Once again, knowledge of subject races or Orientals is what makes their management easy and profitable; knowledge gives power, more power requires more knowledge, and so on in an increasingly profitable dialectic of information and control" (p. 36). This is combined with Said's thesis, derived from the Coptic socialist thinker Anwar Abdel Malek, that the Orient is always seen by the Orientalists as unchanging, uniform, and peculiar (p. 98), with Orientals reduced to racist stereotypes and seen as ahistorical "objects" of study "stamped with an otherness ... of an essentialist character" (p. 97, quoting Malek). The Orientalists have provided a false picture of Islam: "Islam has been fundamentally misrepresented in the West" (p. 272). Said adds Foucault to the heady mix; the French guru convinced Said that Orientalist scholarship took place within the ideological framework he called "discourse" and that "the real issue is whether indeed there can be a true representation of anything, or whether any and all representations, because they are representations, are embedded first in the language and then in the culture, institutions, and political ambience of the representee If the latter alternative is the correct one (as I believe it is), then we must be prepared to accept the fact that a representation is eo ipso implicated, intertwined, embedded, interwoven with a great many other things besides the 'truth,' which is itself a representation" (p. 272). It takes little thought to see that there is a contradiction in Said's major thesis.47 If Orientalists have produced a false picture of the Orient, Orientals, Islam, Arabs, and Arabic society—and, in any case, for Said there is no such thing as "the truth"—then how could this false or pseudoknowledge have helped European imperialists to dominate three-quarters of the globe? "Information and con  trol," wrote Said, but what of "false information and control"? To argue his case, Said very conveniently leaves out the important contributions of German Orientalists, for their inclusion would destroy—and their exclusion does indeed totally destroy—the central thesis of Orientalism, that all Orientalists produced knowledge that generated power, and that they colluded and helped imperialists found empires. As we shall see, German Orientalists were the greatest of all scholars of the Orient, but, of course, Germany was never an imperial power in any of the Oriental countries of North Africa or the Middle East. Lewis wrote, "[A]t no time before or after the imperial age did [the British and French] contribution, in range, depth, or standard, match the achievement of the great centers of Oriental studies in Germany and neighbouring countries. Indeed, any history or theory of Arabic studies in Europe without the Germans makes as much sense as would a history or theory of European music or philosophy with the same omission."48 Would it have made sense for German Orientalists to produce work that could help only England or France in their empire building? Those omitted are not peripheral figures but the actual creators of the field of Middle Eastern, Islamic, and Arabic studies: scholars of the standing of Paul Kahle, Georg Kampffmeyer, Rudolf Geyer, F. Giese, Jacob Barth, August Fischer, Emil Gratzl, Hubert Grimme, Friedrich Schulthess, Friedrich Schwally, Anton Baumstark, Gotthelf Bergstrasser; others not discussed include G. Wustenfeld, Alfred Von Kremer, J. Horovitz, A. Sprenger, and Karl Vollers. Though Theodor Noldeke, Johann Fiick, G. Weil, Carl Heinrich Becker, E. Sachau, and Carl Brock-elmann are mentioned, their work and significance are not discussed in any detail; Noldeke, whose Geschichte des Qorans (1860) was to become the foundation of all later Koranic studies, is considered one of the pioneers, along with Goldziher, of Islamic studies in the West. 

AT: West = Racist

Even if the West is racist, Muslims lose the blame game.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 251-252)
The situation is similar as regards racism. While the West has taken great steps to legally ban all kinds of discrimination on the basis of race in all aspects of modern Western societies, to the extent of a reverse discrimination against whites, the rest of the world remains vehemently and openly racist. A hatred of Jews is widespread in the Islamic world, often encouraged by the state: as, for instance, in the state funding of the film of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a forgery taken seriously by all Muslims. This Jew hatred has little to do with the Israeli-Arab conflict, and, like slavery, is deeply ingrained in Islamic culture sanctioned by the Koran, and encouraged by the example set by Muhammad in his frequent attacks and massacres of Jewish tribes, families, and individuals. Mein Kampf is very popular in the Muslim world, and during World War II, the grand mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin al-Husseini, met with Adolf Hitler to ask for German help in exterminating the Jews of the Muslim world. As Kenneth Timmerman notes, "I was stunned to learn the story of Haj Mohammad Amin al-Hussein .. ,"34 "Not only did he meet with Hitler in Berlin in 1941: he became the Arabic voice of Nazi Germany in all their broadcasts to the Arab world, exhorting Muslims to murder Jews and enact Hitler's final solution. Not by coincidence, one of his greatest students is Yasser Arafat, who in moments of weakness claims (wrongly, I believe) that he is Haj Mohammad Amin's nephew."35 One can scarcely imagine one politician in the West surviving in office if he or she made racist remarks in the way the Malayasian prime minister, Mahathir Muhammad, regularly does. In October 2003 he said to an Islamic conference: "The Europeans killed 6 million Jews out of 12 million, but today the Jews rule the world by proxy. They get others to fight and die for them."36

East Asian states openly encourage racism—constructing non-natives as “the Other” and establishing racial binaries.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 260-261)
The racism of the Chinese, Japanese, and Indians of the subcontinent is not frequently discussed, but is amply documented historically and is extant. The visit of US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to China in April 2005 led to some repugnant racist attacks on her, as a courageous article by Martin Jacques in the Guardian, pointed out.63 The introduction alone to a pioneering work edited by Frank Dikotter makes for eye-opening reading.64 This is a necessary corrective to the politically correct posture that deliberately ignores the "racialised identities in East Asia" that have led to discrimination there.65 Kang Youwei, the celebrated Chinese philosopher of the late nineteenth century, wrote of black Africans who, "with their iron faces, silver teeth, slanting jaws like a pig, front view like an ox, full breasts and long hair, their hands and feet dark black, stupid like sheep and swine," should be whitened by intermarriage—provided, of course, one could persuade a white girl to marry such "a monstrously ugly black." These views have prevailed to this day. As Dikotter writes, "[Official policies endorsing racial discrimination and leading to abuses of human rights can be found in most East Asian states. Myths of origins, ideologies of blood and theories of biological descent have formed a central part in the cultural construction of identity in China and Japan since the nationalist movements of the late nineteenth century. Naturalised as a pure and homogeneous 'Yamato race' in Japan, or as a biological descent group from the 'Yellow Emperor' in China, political territories have been conflated with imaginary biological entities by nationalist writers."66 Both Japan and China created "the Other," defined in terms of "civilization" and "barbarism," racialized into binary oppositions between "advanced" and "backward" groups of people. For the Japanese, the Chinese were a different race, while they themselves were culturally and biologically unique. In the context of Japanese colonial expansion to Korea and China, "it was assumed that the differences in economic and political capacities of the peoples of East Asia were the result of natural or biological laws: colonial populations were regularly contrasted with Japanese modernity. 'Spiritual and physical purity' were said to be the attributes which marked the Japanese as the 'leading race' in their divine mission in Asia. In war-time Japan, a sense of unique purity—both moral and genetic—was central to the notion of racial separateness in which other population groups were dehumanised as beasts and ultimately as demons. In both China and Japan, other population groups were also ranked according to their presumed attributes."67 The state disseminated these racial theories by means of school textbooks, anthropology exhibitions, and travel literature, and certainly found a popular audience receptive to them. As Dikotter emphasizes, the pseudoscientific theories helped self-definition but also produced the racially excluded Others, notably "Blacks" and "Jews," even though these groups were not heavily represented in China and Japan. Nonetheless, they are central in the racial taxonomies drafted in China and Japan in the twentieth century.68 Writing in the late 1990s, Dikotter felt that in East Asia, in contrast to other regions, "there is no clear sign that the hierarchies of power maintained through racial discourse are being questioned." Talk of Japanese biological uniqueness and purity seems to dominate discussions. Blacks and blackness have become symbols of the savage Other, and are reflected in such essays as "We Cannot Marry Negroes" by Taisuke Fujishima. An influx of foreign workers has led to fears of racial contamination, and the Japanese government refused to ratify the International Convention on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. A similar situation prevails in China, where African students on university campuses are periodically attacked since they are imagined as belonging to an inferior species.69 Theories of racial purity are used to legitimize discrimination against social groups, such as the Tibetans and Uighurs. Dikotter concludes on a somber note: "In an era of economic globalisation and political depolarisation, racial identities and racial discrimination have increased in East Asia, affecting both the human rights of marginalised groups and collective perceptions of the world order. Official policies endorsing racial discrimination and leading to abuses of human rights can be found in most East Asian states."70 

**OVERVIEW EFFECT GOOD**

Overview Effect Turn 2AC

Competition and conflict makes it impossible for unity and cooperation in the status quo.

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 164-165)
Nation-state competition for dominance will continue as long as the international system remains a state of nature in which that competition is more natural than cooperation to achieve humanity’s higher purposes. Without a more comprehensive conceptual frame-work, fundamental cleavages between social systems organized around democracy and free-market systems and those organized around authoritarianism and controlled economic systems will also continue. From orbit, it is not possible to see that capitalists and communists, democrats and dictators. However, a real-life struggle is occurring on Earth, and it is not altogether clear how these fundamentally different refines can coexist. The issue is at the human technologies interface of these competing societies, where their fundamental value systems are developed. It is here that the planetary social contract must be added that does not destroy the existing value systems, but encompasses them in a new system leading toward a different world view. The new system must also deal with the predisposition of competing nation-states and national movements to use terror and subversion against other states to gain their ends. Competition between nation-states can be an expression of healthy diversity in a context of planetary unity. However, today’s competition includes efforts to subvert one another’s societies so that the international state of nature is extended to the domestic arena. The planetary social contract must also confront the economic disparity between the have and have-not nations, which contributes to the phenomena of terror and subversion. In spite of the progress that has been made in the industrialized countries, most of humanity remains poor, hungry, and politically oppressed. As long as this is so, it will be difficult to have peace unity or cooperation among nations or people. One negative response to the direction of global society is the rise of religious fundamentalism on a global level, with its tendency to demonize those who do not share its belief systems. Some fundamentalists see the increasing planetization of society as a tool of Western decadence. Any planetary social contract, to be successful, must take into account the diversity of religious beliefs on Earth and the strong convictions of some believers. 
The Overview Effect is key to world unity. 

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 100)
As long as space exploration continues, it will provide us with new metaideas, supporting the development of new civilizations and more complex systems of awareness. As I have pointed out, the Overview Effect typically occurs in Earth orbit. It is a realization of the unity and ecological interedependence of all life on Earth, an understanding that, seen from space, there are no political boundaries on the planet. The Overview Effect is the foundation of the philosophy necessary to build a planetary civilization and a planetary overview system. The Copernican Perspective tends to occur in extended Earth orbit missions or on journeys to the moon as a realization of a sun-centered – heliocentric – rather than Earth-centered – geocentric reality. The Overview Effect having communicated the reality of the Earth as a whole, the Copernican Perspective establishes the planet’s function as a part. This experience is the foundation for the philosophy necessary to build a solar civilization and a solar overview system. Finally, especially for astronatuts who have gone to the moon, there is the Universal Insight, a realization of how small the Earth is in the scheme of things. There is a sense of the unity of everything in the universe and an understanding that our ultimate destiny is to become “citizens of the universe.” There is a recognition that not only the Earth but the universe itself is a unity, of which we are a part. This experience is the foundation for building a galactic and eventually universal civilization and corresponding overview systems. In all three cases, an intellectual understanding of our place in the universe is replaced by a direct experience, which leads to a difference in one’s sense of personal identity. These concepts can be used not only to look into the future, but also to shape present public policy in developing space programs. For example, the shuttle is a Low Earth Orbit vehicle. From the point of view of social evolution, it consoslidates the insights of the Overview Effect and beings the understanding of the Copernican Perspective. 
Mass transit to space creates the Overview Effect – makes war impossible

Adams and Carafagna 6 – *president-elect of the International Association of University Presidents AND **award-wining international affairs and media studies scholar

(J Michael and Angelo, Coming of Age in A Globalized World: The Next Generation pg 221-222, dml)
We are literally flying toward the future. Just a short time ago, no human being had ever gazed at the world in its entirety. The technology that propelled humanity into space offered perhaps the most magnificent view imaginable: a view of one planet divided by nothing. In spectacular photographs of this space-traveling planet, our sphere appears remarkably small, but unmistakably majestic. These images give us a glimpse of our home's beauty, but cannot substitute for the first-hand impressions of those who actually witnessed the breathtaking beauty of Earth from outer space. Those pioneers often observed that, when seen from above, the borders and lines drawn on globes and maps dividing nations and peoples magically disappear. In the words of Marc Gameau. the first Canadian to journey into space, I was almost expecting to see these boundary lines, and they are not there. They‘re not there when you go through all of South America and through all of the Asian continent, and after a while you realize it's a very artificial thing to put boundaries between us. In that sense you become more of a global citizen . . . (White l987. 252) Apollo 11 astronaut Michael Collins says this viewpoint could make a powerful difference: I really believe that if the political leaders of the world could see their planet from a distance of . . . 100,000 miles, their outlook would be fundamentally changed. That all-important border would be invisible, that noisy argument suddenly silenced. The tiny globe would continue to tum, serenely ignoring its sub-divisions, presenting a united facade that would cry out for unified treatment . . . l think the view from 100.000 miles could be invaluable in getting people together to work out joint solutions, by causing them to realize that the planet we share unites us in a way far more basic and far more important than differences in skin color or religion or economic system. (White l987. 202) We cannot all travel to outer space, but our imaginations must be capable of understanding this viewpoint. It is exactly this outlook that all citizens need to appreciate and understand. It is exactly this outlook that the next generation must possess.

Spillover Ext.

Overview Effect increases public interest in Space Travel

Krukin 08 former Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, the first and most prominent NewSpace advocacy organization, and wrote a column titled, "Think About It," which appeared in the Journal for Space Development  (1/1/08, Jeff, JeffKrukin.com, “The Healing Power Of Space (aka, "The Overview Effect")”, http://www.jeffkrukin.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=section&id=7&Itemid=39 SW)

If you aren't familiar with "The Overview Effect," it is "... the experience of seeing the Earth from a distance, especially from orbit or the Moon, and realizing the inherent unity and oneness of everything on the planet. The Effect represents a shift in perception wherein the viewer moves from identification with parts of the Earth to identification with the whole system." (Frank White, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution) We are so inundated with news of conflict and other challenges across our planet that it's difficult to see how the new year can be better than the last. Well, if we can't see it, then we must create that which we wish to see, and any hopeful and peaceful vision of humanity's future must include our stellar neighborhood. As former space shuttle astronaut Joe Allen said, "With all the arguments, pro and con, for going to the moon, no own suggested that we should do it to look at the Earth. But that may in fact be the most important reason." A wonderful event that occurred in Raleigh, NC on Dec. 1st demonstrated the healing power of bringing space down to Earth and into our neighborhoods. I imagine you've never read anything quite like this. Among David Beaver's many talents, he is a visionary with the neverending drive to make his vision a reality, and you can get a glimpse of this at the World Space Center. He was also the force behind the first Overview Effect Day, co- hosted by the Space Frontier Foundation.
 Here is what he and Jason Clark (entrepreneur, graphics and software wizard) accomplished on Dec. 1st, as reported to me by David:... a multimedia presentation I and my CTO made on December 1st to as unlikely an audience for space travel as you can imagine, The Raleigh North Carolina Human Relations Commission. Every year, they host the Mayor's Unity Day (for 250 of the Mayor's closest friends) that tackles the hard issues of improving racial and ethnic unity in the diverse population of the Research Triangle (Raleigh, Durham and Chapel Hill). This conference deals with everything from gang warfare and police brutality to educational deficits and poverty. In the midst of this potent mix, a very visionary Commission Chairperson, Abini El-Amin, asked us to kick off the day with a multimedia visualization of the Overview Effect experienced by the astronauts and to relate it to racial and ethnic unity. We first did a quick retrospective of the NewSpace movement and industry, hitting highpoints like SpaceShip One, Virgin Galactic and the Bigelow space station, etc. and then with a combination of Earth and space visualization systems took the hall on a tour of near Earth space and plunged down through the atmosphere to the very building in which they were sitting, spun around the building, across the city and then flew them back to the vision of the big blue marble all the while quoting from astronauts, world leaders and visionary social leaders about how the vision of Earth from space had changed their lives and informed their work.We blew the room away. Heads of City organizations asked us for the materials we had used and our help in presenting similar experiences to their staff and clients.While none of these people are likely to vote on or fund space projects, I guarantee that they will never think of space in the same distant, abstract way again and the next time they hear of a space-based project they will pay much greater attention. And they are major opinion leaders in this community. Even the Mayor said that it was the most unique interpretation of space and the value of space travel he had ever seen. Imagine presentations like this in every major city, affecting civic and opinion leaders in a wide variety of fields. This is one major way you change "hearts and minds" about space and prepare the fields for growing every kind of space initiative. This is one major way to bring space down to Earth. Yes.

Astronauts come back and create awareness about the Overview effect – solves spillover

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 44) 

We can see, for example, the outlines of the Copernican Perspective, a realization of the Earth’s place within the solar system, and the Universal Insight, a realization of the Earth’s place in the universe, appearing in the commentaries of these astronauts.  Many of them have come back to Earth and begun to pursue activities that not only carry the message, but aim at intentionally changing human consciousness and social awareness.  The Association of Space Explorers and Institute of Noetic Sciences are two institutions that would not have existed without the space program, even though there was very little in NASA’s planning to indicate that these would be typical spin-offs of space exploration.

The overview effect affects the societies that astronauts come from – not just astronauts themselves. 

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 97-98)
IF the overview hypothesis is correct the process of sending people into space should not only affect the astronauts, but as their insights are transmitted throughout society, it should bring positive changes and a more responsible species. We would hope to see the species become more interested in preserving the environment preventing war, and fostering other life-sustaining endeavors. The evidence already presented suggests that this has happened and that it is linked ot changes in awareness associated with space exploration. 

Now Key / Unsustainable

Public action on the environment key- influences governments

Wootliff, 08 independent sustainable development consultant specializing in the building of productive relationships between companies and NGOs (3/4/8, Jonathan, Jakarta Post, “People power can save environment”, http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2008/03/03/people-power-can-save-environment.html SW)
Public attitudes in this country must change if there is to be any chance of averting a real crisis. The government is not doing nearly enough and is unlikely to take all of the necessary steps without public pressure. Politicians need to know ordinary people care and want to see new measures being introduced to remedy growing problems. While there are many steps individuals can take to help protect our fragile environment, the single most valuable contribution is to demand more action from our leaders. With an election not far away, President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono must be given a clear message voters will no longer stand for environmental inertia. When people ask me what can be done to save Indonesia's rich biodiversity and improve water and air quality, I say they must make this an election issue. Tell those who are running this country that you are worried about the state of the environment. Indeed, there is much to worry about. But there are solutions. Air pollution is one of the country's most severe environmental problems and a serious health issue. Jakarta is the world's eighth most polluted city. The number of cars on Indonesia's roads has doubled in the past decade. Despite the phasing-out of leaded gasoline, the concentration of health-comprising particulate matter is high, as are the levels of carbon dioxide, hydrocarbon, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide. Forest fires also contribute to Indonesia's air pollution. Much more has to be done to stop illegal logging and to educate farmers about the damage caused by slashing and burning. Indonesia's water quality is deteriorating. One of the most serious problems is the lack of sewage systems in urban areas with the country ranking among the worst in Asia in sanitation coverage. With many factories disposing of their waste directly into rivers and canals, there is significant contamination of Indonesia's surface and groundwater, as well as repeated epidemics of gastrointestinal infections. Many factories continue to dump hazardous waste into rivers without treatment. Uncontrolled use of agricultural chemicals has led to damage of water resources in Indonesia's farmlands. Coastal waters are highly polluted, especially in high traffic areas such as the Malacca and Lombok Straits. Unsustainable fishing practices, industrial effluent, sewage and agricultural discharges also have placed ecosystems around Indonesia's reefs in jeopardy. And due to a lack of sustainable land management, Indonesia is the third largest emitter of climate damaging greenhouse gases. Government plans to further expand will further increase these emissions. Development of renewable energy must be increased through fiscal incentives. Indonesia is way behind China and India, where policies to encourage renewable sources are proving to be successful. Existing environmental laws in Indonesia are generally considered to be good. But more progressive measures are required. Much needs to be done to improve law enforcement which is generally poor. Officials are often unwilling or unable to ensure important protective practices are carried out, with too few environmental offenders being prosecuted. Many government ministers leaped at the opportunity to be seen and heard at the Bali climate conference. I heard impressive speeches from ministers of finance, trade, forestry and environment. And the president spoke with much passion about the need for greater environmental protection. Now the people of Indonesia must hold this government to account. As President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono's administration enters its final year in office, before the next election, the people of this country must speak up about their strong desire for a cleaner and greener Indonesia. The fight to save our environment can be won. Now is the time for People Power.
We are destroying the earth out of denial- collective enlightenment is necessary to save the human race

Mackler, no date Physcotherapist with a degree in biology, (Daniel, “WE ARE DESTROYING OUR PLANET, AND WE ARE RESPONSIBLE”, http://www.iraresoul.com/ecosystems.html SW)

We humans, through the negligence that grows out of our denial, are destroying our planet. We spread pollution through our industry, our overpopulation, our fertilizers, and our insecticides. We wreak ecological havoc through our unsustainable farming, our logging, and our exploitation of the world’s other natural resources. We are making our home unlivable not only for ourselves but for the millions of other animal and plant species with whom we share it. This is sick. If you do not agree with me, or hold any doubts about the seriousness of our ecological situation, click on this link and read their article: Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. It is not to be ignored. Yet the norm ignores it. They choose comfort over restraint and self-deception over enlightenment. They go on blindly having children to keep themselves happy, yet they only dump these global problems into their children’s laps. And if their children play the same addictive games of denial they will only pass it on to their children – if they’re not sterile by then. Our unconsciousness is leading us to extinction, and as the coming decades pass this will become only more obvious. This I guarantee. We are failing to live up the potential of humanity. This reality underscores the importance of my website. We must become enlightened. Thankfully there remains some time for us to change. The question is, will we?

Humans are destroying the environment to the point of extinction- we need to respect the earth to survive 

Brown, 03 (2/14/03, Paul, Guardian, “Human race is killing planet, says Meacher”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2003/feb/14/environment.highereducation SW)

Michael Meacher, the environment minister, believes there is a real question mark over the survival of the human race, and in a lecture today compares the species to a virus which is in danger of destroying the planet. In his lecture, to be delivered at Newcastle University, Mr Meacher says: "The sheer scale of what is now required [to save the planet] has never been attempted and the shortfall between scientific theory and political action remains huge. There is a lot wrong with our world. But it is not as bad as many people think. It is actually worse." He details the major problems - lack of fresh water, destruction of forest and crop land, global warming with its storms and flooding, overuse of natural resources and continuing population rise. He says the traditional view of humans as the dominant species and the pinnacle of the process of evolution seems flawed by an inability to recognise and respect the conditions that underpin our existence. "Five times in the history of the last 540m years on Earth there have been mass extinctions, in one case involving the destruction of 96% of species then living. "But whilst that was previously the result of asteroid strikes or intense glaciation, this is the first time in the history of the Earth that species themselves by their own activities are at risk of generating their own demise. What we now face is a transformation of our world and its ecosystems at an exponential rate, and unprecedentedly brought about not by natural forces, but by the activities of the dominant species across the planet." In his lecture, he says the relentless increase in economic exploitation, energy utilisation and population growth is at risk of driving the elasticities of the world's ecosystems beyond their tolerance limits. Mr Meacher says there are three possible ways out of the looming disaster. One is to seek international agreement about "safe" levels of exploitation of natural resources. A second is to develop alternative technologies or processes. And a third is to find the political means to allocate rights and opportunities globally in an equitable manner within environmental safety limits. He says the magnitude of this challenge is immense but the difficulty needs to be set against the even greater magnitude of the consequences of failure - a real question mark over the survival of species. "The dinosaurs dominated the Earth for 160m years. We are in real danger of putting our future at risk within a mere quarter of a million years. "The lesson is that if we continue with activities which destroy our environment and undermine the conditions for our own survival, we are the virus. Making the change needed to avoid that fate is perhaps the greatest challenge we have ever faced."
Our environment is being destroyed to the point of our extinction- only a new ethic of respect for the environment and others can save us all

Kendall 92 former chair of the Union of Concerned Scientists (11/19/92, Henry W., “World Scientists' Warning to Humanity”, http://www.worldtrans.org/whole/warning.html SW)

Human beings and the natural world are on a collision course. Human activities inflict harsh and often irreversible damage on the environment and on critical resources. If not checked, many of our current practices put at serious risk the future that we wish for human society and the plant and animal kingdoms, and may so alter the living world that it will be unable to sustain life in the manner that we know. Fundamental changes are urgent if we are to avoid the collision our present course will bring about. The Environment The environment is suffering critical stress: The Atmosphere Stratospheric ozone depletion threatens us with enhanced ultra-violet radiation at the earth's surface, which can be damaging or lethal to many life forms. Air pollution near ground level, and acid precipitation, are already causing widespread injury to humans, forests and crops. Water Resources Heedless exploitation of depletable ground water supplies endangers food production and other essential human systems. Heavy demands on the world's surface waters have resulted in serious shortages in some 80 countries, containing 40% of the world's population. Pollution of rivers, lakes and ground water further limits the supply. Oceans Destructive pressure on the oceans is severe, particularly in the coastal regions which produce most of the world's food fish. The total marine catch is now at or above the estimated maximum sustainable yield. Some fisheries have already shown signs of collapse. Rivers carrying heavy burdens of eroded soil into the seas also carry industrial, municipal, agricultural, and livestock waste -- some of it toxic Soil Loss of soil productivity, which is causing extensive Land abandonment, is a widespread byproduct of current practices in agriculture and animal husbandry. Since 1945, 11% of the earth's vegetated surface has been degraded -- an area larger than India and China combined -- and per capita food production in many parts of the world is decreasing. Forests Tropical rain forests, as well as tropical and temperate dry forests, are being destroyed rapidly. At present rates, some critical forest types will be gone in a few years and most of the tropical rain forest will be gone before the end of the next century. With them will go large numbers of plant and animal species. Living Species The irreversible loss of species, which by 2100 may reach one third of all species now living, is especially serious. We are losing the potential they hold for providing medicinal and other benefits, and the contribution that genetic diversity of life forms gives to the robustness of the world's biological systems and to the astonishing beauty of the earth itself. Much of this damage is irreversible on a scale of centuries or permanent. Other processes appear to pose additional threats. Increasing levels of gases in the atmosphere from human activities, including carbon dioxide released from fossil fuel burning and from deforestation, may alter climate on a global scale. Predictions of global warming are still uncertain -- with projected effects ranging from tolerable to very severe -- but the potential risks are very great. Our massive tampering with the world's interdependent web of life -- coupled with the environmental damage inflicted by deforestation, species loss, and climate change -- could trigger widespread adverse effects, including unpredictable collapses of critical biological systems whose interactions and dynamics we only imperfectly understand. Uncertainty over the extent of these effects cannot excuse complacency or delay in facing the threat. Population The earth is finite. Its ability to absorb wastes and destructive effluent is finite. Its ability to provide food and energy is finite. Its ability to provide for growing numbers of people is finite. And we are fast approaching many of the earth's limits. Current economic practices which damage the environment, in both developed and underdeveloped nations, cannot be continued without the risk that vital global systems will be damaged beyond repair. Pressures resulting from unrestrained population growth put demands on the natural world that can overwhelm any efforts to achieve a sustainable future. If we are to halt the destruction of our environment, we must accept limits to that growth. A World Bank estimate indicates that world population will not stabilize at less than 12.4 billion, while the United Nations concludes that the eventual total could reach 14 billion, a near tripling of today's 5.4 billion. But, even at this moment, one person in five lives in absolute poverty without enough to eat, and one in ten suffers serious malnutrition. No more than one or a few decades remain before the chance to avert the threats we now confront will be lost and the prospects for humanity immeasurably diminished. Warning We the undersigned, senior members of the world's scientific community, hereby warn all humanity of what lies ahead. 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.

What we must do Five inextricably linked areas must be addressed simultaneously: 1. We must bring environmentally damaging activities under control to restore and protect the integrity of the earth's systems we depend on. We must, for example, move away from fossil fuels to more benign, inexhaustible energy sources to cut greenhouse gas emissions and the pollution of our air and water. Priority must be given to the development of energy sources matched to third world needs small scale and relatively easy to implement. We must halt deforestation, injury to and loss of agricultural land, and the loss of terrestrial and marine plant and animal species. 2. We must manage resources crucial to human welfare more effectively. We must give high priority to efficient use of energy, water, and other materials, including expansion of conservation and recycling. 3. We must stabilize population. This will be possible only if all nations recognize that it requires improved social and economic conditions, and the adoption of effective, voluntary family planning. 4. We must reduce and eventually eliminate poverty. 5. We must ensure sexual equality, and guarantee women control over their own reproductive decisions. The developed nations are the largest polluters in the world today. They must greatly reduce their overconsumption, if we are to reduce pressures on resources and the global environment. The developed nations have the obligation to provide aid and support to developing nations, because only the developed nations have the financial resources and the technical skills for these tasks. Acting on this recognition is not altruism, but enlightened self-interest: whether industrialized or not, we all have but one lifeboat. No nation can escape from injury when global biological systems are damaged. No nation can escape from conflicts over increasingly scarce resources. In addition, environmental and economic instabilities will cause mass migrations with incalculable consequences for developed and undeveloped nations alike. Developing nations must realize that environmental damage is one of the gravest threats they face, and that attempts to blunt it will be overwhelmed if their populations go unchecked. The greatest peril is to become trapped in spirals of environmental decline, poverty, and unrest, leading to social, economic and environmental collapse. Success in this global endeavor will require a great reduction in violence and war. Resources now devoted to the preparation and conduct of war -- amounting to over $1 trillion annually -- will be badly needed in the new tasks and should be diverted to the new challenges. A new ethic is required -- a new attitude towards discharging our responsibility for caring for ourselves and for the earth. We must recognize the earth's limited capacity to provide for us. We must recognize its fragility. We must no longer allow it to be ravaged. This ethic must motivate a great movement, convince reluctant leaders and reluctant governments and reluctant peoples themselves to effect the needed changes. The scientists issuing this warning hope that our message will reach and affect people everywhere. We need the help of many. We require the help of the world community of scientists -- natural, social, economic, political; We require the help of the world's business and industrial leaders; We require the help of the worlds religious leaders; and We require the help of the world's peoples. We call on all to join us in this task.

Impact – Environment

The Overview Effect solves environmental stewardship

Sato 08 (5/20/08, Rebecca, The Daily Galaxy, “Space Euphoria: Do Our Brains Change When We Travel in Outer Space?” http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2008/05/space-euphoria.html SW) 

But while Mitchell does not claim to know how to perfectly interpret his experience, he is certain that it was a glimpse into a largely ignored reality: People, places and things are all more closely connected than they sometimes appear. He also mentions the need for better stewardship of our precious planet. “The great thinker Buckminster Fuller, philosopher, now deceased but for a goodly portion of the twentieth century, pointed out at the beginning of our space exploration that we are the crew of ‘space ship earth’. But we 're a crew of mutiny and how can you run a space ship with a mutinous crew?”
Overview effect causes increased environmental awareness

Overview Institute ‘8

Beaver et al. 08 (5/28/08. Founder of the world space center, founder of the CG society, the Director of Astrovisualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, writer, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors,  President of The Foundation for Conscious Evolution , Director of Visualization and Collaborative Environments at the Renaissance Computing Institute, Author of “The Home Planet,” Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, , NASA Deputy Assistant Administrator for Public Outreach, media artist and researcher, Apollo 14 astronaut, Associate Professor in the Department of Radiology and Psychiatry at the Hospital of the University of Pennsylvania, founded Astronomers Without Borders, filmmaker and visual effects pioneer, one of the people who began the “NewSpace” revolution, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution,  Chief Executive of Virgin Galactic, crew for ZERO-G's 727 aircraft. http://www.starportcafe.com/our-blog/uniting-the-space-community

 “The Overview Effect Shifts the Environmental Awareness of Space Travelers,” No Date Given, http://www.starportcafe.com/our-blog/the-overview-effect-shifts-the-environmental-awareness-of-space-travelers)
One of the most frequently cited effects was an almost immediate and powerful sense of the fragility of the Earth itself, its biosphere and the life within it. It was often accompanied by a personal sense of responsibility both to contribute to the protection of the environment and to communicate their experience to the world. The Association of Space Explorers, the astronauts own organization, was largely founded on this principle. Founding ASE member cosmonaut Oleg Makarov wrote, “We hope that everyone will come to share our particular cosmic perception of the world and our desire to unite all the peoples of the Earth in the task of safeguarding our common and only, fragile and beautiful home” As another ASE co-founder Apollo 8 astronaut Rusty Schweickart said, years after the flight in his now legendary talk and subsequent documentary, No Frames, No Boundaries, “…that whole process of what it is you identify with begins to shift. When you go around the Earth in an hour and half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with the whole thing. And that makes a change…And the contrast between that bright blue and white Christmas tree ornament and the black sky, that infinite universe, really comes through, and the size of it, the significance of it. It is so small and so fragile and such a precious little spot in the universe… And you realize from that perspective that you’ve changed, that there’s something new there, that the relationship is no longer what it was.”

The overview effect is key to catalyze efforts to end environmental destruction

Beam 3 – Senior advisor to Halloran Philanthropies

(Mark, “Special Section Introduction: Global Crossings,” Leonardo Vol. 36, no. 5, JSTOR, dml)

While technological instruments are giving us telescopic and microscopic views heretofore unattainable, global telecommunication channels provide the central conduits for their interpretation. Our eyes have not adjusted to this peculiar new aperture. As this "shared reality" of our existence is revealed, it is difficult not to be overwhelmed by its beauty and its repulsiveness-8 billion-plus people and a deteriorating population of related species living on a pale blue dot traveling 64,000 miles an hour across a universe that we believe is expanding infinitely. If we are all astronauts, as Bucky Fuller proposed, then we must be concerned with the antiquated carbon-based engine powering our craft and the waste products being jettisoned into our living quarters. We must be concerned with the untenable disparity in wealth across the globe and our flawed accounting for natural and human resources. We must be concerned with the structure of power and the rising importance of grassroots social networking tools.

This paradigm shift is key to prevent extinction

Wapner 96 – Associate Professor and Director of the Global Environmental Politics Program in SIS

(Paul, “Environmental activism and world civic politics” pg 1, dml)

There is now widespread agreement that environmental issues represent enduring challenges to the way people everywhere live their lives. We now know, “in our bones," as William Ophuls put it,‘ that we cannot continue using resources and producing wastes irrespective of the earth's carrying capacity but rather must bring our social and productive activities more into line with the biological limits of the earth. Indeed, almost any indicator one chooses to look at tells essentially the same story: unless human beings alter their activities on a widespread scale, the quality of life on earth will be greatly compromised, if not fundamentally threatened, due to environmental degradation. Developing and sustaining an environmentally sound course, however, is no easy matter, especially recognizing that environmental dangers are the cumulative effects of practices taking place in diverse settings, animated by multifarious factors. Moreover, environmental protection is not the only aim of societies and thus must be balanced with other social goals, such as economic well-being which, depending upon how one thinks about it, can conflict with environmentally sound measures. To reorient human activities on such a scale and order of complexity entails employing means of governance that can actually influence vast and diverse numbers of people. It requires finding ways to constrain and direct activities, in a feasible manner, away from environmentally harmful practices and toward more environmentally sound ones. To put it in ordinary language, environmental concern fundamentally involves politics.

Ext – Environment

Overview effect creates respect for the environment

White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 65-67, dml)

Many messages can be read into the view of the Earth from space. One is planetary management, the recognition that if the whole can be perceived, the whole can be the focus of practical as well as abstract interest. However, it should be understood that planetary management does not mean planetary manipulation. Planetary management should be seen from stewardship perspective and as participatory management at the highest level. The clear message of the Overview Effect is that the Earth is a whole system and humanity one of many interdependent species calling the planet home. A regard for all life as sacred becomes a practical as well as moral position when we see the critical role that all life plays in maintaining the system. If the next step in human social evolution is to build a planetary civilization, then what is most needed is the ability to see and deal with problems and opportunities on a planetary level. It is also the ability not only to observe, but truly communicate with, the planet as a whole. This message is implicit in the whole Earth symbol itself.

Impact – Sustainability

This kind of paradigm shift is vital to create a sustainable society that prevents extinction

Rifkin 10 – Senior Lecturer in management @ Wharton

(Jeremy, “‘The Empathic Civilization’: Rethinking Human Nature in the Biosphere Era,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremy-rifkin/the-empathic-civilization_b_416589.html)

The problem runs deeper than the issue of finding new ways to regulate the market or imposing legally binding global green house gas emission reduction targets. The real crisis lies in the set of assumptions about human nature that governs the behavior of world leaders--assumptions that were spawned during the Enlightenment more than 200 years ago at the dawn of the modern market economy and the emergence of the nation state era. The Enlightenment thinkers--John Locke, Adam Smith, Marquis de Condorcet et. al.--took umbrage with the Medieval Christian world view that saw human nature as fallen and depraved and that looked to salvation in the next world through God's grace. They preferred to cast their lot with the idea that human beings' essential nature is rational, detached, autonomous, acquisitive and utilitarian and argued that individual salvation lies in unlimited material progress here on Earth. The Enlightenment notions about human nature were reflected in the newly minted nation-state whose raison d'être was to protect private property relations and stimulate market forces as well as act as a surrogate of the collective self-interest of the citizenry in the international arena. Like individuals, nation-states were considered to be autonomous agents embroiled in a relentless battle with other sovereign nations in the pursuit of material gains. It was these very assumptions that provided the philosophical underpinnings for a geopolitical frame of reference that accompanied the first and second industrial revolutions in the 19th and 20th centuries. These beliefs about human nature came to the fore in the aftermath of the global economic meltdown and in the boisterous and acrimonious confrontations in the meeting rooms in Copenhagen, with potentially disastrous consequences for the future of humanity and the planet. If human nature is as the Enlightenment philosophers claimed, then we are likely doomed. It is impossible to imagine how we might create a sustainable global economy and restore the biosphere to health if each and every one of us is, at the core of our biology, an autonomous agent and a self-centered and materialistic being. Recent discoveries in brain science and child development, however, are forcing us to rethink these long-held shibboleths about human nature. Biologists and cognitive neuroscientists are discovering mirror-neurons--the so-called empathy neurons--that allow human beings and other species to feel and experience another's situation as if it were one's own. We are, it appears, the most social of animals and seek intimate participation and companionship with our fellows. Social scientists, in turn, are beginning to reexamine human history from an empathic lens and, in the process, discovering previously hidden strands of the human narrative which suggests that human evolution is measured not only by the expansion of power over nature, but also by the intensification and extension of empathy to more diverse others across broader temporal and spatial domains. The growing scientific evidence that we are a fundamentally empathic species has profound and far-reaching consequences for society, and may well determine our fate as a species. What is required now is nothing less than a leap to global empathic consciousness and in less than a generation if we are to resurrect the global economy and revitalize the biosphere. The question becomes this: what is the mechanism that allows empathic sensitivity to mature and consciousness to expand through history? The pivotal turning points in human consciousness occur when new energy regimes converge with new communications revolutions, creating new economic eras. The new communications revolutions become the command and control mechanisms for structuring, organizing and managing more complex civilizations that the new energy regimes make possible. For example, in the early modern age, print communication became the means to organize and manage the technologies, organizations, and infrastructure of the coal, steam, and rail revolution. It would have been impossible to administer the first industrial revolution using script and codex. Communication revolutions not only manage new, more complex energy regimes, but also change human consciousness in the process. Forager/hunter societies relied on oral communications and their consciousness was mythologically constructed. The great hydraulic agricultural civilizations were, for the most part, organized around script communication and steeped in theological consciousness. The first industrial revolution of the 19th century was managed by print communication and ushered in ideological consciousness. Electronic communication became the command and control mechanism for arranging the second industrial revolution in the 20th century and spawned psychological consciousness. Each more sophisticated communication revolution brings together more diverse people in increasingly more expansive and varied social networks. Oral communication has only limited temporal and spatial reach while script, print and electronic communications each extend the range and depth of human social interaction. By extending the central nervous system of each individual and the society as a whole, communication revolutions provide an evermore inclusive playing field for empathy to mature and consciousness to expand. For example, during the period of the great hydraulic agricultural civilizations characterized by script and theological consciousness, empathic sensitivity broadened from tribal blood ties to associational ties based on common religious affiliation. Jews came to empathize with Jews, Christians with Christians, Muslims with Muslims, etc. In the first industrial revolution characterized by print and ideological consciousness, empathic sensibility extended to national borders, with Americans empathizing with Americans, Germans with Germans, Japanese with Japanese and so on. In the second industrial revolution, characterized by electronic communication and psychological consciousness, individuals began to identify with like-minded others. Today, we are on the cusp of another historic convergence of energy and communication--a third industrial revolution--that could extend empathic sensibility to the biosphere itself and all of life on Earth. The distributed Internet revolution is coming together with distributed renewable energies, making possible a sustainable, post-carbon economy that is both globally connected and locally managed. In the 21st century, hundreds of millions--and eventually billions--of human beings will transform their buildings into power plants to harvest renewable energies on site, store those energies in the form of hydrogen and share electricity, peer-to-peer, across local, regional, national and continental inter-grids that act much like the Internet. The open source sharing of energy, like open source sharing of information, will give rise to collaborative energy spaces--not unlike the collaborative social spaces that currently exist on the Internet. When every family and business comes to take responsibility for its own small swath of the biosphere by harnessing renewable energy and sharing it with millions of others on smart power grids that stretch across continents, we become intimately interconnected at the most basic level of earthly existence by jointly stewarding the energy that bathes the planet and sustains all of life. The new distributed communication revolution not only organizes distributed renewable energies, but also changes human consciousness. The information communication technologies (ICT) revolution is quickly extending the central nervous system of billions of human beings and connecting the human race across time and space, allowing empathy to flourish on a global scale, for the first time in history. Whether in fact we will begin to empathize as a species will depend on how we use the new distributed communication medium. While distributed communications technologies-and, soon, distributed renewable energies - are connecting the human race, what is so shocking is that no one has offered much of a reason as to why we ought to be connected. We talk breathlessly about access and inclusion in a global communications network but speak little of exactly why we want to communicate with one another on such a planetary scale. What's sorely missing is an overarching reason that billions of human beings should be increasingly connected. Toward what end? The only feeble explanations thus far offered are to share information, be entertained, advance commercial exchange and speed the globalization of the economy. All the above, while relevant, nonetheless seem insufficient to justify why nearly seven billion human beings should be connected and mutually embedded in a globalized society. The idea of even billion individual connections, absent any overall unifying purpose, seems a colossal waste of human energy. More important, making global connections without any real transcendent purpose risks a narrowing rather than an expanding of human consciousness. But what if our distributed global communication networks were put to the task of helping us re-participate in deep communion with the common biosphere that sustains all of our lives? The biosphere is the narrow band that extends some forty miles from the ocean floor to outer space where living creatures and the Earth's geochemical processes interact to sustain each other. We are learning that the biosphere functions like an indivisible organism. It is the continuous symbiotic relationships between every living creature and between living creatures and the geochemical processes that ensure the survival of the planetary organism and the individual species that live within its biospheric envelope. If every human life, the species as a whole, and all other life-forms are entwined with one another and with the geochemistry of the planet in a rich and complex choreography that sustains life itself, then we are all dependent on and responsible for the health of the whole organism. Carrying out that responsibility means living out our individual lives in our neighborhoods and communities in ways that promote the general well-being of the larger biosphere within which we dwell. The Third Industrial Revolution offers just such an opportunity. If we can harness our empathic sensibility to establish a new global ethic that recognizes and acts to harmonize the many relationships that make up the life-sustaining forces of the planet, we will have moved beyond the detached, self-interested and utilitarian philosophical assumptions that accompanied national markets and nation state governance and into a new era of biosphere consciousness. We leave the old world of geopolitics behind and enter into a new world of biosphere politics, with new forms of governance emerging to accompany our new biosphere awareness. The Third Industrial Revolution and the new era of distributed capitalism allow us to sculpt a new approach to globalization, this time emphasizing continentalization from the bottom up. Because renewable energies are more or less equally distributed around the world, every region is potentially amply endowed with the power it needs to be relatively self-sufficient and sustainable in its lifestyle, while at the same time interconnected via smart grids to other regions across countries and continents. When every community is locally empowered, both figuratively and literally, it can engage directly in regional, transnational, continental, and limited global trade without the severe restrictions that are imposed by the geopolitics that oversee elite fossil fuels and uranium energy distribution. Continentalization is already bringing with it a new form of governance. The nation-state, which grew up alongside the First and Second Industrial Revolutions, and provided the regulatory mechanism for managing an energy regime whose reach was the geosphere, is ill suited for a Third Industrial Revolution whose domain is the biosphere. Distributed renewable energies generated locally and regionally and shared openly--peer to peer--across vast contiguous land masses connected by intelligent utility networks and smart logistics and supply chains favor a seamless network of governing institutions that span entire continents. The European Union is the first continental governing institution of the Third Industrial Revolution era. The EU is already beginning to put in place the infrastructure for a European-wide energy regime, along with the codes, regulations, and standards to effectively operate a seamless transport, communications, and energy grid that will stretch from the Irish Sea to the doorsteps of Russia by midcentury. Asian, African, and Latin American continental political unions are also in the making and will likely be the premier governing institutions on their respective continents by 2050. In this new era of distributed energy, governing institutions will more resemble the workings of the ecosystems they manage. Just as habitats function within ecosystems, and ecosystems within the biosphere in a web of interrelationships, governing institutions will similarly function in a collaborative network of relationships with localities, regions, and nations all embedded within the continent as a whole. This new complex political organism operates like the biosphere it attends, synergistically and reciprocally. This is biosphere politics. The new biosphere politics transcends traditional right/left distinctions so characteristic of the geopolitics of the modern market economy and nation-state era. The new divide is generational and contrasts the traditional top-down model of structuring family life, education, commerce, and governance with a younger generation whose thinking is more relational and distributed, whose nature is more collaborative and cosmopolitan, and whose work and social spaces favor open-source commons. For the Internet generation, "quality of life" becomes as important as individual opportunity in fashioning a new dream for the 21st century. The transition to biosphere consciousness has already begun. All over the world, a younger generation is beginning to realize that one's daily consumption of energy and other resources ultimately affects the lives of every other human being and every other creature that inhabits the Earth. The Empathic Civilization is emerging. A younger generation is fast extending its empathic embrace beyond religious affiliations and national identification to include the whole of humanity and the vast project of life that envelops the Earth. But our rush to universal empathic connectivity is running up against a rapidly accelerating entropic juggernaut in the form of climate change. Can we reach biosphere consciousness and global empathy in time to avert planetary collapse? 
Impact – Nuke War

Absent the overview effect nuclear war is inevitable

White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 148, dml)

Once it is found and articulated, the foundation for Terran civilization will have been laid.  The most powerful unifying trends at the planetary level, such as the Overview Effect, lead directly to the idea of a great purpose and grand synthesis.  They are even now being disseminated and institutionalized, consistently reinforcing the unity of the planet and of the species as the core ideas for the proposed contract.

The globalization of the technosystem and its increasingly powerful influence on human life is also a factor supporting a trend towards planetary unity.  Nuclear weapons actually provide a form of negative unity, posing a continuing threat of extinction not only to those who possess them but to all life on Earth.  While there are many positive and negative trends towards planetary unity, the forces working to split the human community cannot be overlooked.  Rather, the emerging science of planetary management must learn how to channel these energies if Terran civilization is to develop.

Impact – Solves War

The Overview Effect solves war- it can change human nature, fighting seems pointless when you understand that we are all connected

Juan, 90 (11/29/90, Stephen, Sydney Morning Herald, “SPACE TRAVELLERS GET THE BIGGEST PICTURE; ONLY HUMAN”, Lexis SW)

White argues that the ultimate significance of the overview effect is yet to be appreciated. He speculates that as more people venture into space and experience the overview effect, the course of human history will change, as will humanity itself. He wrote that "humanity's expansion into the solar system and beyond will result in a fundamental transformation of the human species, an evolutionary step unprecedented in human history". As the US and Iraq square off for war, the thoughts of Schweickart are instructive: "You look down there and you can't imagine how many boundaries and borders you cross, again and again and again, and you don't even see them. There are hundreds of people in the Mideast killing each other over some imaginary line that you're not even aware of and that you can't see. From where you see it, the thing is whole, and it's so beautiful. You wish you could take one in each hand, one from each side in the various conflicts, and say, 'Look. Look at it from this perspective. Look at that. What's important?'"
Military efforts can’t be stopped, but they can be redirected via the Overview Effect

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 147-148)
There is evidence that the Overview Effect turns political thinkers toward this more universal vision. For example, it is at work in Congressman Bill Nelson when he suggests a summit meeting in space. It is also at work in Senator Jake Garn who says that because we are all traveling together there ought to be more equality and opportunity around the earth. It is still at work in senator Joh Glenn, who, in announcing his candidacy for reelection as senator from Ohio, said, Twenty-four years ago this week I had the privilege of seeing the planet as few human beings have been privileged to see it, spinning silently and beautifully agains the vastness of space. And as I looked down upon our world from space, I saw a land that was truly a United states. I saw a country undivided by color or class – and a nation joined together in its common humanity. And even though reality has intruded on that vision many times in the years since my return, I still hope for the day when finally – and at long last – we learn to live as brothers and sisters on this fragile craft we call Earth. On an intenational level, the possibilities can be seen in the work of the Association of Space Explorers at its first congress, and the words of cosmonaut Aleksei Leonov: “Astronauts and cosmonauts are the handful of people who have had the good fortune to see the Earth from afar and to ralize how tiny and fragile it is. We hope that all the peoples of the Earth can understand this.” Moving in a new direction will require creative choices by human beings. Buckminster Fuller once posed humankind’s fundamental decision as that of creating a utopia or oblivion for all. Recently man y inventive suggestions have held out the hope of such a possibility. For example, Dr. Kosta Tsipis, an expert on arms control, speaking at a forum sponsored by the United Nations Association of Greater Boston, suggested that although the energies being directed toward military efforts in space could perhaps not be stopped, they could be redirected. He urged that the military rather than being kept out of space, be given a supraordinate goal, such as an international mission to Mars, to challenge their skills and divert their attention outward rather than toward an “enemy.” Nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles flow from the same stream of scientific understanding, and on Earth they became practical at about the same time. Assuming that the same level of evolution always produces weapons of mass extinction and the tools for escaping the bondage of planetary surfaces, it may be that many other cultures have faced this choice at the same period in their history. It goes without saying that a culture mature enough to abandon its nuclear warheads will find a positive use for its ballistic missiles as launch vehicles for a massive new space exploration program. The years leading up to the millennium and just beyond will be extremely dangerous and challenging one but the possibilities have never been greater. 

The universe operates as a unifier – even if conflict is brought into space it won’t last for very long

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 166-167)
The universe is so enormous and awesome that it becomes a unifying force in itself as more people become experientially aware of it. In addition it provides opportunities for humans to interact in wholly new and different ways. The space environment will cause certain behavior patterns to mutate because they will become increasingly less viable. Special factors in the environment may promote a form of thinking that will take humanity far beyond the current understandings of unity and disunity, war and peace, competition and cooperation. In the short term, however, some trends of fragmentation are likely to maintain themselves at least during the initial stages of the exploratory era. For example, there is the military view of space as the next high ground from which to dominate others militarily. The Overview Effect can be experienced from airplanes as well as spaceships, and the first flyers must have had some of the same feelings as today’s astronauts. Nevertheless, the air was turned to military as well as civilian purposes and the airplane was used as a weapon of war only eleven years after the Wright Brother’s flight. The projection of military values into space threatens the peaceful evolution of a planetary and solar civilization. Nation-states will seek to extend their dominance wherever possible, including outer space. It is possible that the countries of Earth initially will carry their rivalries into space as they did in earlier explorations of their planet. But they are unlikely to be maintained for long, because far more significant matters, for instance, a potential split between Terra and Solarious over political control, economics, and philosophies of life, will have to be confronted. Designing a new structure to meet the challenged requires a breakthrough of significant proportions, and it must be done with the same intellect and understanding that created the political order in the New World. As in that earlier era, the new social contract must return to first principles and argue them from a position of logic and clarity. If this effort is successful, the trends toward a healthy human unity will be reinforced, while those supporting disunity and conflict will be rechanneled. The nine principles of the Rationale in Pioneering the Space Frontier are most relevant to a space-based civilization and should be integrated with the new plan. The first principles propsed here should encompass what is required for developing a planetary overview system which is in turn the foundation of a solar overview system The original theorists argued from the laws of nature to first principles of the social contract that would bind individuals into societal relationships and remove them from the state of nature. To achieve the grand sysnthesis, its authors must provide a similar foundation for the proposed planetary social contract, and supporting the achievement of that synthesis should be a high priority of the human space program. 

Overview effect solves all war

Dark 6 – department of Pol Sci @ California State University, Los Angeles

(Taylor, “Reclaiming the Future: Space Advocacy and the Idea of Progress,” paper prepared for the Societal Impact of Space Flight Conference, http://taylordark.com/T.%20Dark%20--%20NASA%20conference%20paper.pdf, dml)

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.”  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.”

War becomes impossible in a world of globalization

Adams and Carafagna 6 – *president-elect of the International Association of University Presidents AND **award-wining international affairs and media studies scholar

(J Michael and Angelo, Coming of Age in A Globalized World: The Next Generation pg 234-235, dml)
Wars are energized by dehumanizing the “other” and exaggerating the differences between “us” and “them.” This is much harder to do when we have learned about our neighbors and appreciate and understand their viewpoint and common humanity. Gaining that appreciation and understanding has never been easier, or more necessary, than it is today. Having a global view and being a world citizen is a key element for peaceful solutions. Being able to look at problems through the eyes of others reduces the fears and misunderstandings that breed conflict and terror. Learning to work together across geographic and cultural frontiers counters the insidious forces that threaten all of humanity. World citizens have a vested interest in prosperity and peace. Many will be propelled by humanitarian and unselfish desires to improve the lives of others. But beyond that, personal material goals and dreams dictate that individuals fight for peace. Acknowledging common threats and the danger from diseases and other crises that do not stop at borders requires that they win the fight. The threat to our own self-interest has become more obvious as the ties of globalization stretch further. This is what is new today. This is what makes it imperative that we fulfill our vision for a peaceful world.

Impact – Ethics

Ethical obligation to adopt the overview effect

Brockmann 11 – former president of the UN General Assembly

(Miguel, Opening session address to the UN Conference on the World Financial and Economic Crisis and its Impact on Development, Sharing Values: A Hermeneutics for Global Ethics, pg 366, dml)

There is a growing awareness that we are all sons and daughters of Earth and that we belong to her. As President Evo Morales has reminded us many times, she can live without us, but we cannot live without her. Our mission as human beings is to be the guardians and caretakers of the vitality and integrity of Mother Earth. Unfortunately, because of our excessive consumption and wastefulness, Earth has exceeded by 40 per cent her capacity to replace the goods and services she generously offers us. This vision of the living Earth is attested to by the astronauts who, from their spacecraft, acknowledged in wonder that Earth and humanity constituted a single reality. They were experiencing what is known as the ‘overview effect’, the perception that we are so united with the Earth that we ourselves are the Earth: the Earth that feels, thinks, loves and worships. This perspective gives rise to respect, veneration and a sense of responsibility and care for our common home, attitudes that are extremely urgent in the face of the current general degradation of nature. From this new perspective a new ethic is born. A new way for us to relate with all those who live in our human abode and with the nature that surrounds us. Today, ethics are either global or they are not ethics. 4. Axioms of an ethics of the common good The first affirmation of this global ethic consists in declaring and safeguarding the common good of the Earth and humanity. We will start with the assumption that the community of peoples is simultaneously a community of common goods. These cannot be appropriated privately by anyone and must serve the life of all in present and future generations and the community of other living beings. The common good of humanity and the Earth is characterised by universality and freedom. That is to say, everyone, all peoples and the community of life must be involved. No one and nothing can be excluded from this global common good. Furthermore, by its nature, it is freely offered to all and therefore, cannot be bought or sold nor be an object of competition. Moreover, it must be continuously available to all, otherwise the common good would no longer be common.

Solves Globalization/Societal Changes

The result of the overview effect is proven by the Apollo program, which preceded globalization, environmental movements, and societal changes.

White ‘10 2/2/2k10 

(2/2/2k10, Frank White, author of “The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution,” author and co-author of five books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect,” The Overview Effect Blog, “A New Paradigm for Space Exploration,” http://overviewinstitute.blogspot.com/2010/02/new-paradigm-for-space-exploration.html)


The analogy is clearly to President Kennedy's declaration that the United States would create the Apollo program and go to the moon. As many observers now agree, what we learned about the Earth as a result of Apollo was as crucial as what we learned about our satellite. The Overview Effect had been experienced in limited form before Apollo 8, but when the astronauts of that mission turned their cameras around to show us the whole Earth, a jolt went through our collective consciousness. For the first time ever, we clearly saw our home, our mother, the environment in which we were really living. The astronauts were in one spaceship, the rest of us were in another: as Buckminster Fuller put it, we were riding through the universe on "Spaceship Earth." That was more than 40 years ago. What has followed is the environmental movement, globalization, and countless other changes in our planetary civilization. Perhaps most important is the awareness that we are actually part of a planetary civilization and are global citizens, like it or not. Forty years from now, I suspect there will be shifts in human consicousness similar to what happened as a result of President Kennedy's decision. In 2050, someone will likely see President Obama's choices in a different light than we see it today. (First, this new paradigm has to get through Congress, of course.) While it would be foolish to try to predict with precision what the results will be, I suspect that the new emphasis on private enterprise's role will support more people having the opportunity of experiencing the Overview Effect. This in turn will lead to more "overview thinking" worldwide I also hope that if we can turn a new focus on international space cooperation into a global "Human Space Program," it will lead to greater understanding of our role not only as global citizens but also as "Citizens of the Universe."

Solves Humanitarianism

Overview effect solves humanitarianism

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 42) 

Carr said that those who came back from the experienced brought with them an increased interest in ecology because “they see how much snow and desert there is, and how hard it is from the people who live there.”  As a result, one becomes more “humanitarian.”  

Space Travel Key

Overview effect causes unity in those who have been to space – Bean proves

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 42) 

Alan Bean, a veteran of both the Apollo and Skylab programs, reported that except for the first and the last few days, Skylab did not offer the astronaut the continuing stimulation of the lunar mission. But it did encourage a more contemplative approach to spaceflight. Many Skylab astronauts developed a strong interest in Earth-gazing. For example, the Skylab 4 crew, Gerald Carr, Edward Gibson, and William Pogue, seemed to draw some of the same insights from the experience as Schweickart did. Toward the end of the mission, the astronauts made Earth-gazing a daily ritual. “As Gibson and his two crewmates sat looking at the Earth, they found that they were being drawn into a new frame of mind. Much of what they saw they already knew, but actually seeing it gave it a crystal clarity. Gibson, for example, knew that the world didn’t have any boundary lines marked on it like a library globe, but he was nonetheless surprised when he saw from space that there were no dividing lines between people.” According to Gibson, the experience had a lasting effect on him. “In no way could we on Earth, or any group of people or any country, consider ourselves isolated; we are all in this together.” He also reportedly felt that he understood more clearly how this is “one world” than those who had not been into outer space could. 

The Overview Effect applies to all space travel- Whenever we feel like earth is taking a step forward and that we can put aside national difference for the goal of the earth itself, we feel unity 

Williams, 89 Senior Research Scientist at the Princeton Environmental Institute (PEI), Princeton University (May 21st 1989, Robert H., The Washington Post, “The Psychology of Space Exploration; Humanity's Transformation Into Homo Spaciens' Has Begun”, Lexis, SW)

You smile. Never mind. That was the last war we won. And I helped win it.

Which brings me to "The Overview Effect," a spiritual blueprint that mixes philosophy, technology and psychology to get human beings on the march into space again. It is a kind of biocultural treatise that calls for the evolution of homo sapiens to "homo spaciens" and then into something else about which we can only speculate. At first I was suspicious that this book was an out-of-left-field attempt to jar loose some tax dollars to keep the U.S. space program alive. Because of a flaw in its organization and structure, it is also a very difficult book to begin to read. But it is not a budget ploy, the way the Pentagon suddenly leaks to the press some new and staggering figures on Soviet superiority in, say, Main Battle Tanks, just as the Defense budget is coming under committee scrutiny on Capitol Hill. Rather, "Overview" is an exciting conceptual challenge to America and the world to set aside national differences and fears and begin to live and act as if the passengers aboard Spaceship Earth had really embraced, rather than given lip service to, the Copernican theory that the Earth is not the center of the universe. Frank White, a Harvard-trained social scientist and president of his own consulting firm, is a senior associate of the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, N.J. He testified before the National Commission on Space in 1986, after the Challenger disaster, and assisted in writing its report, which recommended that the United States direct its space program to a return to the moon as part of a "natural progression of human exploration" eventually leading to Mars. The key, as found in White's quietly thrilling presentation, is in the kind of total effort that brought Americans into feeling a part of World War II, a total effort that would be required on a global basis to put not Americans or Soviets into space as an exploration force but mankind itself, as a logical extension of the explorations that have been a part of the human existence for thousands of years. White points out that it was never governments that set out to explore the farthest reaches of the world, but always individuals, who to secure financing consistently had to devise programs of rewards and benefits to present to kings, governments, emperors. The real mission, of course, was the mission. The mission today for space explorers is to explore, and that will get our 21st Century Billy the Kid and Sam Houston and Calamity Jane out where they can work off the kind of energy that will less and less have a place on a dying planet; at the same time, the mission for mankind is to survive and evolve, biologically and psychologically, and to move out into the solar system and the galaxy and the universe in an attempt to link up with any other form of intelligent life (even the perhaps artificial life of technology).The stages of this exploration actually involve, in White's thesis, three different civilizations, each with its own psychology. The first is Terra, which is the civilization of the folks who stay behind, like parents, and send explorers and settlers out to new regions of the solar system. The psychology of Terrans has to do with muddling through the entropy of Earth, but also its participation in the larger events of space travel and evolution away from the home planet. The second, and a step away, is Solarius -- a civilization of people who travel from the Earth with no intention of coming back, unlike any space travelers who have gone before in the 20th century. "There will be an intense maturing process for those who make that choice, similar to the experience of children leaving home for the first time," White writes. "Mother Earth will remain 'mother,' but those making a personal Declaration for Space will need the independent spirit of their forebears, who abandoned the mother country for unknown lands and unpredictable circumstances." The third civilization, Galaxia, will be distinguished by further evolution "triggered by the challenge and reality of moving into wholly new environments" and will be what White calls a grand extension of the Solarian phase, unless contact is made with beings from other star systems. In that case, such a meeting will be "a transformational moment for humanity and other Earth-originating species," because it will shift the self/other relationship to a wholly different plane of reality.
Space Travel Solves best – Frank White 

Smith 99 (March/April 1999. George “Starting With the Sun” http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hww/results/results_single_fulltext.jhtml;hwwilsonid=0ROH4UMAY1OOBQA3DILSFF4ADUNGIIV0)
AA: You stress that one does not need to have been an astronaut to imaginatively participate in the Overview Effect. FW: That's true. What started the process that led to writing the book was an experience that I had on an airplane flight. You can also have it by going to the top of a mountain and looking down, by seeing a film like The Dream is Alive, or by just looking at pictures of the Earth taken from orbit or the Moon. The astronauts have experienced the effect most directly and intensely, but all humans are participating in this shift in awareness now. As the image of the Earth as seen from space is disseminated around the world, escaping that consciousness is becoming increasingly difficult. There are people, including Vice President Gore, who have proposed putting a camera in orbit, and beaming down live views 24 hours a day, seven days a week, which really would give you a strong and ongoing experience of the effect worldwide. I think we really should do that. AA: If even the earthbound can participate imaginatively in the Overview Effect, might some conclude that the Overview Effect is a powerful enough thought experiment that we can do it right here on Earth, without launching literal spaceships?--i.e. make it merely a metaphor? FW: Yes, but it won't be the same. Part of the power of the spaceflight experience is weightlessness, the quiet of the space environment, and being able to look away from the Earth, into the blackness of the infinite universe. So far, no one has tried to simulate the experience completely, but it is a worthwhile challenge.

Going to space is key – the effect causes peace

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 51) 
Space has become a symbol of humanity working out its destiny: war or peace, cooperation or competition, love or hate.  The Overview says it all: we are one; we are all in this together; war and strife solve nothing.  Returning to Earth, the astronaut has many choices regarding transmission of the message, and each person uses the experience in terms of his or her own interests and place in society.  However, because of the cultural role that they play, people who have been in space have a credibility unmatched by others.  As Loren Acton realized, the influence of astronauts, cosmonauts, and other space travelers back on Earth may be the most important aspect of recent missions.  The shuttle program, regardless of other benefits it may or may not bring to society, is consolidating the impact of the overview effect and supporting its dissemination to the people on Earth.  The ultimate effect could be substantial.  Nelson suggests, if the superpower leaders were to arrange a summit meeting in space in the next century.  “It would have a positive effect on their making decisions on war and peace.”  

Only going to space solves

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 52) 
The experience of the Earth as a unified whole is a powerful one for astronauts and cosmonauts.  It is a message from the universe, not to space fliers alone, but to all of humanity.  Now the question is, How can larger numbers of people get that message?  There are two basic approaches to answering this question.  One is the transportation-oriented approach of taking more people into space, which is what the national space programs and the embryonic space tourism industry propose to do.  The other is the communication-oriented approach of replicating the experience, in various forms, and diffusing it around the planet.  In the next decade, the only hope for launching large numbers of people into orbit is space tourism, as with Society Expeditions’ Project Space Voyage.  The company, committed to begin flights on its own specially designed spaceship in November 1992, had, by mid 1996, signed up about 250 people to take a trip into Low Earth Orbit.  

Overview Effect --> Social Evolution

The Overview System and Overview Effect leads to vital evolution

Smith 99 (March/April 1999. George “Starting With the Sun” http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hww/results/results_single_fulltext.jhtml;hwwilsonid=0ROH4UMAY1OOBQA3DILSFF4ADUNGIIV0)
PATTERNS OF ORGANIZED SELF-AWARENESS

    AA: You move from the Overview Effect to what you call an "overview system," a "pattern of organized self-awareness." Please explain.

    FW: James Lovelock, in writing about his "Gaia Hypothesis," says something to the effect that when astronauts left the planet and looked back at the Earth, "Gaia became aware of herself." In this kind of thinking, you have an idea of humans functioning as part of the awareness of a larger whole system. Wherever we go, we bring life and consciousness to places it may not have been before. As such, we allow not only ourselves to evolve, but the universe as well. Space exploration can be seen as the universe becoming more aware of itself. This is part of what I call the "cosma hypothesis" in the book. As I say in the book, too, a religious person might see this drive to understand creation as leading us closer to an understanding of the Creator. Those are two ways of really grasping the purpose of space exploration.

Overview effect causes moral and social evolution

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p.75) 
Many messages may be read into the view of the Earth from space.  One is planetary management, the recognition that if the whole can be perceived, the whole can be the focus of practical as well as abstract interest.  However, it should be clearly understood that planetary management does not mean planetary manipulation. Planetary management should be seen from a stewardship perspective and as participatory management at the highest level.  The clear message of the Overview Effect is that the earth as a whole system and humanity one of the many interdependent species calling the planet home.  A regard for all life as sacred becomes a practical as well as moral position when we see the critical role that all life plays in maintaining the system.  If the next step in human social evolution is to build a planetary civilization, then what is most needed is the ability to see and deal with problems and opportunities on a planetary level.  It is also the ability not only to observe, but truly communicate with the planet as a whole.  This message is implicit in the whole Earth symbol itself.  To millions of Christians all over the planet, the cross is a sign of unity in spite of deep divisions of race, language, and political beliefs.  Because symbols work at a subconscious level, often unnoticed by the conscious mind, it makes sense that this new symbol might be having a quiet, though dramatic effect as a unifying force, too.  

Space exploration causes the Overview Effect and solves for social evolution. 

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 77-78)
Land exploration didn’t just happen, and neither does space exploration. System evolved step by step to make both kinds of exploration possible. To fully comprehend the meaning of the astronauts’ experiences, one must understand them as part of the story of evolving systems on Earth. 

The logical extension of space exploration is that it supports the evolution of human social systems so that they can function as element s in a wholly new kind of system. Building on our prior knowledge of the Overview Effect and its institutionalization through technology, I have called this new structure an overview system. At the moment, space exploration is supporting the creation of a planetary overview system composed of the physical system of the planet Earth, the living system that has evolved on Earth popularly known as Gaia, the global human social system known as humanity, and a worldwide technology system. The overview system, like all systems, is a group of part so related to one another as to form an organic whole. Depending on the point of view, a part can also be a whole, while a whole can be a part in an even larger system. Every system is a whole and a part at the same time. For this reason they are sometimes called holons. The planetary overview system is a holon composed of many different parts, functioning in turn as a part in a larger overview system. In this chapter, we will look in some detail at the elements of this overview system and reassess the astronauts experiences against the backdrop of that analysis. 
Space exploration solves for human evolution

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 80)
The continuing movement of systems through their different states is evolution and as it takes place more complex systems emerge from simpler systems in response to new information from the environment. For living systems the Earth has been the primary environment for aeons. Climatic changes or other shifts in the information flow from the environment have resulted in the rise and fall of thousands of species over time. 

The key to survival is that as a species enters into or becomes aware of a new environment, the quantity of new information may be enough to move the system beyond simple changes and take it into a state of transformation. An environment can provide this opportunity for an organism in two ways both directly related to space and exploration. One way is that the environment itself transforms leaving it to the organism to adapt or perish. That is apparently what happened to the dinosaurs who were unable to adapt to major changes in the Earth’s biosphere (probably a result of the Earth’s collision with a comet) and became extinct. A second method is that the organism, through exploration, can leave an old environment and move into a new one. That is apparently what happened when life left the sea and came onto land. Active exploration is the characteristic of a system seeking transformation to a new level of existence. Passive nonexploration, which seems to have been the path of the dinosaurs, is the sign of a system seeking to maintain stability at its current level. However, it is extremely difficult for systems merely maintain stability. They tend to fall apart or devolve, because they are unable to absorb new environmental information as it becomes richer and more complex. The implications of both examples are obvious in regard to humanity and space exploration. Outer space is an environment that provides human beings with rich new soruces of information, encouraging adaptation and evolution. But what would happen if humans limited their exploration to Earth alone? If an environment is totally explored and understood could a species evolve?

Space is not about advancement but human potential

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 183)
Ultimately going into space is not about a technological achievement, but about the human spirit and our contribution to universal purpose. Space, as used in the new space movement, is a metaphor for expansiveness, opportunity, and freedom. More than a place or even an experience it is a state of mind. It is a physical, mental and spiritual dimension in which humanity can move beyond the current equilibrium point, being to change and eventually transform itself into something so extraordinary that we cannot even imagine it. Space exploration, in all its forms, should become humanity’s modern central project for all five billion of us. The goal should be to get us out of the cave freeing us to see reality rather than the illusions that persist for a species chained to a planetary surface. The choice of becoming citizens of the universe can be rejected, but humanity can no longer plead ignorance of what is truly possible

Turns the K

The reconceptualization of the earth spurred by the Overview Effect forces a fundamental reorientation of Western epistemology/ontology that solves the K

Turnbull 6 – Senior Lecturer in Philosophy and Social Theory at Nottingham Trent University

(Neil, “The Ontological Consequences of Copernicus: Global Being in the Planetary World,” Theory, Culture and Society Vol. 23(1): 125-139, dml)

In effect, Nietzsche, Heidegger and Wittgenstein offer what might be termed a ‘philosophical anti-Copernicanism’ that attempts to make the earth the ‘foundation of judgement’ and the still and fixed point around which human life turns. The symbolic consequences of recent explorations of interplanetary space have, in one sense and somewhat paradoxically, redoubled the force of these kinds of anti-Copernican moves in heightening the conceptual importance of the earth, while at the same time weakening the self-evidence of traditional pre-modern anti-Copernicanism by undermining the ‘unshakeable conviction’ that the earth is a fixed and supporting solid ground. But what happens to the Western philosophical quest for fixed ontologies and epistemological grounds when its traditional ‘grounded’ notion of the earth is supplemented, possibly in the end replaced, by a more dynamic, open, perceptual, aesthetic and technologically produced conception of the earth? Might the planetary earth be the postmodern equivalent of the Cartesian malin genie – that which undermines any idea of a fixed and stable ‘first principle’ of knowing and judging? How can we make sense of the idea of the return of ‘the earth’ to its former pre-modern position at the hub of Western conceptuality, while at the same time acknowledging that this earth is not the fixed earth of the past, but a symbolically significant and virtual – and worlded – earth?4 As the earth is technologically revealed as a planetary space that is simultaneously a cultural, political and ecological – and perhaps, in some yet-to-be-defined way, spiritual – the earth ceases to be something that, as it were, lies ‘beneath our feet’. It becomes something lying ‘in front of our eyes’ and as such it ceases to be an ontological basis for worldly ‘firm-footedness’ but is revealed as a set of visible patterns, flows and interconnections. A further question needs to be asked here, however: can there be a philosophical articulation of knowing and judging in a planetary age without recourse to an idea of terrestrial grounds? If, as Luce Iragaray observes, modern philosophy ‘always supposes in some manner, a solid crust from which to raise a construction’, and its ‘ek-sistence is founded on the solid’ (1998: 2), then clearly any attempt to make philosophical sense of these things without relying on an idea of fixed – earthly – grounds will require a different way of doing/conceiving philosophy. Can Western philosophy make sense of its traditional epistemological and ontological questions when the earth no longer appears as grounded?
Turns the K – Extensions

The reconceptualization of the Earth spurred by the overview effect is able to combat the underpinnings of imperialism

Turnbull 6 – Senior Lecturer in Philosophy and Social Theory at Nottingham Trent University

(Neil, “The Ontological Consequences of Copernicus: Global Being in the Planetary World,” Theory, Culture and Society Vol. 23(1): 125-139, dml)

Deleuze and Guattari note that, at the birth of modernity, modern philosophy ‘turns back against itself so as to summon forth a new earth and a new people’ (1994: 99). This new earth was the Copernican earth: the earth removed from its nodal position as the ultimate ground of the Aristotelian universe and ‘exploded’ into ‘the universe’ while at the same time being redefined and repositioned as one element of a wider heliocentric interplanetary system (the ‘third stone from the sun’). Its continual movement and dependence upon much larger and scientifically more significant interplanetary forces made it a poor candidate for certainty and necessity. Grounds were thus located elsewhere by modern philosophers – in more anthropological locations such as subjectivity, language and/or the hidden teleologies of history. It is only in the last century that such moves were exposed by the late Wittgenstein and late Heidegger as metaphysical illusions as existentially pernicious as the Aristotelian metaphysics that they replaced. But, in turn, the emergence of the planetary dimension to modern life undermined their territorialized conceptions of philosophy, creating a hiatus in the history of Western philosophy (that some have mistaken for the end of philosophy itself). However, when this issue is conceived in a Deleuzian manner, philosophy’s task is again to summon forth a new conception of the earth appropriate to the global cosmopolitan age. This conception of the earth can longer function as an a priori cognitive self-justifying principle; for the global earth is a dynamic and fluid – largely ‘oceanic’ – earth where ground, sky and water converge to form a new planetary idea of the world (where the earth, as world, is understood, in an Irigarayan manner, as largely ‘air’). But this does not necessarily imply that planetary representations are simply another imperialistic avatar ‘that universalises loss of meaning, the society of the void’ (Latouche, 1996: 73). No, for the new universal expresses a new political imaginary outside the ideological strictures of the modern nation-state. It is the condition of possibility for a planetary ideal of a new humanity – the non-human basis and destiny of every human – that brings together the planet’s cultural and ecological elements in a singular cosmological embrace (suggesting that both natural and cultural life are holistically related as vibrant multiplicities). This is earth is not the hypermodern Copernican earth, where human values and vitalities are rendered diminutive by the ‘vast sea of darkness surrounding a blue and green point of unified, singular human space’ (Redfield, 1996: 258), but a dynamic and open earth that is an expansive plane that brings all elements with a single plane of composition. It stands for the idea of a way of ‘dwelling’ without territory; an idea of global being for a new planetary Mitsein. This idea of the earth is also found in Indian philosophy – especially in Vedic traditions where the earth is conceived as ‘the far-spreading one’ and a ‘great wide abode’ (see Radhakrishnan and Moore, 1989: 11–12). And, for Deleuze and Guattari, this new earth requires a more topological articulation by a new kind of philosopher – in their view the philosopher must become nonphilosopher – in order to make ultimate sense and significance of what might be the ‘tao of globalisation’ (see Anderson, 2004: 77) and the ‘last universal’: the planetary world that must be shared by all.

Turns the K – Deep Eco

Overview effect creates a sense of interconnectedness with nature that is consistent with the alt

O’Neill 8 – Space Science Producer for Discovery News

(Ian, “The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the “Overview Effect” Experienced by Astronauts,” http://www.universetoday.com/14455/the-human-brain-in-space-euphoria-and-the-overview-effect-experienced-by-astronauts/, dml)

Could be the best example yet of being “spaced out”? When in space, astronauts have repeatedly reported inexplicable euphoria, a “cosmic connection” or an increased sensitivity to their place in the Universe. The experience sounds like the ultimate high, or the ultimate enlightening; it would appear that without trying, astronauts are able to attain a similar mental state as meditating Buddhist monks. So what is happening when the human body is in space? Does zero-gravity create new connections in the brain? Or is it a natural human response to the vastness of space and realizing just how small we are in comparison? What ever the reason, it looks like even when astronauts are back on solid ground, they have changed profoundly… On March 6th, 1969, Rusty Schweikart experienced a feeling that the whole universe was profoundly connected. At the time, he was on a postponed space walk outside his Apollo 9Lunar Module, carrying out tests for the forthcoming Moon landings. Already having suffered from space sickness (hence delaying the EVA) he felt a euphoric sensation: “When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change… it comes through to you so powerfully that you’re the sensing element for Man.” – Russell “Rusty” Schweikart. Two years later, Apollo 14 astronaut, Edgar Mitchell (joint record holder with Alan Shepard for longest ever Moon walk of 9 hours and 17 minutes) reported experiencing an “Overview Effect”. He described the sensation gave him a profound sense of connectedness, with a feeling of bliss and timelessness. He was overwhelmed by the experience. He became profoundly aware that each and every atom in the Universe was connected in some way, and on seeing Earth from space he had an understanding that all the humans, animals and systems were a part of the same thing, a synergistic whole. It was an interconnected euphoria. Schweikart and Mitchell’s experiences are not isolated anomalies, many other astronauts since the 1970′s have reported this Overview Effect. Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with experience in space medicine, hopes to find out whether this is an actual psychological phenomenon. Perhaps there is a medical reason for an actual change in an astronaut’s brain function when in space. What’s more, he’s noticed a psychological change in the men and women that have come back from space: “You can often tell when you’re with someone who has flown in space, its palpable.” – Andy Newberg Newberg has scanned many brains to try to understand how humans reach this euphoric state on Earth. The religious communities, transcendental mediators and others around the world are able to experience similar states and have been the focus of interest to neuroscientists. In some cases, the meditation leads some people to view the whole cosmos as an interconnected quantum web, where consciousness is not separate, but a part of the Universe. Now Newberg hopes to monitor the brain of one of the first space tourists so a better grasp of the brain function of a human in zero-G can be understood. Edgar Mitchell has said that his personal event has changed his life, revealing a Universe that had remained hidden until he experienced the Overview Effect on that Apollo 14 mission in 1971. Whether this effect is a physical change in the brain, or a deeper, yet to be discovered event, Newberg hopes to find some answers.

Overview Effect Exists

Noetic Sciences explain the Overview Effect even if it is purely subjective – it is a byproduct of brain processes. 

Institute of Noetic Sciences, No Date Given (http://www.noetic.org/about/what-are-noetic-sciences/) For centuries, philosophers from Plato forward have used the term noetic to refer to experiences that pioneering psychologist William James (1902) described as: …states of insight into depths of truth unplumbed by the discursive intellect. They are illuminations, revelations, full of significance and importance, all inarticulate though they remain; and as a rule they carry with them a curious sense of authority. The term noetic sciences was first coined in 1973 when the Institute of Noetic Sciences (IONS) was founded by Apollo 14 astronaut Edgar Mitchell, who two years earlier became the sixth man to walk on the moon. Ironically, it was the trip back home that Mitchell recalls most, during which he felt a profound sense of universal connectedness—what he later described as a samadhi experience. In Mitchell’s own words, “The presence of divinity became almost palpable, and I knew that life in the universe was not just an accident based on random processes. . . .The knowledge came to me directly.” It led him to conclude that reality is more complex, subtle, and mysterious than conventional science had led him to believe. Perhaps a deeper understanding of consciousness (inner space) could lead to a new and expanded understanding of reality in which objective and subjective, outer and inner, are understood as co-equal aspects of the miracle of being. It was this intersection of knowledge systems that led Dr. Mitchell to launch the interdisciplinary field of noetic sciences. Why Consciousness Matters The essential hypothesis underlying the noetic sciences is simply that consciousness matters. The question is when, how, and why does it matter? There are several ways we can know the world around us. Science focuses on external observation and is grounded in objective evaluation, measurement, and experimentation. This is useful in increasing objectivity and reducing bias and inaccuracy as we interpret what we observe. But another way of knowing is subjective or internal, including gut feelings, intuition, and hunches—the way you know you love your children, for example, or experiences you have that cannot be explained or proven “rationally” but feel absolutely real. This way of knowing is what we call noetic. From a purely materialist, mechanistic perspective, all subjective—noetic—experience arises from physical matter, and consciousness is simply a byproduct of brain and body processes. But there is another perspective, suggesting a far more complex relationship between the physical and the nonphysical. The noetic sciences apply a scientific lens to the study of subjective experience and to ways that consciousness may influence the physical world, and the data to date have raised plenty of provocative new questions. IONS sees noetic science as a growing field of valid inquiry. Every new discovery leads to more questions as the mystery of human consciousness slowly unfolds. In the areas of consciousness and healing, extended human capacities, and worldview transformation, IONS keeps pushing the boundaries of what we know, advancing our shared understanding of consciousness and why it matters in the 21st century.
AT: Can Be Seen Elsewhere

Space is key- the constant risk of death, weightlessness, altering of time and the vantage point mean we can only experience the Overview Effect from space

Juan, 90 (11/29/90, Stephen, Sydney Morning Herald, “SPACE TRAVELLERS GET THE BIGGEST PICTURE; ONLY HUMAN”, Lexis SW)

Astronauts often claim that space travel has had a profound psychological impact upon their lives. This is the overview effect. As astronauts frequently describe it, peering down from a spacecraft on to our planet is an experience unlike any other. It can be so deeply moving, emotionally and intellectually, that one is never the same again. Seeing the world from such a vantage point brings one new insights: into one's self, one's place in the universe and one's understanding of the how all things interrelate. Two examples of the overview effect at work are the cases of Edgar Mitchell and Russel Schweickart. In 1971, astronaut Edgar Mitchell flew the Apollo 14 lunar mission. In a 1989 brochure produced by the Institute of Noetic Sciences, Mitchell wrote, "Eighteen years ago I had an extraordinary experience - one that shaped my life. After exploring the dry, airless surface of the moon as an Apollo astronaut, I was returning home to Earth. When I saw our fertile planet, luminous in space, I knew that our Earth and the life it bears are not mere accidents. On a deep level I experienced the intelligent, loving and harmonious nature of the universe." Russel Schweickart expressed it differently. In 1969, astronaut Schweickart flew the Apollo Nine lunar orbiting mission. In Earth's Answer (Harper & Row, 1977), Schweickart wrote that it was only while circling Earth that he first discovered something of "precious significance". "Somehow you recognise that you're a piece of this total life ... You're out there on the forefront and you have to bring that back somehow. That becomes a rather special responsibility and it tells you something about your relationship with this thing we call life. So that's a change. That's something new. And when you come back there's a difference in the world now. There's a difference in that relationship between you and that planet and you and all those other life forms ... " The overview effect had such an impact upon Mitchell and Schweickart that after each left the space program they devoted themselves to pioneering new forms of exploration. In 1973, Mitchell established the Institute of Noetic Sciences in Sausalito, California. The institute conducts and funds scientific research exploring the nature and potential of the human mind. Schweickart founded the Association of Space Explorers. Membership in the association is open to all who have ever flown in space. The association promotes human unity and co-operation. According to Frank White, a research scientist at the Space Studies Institute in Princeton, New Jersey, and author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution (Houghton Mifflin, 1987), the overview effect probably occurs because astronauts are forced to cope with factors such as the constant risk and fear of death, weightlessness, the altering of time and distance perceptions, loneliness and the great silence of space. This combination of factors can have an impact upon astronauts in strange, unpredictable ways. Most of them are military men from highly regimented and usually quite conventional backgrounds - those not normally disposed to philosophy - yet they frequently return from space not merely as explorers, but as philosophers as well.

AT:  Everyone Has To Go To Space

Not true – sending a few people creates a multiplier effect

White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 65-67, dml)

The experience of the Earth as a unified whole is a powerful reality for astronauts and cosmonauts. It is a message from the universe, not to space fliers alone, but to all of humanity. Now the question is, “How can larger numbers of people get that message?" There are two basic approaches to answering this question. One is the transportation oriented approach of taking more people into space, while the other is the communication oriented approach of replicating the experience, in various forms, and diffusing it around the planet. Unless there is a dramatic paradigm shift under way leading to low-cost access to Earth orbit, the primary transportation-oriented dissemination of the Overview Effect in the near future will be through government space programs sending astronauts and cosmonauts into space, and then having them communicate their experiences to the populace. Will that approach support a fundamental shift in consciousness at a planetary level? In Carrying the Fire, Apollo II astronaut Michael Collins wrote, “Fred Hoyle, the British astronomer, suggested as early as 1948 that the first picture of the whole earth would unleash a flood of new ideas." However, he went on to say that simply seeing pictures of the whole Earth is not enough to achieve the full impact. Rather, one must actually be there, 100,000 miles out in space, to get the full implications of the experience. Still, it may not be necessary for an entire society to feel the full impact for a shift in consciousness to take place. The astronauts and cosmonauts are representatives of the species, and in them we have the most powerful experiences of spaceflight being felt by a tiny sample of the whole population. The impact of their communication may seem insignificant; as Skylab astronaut Ed Gibson said, their talking about it is like a “drop of dye in the ocean,” but the diffusion of dye into a liquid changes its composition and color. Their messages to us may work similarly to change our perspective over time. In fact, diffusion is a good way to understand how new ideas are disseminated into societies. Communication researchers have noticed that there is a familiar pattern by which new ideas or practices are adopted by society as a whole. The pattern applies in the same way to issues ranging from the adoption of the smoking habit to the abolition of slavery. According to this “diffusion of innovation” theory, people fall into live basic groups in terms of adopting new ideas or practices. The percentages of the population they represent are innovators (2.5%), early adopters (l3.5%), early majority (34%), late majority (34-%), and late adopters (16%).2 New information coming into a human social system from the environment is processed in a sequence, starting with the innovators and concluding with the late adopters. Not everyone deals with new ideas the same way, and everyone does not adopt them immediately. The innovators are the first to take up the new idea; they then pass it on to the early adopters. Once these two groups make an idea their own, it is on its way to becoming a part of mainstream thought. No one, including innovators, takes on something unknown right away, skipping straight to the adoption or confirmation stages of the process. They have to hear about it, become interested in it, evaluate it, try it, then adopt it and confirm its value. The adoption curve rises slowly in the beginning, when the innovators and early adopters are going through the process, accelerates rapidly until about half the population has adopted, and increases at a slower rate while the later adopters come aboard. When about 20% of the population has taken up the innovation, the curve becomes virtually unstoppable. The most important audiences are the innovators, early adopters, and early majority, since their absorption of the message really makes it take off. The astronauts are the super innovators of the space age. Other innovators are those involved in national space programs, space interest groups, and other pro-space activities. The early adopters and early majority are now beginning to emerge in regard to the Overview Effect and other ideas discussed here. It is through this diffusion process that the experience of spaceflight is translated into an idea that has a powerful effect on society as more and more people are reached by it. Hearing an astronaut speak, seeing a film, or looking at a poster of the whole Earth begins the adoption process by bringing awareness of the overview to the audience. These experiences are not as deep as being in space, but the impact is broader because a film or poster can be replicated more easily and less expensively than the experience itself. In certain instances, people who are made aware of the overview go through transformations just as powerful as those of the astronauts and in unpredictable ways. I refer to people who have achieved astronaut awareness without going into space as Terranauts.

AT: Overview Effect = Made-Up Nonsense

The Overview Effect fundamentally changes humans brains- studies and testemonies Prove 

Sato 08 (5/20/08, Rebecca, The Daily Galaxy, “Space Euphoria: Do Our Brains Change When We Travel in Outer Space?” http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2008/05/space-euphoria.html SW) 

In February, 1971, Apollo 14 astronaut Edgar Mitchell experienced the little understood phenomenon sometimes called the “Overview Effect”. He describes being completely engulfed by a profound sense of universal connectedness. Without warning, he says, a feeing of bliss, timelessness, and connectedness began to overwhelm him. He describes becoming instantly and profoundly aware that each of his constituent atoms were connected to the fragile planet he saw in the window and to every other atom in the Universe. He described experiencing an intense awareness that Earth, with its humans, other animal species, and systems were all one synergistic whole. He says the feeling that rushed over him was a sense of interconnected euphoria. He was not the first—nor the last—to experience this strange “cosmic connection”. Rusty Schweikart experienced it on March 6th 1969 during a spacewalk outside his Apollo 9 vehicle: “When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change…it comes through to you so powerfully that you’re the sensing element for Man.” Schweikart, similar to what Mitchell experienced, describes intuitively sensing that everything is profoundly connected. Their experiences, along with dozens of other similar experiences described by other astronauts, intrigue scientists who study the brain. This “Overview Effect”, or acute awareness of all matter as synergistically connected, sounds somewhat similar to certain religious experiences described by Buddhist monks, for example. Where does it come from and why? Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with a background in spacemedicine, is learning how to identify the markers of someone who has experienced space travel. He says there is a palpable difference in someone who has been in space, and he wants to know why. Newberg specializes in finding the neurological markers of brains in states of altered consciousness: Praying nuns, transcendental mediators, and others in focused or "transcendent" states. Newberg can actually pinpoint regions in subjects' gray matter that correlate to these circumstances, and now he plans to use his expertise to find how and why the Overview Effect occurs. He is setting up advanced neurological scanning instruments that can head into space to study--live--the brain functions of space travelers. If this Overview Effect is a real, physiological phenomenon—he wants to watch it unfold. Newberg's first test subject will not be an astronaut, but rather a civilian. Reda Andersen will be leaving the planet with Rocketplane Kistler. She says, that as one of the world's first civilian space adventurers, she is more than happy to let Andy scan her brain if it can help unlock the mystery. Why do astronauts all seem to experience a profound alteration of their perceptions when entering space, and will it happen for Rita and the other civilian explorers as well?

Both spiritual and physical technologies empirically drive evolution

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 83)
The creation of spiritual technologies is an effort to maintain and sustain a link to the spiritual experience of the universe generating a relationship with an ultimate oneness, “the Universe” or “System of Systems.” These often show up in society as organized religions and religious practices, which are only the “exoteric” or public aspect of spiritual technologies. Throughout human history, there has also existed a more private or “esoteric” tradition that is less well known. Because purpose is an essential integrating component of social systems, spiritual technologies play a vital role in defining human purpose and feeding values, norms, and beliefs into the domain of mental technologies for everyday use, while also balancing the often traumatic impact of physical technologies on societies. At various times in history different technologies have been the primary drives of social evolution. The advent of Christianity during the Roman Empire had a tremendous impact as a spiritual technology. The empire’s efforts to integrate the new information represented by Christian though into its existing mental technologies failed, helping to bring down a civilization that great armies had been unable to defeat. Today, physical technologies appear to be the driving force of social evolution on Earth. Rapid develpments in the domain of physical technologies are triggering fundamental transformations in the area of metnal technologies and generating a compensatory response in the spiritual domain. 

Technology isn’t simply machinery – rather it is the systematic treatment of a certain problem. 

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 82)

Human systems are among the most sophisticated organizational forms evolved to date for institutionalizing intelligence and conscious self-awareness on Earth. They possess the primary properties of other systems, like other systems, evolve. They follow the patterns of equilibrium, change, and transformation and the building up of more complex out of simpler forms. They can also fail to adapt to new situations and become extinct, as the history of past civilizations illustrates. The distinguishing property of human social systems is that they create and use new technologies as a tool of social evolution. In fact, a human system can be defined as a group of human beings evolving together as a whole system and using technology to do so. The word technology is derived form the Greek root technologia, meaning “systematic treatment.” Technology is a systematic treatment of any problem or endeavor which means that machines and labor-saving devices are only one type. Such physical technologies as automobiles, computers, airplanes, and robots represent one dimension of the technologies as automobiles, computers, airplanes, and robots represent one dimension of the technology-creating tendencies of human systems. For a civilization to arise, a human social system must manage energy effectively. Physical technologies create the means of doing so and lay the foundations for utilizing energy to create information and knowledge. However, while physical technologies provide the basic elements of the process, others are brought to bear to complete the picture. 

Technology influences human evolution – overview effect creates social change

White 1987 – author and co-author of books on space exploration and the future, originator of the term “overview effect” (Frank, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, p. 84)
These “metaideas” and “metaexperiences” may be much grander and more comprehensive than any that went before, or they may be fundamental challenges to the system’s continues existence. In any event, the social system must rearrange itself, or transform, to take in the new idea or meet the challenge. The Overview Effect, seeing and feeling the unity of Earth, is a metaexperience. The whole Earth symbol is a metaidea based on that experience. The multiplicity of human systems on Earth cannot absorb these ideas and experiences without going through a fundamental transformation. Physical, mental, and spiritual exploration of all kinds function as an ongoing generator of metaideas and metaexperiences, restoring vision and purpose to a social system, thereby supporting its evolution. Exploration is a movement outward into a larger whole system. Feeding off the richer information content of that system and pumping it back into the subsystem as evolutionary energy. Looking back at evolution on Earth we find a continuing process of exploration since the first water creatures began to explore land. Seeing these connections between exploration and evolution offers humanity something new and unprecedented a method for shaping human evolution in ways not previously suspected. Space exploration is the ultimate journey from part to whole, one which is for all intents and purposes endless. Since the Overview Effect and other shifts in consciousness resulting from space exploration are metaexperiences, and society must transform itself to incorporate them, a society firmly committed to space exploration would find it difficult to stagnate. Ultimately, planning the space program is equivalent to planning the evolution of human society and opportunity of revolutionary importance. Realizing the fundamental role of space exploration in shaping social evolution is a major step forward in understanding the importance of astronauts’ experiences in space. Their descriptions are the beginning of the construction of the metamessages that lead to social transformation. However, there is potentially much more involved than human social evolution alone. 

AT: Overview Effect Bad K

Earth doesn’t have a single ontological state – space is part of contesting the ontological significance in multiple ways

Turnbull, 2006- Nottingham Trent University (Neil, “The Ontological Consequences of Copernicus: Global Being in the Planetary World”, SAGEJournals Online, REQ)
One way to approach this issue is to follow Irigaray and chide Heidegger – and Wittgenstein – for their preoccupation with earth as a ground for thinking and judging. However, it may be that these philosophers simply assumed too narrow – and too culturally and historically parochial – an account of the earth’s ontological signiﬁcance. For, as the above discussion has shown, in a planetary age the philosophical problem of the meaning of the earth remains a pivotal issue: only in this case the idea and the experience of the earth seems much larger, more ‘vital’, more complex and more redolent with political signiﬁcance than the early modern Copernican earth. As ‘planetary technology’ – to use Heidegger’s phrase – provides practical conditions of possibility for a new convergence of ‘earth’ and ‘world’ upon wider sets of planetary concerns, so the philosopher is forced to concede that the earth is no longer a certain existential ground linked to primal kinaesthetic experience – the ontological ﬁrst principle of saying and doing – but has become an affordant sign of cosmopolitan cultural reality: an aestheticized and cosmological planetary ‘blue globe’ that extends the perceptual horizon and thus opens up a very different idea of the world, a world where the planetary dimension becomes a new axiomatic and new authority for knowing and judging. But how is the philosopher to make ontological sense of these new planetary forms of authority?

Deleuze and Guattari stand out as the two philosophers who have provided the most systematic attempt to philosophize in a ‘post-Copernican’ mode for an age when the old earth has become what they term ‘desert earth’ and the sense of a ‘new earth’ has yet to be philosophically articulated. For them, the issue of the nature and signiﬁcance of the earth remains one of the central concerns of philosophy: but only when the idea of the earth is sharply differentiated from that of territory. The earth for Deleuze and Guattari represents a utopia (see Goodchild, 1996) and stands in stark opposition to the earth of ‘English’ capitalistic expansion: the old Greek earth ‘broken, fractalised and extended to the entire universe’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1994: 104). In their view, Heidegger made the mistake of conﬂating earth and territory, for now the earth has become something other than territory in its cosmopolitical separation from cartographic control. Thus, for Deleuze and Guattari, the earth is ‘[t]he Deterritorialised, the Glacial, the giant Molecule – “a body without organs”’ (1987: 40). The earth is thus not ‘one element among other elements’ (1994: 85), ﬁxed in speciﬁc place in time under a ‘speciﬁc sky’, but a ﬂuidity ‘that brings all elements within a single embrace’ (1994: 85). The earth is a space permeated by ﬂows in all directions, free intensities and nomadic singularities (1987: 40). When conceived in this manner, the earth is no longer conceived as a background but a destratiﬁed plane upon which all minds and bodies can be situated. According to them, the plane of the earth ‘knows nothing of differences in level, orders of magnitude, or distances’ (1987: 68); such codings can only come from the social technological ‘machinic assemblages’ that straddle and ‘cartographise’ the earth. In opposition to the idea of the ‘coded’ earth, they offer an idea of the earth as decoded and unengendered, an ‘immobile motor’, ‘[s]uffering and dangerous, unique, universal’ it is the ‘full body’ and an ‘enchanted surface of inscription’ (1983: 154). It is the ‘single plane’ that escapes the territorial codings of the modern nation-state, and is the extraterritorial grounds for thinking and acting beyond its remit.

To conceive of the earth in this manner requires a rejection of the basic assumptions of ‘subjectivist’ modern philosophy – for when rendered ‘earthly’, thinking is neither a line drawn between subject and object nor a revolving of one around the other, but something that takes place in a deterritorialized space between territory and earth (Deleuze and Guattari, 1994: 85). The implication of this claim is that the major issue facing contemporary Western philosophy today is how to ‘devise’ a philosophy that interrogates and gives ‘ontological sense’ to planetary deterritorialization – the epochal moment when the earth loses its ancient association with territory – when, as Deleuze and Guattari point out, philosophy itself is still territorialized on Greek soil, such that Greece – and ipso facto Europe – is still ‘the philosopher’s earth’ (see Deleuze and Guattari, 1994: 86). Clearly, this will demand a different set of ‘philosophical ideals and vocabularies’ – ones less ‘grounded’ in narrowly deﬁned ideas of earth as both terra and its political corollary territory.

Deleuze and Guattari note that, at the birth of modernity, modern philosophy ‘turns back against itself so as to summon forth a new earth and a new people’ (1994: 99). This new earth was the Copernican earth: the earth removed from its nodal position as the ultimate ground of the Aristotelian universe and ‘exploded’ into ‘the universe’ while at the same time being redeﬁned and repositioned as one element of a wider heliocentric interplanetary system (the ‘third stone from the sun’). Its continual movement and dependence upon much larger and scientiﬁcally more signiﬁcant interplanetary forces made it a poor candidate for certainty and necessity. Grounds were thus located elsewhere by modern philosophers – in more anthropological locations such as subjectivity, language and/or the hidden teleologies of history. It is only in the last century that such moves were exposed by the late Wittgenstein and late Heidegger as metaphysical illusions as existentially pernicious as the Aristotelian metaphysics that they replaced. But, in turn, the emergence of the planetary dimension to modern life undermined their territorialized conceptions of philosophy, creating a hiatus in the history of Western philosophy (that some have mistaken for the end of philosophy itself). However, when this issue is conceived in a Deleuzian manner, philosophy’s task is again to summon forth a new conception of the earth appropriate to the global cosmopolitan age. This conception of the earth can longer function as an a priori cognitive self-justifying principle; for the global earth is a dynamic and ﬂuid – largely ‘oceanic’ – earth where ground, sky and water converge to form a new planetary idea of the world (where the earth, as world, is understood, in an Irigarayan manner, as largely ‘air’). But this does not necessarily imply that planetary representations are simply another imperialistic avatar ‘that universalises loss of meaning, the society of the void’ (Latouche, 1996: 73). No, for the new universal expresses a new political imaginary outside the ideological strictures of the modern nation-state. It is the condition of possibility for a planetary ideal of a new humanity – the non-human basis and destiny of every human – that brings together the planet’s cultural and ecological elements in a singular cosmological embrace (suggesting that both natural and cultural life are holistically related as vibrant multiplicities). This is earth is not the hypermodern Copernican earth, where human values and vitalities are rendered diminutive by the ‘vast sea of darkness surrounding a blue and green point of uniﬁed, singular human space’ (Redﬁeld, 1996: 258), but a dynamic and open earth that is an expansive plane that brings all elements with a single plane of composition. It stands for the idea of a way of ‘dwelling’ without territory; an idea of global being for a new planetary Mitsein. This idea of the earth is also found in Indian philosophy – especially in Vedic traditions where the earth is conceived as ‘the far-spreading one’ and a ‘great wide abode’ (see Radhakrishnan and Moore, 1989: 11–12). And, for Deleuze and Guattari, this new earth requires a more topological articulation by a new kind of philosopher – in their view the philosopher must become nonphilosopher – in order to make ultimate sense and signiﬁcance of what might be the ‘tao of globalisation’ (see Anderson, 2004: 77) and the ‘last universal’: the planetary world that must be shared by all.

AT: Only Some Experience It

They are right that not everyone experiences euphoria- They focus on the “exotic” nature of the experience but ignore the actual effects

Beaver et al, no date, founder of The World Space Center, a not-for-profit working group that produced the first national conference on the Overview Effect.  (David, Kevin Russell, digital media executive, David J. Pucel, former Advertising and Marketing Director for the Dalmar video chain, Edgar Mitchell, Astronaut, Douglas Trumbull, film-maker and visual effects pioneer, Frank White, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, Michael Caporale, film-maker, Dan Curry, visionary artist/filmmaker and 7-time Emmy winner, John Eaves, Production designer, Mike Moon, illustrator specializing in fantasy art, David Allan, specialist in employee retention, Richard Boyd, former General Manager and VP of Sales for Virtus Corp, Jeff Krukin, former Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, Carter Emmart, Director of Astro-visualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, Jason P. Clark, started several companies that work in areas ranging from network infrastructures to various forms of multimedia content development., Larry Larson, Founder of Larry’s Beans, the largest independent roaster and distributor of coffee in central North Carolina, Richard Godwin, co-owner and President of CG Publishing of Toronto, Terri Griffin, Founder and President of marketing company Albers, Roger Harris, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, a 60K member global scientific society, Alex Howerton, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors of Radnor, PA., Brad Thompson, founder and President of Altruent Systems, a systems integration company that specializes in the design and installation of mission critical infrastructure, StarPort Café, “Perception and The Overview Effect”, http://www.starportcafe.com/space-background/perception-and-the-overview-effect SW) 

It is widely assumed that traveling into space is a unique and remarkable experience. The fact that it has a lasting impact on astronauts is easy for most people to accept. The actual nature of the experience, however, is less well understood. The result is that the space experience is widely misunderstood by the general public and even many of the leaders and advocates of the New Space industry and larger space community. The rapid rise and sophistication of cognitive science provides us with a wealth of research and models for gaining a greater understanding of this experience, which is soon to affect our entire civilization. Since the publication of Frank White’s The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, the term “overview effect” has become the most frequently used term to refer to these experiences in the space community and industry. However neither the book nor the term is widely known to the general public. And even in the space community, few have read or studied the astronaut interviews and quotes very well. The result is that even when the term is used, it is often misinterpreted as referring to a few of the more “exotic” of the experiences that have been widely rumored. Hence, many refer to the overview effect as a spiritual or metaphysical epiphany, often expressed as a sense of oneness with all mankind or with the universe itself. While there are several dramatic astronaut accounts of this nature, it is clear that the vast majority of astronauts do not, and likely would not, describe their experiences with these terms. A second and perhaps more widely held misinterpretation is that of “space euphoria”. This term was apparently first coined by NASA psychologists who became aware that fascination with the view of the Earth and the stars induced an emotional impact among many astronauts. These psychologists were concerned that such fascination could hinder the astronauts’ ability to stay focused on their mission and actively tried to help them avoid it. They likened it to “Rapture of the Deep” which some deep sea divers experience and the “Breakaway Effect”, which affects some pilots in extended high-altitude flights. The widely consulted on-line database, Wikipedia, merges these two in its definition of the Overview Effect in calling it a “transcendental euphoric feeling of universal connection”. It is clear from numerous astronaut interviews that only a small minority of astronauts would describe their experiences in this way. And while some degree of “euphoria” alone would probably be an aspect of space flight acceptable to a majority of astronauts -- one said that “if you’re not euphoric, you’re not paying attention” --, euphoria alone does not account for the fact that a majority report that many of the effects of their space experiences were life-long. It is clear that White meant to document the nature of the space experience in its widest sense rather than these specific minority aspects. Thus, the widespread understanding of it in these more limited terms obscures the actual nature of the experience. This is particularly significant at a time when commercial space travel is about to begin and will expose large numbers of private citizens to the experience. And, in addition to these more limited and exotic interpretations limiting a truer awareness, it has become clear to those of us who study the overview effect, that the very “exotic” nature of these descriptions have inhibited leaders of the New Space Industry and larger space community from using the term overview effect more publicly. This is a field that has struggled since its inception with what is widely called the “Giggle Factor” when attempting to describe efforts to establish a “Space-Faring Civilization”. This inhibition is doubly in force when attempting to get government funding, support or regulations in favor their emerging industry.

Those astronauts experienced the effect, but haven’t realized how it affected them

Overview Institute ‘8

Beaver et al. 08 (5/28/08. Founder of the world space center, founder of the CG society, the Director of Astrovisualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, writer, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors,  President of The Foundation for Conscious Evolution , Director of Visualization and Collaborative Environments at the Renaissance Computing Institute, Author of “The Home Planet,” Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, , NASA Deputy Assistant Administrator for Public Outreach, media artist and researcher, Apollo 14 astronaut, Associate Professor in the Department of Radiology and Psychiatry at the Hospital of the University of Pennsylvania, founded Astronomers Without Borders, filmmaker and visual effects pioneer, one of the people who began the “NewSpace” revolution, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution,  Chief Executive of Virgin Galactic, crew for ZERO-G's 727 aircraft. “The Overview Effect Shifts the Environmental Awareness of Space Travelers,” No Date Given, http://www.starportcafe.com/our-blog/the-overview-effect-shifts-the-environmental-awareness-of-space-travelers)

Dr. Charles Berry, the astronauts’ long-time physician and surgeon said that not one of the astronauts under his care “came back unchanged” after having this unique experience. “I think some of them…” he continued, “…don’t see how it affected them.” Indeed, they have often struggled to explain both the experience itself and its impact on their minds and lives. 

AT: Pictures Solve

While this may be true, we don’t actually understand the images we see because we haven’t had the right experiences of actual space travel-Cognitive Science Proves

Beaver et al, no date, founder of The World Space Center, a not-for-profit working group that produced the first national conference on the Overview Effect.  (David, Kevin Russell, digital media executive, David J. Pucel, former Advertising and Marketing Director for the Dalmar video chain, Edgar Mitchell, Astronaut, Douglas Trumbull, film-maker and visual effects pioneer, Frank White, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, Michael Caporale, film-maker, Dan Curry, visionary artist/filmmaker and 7-time Emmy winner, John Eaves, Production designer, Mike Moon, illustrator specializing in fantasy art, David Allan, specialist in employee retention, Richard Boyd, former General Manager and VP of Sales for Virtus Corp, Jeff Krukin, former Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, Carter Emmart, Director of Astro-visualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, Jason P. Clark, started several companies that work in areas ranging from network infrastructures to various forms of multimedia content development., Larry Larson, Founder of Larry’s Beans, the largest independent roaster and distributor of coffee in central North Carolina, Richard Godwin, co-owner and President of CG Publishing of Toronto, Terri Griffin, Founder and President of marketing company Albers, Roger Harris, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, a 60K member global scientific society, Alex Howerton, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors of Radnor, PA., Brad Thompson, founder and President of Altruent Systems, a systems integration company that specializes in the design and installation of mission critical infrastructure, StarPort Café, “Perception and The Overview Effect”, http://www.starportcafe.com/space-background/perception-and-the-overview-effect SW) 

Cognitive Science and the Overview Effect of Space Travel Fortunately, the field of Cognitive Science, which has rapidly grown over the last two decades, provides a wealth of research and theory that helps to explain the overview effect and the difficulty in communicating it in rigorous scientific language. Curiously, there is little cognitive research by NASA or the NewSpace industry that shed further light on the space experience. While the body of current perceptual research gives considerable support for a cognitive understanding of the overview effect, there are no prominent existing cognitive studies focusing on it in either field. One reason for this lack of research and analysis, in addition to the “exotic inhibition, stems from the difficulty of communicating the actual experience, as expressed by numerous astronauts. Modern cognitive research explains that the very mechanisms of human perception that give rise to the overview effect create ‘cognitive barriers’ to our perceiving it here on Earth. This modern model of perception ascribes a powerful role to previous sensory experience and built-in brain “pre-sets” in the mind’s creation of the images of perception out of a sort of statistical sampling of previous experiences. Research such as that of Dale Purves, Director of the Duke University Center for Cognitive Neuroscience, demonstrates that raw sensory data, even the patterns on our retina, are inherently ambiguous without the organizing effect of previous evolutionary and individual experience. Additional support comes from the few cases of people born blind and gaining their sight late in life. They must learn how to see, as counterintuitive as that may seem to us who have possessed sight throughout or lives. The effort to learn to see is difficult, emotionally threatening and seldom completely successful. Leading cognitive scientists now conclude that sight is a learned ability to interpret largely ambiguous sensory data and ‘construct’ perceptual images rather than a mechanism that simply receives them whole from the external world. Media Theory and the “Cognitive Barriers” to Space Based on modern media theory, itself influenced by this new cognitive research, the brain’s previous experience is even more necessary to the perception of media images. Even high-resolution photos and video require not only previous perceptual experience with similar real things to organize inherently ambiguous light pixels, but experience with images themselves in order to learn to interpret patterns on a surface as 3-dimensional objects and spaces. Animals, small infants and cultures without well-developed representational art cannot see the world in photos. Many of the “late-sighted” never learned ‘the trick’. While most of us have learned it, the limitations still apply. Much of what we see in pictures and video of space is supplied by our previous experience. When that previous experience is only with other space images, the new information is far less than we imagine, and the sense of reality in the brain is small despite what we may customarily think. The reality of such images is analogues to that of computer desktop icons of printers and trash cans or smiley-faces that only suggest what they represent but which we learn to ‘see’. In the worst case, it becomes a stereotype, clearly emphasizing qualities that are nonexistent or peripheral. Other examples include a doctor’s ability to interpret X-rays or a radar operator’s perception of images on a scope, both of which may be meaningless to the layman. Thus, the vast majority of the public, including world leaders and reporters of space stories, have only the narrowest sense of the reality of space or the Earth’s true nature as a planet within it. The overview effect, then, is less of an effect of space itself than the replacement of the false internal image of the Earth and space that we have absorbed from the limitations of perception, and from space media and media creators, who themselves have not had experience with the real thing.
Space has been removed from our lives and media representation has splintered- It must play an active part in our lives for the overview effect to change human perception

Beaver et al, no date, founder of The World Space Center, a not-for-profit working group that produced the first national conference on the Overview Effect.  (David, Kevin Russell, digital media executive, David J. Pucel, former Advertising and Marketing Director for the Dalmar video chain, Edgar Mitchell, Astronaut, Douglas Trumbull, film-maker and visual effects pioneer, Frank White, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, Michael Caporale, film-maker, Dan Curry, visionary artist/filmmaker and 7-time Emmy winner, John Eaves, Production designer, Mike Moon, illustrator specializing in fantasy art, David Allan, specialist in employee retention, Richard Boyd, former General Manager and VP of Sales for Virtus Corp, Jeff Krukin, former Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, Carter Emmart, Director of Astro-visualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, Jason P. Clark, started several companies that work in areas ranging from network infrastructures to various forms of multimedia content development., Larry Larson, Founder of Larry’s Beans, the largest independent roaster and distributor of coffee in central North Carolina, Richard Godwin, co-owner and President of CG Publishing of Toronto, Terri Griffin, Founder and President of marketing company Albers, Roger Harris, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, a 60K member global scientific society, Alex Howerton, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors of Radnor, PA., Brad Thompson, founder and President of Altruent Systems, a systems integration company that specializes in the design and installation of mission critical infrastructure, StarPort Café, “Perception and The Overview Effect”, http://www.starportcafe.com/space-background/perception-and-the-overview-effect SW) 

How then did we gain the public space awareness and motivation of the first Space Age? Part of it was the fact that the images and reports were new, providing us with a richness of information we didn’t previously have. As Robert Poole so clearly documents in his book Earthrise, the first photos of the Earth from space changed our world significantly. They have been universally praised for jump-starting the environmental movement and the rise of ‘systems thinking’ in many fields. Other authors have implicated these powerful images in aiding the Peace Movement’s role in ending of the Vietnam War and, along with global satellite communications, in the fall of the Iron Curtain and other significant global perceptual shifts. An additional effect flowed from the huge involvement of the government and its impact on the economy, education, media and public awareness. Those who lived through that unique era were surrounded with space images and concepts from countless space reports, products that were sold (truthfully or not) as ‘space age technology’, and the increasing infusion of space into popular media, culminating perhaps in Star Trek and 2001: A Space Odyssey. These two are icons among many space enthusiasts, and are cited by many astronauts as their career inspirations. And they were the inspiration for many of the space science fiction staples of today. Which raises a question: With so much existing Earth and space imagery and space science fiction available and the beginning point established years ago, why do we suffer from the cognitive barriers today? To find the answer we need to examine the cultural and media differences between the First Space Age and the New Space Age. The First Space Age inundated us with space imagery and ideas, both real and imagined, along with the added reality of a massive government program. Cars had tail fins, emulating rockets! The astronauts were highly visible national heroes, whose exploits were avidly followed on national television. Many children dreamed of following them into space. We were living in The Space Age. And from the far future exploits of Captain Kirk and company to the starkly real visions of the near future 2001’, we just knew we were destined to soon go there ourselves. The spaceliner that carried citizens to the gleaming giant space station in 2001’ was Pan Am. The hotel in the station was a Hilton. It was our present world projected just a few decades out, to the early 21st Century, toward which we were rapidly rushing.  And then Apollo ended, the space program cut back, the Shuttle program and the International Space Station became long and drawn out affairs with radically reduced expectations. The Shuttle accidents further delayed and reduced the dream. Science fiction turned from outer space to cyber-space, and young people dreamed not of being astronauts but of creating new computer ‘apps’ that sold to Microsoft and Google, and later of mega-hit websites and content. The media-sphere grew world-wide (in part due to communication satellites) and splintered into a myriad of ever morphing channels and forms. The competition for ‘eyeballs’, and the difficulty of cutting through the media-clutter, provided scant room for the reduced, elitist space program. And though by the mid-90s the first of the entrepreneurial space efforts were already beginning, despite the fact that NASA had apparently clearly demonstrated that space travel was only for massively funded national efforts, was dangerous and only for professional astronauts. Besides, apart from the historic race with the Soviet Union, space travel was seemingly about cosmological and geologic science and exploration, hardly issues that directly relate to our current world challenges. Our “Post” Space Age All of these influences have served to remove space, space travel and the space experience from our current media influenced mass culture. And there are fewer who vividly remember the amazing potential future in space that then seemed just a few decades away. In addition, our media-sphere has grown exponentially larger, inundating us with an overwhelming array of information, entertainment and sheer data, within which it is increasingly difficult to gain widespread awareness for something radically new and counterintuitive, such as the fact that commercial space travel is about to begin. Many people, when informed of the facts of this emerging opportunity, often ask, “Why haven’t there been any media stories on it?” Yet stories about the building and flight testing of commercial Space Tourism ships, privately launched orbital rockets, the building of private orbital space stations and NASA’s increasing reliance on these New Space companies to maintain their access to the International Space Station in the Post-Shuttle Era have been widely covered in major media outlets.However, as I have outlined, perception is heavily shaped by previous sensory experience and for a large part of our current active population there are no personal memories of a time when space travel was expected to soon become a part of our daily lives. And for many who did live during those exciting days, the memories have been submerged beneath a welter of other media images, world and personal problems and issues. The vivid sensory memories that would give reality to these incredible new space technologies and re-ignite the “Dream of Space Travel” are no longer part of our culture. As a result these stories have little “sense of reality” and as I like to say, “Go in one eye, and out the other”. If they are remembered at all, it is as either Science Fiction or a distant future possibility. This is how the very nature of human perception, now being explored and communicated by the rapidly growing field of Cognitive Science can help us to understand both the nature of the Overview Effect and why it is so difficult to communicate, especially through the limits of conventional media.

The pictures are too familiar – they don’t result in the same effect

Overview Institute ‘8

Beaver et al. 08 (5/28/08. Founder of the world space center, founder of the CG society, the Director of Astrovisualization at the Rose Center for earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History, writer, Director of Emerging Technologies and Research Analysis at Sigma Xi, The Scientific Research Society, Business Development Consultant with American Aerospace Advisors,  President of The Foundation for Conscious Evolution , Director of Visualization and Collaborative Environments at the Renaissance Computing Institute, Author of “The Home Planet,” Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation, , NASA Deputy Assistant Administrator for Public Outreach, media artist and researcher, Apollo 14 astronaut, Associate Professor in the Department of Radiology and Psychiatry at the Hospital of the University of Pennsylvania, founded Astronomers Without Borders, filmmaker and visual effects pioneer, one of the people who began the “NewSpace” revolution, author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution,  Chief Executive of Virgin Galactic, crew for ZERO-G's 727 aircraft. 

http://www.starportcafe.com/our-blog/the-limited-impact-of-current-conventional-earth-images)
Lovelock’s comment about the image “we are now so familiar with” is the problem. We (especially those of us born after the pictures first appeared) now take them for granted, as if we have always had that perspective. And yet, as I have explained previously, the pictures do not actually give us the experience that alternately turned the astronauts mute or waxing poetic. And, unless you saw those pictures for the first time, in that magical extended moment of the Apollo program, or the brief following period when they first began to saturate our minds and image-world, that hyper-real, “magical” effect is now dulled through familiarity. The Overview Effect is now nearly hidden in these limited and over-exposed representations. I’m not suggesting that Earth images now lack power, but because of their familiarity and lack of detail and new information, plus the fact that they are usually the same hand-full of iconic shots, they lack the rush of new sensory experience that accompanied those first sightings, let alone the depth of multi-sensory overload that the astronauts experience directly
AT: Space is Dangerous

The Overview Effect is worth the risks for astronauts 

Smith 99 (March/April 1999. George “Starting With the Sun” http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hww/results/results_single_fulltext.jhtml;hwwilsonid=0ROH4UMAY1OOBQA3DILSFF4ADUNGIIV0)

Frank White recently released a second edition of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution. Mr. White has been thinking and writing about the impact of space exploration on human consciousness and society for many years. He is the author of The SETI Factor: How the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence is Revolutionizing Our View of the Universe and Ourselves, and coauthor, with Isaac Asimov, of Think About Space and March of the Millennia. He agreed to an e-mail interview with Ad Astra Contributing Editor George Smith, focusing on the new edition of The Overview Effect.

"THE OVERVIEW EFFECT" IN OVERVIEW

    AA: How would you summarize The Overview Effect?

    FW: The book is about the spaceflight experience, with special attention to the impact of seeing the Earth from space. That experience varies with the individual, but typically includes a realization of the unity and oneness of the planet, a strong emotional response to its beauty and fragility, and a shift from identity with specific countries to an identification with the whole. The book is an inquiry into whether this "Overview Effect" has an impact on a person's philosophical perspective. If so, then the new civilizations now being created on Earth and in space should also have a different philosophical foundation. Using original interviews with 22 astronauts and the writings of others, the book goes on to outline the structure of three of these new civilizations. It concludes that space exploration will have a tremendous impact on human evolution, possibly leading to the creation of a new species, "Homo Spaciens." The book asks a number of questions about ethical issues surrounding the opening up of the space frontier.

    AA: Why a second edition now?

    FW: I wanted to make the book available again, because it seems to have a new audience now. Many people who had heard of it wanted to read it, but couldn't because it was out of print. When it first came out in 1987, it was still a time when the Challenger disaster was on everyone's minds, and a bold plan for exploring the universe may have seemed a bit premature. The atmosphere is very different now. I also wanted to include interviews with female astronauts, and the new edition includes interviews with five women now in the astronaut corps. In addition, it has an interview with A1 Sacco, a professor at Northeastern University, and he is an inspiration to all of us who haven't given up on living and working on the space frontier.

MORE THAN A METAPHOR

    AA: Your astronaut interviews reveal diverse reactions to spaceflight, including many accounts of beauty, awe, and transcendence. But there is little talk of fear, even among Apollo astronauts. These are people who have roamed out into black space--in some ways like prehistoric humans walking out into the darkness beyond the protective circle of firelight. Is there some complex self-censorship going on?

    FW: I don't know. Clearly, the astronauts and cosmonauts are aware of the risks. Marc Garneau talks about it as part of the spaceflight experience, and having to "sort out your priorities" when you realize that something could go wrong as the launch takes place. Al Sacco says he explains it to those who ask why he would risk his life to fly in space by emphasizing that he is doing it "in response to a dream and a vision." I think space travelers understand the risk, but feel that it is worth it for them because they are answering to a high calling.

**PAN**

Perm

The permutation is net beneficial – calling China a threat shifts the discourse and prevents groupthink

Rajon Menon, 01, scholar with the New America Foundation, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p.

https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

With few exceptions, American Sinologists are proponents of engagement. Draw China into a web of political and economic transactions, they argue, and with time Beijing will acquire a stake in managing, rather than challenging, the prevailing order in Asia and elsewhere. Indeed, in a classic case of what the social psychologist Irving Janis termed “groupthink,” engagement has become the orthodoxy. The Chinese government, heir to a long and rich tradition of courting “barbarians,” has, with great finesse and subtlety, encouraged the preaching of this gospel in the West—above all in the United States. Though our Sinologists will therefore not like what Aaron L. Friedberg has to say, his essay deserves to be read widely precisely because it is an act of heresy.

Self-fulfilling prophecy is backwards – failure to express our fears causes them to occur

Macy 1995 (Joanna, general systems scholar and deep ecologist, Ecopsychology)

There is also the superstition that negative thoughts are self-fulfilling. This is of a piece with the notion, popular in New Age circles, that we create our own reality I have had people tell me that “to speak of catastrophe will just make it more likely to happen.” Actually, the contrary is nearer to the truth. Psychoanalytic theory and personal experience show us that it is precisely what we repress that eludes our conscious control and tends to erupt into behavior. As Carl Jung observed, “When an inner situation is not made conscious, it happens outside as fate.” But ironically, in our current situation, the person who gives warning of a likely ecological holocaust is often made to feel guilty of contributing to that very fate.

Discussion = Key

Addresing the China threat is the only way to prevent it and talking about the China threat does not make it more likely

Aaron L. Friedberg, 01, Professor of Politics and International Affairs. Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p. https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

Is it possible, finally, that merely by talking and perhaps even by thinking about a full-blown SinoAmerican rivalry we may increase the probability of its actually coming to pass? This is the clear implication of Michael Swaine ’s letter. Mr. Swaine worries that “ordinary observers,” unable to distinguish between descriptions of present reality and “hair-raising scenarios” of the future, will conclude that “an intense geostrategic rivalry is virtually inevitable, and . . . respond accordingly.” While I am flattered by the thought that my article could somehow change the course of history, I very much doubt that it, or a hundred more like it, will have any such effect. On the other hand, I am disturbed by the suggestion that we ought to avoid discussing unpleasant possibilities for fear that someone (presumably our political representatives and “ordinary” fellow citizens) might get the wrong idea. Acknowledging real dangers is a necessary first step to avoiding them, as well as to preparing to cope with them if they should nevertheless come to pass. Refusing or neglecting to do so, it seems to me, is a far more likely formula for disaster.

China already sees the US as a threat – must acknowledge the China threat before it is too late

Gary Schmitt ,05, executive director of the Project for the New American Century and Dan Blumenthal, resident fellow in Asian studies at the American Enterprise Institute, Weekly Standard, August 8, 2005, p. http://www.newamericancentury.org/china20050808.htm

In reality, it is more accurate to say that the United States is at a strategic crossroads when it comes to China. With our plate full around the globe, we are understandably reluctant to raise publicly the prospect of a new great power competition. Nevertheless, the administration is doing quite a bit to contain Chinese military power--our upgraded relations with Japan, India, Vietnam, Singapore, and Australia are cases in point. But our reluctance to admit this publicly to ourselves or to our allies, and our rosy rhetoric about our "constructive" relationship with Beijing, leave us at a disadvantage as China ratchets up the competition. As a practical matter, this attitude often leaves us a day late and a dollar short when it comes to matching new Chinese initiatives. Nor is our position sustainable. Beijing is not blind to our reaching out to the powers in the region. For it, the competition has already begun. The Pentagon's report provides ample evidence that this is the case, but then ducks the obvious conclusion. Preparing the Congress and the public for that competition should be a priority of the administration. Unfortunately, this year's report, for all its substantive merit, fails the test.
2AC: Authoritarianism Turn

Their criticism reinforces PRC authoritarianism 
Yang, 2000 – (XiaobinPh.D from Yale in East Asian Languages and Literature, Associate Professor of Chinese at the University of Mississippi, Postmodernism and China, p. 392-393) Idriss
The supreme discursive power that strives to maintain social and ideologi​cal homogeneity in China today is not imposed by the West but is, rather, con​trolled by the central political authority. While the national subject that has recently recurred supports a discourse of national "emancipation," the real native problem and endemic malady are dodged. Yaomohua Zhongsjuo de beihou (Be​hind the demonization of China, [1996]), compiled by a number of domestic and overseas Chinese academics to lead a sweeping attack on American repre​sentations of China, reveals the danger of allying antioccidentalism with offi​cial nationalism. The attempt to oppose Western cultural colonization turns out to lead to the concealment of native political totality. The recurring grand subject that speaks for the nation, in effect, stands for the native/national political power, the most hegemonic power that "demonizes," or at least de​humanizes, the autonomous individuals of the nation. Insofar as the fact that modernity or modernization belongs exactly to the central national discourse is disregarded, the notion of the postmodern, overshadowed by the grand hegemony of the native authoritative discourse. As long as we recognize that in China, for a long historical period, politi​cal factors have influenced social culture more significantly than the de​velopment of material civilization, the origin of postmodernity in Chinese avant-garde literature—for example, the deconstruction of totality and unity, the emphasis on indeterminacy and randomness, the implosion of a grand, absolute history—cannot be sought against the background of the global​ization of the consumption society, the commercial society, or the informa​tion society. Commercialism and cultural massification are burgeoning in China under, or even in complicity with, its overshadowing political authori​tarianism. The concept of the modern in China has depended heavily upon the entity of the modern nation-state as defined by Lenin and was compre​hended in terms of economic and technological advancement until recent years. Chinese postmodernism has to do with the cultural psychology pro​voked by the indigenous culturopolitical condition, rather than global, or Westernized, civilization. Precisely from this point, "the post-Mao-Deng," a politico-historical notion, is correlated with "the postmodern," a concur​rent and correspondent cultural paradigm intrinsically linked to this political environment. 

XT: Authoritarianism Turn

Postmodernist critiques of imperialism cause authoritarian oppression
Ning 2000 (Wang, Professor at the Department of Foreign Languages at Tsinghua University, Beijing Postmodernism and China, Pg. 13-14) Idriss
This position and strategy are shared by other liberals. In an article pub​lished in Hong Kong, Henry Y-H. Zhao discerns an unholy alliance between Chinese postmodernism and mass culture that aims to "destroy elite culture." By a self-positioning of elite intellectuals as a critical priesthood on the mar​gins of modern society, Zhao defines the rise of mass culture and its theo​retical discourse as "neoconservatism." For him, there seems to be a short circuit between a "conscious challenge to the global victory of late capital​ism" and "an apology for the degradation of contemporary culture." 15 Xu Ben, another critic, further argues that a premodern-modern distinction is more crucial than an East-West opposition, and that the "chief form of op​pression" in China is not the imperial or "postcolonial" West but the totali​tarian regime at home. Based on his suspicion that the Chinese discourse of postcolonialism is centered on a celebration of indigenousness, and not on critical resistance (its resistance is directed to the "discursive oppression from the First World"), Xu immediately subjects Chinese postmodernism to a political trial of ideological identity with or loyalty to the Chinese regime, or to the universal West. The verdict is by no means unpredictable. Criticizing the Chinese discourse of postcolonialism, Xu Ben writes: [Chinese postcolonialism] is out of touch with Chinese reality. By ele​vating the discursive oppression from the First World into the chief form of oppression experienced in China today, it shuns—unwittingly or not— the violence and oppression that exist in native social reality. (Although "Third World" criticism from China takes pains to keep a dis​tance from-the official discourse of nationalism, it nonetheless avoids any critical analysis of it. Its antagonism has only an international edge and no domestic pointedness. Therefore, not only can this discourse co​exist peacefully with the official discourse of nationalism; it accommo​dates the interests of the latter. By ignoring immediate oppression at home and criticizing a "global" one at a distance, it developed a phony mode of resistance-criticism in the humanities that is extremely con​ducive to the state's ideological control and appropriation .16

China Already a Threat

The prophecy is fulfilled- China is a threat

Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, writes a monthly column for The Post. NYT 5-11-99
NATO's accidental bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade has revealed the fallacy at the core of the Clinton Administration's China policy. While Administration officials continue to yearn for a "strategic partnership" with Beijing, China's leaders make no effort to conceal the fact they consider the United States an enemy -- or, more precisely, the enemy.  How else can one interpret the Chinese Government's response to the bombing? Instead of trying to contain the damage to diplomatic relations, as any friendly nation would have after such an obvious if tragic mistake, the Chinese Government used its vast propaganda machine to whip up anti-American hysteria.  The Government bused student protesters to the American Embassy, and the police cordoned off parts of Beijing to make access to the compound easier. State-run media refused to print repeated apologies from NATO and the United States. Instead of accepting NATO's explanations, in fact, the Chinese Government has persisted in claiming that NATO intentionally hit the embassy, which has only further inflamed protesters who have no other information. The result is that Ambassador James Sasser and other embassy employees are self-described hostages and in peril.  This anti-American campaign in China did not begin with the bombing. For weeks Chinese citizens have been barraged by Government propaganda -- complete with old films from the Korean War -- depicting the United States and its allies as vicious aggressors against an innocent and helpless Serbia. All this fits within the broader anti-American line Beijing has been spouting for years: that the United States is an imperialist aggressor, bent on world domination, and at China's expense.  Why have Chinese leaders chosen to use the bombing to mobilize anti-American hatred? Perhaps they are trying to distract attention from the 10-year anniversary of the Tiananmen Square massacre. Perhaps, having been caught red-handed stealing American nuclear secrets, they want to turn the tables and put the United States on the defensive. Perhaps they believe that bullying and brinksmanship are good tactics to use with an Administration that seems bent on "engagement" at any cost. And given the lack of indignation expressed so far by White House officials in the face of China's behavior, they may be right.  But none of these explanations preclude another possibility. Perhaps Beijing is just revealing what it really thinks about the United States. Six years ago, a report prepared by top Chinese foreign and military specialists declared that the United States was China's "international archenemy." When its military conducts war games, the primary adversary is the United States. When Chinese leaders map out their ambitions -- taking control of Taiwan and becoming the dominant power in East Asia -- they see the United States as the main obstacle. They are right. So far, the United States has insisted on remaining the leading power in East Asia. The Chinese believe their ambitions clash directly with the vital interests of the United States. They're right about that, too.  Would that we in the United States were as clear-sighted. The Administration believes that if we don't treat China as an enemy, it won't become one. Those who recommend a tougher approach, those who call for containing China's ambitions, are usually accused of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy.  But what if the prophecy has already been fulfilled? When the smoke clears from this latest and most revealing crisis, sober Americans may want to start taking the emerging confrontation as seriously as the Chinese do.  

China = Threat (Space Specific)

China’s space policy is part of a larger strategy to end our military dominance—they aren’t looking for cooperation
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)

China has made no secret of its efforts to develop techniques to jam navigation satellites. Technical journals published by the People's Liberation Army (PLA) discuss the use of broad-spectrum or narrow-frequency jamming. Some PLA journals contain many articles focused on how to jam synthetic aperture radars in space, which are the same kind of radars used by the U.S. for intelligence collection and missile launch warning. Reports about China's programs to design parasitic microsatellites satellites and the ability to collide satellites with other satellites appeared in 2001. it is feared that these small, maneuverable satellites could approach U.S. satellites to either physically destroy them as a result of a collision or attach themselves to the U.S. satellite to somehow disable or jam it. Chinese technical journals contain articles discussing the theoretical algorithms needed to achieve maneuverability in space for the purpose of shifting orbits in order to rendezvous with other objects. While this capability is more speculative than the demonstrable direct kill, blinding, or jamming options already at their disposal, the microsatellite program combined with the interest in maneuverability and on-orbit collisions are strongly suggestive of serious investigation in such capabilities. China's perceptions of its security environment and the nature of future conflicts explain their investment in military space capabilities. According to China's strategists, future wars will occur across multiple battle spaces, expanding from operation on the land, at sea and in the air to the electromagnetic spectra and into outer space. Future wars require widely spread forces, operating over large geographic areas, demonstrating precise operational coordination and timing, utilizing precision strike weaponry and operate at high operational tempo. U.S. strategists reached similar conclusions and these same characteristics are written into the Quadrennial Defense Review, embodied in the annual defense budget, and are reflected in the doctrines of the military services. In modern warfare, information collection, transmission, management and analysis all occurs in or from space. The Chinese see American operations in Kuwait, the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq as exemplary models of these future war concepts. Analyses of China's strategic thinking by the Center for Naval Analyses, the U.S.-China Economic and Security Commission, and others show their recognition of the reliance of U.S. forces on space-based assets and, and more importantly, China's identification of U.S. space capabilities as a vital element of U.S. military power. Based on these analyses of Chinese writings, which are drawn from military textbooks, course materials and journals, scholars note China's aspiration to establish space dominance. They contend that achieving space dominance would allow China to protect its space systems and deny access to space to an opponent. The integration of space-enabled information into land, air, and naval warfare make control of space essential to success in future warfare. Chinese military leaders clearly understand that without control of space neither the PLA not an adversary could expect to assert air or naval dominance or win a ground war. In a word, China is now unquestionably a rising space power. Not only does China- have the capacity to exploit space for its own purposes, but the ASAT test demonstrated a Chinese capability to deny other nations that same ability. Future military success requires the ability to use space and deny its use to an opponent. The Chinese recognize space as an essential strategic high ground. Consequently, the same information technologies and improved sensor systems that make modern weapons much more destructive effectively make outer space a key battleground.

Chinese has no incentive to cooperate; US military dominance has backed them into a corner and they see space as our Achilles Heel.

Tellis, 07 - Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Ashley, Survival, Autumn, “China’s Military Space Strategy”, ingenta)

To assert in the face of this evidence that the Chinese civilian leadership could have been wholly unaware of the army’s anti-satellite weapons pro- gramme would be tantamount to claiming that the Chinese armed forces have been conducting a major military research and development effort – with grave international implications – without the authorisation of, and perhaps even in opposition to, the Standing Committee of the Politburo of the Chinese Communist Party. Such a contention would undercut much of what is known about party–military relations in China and would be difficult to uphold against a weaker alternative explanation, perhaps grounded in bureaucratic politics.17 And it would certainly be peculiar, given that the resource allocations asso- ciated with China’s diverse counterspace activities are considerable and that these initiatives have been part of the public record in the West, and hence knowable to the civilian leadership in Beijing, for at least a decade. Finally, and most importantly, the inference that the military might be pursuing a covert counterspace programme unauthorised by the civilian leadership is incredible precisely because the effort is consistent with the other sophisticated anti-access and battlespace-denial programmes that have been authorised and have been underway for several years.18 The brute reality of these anti-access and battlespace-denial programmes undermines the notion advanced by other commentators that the Chinese anti- satellite test was, in Michael Krepon’s words, ‘a predictable – and unfortunate – response to U.S. space policies’.19 This explanation asserts that Beijing’s deci- sion to display its emerging counterspace capabilities owes less to blundering or malevolent internal bureaucratic politics and more to the long-standing American opposition toward negotiating a space arms-control regime. By declin-ing to negotiate an agreement governing the ‘peaceful’ uses of space, the United States may have compelled China’s leaders to conclude ‘that only a display of Beijing’s power to launch … an arms race would bring Washington to the table to hear their concerns’.20 In other words, the Chinese anti- satellite test was a cri de coeur designed to force a recalcitrant Washington to reverse the positions articulated in its National Space Policy and move with alacrity to arrest the creeping weaponisation of space.21 Concerns about an arms race in space ought to be taken seriously, as a threat to both American and global security, but there is, unfortunately, no arms-control solution to this problem. China’s pursuit of counterspace capabilities is not driven fundamentally by a desire to protest American space policies, and those of the George W. Bush administration in particular, but is part of a considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the United States, grounded in Beijing’s military weakness at a time when China considers war with the United States to be possible. The weapons China seeks to blunt through its emerging space-denial capability are not based in space: they are US naval and air forces that operate in China’s immediate or extended vicinity. What are in space are the sensory organs, which find and fix targets for these forces, and the nervous system, which connects the combatant elements and permits them to operate cohesively. These assets permit American forces to detect and identify different kinds of targets; exchange vast and diverse militarily relevant informa- tion and data streams; and contribute to the success of combat operations by providing everything from meteorological assessment, through navigation and guidance, to different platforms, weapon systems, and early warning and situ- ational awareness. There is simply no way to ban or control the use of space for such military purposes. Beijing’s diplomats, who repeatedly call for negotiations to assure the peaceful use of space, clearly understand this. And the Chinese military appreciates better than most that its best chance of countering the massive con-ventional superiority of the United States lies in an ability to attack the relatively vulnerable eyes, ears and voice of American power. The lure of undermining America’s warfighting strengths in this way prompts Beijing to systematically pursue a variety of counterspace programmes even as it persists in histrionic calls for the demilitarisation of space.22 China’s Janus-faced policy suggests it is driven less by bureaucratic accident or policy confusion than by a compelling and well-founded strategic judgement about how to counter the military supe-riority of its opponents, especially the United States. 

China is Realist 
Chinese behavior proves they are realist and already think the US is a threat and are preparing for war

Melana Zyla Vickers a senior fellow at the Independent Women's Forum in Washington, D.C., a former member of the USA TODAY editorial board  and a columnist for TechCentralStation.com. 8-14-02 http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=1800
Washington cocktail-party conversations about China typically go something like this: A person from the China-as-a-peer-competitor school of thought says "I think China, with its growing economy, growing military, and young, nationalistic population, will only naturally lock horns with the U.S. in future decades." An advocate of the enmity-is-a-self-fulfilling-prophecy school responds "Maybe, but casting the Chinese in an adversarial role now will serve to drive them away from the U.S. and from a friendship that I think they're open to."  As the impasse is marked with polite sipping of the Cabernet Sauvignon, each guest searches for rescue by a more like-minded conversationalist.  Turning the tables on such an exchange is the new report of Congress's U.S.-China Security Review Commission. Never mind what you chatterers think, the bipartisan report seems to interject, because the die is cast: "China's leaders consistently characterize the United States as a 'hegemon,' connoting a powerful protagonist and overbearing bully that is China's major competitor, but they also believe that the United States is a declining power with important military vulnerabilities that can be exploited. China views itself as an emerging power."  Specifically, China's military leaders are focusing on several investments and advances cannot be mistaken for anything but preparations for conflict against the U.S.  This focus is far from meaning that conflict is inevitable. It doesn't even rule out cooperation and close U.S.-China ties in a variety of areas. But it should stop in its tracks any wishful thinking that China doesn't already see the U.S. as a potential military adversary. It should also make apparent that China's leaders, for their part, aren't worried that their planning will alienate the United States.  Among China's U.S.-oriented military ambitions, it seeks to advance its:  Ability to sink a U.S. carrier: China has publicly stated that it intends to be able to sink an American aircraft carrier. Among the technologies that could allow China to do this are anti-ship cruise missiles, which China could fire from land across long distances, and which it is now developing. China is also developing an over-the-horizon radar network with which to track surface ships.  China has reportedly bought from Russia eight new Kilo-class diesel subs. China, which already has four of the subs is to take delivery of the eight beginning in 2007. China's growing fleet of diesel subs is supplemented by a program to develop nuclear subs, the congressional report says. The nuclear sub development, called "Project 093," is to begin between 2003-05 and already has Russian cooperation. Whether this program will be successful is far from clear, however. In addition, China is acquiring the high-speed Russian anti-ship SS-22 Sunburn missile, and advanced wake-homing torpedoes. Some of these advances could be used in anti-submarine warfare against the U.S.  Focus on asymmetrical warfare: China's President Jiang Zemin in 1999 called for the People's Liberation Army to develop weapons with which a technologically inferior Chinese military might defeat a technologically superior U.S. one. More specifically, China seeks to develop "assassin's mace" weapons -- what Americans might call a "magic bullet" -- with which to attack U.S. vulnerabilities. This focus on "asymmetrical warfare" draws on two millennia of Chinese strategic tradition. The congressional report says China focuses on such weaknesses as U.S. reliance on computer networks, dependency on satellites for military reconnaissance, navigation, and communications. The Chinese also plan to target business communications, and specific systems such as the New York Stock Exchange computers or the communications and computers of airbases and carriers.  Another example of an asymmetrical capability, though not one discussed in the report, is China's existing ability to launch a massive missile barrage against Taiwan or a traditional U.S. basing site such as Okinawa, Japan. The threat of such a barrage could pressure Japan to deny the U.S. access to Okinawa, thereby exploiting U.S. over-dependency on foreign bases in the event of a Taiwan conflict.  Focus on space: China has seven military satellites and is building more. It has a modest, two-satellite version of the U.S. Global Positioning System of satellites, and has plans to expand it. Other research on China published by the Pentagon has pointed out that the PLA is developing ground-based anti-satellite technology.  While these advances don't spell out a future in which China will be a U.S. "peer," China is definitely a "competitor."  It would be convenient and reassuring to dismiss China's military advances and the recently announced expansion of its military spending by 17.6% as measures directed at the perennial tensions with Taiwan. But the advances outlined here are focused on countering U.S. capabilities, not Taiwanese ones. To be sure, Chinese military planners may be calculating that the U.S. would get involved in a cross-strait military conflict. But there's more to China's range of investments than planning for a brush with the U.S. in the Taiwan Strait.  Rather, China's military planners seem to think the possibility of a large-scale, future military conflict between them and the dominant Pacific power is real, and should be prepared for. That's not necessarily a bellicose conclusion, it's just realist. And since it's Beijing's conclusion, there's no reason Washington should draw a different one.  

Chinese behavior proves its leaders use realism

Peter Brookes, Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs & Director,  Asian Studies Center, April 6, 2005
[http://www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/tst040605a.cfm]

When China unleashed its unprecedented economic reforms almost 20 years ago, no one could have imagined the effect it would have on China—or the world. Finally freed from the shackles of an inefficient Soviet-style command economy, China would experience a remarkable expansion in economic growth, including near double-digit growth for the last ten years (according to Chinese government statistics.) These economic reforms have transformed China into a rising power in world politics. In fact, some would argue that, today, China is no longer a "rising power"—but a "risen power." Chinese leaders believe that if its economic growth continues apace, China will overcome 150 years of "humiliation" at the hands of foreign powers, returning to its past glory as the "Middle Kingdom." In China’s view, eventually this economic growth will allow it to be able to challenge, the world’s most powerful nations, including the United States, for control of the international system. China is well on its way to doing just that. Today, China, the world’s most populous nation, also has the world’s second largest economy and the world’s second largest defense budget, allowing China to play key, central roles in Asian geopolitics. But China is also becoming an increasingly important player on the world stage. Although it has long been a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council, and a nuclear weapons state, its expanding economic might is resulting in growing political influence beyond Asia as well. It is hard to find a major international issue in which China is not playing a role: From weapons proliferation, to human rights, to energy security, to North Korea, Iran, Sudan, and the United Nations—China is present. And Beijing is increasingly confident of its high profile role in world politics. With increasingly well-developed power derived from economic growth, political stability, and a growing military capability, China sees its re-emergence as a global power, on its own terms, as a certainty. If all goes according to Beijing’s plans, in the next few decades China will take its "rightful place" among the great powers in the international system—if not atop the international system. A subset of China’s grand strategy is an "opportunistic" foreign policy aimed at its main competition for pre-eminence in the international system, the United States. China is pursuing a foreign policy, which aims to support China’s national interests, while attempting to balance—or, perhaps, more accurately, unbalance— the predominance of the United States across the globe. China is looking to "quietly" use its growing economic strength to build new political relationships abroad, while exploiting dissatisfaction with the United States wherever possible. Eventually, in Beijing’s estimation, once China has gathered as many allies and friends as possible, and developed its economic and military strength to near that of other major powers, it will be able to challenge the United States directly, if necessary. Put simply: China is using its burgeoning economic power to gain political and economic influence internationally, at America’s expense wherever possible, in an effort to succeed the U.S. as the world’s most powerful nation. For example, China has indicated that it would not support taking Iran to the U.N. Security Council over its nuclear (weapons) program, while signing a 25-year, $100 billion oil/gas deal with Iran. China’s decision obviously pleased Tehran. Likewise, China also worked hard against a strong U.N. resolution on the genocide in Sudan, which would have placed economic sanction on the Sudanese government, in an effort to protect its $3 billion oil investment there. Khartoum could not have been happier with China’s support. And the PRC has taken advantage of trans-Atlantic tensions arising from the Iraq war, too. China has seemingly convinced the European Union, led by France and Germany, to lift the E.U.’s 1989 Tiananmen Square arms embargo. China wants absolution for the Tiananmen Square crackdown and Europe hopes that ending the ban will result in large commercial deals, and, perhaps, arms deals, for European firms. The U.S. strongly opposes lifting the ban. Bottom line: China is pursuing a "realist" foreign policy in order to advance its national interests. The existence of dissatisfaction with Washington or American policies in global capitals only makes it easier. China’s grand strategy certainly applies to Latin America and the Caribbean, too.

Empirics Prove
Their K ignores 40 years of history- China apologists tacitly appeasement and encourage a US-China war

Charles R Smith, Has top secret US government security clearance, designs DOD wargames, runs the leading cyber security consulting firm in the US, is frequently called on by congress to testify about Chinese combat systems 3-14-02 http://www.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/3/14/133903.shtml
China is angry at the United States. The communist Chinese government unsuccessfully pressed the Bush administration to deny permission for Taiwan's defense minister, Tang Yiau-ming, to attend an arms conference in Florida.  On Monday, Tang met with U.S. Deputy Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz while visiting the U.S. defense industry conference. As a result of that meeting, the communist Chinese are furious.  "We express our strong dissatisfaction and indignation," stated Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Sun Yuxi.  "We believe it will not only foster the arrogance of Taiwan independence forces, it will also damage Chinese-American relations and cross-strait ties," said Sun.  Communist spokesman Sun also noted that China was "deeply shocked" by a recently declassified report that named China as one of six possible nations that could face nuclear strikes from America. Sun stated that China was seeking an "official" explanation of the report from Washington. Sun emphasized that China is a peace-loving nation.  The U.S.-Chinese 'Bilateral Military Relationship'  Many in the U.S. press, academia and political structure characterize China as our "strategic partner," a nation with similar goals and views as the United States. The U.S. policy of appeasement, that China is a peaceful giant, was documented in the official correspondence of Clinton Defense Secretary William Perry.  In a 1995 letter to Chinese General Ding Henggao, U.S. Secretary of Defense Perry wrote that "advancing the military relationship between our two nations remains an objective which we agree serves the long-term interests of peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific Region."  Perry wrote quite clearly that the Clinton administration wanted close ties to Beijing by "reiterating my support for our bilateral military relationship."  Less than six months after Perry's offer for a "bilateral military relationship," the People's Liberation Army launched a simulated nuclear attack against the two largest cities in Taiwan. In 1996, the PLA Second Artillery Corps fired dummy missile warheads only a few miles off the Taiwanese coast.  The 1996 missile crisis nearly started World War III. The Clinton administration had to respond to Beijing's threat to start a nuclear war in the Straits of Taiwan. Clinton's reaction was to send in the U.S. Navy and our aircraft carriers.  Chinese Plans for Nuclear War With the U.S.  The Chinese military took quick notice of the U.S. carriers, and in 1999 the communist army Office of the Central Military Command wrote a report on future nuclear combat with the United States.  "China is not only a big country, but also possesses a nuclear arsenal that has long since been incorporated into the state warfare system and played a real role in our national defense," states the Chinese military commission report.  "During last crisis across the Taiwan Straits, the U.S. tried to blackmail us with their aircraft carrier(s), but when their spy satellites confirmed that our four nuclear submarines which used to be stationed at Lushun Harbor had disappeared, those politicians addicted to the Taiwan card could not imagine how worried their military commanders were," notes the Chinese army report.  "In comparison with the U.S. nuclear arsenal, our disadvantage is mainly numeric, while in real wars the qualitative gap will be reflected only as different requirements of strategic theory. In terms of deterrence, there is not any difference in practical value. So far we have built up the capability for the second and the third nuclear strikes and are fairly confident in fighting a nuclear war. The PCC has decided to pass through formal channels this message to the top leaders of the U.S. This is one of the concrete measures that we will take to prevent the escalation of war in the spirit of being responsible."  Chinese General Wants to Nuke L.A.  There is little question that China is "responsible" when it comes to nuclear war. Since 1996, the Chinese army has not stopped its acts of atomic-tipped aggression and intimidation. For example, two years after firing missiles at Taiwan, Gen. Xiong, then second in command of the People's Liberation Army, threatened to vaporize Los Angeles.  Not once during the entire 40-year Cold War between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. did any Soviet general threaten to vaporize an American city. It is certain that the Kremlin would have fired any officer who made such a statement, because of the threat to global peace.  In contrast, Gen. Xiong remains second in command of the People's Liberation Army, ready to hurl his nuclear forces into battle with America on a moment's notice.  According to the CIA, China is expected to continue its rapid deployment of ballistic missiles along the Chinese mainland, within striking distance of Taiwan.  China's short-range ballistic missile arsenal could reach "several hundred" by the year 2005, stated Robert Walpole, a national intelligence officer, during a Senate hearing on international security.  The CIA intelligence analyst also revealed that Beijing is working on three new intercontinental ballistic missiles, the Dong-Feng 31, a longer-range variant of the Dong-Feng 31, and the submarine-launched JL-2. The DF-31 and JL-2 both have an estimated range of over 7,000 miles and can shower the U.S. West Coast with nuclear warheads.  Chinese Nuclear Weapons Proliferation  In addition, the leaders in Beijing have taken every opportunity to export missile and nuclear warfare equipment to such nations as Iran, Pakistan and Iraq. The entire Pakistani atomic arsenal was built from scratch with the direct assistance of the Chinese military, including advanced nuclear warhead designs from PLA labs and nuclear-tipped missiles directly out of the Chinese army inventory.  The "National Intelligence Estimate," a threat analysis published by the CIA, noted that Beijing has "enabled emerging missile states to accelerate development timelines for their existing programs" and sold "turnkey systems to gain previously non-existent capabilities – in the case of the Chinese sale of the M-11 short-range ballistic missile to Pakistan."  In 2001, the U.S. lodged sanctions against the China Metallurgical Equipment Corp. after it continued to ship missile parts to Pakistan, violating Beijing's sixth promise to stop such exports. It should surprise no one that the People's Liberation Army owns China Metallurgical.  During the 1990s, the Chinese army also exported an advanced air defense network to Iraq through another front company, in direct violation of the U.N. ban on military sales to Baghdad. The Bush administration openly complained about Chinese military sales to Iraq and eventually bombed several sites occupied by Chinese military engineers working for Saddam Hussein.  "We raised earlier in the administration concerns about what might be going on with Iraq," stated Bush national security adviser Condoleezza Rice on Chinese missile proliferation.  However, the Chinese army sales to Iraq have not stopped. PLA front companies continue to provide camouflage for Beijing as it attempts to export more advanced weapons to Iraq.  For example, the harmless-sounding Shandong Arts and Craft Company is in fact a front for Chinese missile proliferation. In 2001, the firm acted as a cover for a PLA military delegation to Iraq seeking to sell advanced long-range missile technology to Saddam Hussein.  China Is a Threat  The China apologists in the United States assure us that the communist state is not a threat, that it is  a peaceful nation prepared to take its place in the world. Their simplistic view of Chinese history omits the past 40 years of confrontation with America.  They refuse to see Beijing's growing inventory of advanced missiles, warships and planes. They ignore years of espionage and covert political influence through contributions to U.S. political campaigns. They continue to seek appeasement despite the overwhelming evidence of missile and nuclear weapon proliferation.  In the next 40 years, China will attempt to take its place among the world's superpowers. China's growing arsenal of advanced weapons will enable it to do so in a forceful and violent manner. It is time that we recognized what the People's Liberation Army already knows – that America is its No. 1 target.   
Historical record, statement by ex Chinese leaders, Chinese history of espionage, and ideological differences all prove china is a threat

J. R. Nyquist , a renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, a WorldNetDaily contributing editor and author of 'Origins of the Fourth World War.' 7-1-05 http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0701.html
On June 9 the Washington Times published a story by Bill Gertz titled Analysts Missed Chinese Buildup. When root assumptions are wrong, basic information will be processed incorrectly. According to Gertz, a “highly classified intelligence report” has concluded that American intelligence missed “several key developments in China in the past decade.” Of course, U.S. intelligence has missed the entire context of the controlled changes in Eastern Europe, the economic strategy of China, the transformation of Venezuela into a hostile beachhead, the shifting of mineral rich South Africa from the capitalist camp to the socialist camp, the arming of rogue dictators by Russia and China (who are bound by a “friendship treaty” that amounts to a military alliance). These items are parts in a larger whole, even if American analysts refuse to see a work in progress. China’s war preparations are deliberate, and the implications should not be passed over lightly. China is a highly secretive country, like all communist countries. The objective of communism is world revolution, the overthrow of global capitalism, the destruction of the free market, the elimination of the international bourgeoisie and the disarming of the United States. We should be puzzled, indeed, if Chinese policy did not follow the communist line (however deviously). Given all this, it is difficult to account for the dismissive attitude of U.S. intelligence experts when regarding Chinese intentions. The China problem is a serious one. “The people … of the countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America should unite,” said Chairman Mao in 1964. “The people of all continents should unite … and so form the broadest united front to oppose the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression and war and to defend world peace.”  In terms of today’s peace movement, Mao’s sentiments are up-to-date. They are, I think, a founding inspiration. The supposed “death of communism” may have eliminated a few soiled terms, but not the main idea. The label on old hatreds may be changed, but the content remains the same. And because America is asleep, and the market is buzzing with Chinese goods, the U.S. government has turned a blind eye. The truth about China is worse than inconvenient. It is painful. So a special context has been devised for dismissing inconvenient facts. This context is inculcated at graduate schools, think tanks and in government. The context for understanding international affairs must not admit the existence of a coordinated, secretive and dangerous combination of countries motivated to overthrow the United States. In other words, the existence of a “communist bloc” cannot be admitted. And China’s role within this bloc – above all – must be rated as a “crackpot notion.” And yet, the existence of something identical to the old communist bloc – whatever we choose to call it – is indicated by actions across the board by Russia, the East European satellite countries, North Korea, Vietnam, Cuba and China. Some ideas fall from fashion. But truth is always true, fashion or not. U.S. experts failed to connect the dots regarding China’s development of a long-range cruise missile, a new attack submarine, new ground-to-air missiles, a new anti-ship missile (for sinking U.S. aircraft carriers) and more. China is preparing for war against the United States, specifically. As absurd as it sounds to the economic optimists who think trade with China guarantees peace, the U.S. and China are bound to collide. Anyone who thinks otherwise doesn’t have a sense of history, doesn’t understand communist thinking or the overall policy Beijing has consistently followed since 1949. Communist countries periodically experiment with capitalism, they always seek trade with the West, and they always sink the money and technology they gain thereby into a military buildup. Ultimately, they don’t care about the prosperity of their people, the state of the national infrastructure, personal or press freedom. Some believe that we mustn’t say that China is a threat. Such a statement would be akin to self-fulfilling prophecy. But an honest appreciation of Chinese actions should not be disallowed by an appeasing diplomacy or wishful thinking. The job of the analyst is not to guarantee good relations with countries that are preparing for destructive war. The job of the analyst is to see war preparations, diplomatic maneuvers and economic policies and draw a common sense conclusion about them. If world peace depends on hiding China’s military buildup, then world peace is like your fat uncle dressed in a Santa Claus suit. Saying it’s your fat uncle may ruin Christmas for your little sister, but Santa Claus isn’t a real person – and never will be. On June 27 we read another Washington Times article by Bill Gertz: “Beijing devoted to weakening ‘enemy’ U.S., defector says.” According to Gertz, a former Chinese diplomat named Chen Yonglin says that top Chinese officials consider the United States to be “the largest enemy, the major strategic rival” of China. There is no reason to doubt Mr. Chen’s testimony. He is doubtless telling the truth, which helps to explain China’s rapid military buildup. Chen’s statement underscores a certain lack of symmetry between Beijing and Washington. Top U.S. officials do not consider China to be America’s largest enemy or major strategic rival. Instead, China is viewed as a major trading partner, and U.S. economic interests generally prefer the appeasement of China. Consequently, you will not find the U.S. Congress cutting off favored trading status for China. The White House has carefully avoided any hint that China is considered an “enemy country.” Growing Chinese involvement in Latin America is not viewed with alarm. Politicians refuse to acknowledge that China is building a military alliance with Russia, Cuba, Iran and others. Gertz further tells us that China is engaged in a massive military intelligence-gathering operation against the United States. Chinese agents are working day and night to monitor its enemies as well as Chinese nationals living abroad. Chinese agents are working to influence the military, trade and foreign policies of key countries like Australia, Canada and the United States. China is playing a game of “divide and conquer,” seeking to drive a wedge between America and its traditional allies. In fact, Beijing’s influence operations are so successful that Chinese diplomat Chen’s request for political asylum in Australia was turned down by the Australian government. The Chinese penetration of Canada has been outlined by a joint RCMP-CSIS report titled Sidewinder. According to this report, “Hand in hand with their ethnicity and their commercial obligations, the financial network of the Chinese 
entrepreneurs associated to the organized crime and to the power in Beijing has grown exponentially and very rapidly in Canada. Their influence over local, provincial and national political leaders has also increased. In the game of influence, several of these important Chinese entrepreneurs have associated themselves with prestigious and influential Canadian politicians, offering them positions on their boards of directors. Many of those companies are China’s national companies." It is difficult for an open democratic society to counter such methods. Those who believe that China is democratizing, by way of capitalism, will be disappointed. Diplomatic defector Chen told the Washington Times that the ruling Communist Party of China has not changed or softened its Marxist-Leninist views. China’s swing toward capitalism is a tactic for building communist military power, not a foundation for Chinese democracy. Americans who invest in China have made a foolish bargain. In a two-part series by Gertz (see Chinese Dragon Awakens) we find that China could be ready for war in two years. China has developed advanced weapons systems through the theft of U.S. technology. America appears unable to secure its military secrets. The attitude of Americans – in government as well as in the private sector – may be characterized as unwary, sleepy or downright sloppy. The Chinese have not only stolen the secret of America’s most advanced nuclear warhead, they have also stolen the secret of our Aegis anti-air weapon system. In a war with China U.S. servicemen will be killed by U.S. technology in Chinese hands. Groundbreaking stories by Bill Gertz, published in the Washington Times, are routinely dismissed or ignored by analysts in and out of government. Four years ago I met a STRATFOR analyst at a conference who turned his nose up at the many stories broken by Bill Gertz. But what about Gertz’s inside sources, his track record of accurate reporting? “No, no,” said the STRATFOR analyst, “the Washington Times is owned by the Moonies.” In other words, we should judge the reporter by the owner of the paper. The Unification Church of the Rev. Sun Myung Moon owns America’s most prestigious conservative newspaper. This fact, however, doesn’t discredit the Washington Times or Bill Gertz any more than the religious affiliation (or atheism) of other newspaper owners. Every owner of every newspaper has a point of view. The owner’s point of view doesn’t negate the truth of Chinese defector testimony or secret U.S. government reports. Where point of view comes into the picture is in the choice of what is news, which facts are pertinent and what context to frame them in. In these choices the Washington Times is not mistaken, and those who ignore the facts are merely cultists in their own right – their minds as closed and bigoted as any that may be found in this or any age.
Alt Fails

Alternative doesn’t solve – there is no guarantee that China will be friendly

Aaron L. Friedberg, 01, Professor of Politics and International Affairs. Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p. https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

Might we, through our behavior, make an intense rivalry more likely? To one degree or another, Victor D. Cha, Zalmay Khalilzad, Dov Zakheim, Richard J. Ellings, and Michael O’Hanlon all worry about the possibility of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. Treat China as an enemy, says the conventional wisdom, and it will become one. There is something to this line of reasoning, though not, in my view, as much as is usually claimed. For one thing, there may be powerful internal forces— political, ideological, and bureaucratic—propelling China toward a more confrontational stance, regardless of how inoffensive and accommodating we try to be. China may become an enemy even if we redouble our efforts to treat it as a friend.

No Impact/Pragmatics o/w

No impact to China threat – we will always correct and not actually lead to bad policies - pragmatics outweigh

Zhang Jiye and Chen Wenxin, Xiandai Guoji Guanxi, Ocnus, September 20, 2005, p. http://www.ocnus.net/cgibin/exec/view.cgi?archive=78&num=20415

Nevertheless, no matter the extent of playing up the "China military threat theory" by the US military, its influence on Sino-US relations and the development of the international situation is still limited. From the 1990s to now, the "China threat theory" had emerged once every two to three years. The US rightist forces and the US military are accustomed to using it as a "target" to play up the "China military threat theory" in order to consolidate their sphere of influence and position in the US political arena. However, the main trend of the development of Sino-US relations has not been seriously influenced. On the one hand, in the US political field, besides military intelligence and rightist groups that publicize the "China military threat theory," there are many officers and scholars who "calmly view the situation across the ocean," seriously look at China's development, and call for strengthening contacts between the United States and China. A noted US think tank, the Rand Corporation, on 19 May submitted an evaluation report to the US Air Force on "China's Defense Modernization: Opportunities and Challenges." The report holds that the Pentagon's evaluation of China's military spending is seriously "inflated" and the practice of playing up "China military threat theory" on purpose should be rectified. On 26 May, US congressional heavyweight Senator Joe Lieberman of the Democratic Party and Republican congressman Alexander jointly put forward an "Act on Cultural Exchange Between the United States and China in 2005" and asked the US Government to appropriate $1.3 billion from FY2006 to FY2011 for the promotion of cultural exchanges between the United States and China, especially for the expansion and strengthening of US education in Chinese language and a program for exchange students between the two countries. In order to guarantee the implementation of the exchange plan, the proposal also suggested establishing the United States-China Engagement Strategy Council. In introducing the act, Senator Lieberman said: "All misunderstanding between China and the United States can be solved by engagement between the two countries." Even within the US Government, views toward the "China military threat theory" are different. The "engagement group," headed by the Department of State and the National Security Council, holds a different view on the "China military threat theory," and so the US Department of Defense could not but postpone its publication of the "annual report on Chinese military power" again and again. On the other hand, due to pragmatic political considerations, the US Government needs to consider United States-China relations based on the overall interests of the country. Although the United States has made some achievements in its global war against terrorism in the current phase, the new round of terrorist attacks in Britain shows the United States still cannot extricate itself from the war against terrorism and will need China's support.

Mearsheimer Prodict/Taiwan

Can’t wish away realism- China will be aggressive in the future over Taiwan

James Stavridis, U.S. Navy U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Jul2002, Vol. 128, Issue 7 Ebsco

It sounded too good to be true, and it was. As the final decade of the 20th century unfolded, it became increasingly clear that the cold-eyed realist approach to the world would continue to have currency. The great power tensions among Russia, China, and the United States, the ongoing wars around the world, and the aggressive proliferation of weapons of mass destruction all augur ill for a peaceful world system. And let's face it, that was before the events of 11 September. Intelligently grasping the meaning of the past ten years and brilliantly explicating the history of the preceding two centuries, Mearsheimer's opus provides a new theory — “offensive realism” — in which he explains the behavior of states and great powers, underpinned by an exceptional grasp of history. The foundations of offensive realism are the essential anarchy of the unregulated international system, the structural imperatives that drive states to compete for power, and a belief that every state will seek to maximize relative power — with hegemony as the ultimate goal. Mearsheimer sees states struggling with survival in a world in which there is no meaningful agency to guide or protect them. In such a universe, states quickly realize that power is the key to survival and the prize is to be the hegemon in the system. This might be a hard sell for some, but the author lays out a very persuasive case. From a naval perspective, the most interesting portion of the book deals with Mearsheimer's views on China. “Many Americans may think that realism is outmoded thinking,” he writes, “but this is not how China's leaders view the world.” This view, Mearsheimer says, is an adversarial one. He calls for the United States to undertake measures to slow the rise of China to avoid a scenario in which that nation becomes a hegemon in north-east Asia. “What makes a future Chinese threat so worrisome,” he concludes, “is that it might be far more powerful and dangerous than any of the potential hegemons that the U.S. confronted in the 20th century.” If this analysis is correct, the first flash point probably will be Taiwan, and the potential confrontation will be on a maritime battleground. This alone makes this book mandatory reading for Navy planners and strategists.
**PEARL HARBOR K**

Pearl Harbor Rhetoric Good

The symbol of Pearl Harbor can be used to restrain excessive violence—the context of the Aff matters

JACOBS 2004 (Seth, Dept of History, Boston College, “Infamy and Other Narratives,” Reviews in American History 32, June)
Instead, Bush drew upon another narrative, "a widely recognized iconic tale of threat and harm that worked to rally patriotism, marshal manly virtues, and promise eventual and righteous triumph to a nervous nation" (p. 175). Bush self-consciously, even monotonously, analogized between the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and Japan's strike on Pearl Harbor, but, Rosenberg concludes, he didn't really have to. Given environing conditions in America at the time-the approaching sixtieth anniversary of the Pearl Harbor assault, the media circus surrounding the premiere of the film Pearl Harbor, dozens of new and reissued books on Pearl Harbor gracing store display windows nationwide, wall-to-wall Pearl Harbor specials on the History Channel-it would have been nearly impossible for Americans not to have made the connection. Yet, as always, "Pearl Harbor" proved a volatile icon. If Bush could call upon it to justify a crusade against "evildoers," his opponents adapted the "backdoor interpretation" to suit their purposes; they charged Bush with foreknowledge of the attack, or at least of obstructing a legitimate investigation into why America had been so ill defended. Japanese Americans, whose memories of Pearl Harbor's aftermath differed considerably from the heroic storyline set forth by the administration, warned against another race-based mass internment and expressed their solidarity with Muslim Americans. Advocates of beefed-up security clashed with those concerned about abridgement of civil liberties. "Metaphors of Pearl Harbor," Rosenberg remarks, "could bend in diverse directions" (p. 186). Americans who wanted their nation to respond to 9/11 as it had to 12/7 were counterbalanced by Americans who feared that it would do exactly that.
Pearl Harbor rhetoric is good—focuses attention on real threats

LEVICK 2011 (Richard Levick, Esq., CEO and President of Levick Strategic Communications, represents countries and companies on the highest-stakes global crises and litigation. His firm has directed the media on the spinach, pet food, and toy recalls; Guantanamo Bay; the Catholic Church scandals; and the largest international regulatory matters and multinational mergers, “Keystroke of Infamy,” June 14, http://blogs.forbes.com/richardlevick/2011/06/14/keystroke-of-infamy-how-business-benefits-from-the-pentagons-cyberwar-declaration/)
In that sense, the messaging is no different now than it was pre-Internet when companies established impermeable brands as the government’s indispensable partners in national defense. Nor did they stoop to debate those who depicted them as mere war profiteers. There will always be a balancing act, for both government and business, between strong, vivid communications (“the next Pearl Harbor”) versus unconscionable scare tactics. Alas, in a world where lone geeks hack Fortune 50 companies with apparent impunity, a certain degree of paranoia may be understandable. The trick is to keep people’s paranoia focused on those who really are ready, willing, and able to harm them.
Pearl Harbor metaphor is good—the alternative is appeasement and worse violence

CHURCH 2001 (Rev. Forrest Church, All Souls Unitarian Church, NYC, “Our Only Hope: Balancing Justice and Mercy,” beliefnet, http://www.beliefnet.com/Faiths/Christianity/2001/09/Our-Only-Hope-Balancing-Justice-And-Mercy.aspx?p=2#ixzz1RpfTrr8G)
This said, to pray only for peace right now is unwittingly to pray for a war more unimaginable than awakening to the World Trade Center smoldering in ashes. After a day's worth of breathless repetition, we may be tiring of the Pearl Harbor metaphor, even finding it dangerous. Yet, if anything, the comparison is too comforting. After simmering for decades, yesterday World War III commenced in earnest, against an enemy more illusive and more dangerous than any we have ever known before. Good people here in American and around the world must join in a common crusade against a common enemy. From this day forward, any state that sequesters terrorists as a secret part of their arsenal must be held directly accountable. The only way the world as we know it will not end in a chaos of nuclear terror is if, first, we take every appropriate measure to destroy the terrorist henchmen themselves; and if, then, we make any cowardly nation state that finances and protects terrorists so manifestly answerable for this crime that they will never commit it again. Both challenges are daunting. I am not in the least confident that success in either or both will prove possible. And I know that the effort to curb terrorism will shed more innocent blood, claiming the precious and fragile lives of children and parents, lovers and friends, falling from windows, crushed under buildings. But the future as we knew it ended yesterday. Even as Churchill not Chamberlain answered the threat of Hitler, we must unite to respond to this new threat with force not appeasement.

Our use of World War II is good—we can acknowledge the moral ambiguity of the Allies and still advocate defensive buildup

KIRSCH 2011 (Adam, Senior Editor at The New Republic and a columnist for Tablet magazine, New York Times, May 27, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/29/books/review/adam-kirsch-on-new-books-about-world-war-ii.html?pagewanted=4&_r=1)
After all, the present is always lived in ambiguity. To those who fought World War II, it was plain enough that Allied bombs were killing huge numbers of German civilians, that Churchill was fighting to preserve imperialism as well as democracy, and that the bulk of the dying in Europe was being done by the Red Army at the service of Stalin. It is only in retrospect that we begin to simplify experience into myth — because we need stories to live by, because we want to honor our ancestors and our country instead of doubting them. In this way, a necessary but terrible war is simplified into a “good war,” and we start to feel shy or guilty at any reminder of the moral compromises and outright betrayals that are inseparable from every combat. The best history writing reverses this process, restoring complexity to our sense of the past. Indeed, its most important lesson may be that the awareness of ambiguity must not lead to detachment and paralysis — or to pacifism and isolationism, as Nicholson Baker and Pat Buchanan would have it. On the contrary, the more we learn about the history of World War II, the stronger the case becomes that it was the irresolution and military weakness of the democracies that allowed Nazi Germany to provoke a world war, with all the ensuing horrors and moral compromises that these recent books expose. The fact that we can still be instructed by the war, that we are still proud of our forefathers’ virtues and pained by their sufferings and sins, is the best proof that World War II is still living history — just as the Civil War is still alive, long after the last veteran was laid to rest.
**POSTMODERNISM GENERAL**

Cede the Political 

Postmodernism makes itself politically irrelevant

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 31-32)
Such self-imposed closure from the world of policy and a willingness to ridicule those who dare to dabble in its murky waters is indicative of postmodern perspectives that tend increasingly toward scholasticism. Wallace defines this as a condition that develops when "practitioners shift from attempts to address common questions from different perspectives to competition among different 'schools' in which each multiplies definitions and explanations, develops its own deliberately obscure terminology, and concentrates much of its efforts on attacking the methods and terminology of competing groups."111 Much debate in International Relations is of this nature—obtuse, terminologically confusing, and antagonistic. Postmodern discourse, however, has perhaps perfected this art, developing its own intellectual idioms and nomenclature in an attempt to dismantle competing modernist schools and the theories associated with them. Calls for deconstruction, the celebration of estrangement from the mainstream, and the abandonment of intellectual precepts associated with Enlightenment thought are all uniform in their attempt to reduce to rubble International Relations and start afresh. 

Postmodernists can never escape what they criticize

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 57)
One of the central theoretical matrices of the postmodernist project, then, is a repudiation of organonist thought systems: an attempt to deconstruct inscribed means of reasoning and logic indicative of Western philosophy. This, undoubtedly, is what makes postmodernists so conspicuous and their project both tenacious and tenuous. For while postmodernists are patendy antimodernist, their very rationality and purpose is prescribed by the logic of modernity, whether as an alternative to it or a reaction against it. Thus, the antilogic on which postmodern theory is founded can itself be seen as the binary opposite logic of modernity, entrapping postmodernists within modernist logic if only because of their own antilogo-centrism. This makes postmodern theory vulnerable not only to criticism that it is unable to escape the very logic it chastises, but also because those criticisms it levels against modernist discourse invariably repudiate postmodern theory too. As Kate Manzo observes, "Even the most radically critical discourse easily slips into the form, the logic, and the implicit pos-tulations of precisely what it seeks to contest, for it can never step completely outside of a heritage from which it must borrow its tools—its history, its language—in an attempt to destroy that heritage itself."18 

Postmodernist K’s ignore questions of real implications

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 140-141)
But regardless of the pathology or aetiological route that caused Ashley to arrive at subversive postmodernism, important questions of his thesis remain. How is this meant to help those on the margins, the poor, the weak, and the powerless, for whom Ashley professes great concern? How does it help those who seek answers as practitioners and theorists of international relations? If it is meant to empower feminists, scholars of color, and other persons who have suffered so-called disciplinary violence, how precisely does it intend to do this? If it cannot chart new directions and resists the modernist urge to guide and assist us in our dilemmas, refuses to confer general interpretations and enhance our understanding, how might it better our well being or resolve conflict and atrocity? What precisely does Ashley lay claim to do? Apart from seeking the closure of modernity, what does Ashley suggest we put in its place or is it simply a question of leaving empty the space vacated by modernist theory and knowledge? These questions alone are cause for concern. However, as I have endeavored to demonstrate in this chapter, Ashley does not answer these questions but, instead, derides those who ask them. It is perhaps time to resist such derision and return to these questions, since in the absence of posing them we surrender the purpose of theory, its meaning, utility, and progress, indeed the study of international relations, to those who would pretend that these issues are no longer of any importance. 

Policy Paralysis

Postmodernism essentializes the oppressed which results in serial policy paralysis

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 227-8, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Lumping people together in categories of "Other" can have the same effect. Groups are conferred with clusters of common attributes based primarily upon their relative lack of power within the social hierarchy. Imposition of the "Other" label masks distinctions within a group, such as race, class, sex, age, sexual preference, values, religion, politics, and geographic genealogy. Individuals from marginalized groups object to the double standard by which individuals from the dominant culture can see themselves as unique but thrust upon "Others" the burden of being a spokesperson for the entire group of which their perceived "Otherness" makes them a member (Moore, 1992; White, 1992). In discourses of subjectivity, details about a person matter. As Minh-ha (1989) reasons, details about a person help to rewrite them as subject (42). One of the appeals of the undifferentiated "Other" is the quick fix that the concept offers to those who would like to recognize difference but do not want to spend the time necessary getting to know people who are different. Stereotypes and "Otherness" require distance in order to flourish. Particulars make a person and an experience real. Frank (1991) stresses the difference between categorizing people and experiences by a common name and the specifics that lead to involvement, shared experience, and commitment. Once a healthy young academic, a sudden heart attack followed by testicular cancer quickly forced Frank out of a realm where he was perceived as a distinct person and into the category of "cancer patient." After having crossed over this threshold, Frank learned that among caregivers and people who were not ill, generalities save time. Placing people in categories, the fewer the better, is efficient; each category indicates a common treatment: one size fits all. But...treatment is not care. Treatment gets away with making a compromise between efficiency and care by creating an illusion of involvement. (p. 45) Few scholars and practitioners of performance studies are trained for or desirous of extensive commitment to field study and longitudinal research that would serve as an antidote to the illusion of involvement. Despite this fact, we are engaged in a praxis of studying, performing, and teaching the sociological and anthropological "Other." How, then, do we reconcile such an endeavor with the real voices of the people whose lives and experiences we claim to be presenting? Those voices reveal that our current theory and practice are in need of reevaluation, re-vision, re-configuration. Their eloquence validates Merod's (1987) claim that the radical power of critical work is not to be found in successfully disseminating interpretive agendas, but, rather, in making public the antidemocratic habits of expert knowledge. Along with Merod, we must ask: In what ways does theory increase human agency, critical strength, and the possibility of justice within our economic and political system? The concept of justice is crucial if we are to give criticism a human as well as theoretical purpose. Without this goal, theory produces passivity and emptiness. How, then, posits Merod, "can interpretation, theory, and intellectual practice improve the world's material and political conditions?" (p. 150) 

Focus on Subjectivity Bad

The kritik’s focus on subjectivity and obscure language destroy the chance for public influence or democratic change

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 3-6

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 domination.” 4 Later, in fact, Horkheimer and Adorno even talked about writing a sequel that would have carried a title like “Rescuing the Enlightenment” (Rettung der Aufklaerung).5 This reclamation project was never completed, and much time has been spent speculating about why it wasn’t. The reason, I believe, 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 surrendered any systematic concern with social movements and political institutions. 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 interest it might serve. Horkheimer and Adorno never really grasped that, in contrast to the system 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 justice, the spirit of Enlightenment projected the radical quality of that commitment and a critique of the historical limitations with which it is always tainted. Empiricists may deny the existence of a “spirit of the times.” Nevertheless, the various of a given historical epoch can generate an ethos, an existential stance toward reality, or what might even be termed a “project” uniting the diverse participants in a broader intellectual trend or movement.8 The Enlightenment evidenced such an ethos and a peculiar stance toward reality with respect toward its transformation. Making sense of this, however, is impossible without recognizing what became a general stylistic commitment to clarity, communicability, and what rhetoricians term “plain speech.” For their parts, however, Horkheimer and Adorno believed that resistance against the incursions of the culture industry justified the extremely 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 public, who introduced freelance writing, who employed satire and wit to demolish puffery and dogma, and who were preoccupied with reaching a general public 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 antiintellectualism. 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.10 The subject 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 differently. 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.11 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. Reclaiming the Enlightenment is an attempt to provide the sequel that Horkheimer and Adorno never wrote in a style they refused to employ. Its chapters proceed in a roughly parallel manner and, given its interdisciplinary character, this book also has no intention of pleasing the narrow specialist in any particular field. In contrast to Dialectic of Enlightenment, however, what follows is not a collection of “fragments”—the subtitle that was dropped from the first English translation—and its “positive” appropriation rests upon a view of tradition that links theory and practice.12 Little sympathy is wasted on meta-theory for its inability to deal with historical conflicts or even that the classic work by Horkheimer and Adorno is different from the postmodern works it inspired13: its intention, which was to criticize the Enlightenment from the standpoint of enlightenment itself, is not congruent with the result. The present volume considers the actual movements with which enlightenment ideals, as against competing ideals, were connected. It thus highlights the assault undertaken by the philosophes against the old feudal order and the international battle that was fought—from 1789 until 1939— 14 between liberal and socialist forces imbued with the Enlightenment heritage and those forces of religious reaction, conservative prejudice, and fascist irrationalism whose inspiration derived from what Isaiah Berlin initially termed the “Counter-Enlightenment.”15 Without a sense of this battle, or what I elsewhere termed the “great divide” of modern political life, any discussion of the Enlightenment will necessarily take a purely academic form. Dialectic of Enlightenment never grasped what was at stake in the conflict or interrogated its political history. Its authors never acknowledged that different practices and ideals are appropriate to different spheres of activity or that only confusion would result from substituting the affirmation of subjectivity, through aesthetic-philosophic criticism, for political resistance. Horkheimer and Adorno were no less remiss than their postmodern followers in ignoring the institutional preconditions for the free exercise of individual capacities. Striking indeed is how those most concerned about the “loss of subjectivity” have shown the least awareness about the practical role of genuinely democratic as against reactionary pseudo-universalism and the institutional lessons of totalitarianism. 

Postmodernism Bad

Postmodernism ignores pragmatism and political consequences

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 223, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis,” Pro Quest)

The answer might be that despite its claim to welcome myriad voices both within and without the university and its putative political agenda, postmodernism demonstrates crucial hypocrisies and ironic failures. Foremost among these problems is that it is a theory whose practice is inconsistent with the principles it espouses. Equally problematic and perhaps more serious is that it lacks roots, connection, and redress in the actual world about which it speaks. Both of these incongruities are all the more glaring for our discipline which has been characterized by its respect for pragmatism, for the political and practical consequences of ideas. The silence of most postmodernists about the workings of their own theory is notable not only because the postmodern posture advocates self-conscious analysis but also because good critical theory should be able to stand up to critique. Critique promotes renewal within a discipline by fostering viable options for adapting to change. Critique of existing theory forms the foundation for constructing alternative theoretical frameworks and methodologies that will advance the cause of a discipline and ultimately nurture enhancement of democratic ideals and ways of being in the world. Yet with the postmodern endeavor, critique from within is eschewed and that from without is condemned as unfashionable and reactionary, a desire to return to the days of positivism. 

Postmodern evaluations of truth are divested from pragmatism

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 225, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects. 

Postmodernism ignores historical context and refuses to criticize itself

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 225, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Some scholars avow that the lack of self-awareness within the ranks of postmodernism occurs, because the postmodern critic is "committed to a doctrine of partiality and flux for which such things as one's own situation are so unstable, so without identity, that they cannot serve as objects of sustained reflection"(1) (Rabinow, 1986, p. 252). If this is so, then it is a matter of critical concern. Blindness to the historical context, constraints, and problems of its own theory and operation is scarcely an attractive critical property. More troubling, however, is that despite its liberal leanings and idealism concerning inclusion and polyvocality, postmodernism participates in the politics of the academy which both activate and obscure the perpetuation of the existing academic bureaucratic hierarchies. Postmodernism aids in the current capitalist practices that keep certain projects and scholars nurtured while eliminating or ignoring others. When academic survival and material space become significant factors in the realm of criticism, then, as Jim Merod (1987) suggests, "we can hardly imagine interpretative authority to be distinct in any important sense from the authority of... business practices that dominate our intellectual and cultural lives as well as our material and political existence" (p. 116). 

Postmodernism is hypocritical

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 222, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Postmodern theory has fostered performance of "the Other," a perspective and practice that many scholars find celebratory. Yet a consideration of the framework of postmodernism reveals that postmodernism partakes of the practices it decries, reinforces the status quo, misinterprets the world beyond the academy, and ignores the conditions that create "Otherness." Current performance practice that attempts to give voice to "the Other" calls for re-evaluation, re-vision, and re-configuration. Implications and alteration of current praxis are offered.

Postmodernism Bad – Empirics

Postmodernism’s rejection of empirics results in nihilism and relativism

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 199-200)
But all this aside, let us contemplate for a moment how subversive-deconstructive postmodernism would constitute our disciplinary enterprise. Consider, for example, what Ashley would have us do, focus on, analyze, and concern ourselves with. Here Ashley is most emphatic: "Eschewing any claim to secure grounds, the appropriate posture would aspire to an overview of international history in the making, a view from afar, a view up high." The appropriate posture is disposed to a view very much like that of Michel Foucault's genealogical attitude: "a form of history which accounts for the constitution of knowledge, discourses, domains of knowledge, etc ..." And to emphasize what is important and what it is that we should focus on, Ashley notes, "From a distant genealogical standpoint, what catches the eye is motion, discontinuities, clashes, and the ceaseless play of plural forces and plural interpretations on the surface of the human experience. Nothing is finally stable. There are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history. Seen from afar, there is only interpretation, and interpretation itself is comprehended as a practice of domination occurring on the surface of history. History itself is grasped as a series of interpretations imposed upon interpretations—none primary, all arbitrary."40 As scholars reconstituted under this "appropriate posture," or in later writings a "critical posture of estrangement," we would be condemned to read, to play with words, to interpret without purpose, and to sit amid a solipsistic intertext where words, meanings, referents, signifiers, authors, and subjects have no meaning or reality other than those we would construct individually.41 With the knowledge that there is no true knowledge because of the absence of secure ground upon which to build knowledge, we would abandon the Enlightenment project and squander away our time in linguistic play as "floating signifiers" vied for our attention among the simulacra of images that each of us consumed. Knowing that we could not know, the task at hand would devolve into one of repudiating the entire stock of knowledge, understanding, and practices that constitute International Relations and developing instead an historical amnesia that favored "a view from afar, from up high."42 Even interpretation, Ashley insists, a method permissible to most postmodernists, would eventually have to be abandoned along with theory.43 Since "there is no there there" to be explained, and since interpretation would be but another method of affixing intrinsic meaning to a metaphysical nonreality, it too would have to be abandoned. In this newly constituted enterprise, nothing would await discovery, nothing would have intrinsic meaning, nothing would actually be present other than "absence," and hence nothing could be named. The state would not really exist, subjects would be transcendental fabrications who chase their empty identity throughout history, and history would be a mere interpretation, yet another "practice of domination."44 Within this nihilistic chasm, subversive postmodernists would have us devolve our disciplinary enterprise into a form of philosophical mentalism, an attempt "to resist the metaphysical temptation in our culture, to assume that something so important must be namable and that the name must indicate a definite referent, an already differentiated identity and source of meaning that just awaits to be named."45 Only minds situated amid their various contexts would exist and reality would be constituted not through the "realm of immediate sense experience" or "by direct observation of an independently existing world of'facts,'" but through the thoughts of the mind.46 What, then, would we be left with and what could this newly constituted enterprise offer? As Ashley freely admits, it could offer little. It could not "claim to offer an alternative position or perspective" since there would be no secure ontological ground upon which these could be established.47 Nor could it offer alternative interpretations save it would attempt to impose "interpretation upon interpretation" and capture history by imposing fixed meanings and understandings. Least of all could it offer theory, the very tyranny of modernist narratives that tends to "privilege" and "marginalize." Absent any theoretical legacy or factual knowledge, we would be forced into an endless intertextual discourse predicated on the consumption of words and the individual thoughts they evoke: a kind of purified anarchism albeit in a perpetual state of self-dispersal.48 We would live in a world of relativistic knowledge claims, each "true" to those that think it, but its truthfulness unobtainable to those who would read it or wish to communicate it. Above all, we would be left without theory-knowledge as a basis for decision, judgment, prescription, and action, surrendering us to "a view from afar, from up high." But as Nicholas Onuf asks, "What does this leave for dealing with those close at hand?"49 
Postmodernism Bad – IR

Postmodernism is used for a political agenda which would destroy the theory of IR

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 200-203)
In the end, however, the intellectual rift that separates these counterpoised disciplines is not so much a theoretical chasm as a political one. The attacks by Ashley and subversive postmodernists stem as much from a deep political suspicion not only toward the discipline, but the implicit project they think it harbors and the political-sectional elite interests they accuse it of representing. Robert Keohane's desire for theoretical synthesis of these contending approaches thus proves naive, not least for the fact that subversive postmodernism is likely best appreciated as a neotheoretical tool for inflicting damage upon a discipline that subversive postmodernists would see done away with—a spanner in the works, as it were, which, much like sabotage threatens to clog the wheels of theoretical endeavor and reconstitute this machine in partisan terms defined by their respective political agendas.50 Hence the need for vigilance, or more precisely, standards, in the evaluation of theory and of the various theoretical importations that are frequendy attempted in International Relations. If only because of a liberal tolerance for intellectual dissonance, International Relations has been welcoming of all schools of thought and all perspectives. I, for one, support this, believing it to be the embodiment of intellectual discourse and progress. Yet this has to be reconciled amid a notion of discipline, one that demands some degree of conformity in terms of subject matter, aims, approach, and theory, save the very essence of our discipline dissipates into an intellectual free-for-all where anything goes, anything counts as theory, and where everything is assumed to fall within the purview of International Relations. This is not the case and is most definitely inappropriate. To be sure, intellectual innovations are nearly always controversial, the seeding of new ideas frequendy derided as obtuse or unrelated, often requiring time to germinate and thereby to grow and mature. But never are intellectual innovations attempts at dismanding the basis of intellectuality by suggesting theoretical closure through deconstruction, or by initiating witch hunts that threaten to hunt down those implicated in the so-called modernist project. Such approaches fail the test of theory, falling short of the aims, ambitions, and purpose of a discipline that strives to understand, not to reproach. Questions thus persist about Ashley's project and about those who have attempted to replicate his subversive agenda, about the elemental basis and usefulness of this exercise, its stock terms, phrases, and claims. The notion of postmodernity itself, for example, upon closer examination proves to be as hollow and empty as that of modernity. What precisely are these megahistorical divisions meant to imply or accomplish? As Fred Halliday notes, "Beyond the assertion of some large-scale, but pretty obvious changes in the world, it is dubious what empirical or ethical force can be attached to the concept 'post-modernity' at all."51 Nor can these theorists refer to the real world for evidence of the correctness of their thesis. "Most of those who have used [the term postmodernism] . . . have precious little qualifications, or inclination, to talk about the real." In fact, postmodernists have become altogether too inebriated, Halliday suggests, with their own catchy phrases and run "the risk of becoming the new banality, a set of assertions as unlocated and useless as the vacuous generalities, be they balance of power or progressivist teleology, that they seek to displace."52 "Witty incantations about alterity, dissolution and freeze-flames, and exaggerated claims about what has indeed changed in the world, are no substitute for a substantive engagement with history or a plausible conceptualisation of the alternatives for political and theoretical change."53 As Michael Wallack observes of another self-declared dissident, Rob Walker: "However innocent of the complexities of the philosophical tradition . . . we may be, few of us expect the upward curve of deaths in war to be reversed by textual analysis and fewer still are apt to regard the untangling of puzzles in a very narrow band of international relations theory as a route to a better future.” Postmodernism in its subversive varieties thus turns out to be less an attempt to clarify the philosophical puzzles of our times or the issues of international relations than a rather pernicious attempt to change the subject itself.54 And even where deconstructive postmodernists have attempted to grapple with epistemology puzzles, such has been the paucity of these attempts, so bland have been the generalities about the imminent closure and collapse of Western metaphysics, hermeneutics, and dialectics that they have "neither resolve[d] questions of [the] philosophy of science in general, nor contribute! d| to the theorization of IR [in particular]."55 Certainly orthodox practitioners too have been far from successful in explaining and understanding international relations, in achieving peace, and avoiding war. Yet at least among those who disavow deconstructionism and postmodernist subversion, there is a desire for theory, a wish to better understand and explain international phenomena and, within this ambit, to manipulate and control certain aspects of international relations and thereby improve them. This is not control for its own sake, as postmodernists falsely accuse with Orwellian insinuations, but control and manipulation in order to improve, enhance, and better international relations such that world politics is not an anarchical realm populated by war-prone states. Our professional preoccupations were founded on such laudable objectives. More is the pity that these have now been turned against us as subversive postmodernists paint a grim and unfounded picture of modernist obsession with the technical manipulation of history for the sake of control. Beyond this legacy it is hard to discern how subversive postmodernism might have any future relevance to International Relations other than as a footnote in historiographical essays of the evolution of the discipline. Beyond the very narrow concerns of subversive-deconstructive postmodernists, there exists a much richer, more vibrant, and informative tradition of scholarship that attempts to understand and explain international relations and perhaps even offers hope that in the future better pictures of world society and better understandings might yet lead to better and more peaceful worlds. That we get on with this project, refocus our attentions on these real issues, and return to the subject of international politics seems long overdue. Unlike Hoffman, then, it is time that we resist the urge to reinscribe, rearticulate, and restructure and begin again the process of reaffirming reason and rearticulating relevance in our theoretical pursuits.
**POSTSTRUCTURALISM**

2AC: Poststructuralism

Seeing language as political and fluid precludes possibility of interaction with what becomes a static subject—doesn’t address root cause or explore identity.  

Dunn, 98. Robert G (Professor Emeritus, Department of Sociology, California State University), Identity Crises: A Social Critique of Postmodernity, p 15.

While representing a number of developments resistant to easy summarization, poststructuralism, it could be said, generally addresses the decenteredness and fluidity of the subject implied by a fragmented mass culture and the proliferation of group identities associated with the interventions of cultural politics. This approach, as exemplified particularly by certain aspects of the work of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault and Judith Butler, translates these conditions into linguistic and discursive heterogeneity, locating potentialities of resistance in the productiveness and gaps of discursive practices. Poststructuralism thus draws attention to the multiple and unstable character of meaning and identity while at the same time refusing notions of a subject that preexists signification. However, by dissolving the subject in the workings of discourse and power, poststructuralism detaches notions of identity and difference from the social processes in which they are are rooted. Instead, most poststructuralist formulations tend to replicate the logic of signification within the commodity form, implicitly reifying the salient features of mass culture. Serving as a metaphor for mass culture, as John Mowitt (1992) has suggested, the “text” replaces the subject, obscuring the generative and formative possibilities of the interactive processes shaping and shaped by a self in a field of social relations. The disunities and instabilities textually valorized by poststructuralism thus recreate in a disembodied form the crises of identity and difference in postmodern culture while failing to address their underlying causes and how relations of identity and difference might be reconstituted or transformed within a realm of social action. 

Focus on language creates a new hierarchy of discourses rather than abolishing the present one—means we can’t understand human behavior except in the context of discourse. 

Dunn, 98. Robert G (Professor Emeritus, Department of Sociology, California State University), Identity Crises: A Social Critique of Postmodernity, p 219-220.

Identity and difference thus dwell within sociality. Unlike the many postmodernists who see only fragmentation and disunity in social and cultural life, Mead saw a multifariousness rooted in the principle of emergence and contained within the unifying and universalizing potentialities of language and self. Refusing to take “sides,” Mead viewed plurality and unity as alternating and ongoing phases of the social universe. Significantly, his very concept of the social presupposed difference, but it was this difference that provided the materials for the constitution of a social self, and by implication, of identity. The dilemmas of the poststructuralist position originating in a displacement of the earlier idealisms, which sanctified innate consciousness, to an objectified realm of textuality where the ego is dispersed in discourse. Instead of constructing a conception of the relations of subject and object that might reconcile them, poststructuralism simply reverses the Cartesian order of privileging, creating an objectivistic idealism/materialism in which the very concept of meaning of forcefully reduced to discursive relations of difference. This new “metaphysics of the text,” as it has been called, leaves the perennial problems of consciousness unsolved. Without a theory of how consciousness is constituted socially and symbolically, it is impossible to account for identity formation or to reflect on the dynamics and consequences of difference. The naturalistically and symbolically based pragmatist social psychology of Mead provides the tools for theorizing how identity develops within a social process while appreciating its discursive character. As Mead demonstrates, the idea of a self remains a necessary precondition for redeeming subjectivity in the face of objectivistic and culturally reified accounts that, while revealing the power of signification, ultimately imprison our understanding of human behavior within the boundaries of language. 

Their K isn’t a qualified assessment of international relations, it lacks evidence and is so disconnected from real world problems it makes alternative courses of action impossible.  aggression is a fact in the international system and their criticism makes it impossible to confront violence

Jarvis, lecturer in IR, 00  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 196-203)

Like many others, Hoffman seems to accept without reservation the idea that textuality, ambiguity, uncertainty, decentering, relativism, irregu-larity, and countless other instruments that detract fom the Enlightenment enterprise are reasons for celebration, that they somehow represent intel-lectual breakthroughs and a form of theoretical progress, and that theory in International Relations needs to be restructured along lines proscribed by the humanities. Hoffman represents one of a growing number of scholars who is fervent in his desire to import and apply deconstructive postmodern theory to the sphere of international politics, both to unearth "hidden meanings" encrusted in the disciplines texts and to arrive at new meanings inferred from the discovery of "hidden practices." There is an almost blind faith that these new creeds hold answers which, under neopositivism, rationality, modernity, and the Enlightenment project have remained hidden from us. Like a great archeological excavation, treasures in the form of new wisdom, new prophecies, and a new politics await discovery for those will-ing to make the jump and convert to the postmodern cause. The 1990s have thus become a decade of rereadings and textual reinterpretations where the encrusted texts of realists have been reread and their "true" meaning exposed. Ashley reread Waltz and discovered his positivism, economism, and structuralism; Jim George reread realism and discovered its "silences" and "omissions"; Ann Tickner reread Hans Morgenthau and discovered his gender blindness; and Christine Sylvester reread the reinter-pretations of rereadings undertaken by male dissidents and discovered their own misogyny and sexism. For students of international politics who aspire to know, the answer(s) thus reside in textuality, in a life of rereading rereadings in order that hid-den practices, silences, omissions, and new meaning can be discovered. The world, as such, can be safely ignored; writings about the world are what must occupy research, for in these writings are the constitutive essences that make up the "real" world. Nothing is given, there is "no there there," nothing is real until named. Women do not exist, Sylvester reminds us, much as for Ashley nation-states do not really exist until inscribed in writ- ings and with names that give them ontological meaning. Meaning is thus in the text, the language, the word, not the thing or the object or the fact. Let us for a moment, however, reflect on this "research program," on the importations of textual analysis and deconstructive theory, and what they might do to theoretical endeavor and the discipline of International Relations. Let us, for example, pose a few rudimentary questions that, despite their simplicity, go to the very essence of subversive postmod-ernism's relevance and utility to the study of international politics. What, for example, is "ambiguous" about war or "ironic" about peace? How does the admission of uncertainty change the face of theory, or how does textuality alter our experiences of the realities of international politics, of death squads, civil war, or autocratic rule? Why, suddenly, are irony, uncertainty, ambiguity, and textuality the prized attributes of theoretical endeavor? Are these to be our new epistemological motifs by which we judge the quality and usefulness of theory and research programs in Inter- national Relations? Are the problems of international politics and the answers to them hidden amid literary devices like paradox or the textual chicanery of double entendre? Will the practices of regional aggression dis-played by Saddam Hussein, for example, be thwarted through textual rereadings of security texts, or the acrimonious diplomatic exchanges between the United States and Iraq? Can we change the course of political outcomes, avert the use of force, or persuade others to disavow aggres-sion though textual reinterpretation?  If we believe Ashley, Hoffman, Walker, Sylvester, or James Der Der-ian, for example, then the answer is yes, in which case international theory must transpose itself into a form of literary criticism and employ the tools of textual deconstruction, parody, and the style of discontinuous narratives as a means of pondering the depths of interpretation. In doing so, how- ever, we would approach the writings of Richard Ashley, who, utilizing such methods, can apprise students of international politics only of the fact that "there are neither right interpretations nor wrong," there are just "interpretations imposed upon interpretations. "36 In what sense, however, can this approach be at all adequate for the subject of International Relations. What, for example, do the literary devices of irony and textuality say to Somalian refugees who flee from famine and warlords or to Ethiopian rebels who fight in the desert plains against a government in Addis Abbaba? How does the notion of textual deconstruction speak to Serbs, Croats, and Muslims who fight one an-other among the ruins of the former Yugoslavia? How do totalitarian nar-ratives or logocentric binary logic feature in the deliberations of policy bureaucrats or in the negotiations over international trade or the formula-tions of international law? Should those concerned with human rights or those who take it upon themselves to study relationships between nation-states begin by contemplating epistemological fiats and ontological dis-putes? How does the reification of interpretivism and relativism assist such people in their understandings, problems, judgments, negotiations, and disputes? Is Ashley, for example, suggesting that we simply announce to those in the fray of international politics that there are neither right interpretations nor wrong, there are just interpretations imposed upon interpretations. Is this to be the epiphany of subversive postmodern inter-national theory, its penultimate contribution to those who suffer on the margins for whom they professes great concern? I am, of course, being flippant. Yet we do have a right to ask such ques-tions of subversive postmodernists if only because they portend to a moral highground, to insights otherwise denied realists, modernists, positivists, and mainstream international relations scholars. We have every right to ask, for example, how subversive postmodern theory spealcs to the practi-cal problems endemic to international relations, to the actors and players who constitute the practices of world politics, or how literary devices and deconstructive readings help us better picture world society. My point, of course, is much the same as Robin Brown's, that textual analysis and deconstruction does not, and cannot, speak to such problems other than to detect the limits of a particular "text by identifying origins, assumptions and silences." What it cannot do, however, "is deal with the practical problem of international relations."37 Similarly, Hoffman too gives no answers to these questions save this justification for the turn to interpretivism. "This move," he writes, "connects international relations, both as a practice and a discipline, with similar developments within social and political theory and within the humanities."38 But what justification or rationale is this? So we are now doing what literary theorists do: ruminat-ing over international theory as if such were the verses of lyricists written for the pleasures of reading and consumed only for their wit and romance. But there is a difference between the concerns and interests of, say, Eng-lish departments and those of departments of Political Science or Interna-tional Relations. Where literary criticism delights in the ethereal play of words and has as its epistemic basis the belief that "one reads for pleasure," politics dabbles in the material, distributive, punitive play of power whose consequences effect much more than a sensibility committed to reading fiction.39 Why should we assume that tools developed in English depart-ments are useful to theorists of international relations? Why should we take heed of the writings of Jacques Derrida who never once addressed issues of international relations, but from whom postmodernists now claim a wis- dom which they insist is reason enough to dispense with past theory and begin anew our theoretical and disciplinary enterprise? But all this aside, let us contemplate for a moment how subversive- deconstructive postmodernism would constitute our disciplinary enter-prise. Consider, for example, what Ashley would have us do, focus on, analyze, and concern ourselves with. Here Ashley is most emphatic: "Eschewing any claim to secure grounds, the appropriate posture would aspire to an overview of international history in the maldng, a view from afar, a view up high." The appropriate posture is disposed to a view very much like that of Michel Foucault's genealogical attitude: "a form of his- tory which accounts for the constitution of lmowledge, discourses, domains of knowledge, etc. . ." And to emphasize what is important and what it is that we should focus on, Ashley notes, "From a distant genealog- ical standpoint, what catches the eye is motion, discontinuities, clashes, and the ceaseless play of plural forces and plural interpretations on the sur- face of the human experience. Nothing is finally stable. There are no con-stants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history. Seen from afar, there is only interpretation, and interpretation itself is comprehended as a practice of domination occur-ring on the surface of history. History itself is grasped as a series of interpre-tations imposed upon interpretations-none primary, all arbitrary. "40 As scholars reconstituted under this "appropriate posture," or in later writings a "critical posture of estrangement," we would be condemned to read, to play with words, to interpret without purpose, and to sit amid a solipsistic intertext where words, meanings, referents, signifiers, authors, and subjects have no meaning or reality other than those we would con-struct individually.41 With the knowledge that there is no true knowledge because of the absence of secure ground upon which to build knowledge, we would abandon the Enlightenment project and squander away our time in linguistic play as "floating signifiers" vied for our attention among the simulacra of images that each of us consumed. Knowing that we could not know, the task at hand would devolve into one of repudiating the entire stock of knowledge, understanding, and practices that constitute Interna-tional Relations and developing instead an historical amnesia that favored "a view from afar, from up high."42 Even interpretation, Ashley insists, a method permissible to most postmodernists, would eventually have to be abandoned along with theory.43 Since "there is no there there" to be explained, and since interpretation would be but another method of affix- ing intrinsic meaning to a metaphysical nonreality, it too would have to be abandoned. In this newly constituted enterprise, nothing would await dis- covery, nothing would have intrinsic meaning, nothing would actually be present other than "absence," and hence nothing could be named. The state would not really exist, subjects would be transcendental fabrications who chase their empty identity throughout history, and history would be a mere interpretation, yet another "practice of domination."44 Within this nihilistic chasm, subversive postmodernists would have us devolve our disci-plinary enterprise into a form of philosophical mentalism, an attempt "to resist the metaphysical temptation in our culture, to assume that something so important must be namable and that the name must indicate a definite referent, an already differentiated identity and source of meaning that just awaits to be named. "45 Only minds situated amid their various contexts would exist and reality would be constituted not through the "realm of immediate sense experience" or "by direct observation of an independently existing world of 'facts,''' but through the thoughts of the mind.46 What, then, would we be left with and what could this newly consti-tuted enterprise offer? As Ashley freely admits, it could offer little. It could not "claim to offer an alternative position or perspective" since there would be no secure ontological ground upon which these could be estab-lished.47 Nor could it offer alternative interpretations save it would attempt to impose "interpretation upon interpretation" and capture history by imposing fixed meanings and understandings. Least of all could it offer theory, the very tyranny of modernist narratives that tends to "privilege" and "marginalize." Absent any theoretical legacy or factual knowledge, we would be forced into an endless intertextual discourse predicated on the consumption of words and the individual thoughts they evoke: a kind of purified 

anarchism albeit in a perpetual state of self-dispersal.48 We would live in a world of relativistic kowledge claims, each "true" to those that think it, but its truthfulness unobtainable to those who would read it or wish to communicate it. Above all, we would be left without theory-knowledge as a basis for decision, judgment, prescription, and action, sur-rendering us to "a view from afar, from up high." But as Nicholas Onuf asks, "What does this leave for dealing with those close at hand?"49  In the end, however, the intellectual rift that separates these counter- poised disciplines is not so much a theoretical chasm as a political one. The attacks by Ashley and subversive postmodernists stem as much from a deep political suspicion not only toward the discipline, but the implicit project they think it harbors and the political-sectional elite interests they accuse it of representing. Robert Keohane's desire for theoretical synthesis of these contending approaches thus proves naive, not least for the fact that subversive postmodernism is likely best appreciated as a neotheoretical tool for inflicting damage upon a discipline that subversive postmodernists would see done away with-a spanner in the works, as it were, which, much like sabotage threatens to clog the wheels of theoretical endeavor and reconstitute this machine in partisan terms defined by their respective political agendas. 50 Hence the need for vigilance, or more precisely, stan-dards, in the evaluation of theory and of the various theoretical importa- tions that are frequently attempted in International Relations. If only because of a liberal tolerance for intellectual dissonance, International Relations has been welcoming of all schools of thought and all perspec-tives. I, for one, support this, believing it to be the embodiment of intel-lectual discourse and progress. Yet this has to be reconciled amid a notion of discipline, one that demands some degree of conformity in terms of subject matter, aims, approach, and theory, save the very essence of our discipline dissipates into an intellectual free-far-all where anything goes, anything counts as theory, and where everything is assumed to fall within the purview of International Relations. This is not the case and is most def-initely inappropriate. To be sure, intellectual innovations are nearly always controversial, the seeding of new ideas frequently derided as obtuse or unrelated, often requiring time to germinate and thereby to grow and mature. But never are intellectual innovations attempts at dismantling the basis of intellectuality by suggesting theoretical closure through decon-struction, or by initiating witch hunts that threaten to hunt down those implicated in the so-called modernist project. Such approaches fail the test of theory, falling short of the aims, ambitions, and purpose of a discipline that strives to understand, not to reproach. Questions thus persist about Ashley's project and about those who have attempted to replicate his subversive agenda, about the elemental basis and usefulness of this exercise, its stock terms, phrases, and claims. The notion of postmodernity itself, for example, upon closer examination proves to be as hollow and empty as that of modernity. What precisely are these megahistorical divisions meant to imply or accomplish? As Fred Hal-liday notes, "Beyond the assertion of some large-scale, but pretty obvious changes in the world, it is dubious what empirical or ethical force can be attached to the concept 'post-modernity' at all."51 Nor can these theorists refer to the real world for evidence of the correctness of their thesis. "Most of those who have used [the term postmodernism] . . . have precious little qualifications, or inclination, to talk about the real." In fact, postmod-ernists have become altogether too inebriated, Halliday suggests, with their own catchy phrases and run "the risk of becoming the new banality, a set of assertions as unlocated and useless as the vacuous generalities, be they balance of power or progressivist teleology, that they seek to dis- place."52 "Witty incantations about alterity, dissolution and freeze-frames, and exaggerated claims about what has indeed changed in the world, are no substitute for a substantive engagement with history or a plausible con- ceptualisation of the alternatives for political and theoretical change."53 As Michael Wallack observes of another self-declared dissident, Rob Walker: "However innocent of the complexities of the philosophical tradition. . . we may be, few of us expect the upward curve of deaths in war to be reversed by textual analysis and fewer still are apt to regard the untangling of puzzles in a very narrow band of international relations theory as a route to a better future."  Postmodernism in its subversive varieties thus turns out to be less an attempt to clarify the philosophical puzzles of our times or the issues of international relations than a rather pernicious attempt to change the sub-ject itself. 54 And even where deconstructive postmodernists have attempted to grapple with epistemology puzzles, such has been the paucity of these attempts, so bland have been the generalities about the imminent closure and collapse of Western metaphysics, hermeneutics, and dialectics that they have "neither resolve[d] questions of [the] philosophy of science in general, nor contribute[d] to the theorization of IR [in particular]."55 Cer-tainly orthodox practitioners too have been far from successful in explain-ing and understanding international relations, in achieving peace, and avoiding war. Yet at least among those who disavow deconstructionism and postmodernist subversion, there is a desire for theory, a wish to bet-ter understand and explain international phenomena and, within this ambit, to manipulate and control certain aspects of international relations and thereby improve them. This is not control for its own sake, as post-modernists falsely accuse with Orwellian insinuations, but control and manipulation in order to improve, enhance, and better international rela-tions such that world politics is not an anarchical realm populated by war-prone states. Our professional preoccupations were founded on such laudable objectives. More is the pity that these have now been turned against us as subversive postmodernists paint a grim and unfounded pic-ture of modernist obsession with the technical manipulation of history for the sake of control. Beyond this legacy it is hard to discern how subversive postmodernism might have any future relevance to International Relations other than as a footnote in historiographical essays of the evolution of the discipline. Beyond the very narrow concerns of subversive-deconstructive postmod-ernists, there exists a much richer, more vibrant, and informative tradition of scholarship that attempts to understand and explain international rela- tions and perhaps even offers hope that in the future better pictures of world society and better understandings might yet lead to better and more peaceful worlds. That we get on with this project, refocus our attentions on these real issues, and return to the subject of international politics seems long overdue. Unlike Hoffinan, then, it is time that we resist the urge to reinscribe, rearticulate, and restructure and begin again the process of reaffirming reason and rearticulating relevance in our theoretical pursuits. 

Ignores Reality and Engagement

Emphasis on language means an ignorance of concrete reality and is a refusal of true engagement. 

Taft-Kaufmann, 95. Jill (professor, Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts Central Michigan), Other Ways: Postmodernism and Performance Praxis in Southern Communication Journal, 1930-3203, Volume 60, Issue 3, 26-27
If the lack of consistency between postmodernism's self-styled allegiance to the oppositional and its collaboration with the existing state of academic practice were its only shortcoming, it should be enough to prevent us from unquestioningly embracing it as a theory. More disquieting still, however, is its postulation of the way the world around us works. Theory that presumes to talk about culture must stand the test of reality. Or, as Andrew King states, "culture is where we live and are sustained. Any doctrine that strikes at its root ought to be carefully scrutinized" (personal communication, February 11, 1994). If one subjects the premise of postmodernism to scrutiny, the consequences are both untenable and disturbing. In its elevation of language to the primary analysis of social life and its relegation of the de-centered subject to a set of language positions, postmodernism ignores the way real people make their way in the world. While the notion of decentering does much to remedy the idea of an essential, unchanging self, it also presents problems. According to Clarke (1991): Having established the material quality of ideology, everything else we had hitherto thought of as material has disappeared. There is nothing outside of ideology (or discourse). Where Althusser was concerned with ideology as the imaginary relations of subjects to the real relations of their existence, the connective quality of this view of ideology has been dissolved because it lays claim to an outside, a real, an extra-discursive for which there exists no epistemological warrant without lapsing back into the bad old ways of empiricism or metaphysics. (pp. 25-26) Clarke explains how the same disconnection between the discursive and the extra-discursive has been performed in semiological analysis: Where it used to contain a relation between the signifier (the representation) and the signified (the referent), antiempiricism has taken the formal arbitrariness of the connection between the signifier and signified and replaced it with the abolition of the signified (there can be no real objects out there, because there is no out there for real objects to be). To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects. The postmodern passwords of "polyvocality," "Otherness," and "difference," unsupported by substantial analysis of the concrete contexts of subjects, creates a solipsistic quagmire. The political sympathies of the new cultural critics, with their ostensible concern for the lack of power experienced by marginalized people, aligns them with the political left. Yet, despite their adversarial posture and talk of opposition, their discourses on intertextuality and inter-referentiality isolate them from and ignore the conditions that have produced leftist politics--conflict, racism, poverty, and injustice. In short, as Clarke (1991) asserts, postmodern emphasis on new subjects conceals the old subjects, those who have limited access to good jobs, food, housing, health care, and transportation, as well as to the media that depict them. Merod (1987) decries this situation as one which leaves no vision, will, or commitment to activism. He notes that academic lip service to the oppositional is underscored by the absence of focused collective or politically active intellectual communities. Provoked by the academic manifestations of this problem Di Leonardo (1990) echoes Merod and laments: Has there ever been a historical era characterized by as little radical analysis or activism and as much radical-chic writing as ours? Maundering on about Otherness: phallocentrism or Eurocentric tropes has become a lazy academic substitute for actual engagement with the detailed histories and contemporary realities of Western racial minorities, white women, or any Third World population. (p. 530) Clarke's assessment of the postmodern elevation of language to the "sine qua non" of critical discussion is an even stronger indictment against the trend. Clarke examines Lyotard's (1984) The Postmodern Condition in which Lyotard maintains that virtually all social relations are linguistic, and, therefore, it is through the coercion that threatens speech that we enter the "realm of terror" and society falls apart. To this assertion, Clarke replies: I can think of few more striking indicators of the political and intellectual impoverishment of a view of society that can only recognize the discursive. If the worst terror we can envisage is the threat not to be allowed to speak, we are appallingly ignorant of terror in its elaborate contemporary forms. It may be the intellectual's conception of terror (what else do we do but speak?), but its projection onto the rest of the world would be calamitous....(pp. 2-27) The realm of the discursive is derived from the requisites for human life, which are in the physical world, rather than in a world of ideas or symbols.(4) Nutrition, shelter, and protection are basic human needs that require collective activity for their fulfillment. Postmodern emphasis on the discursive without an accompanying analysis of how the discursive emerges from material circumstances hides the complex task of envisioning and working towards concrete social goals (Merod, 1987).

Deconstruction fails

Deconstruction is simplistic and negative- makes repression inescapable

Schryer, 4. Steven (Postdoctoral Fellow at Concordia University),A REVIEW OF:Mark C. Taylor, The Moment of Complexity: Emerging Network Culture http://www.electronicbookreview.com/thread/criticalecologies/qualified. 
Similarly, Taylor relates key concepts in complexity theory to Kierkegaard's critique of Hegel's idealism. Kierkegaard's criticism of Hegel is that lived experience can never be totalized into a coherent "system." Experience instead involves moments of radically free decision-making, which realize some possibilities of experience and cut off others. Although these decisions can assume meaning in hindsight, they can never be predicted in the present and thus cannot be contained in a total structure. Taylor relates these moments of decision to the "bifurcation" points of complexity theory, in which a once-stable system undergoes a catastrophic series of changes that turn it into a completely different system. Taylor is interested in systems which exhibit the complex wholeness that Kant and Hegel associated with the structure of organisms, yet at the same time are unpredictable, subject to moments of radical change of the kind described by Kierkegaard. Indeed, it could be argued that Taylor's purpose is to invent a synthesis of Hegel and Kierkegaard, of systemic and anti-systemic thought. As he explains in his introduction, the challenge of contemporary critical theory is to imagine "a nontotalizing structure that nonetheless acts as a whole" (11). Taylor's critique of deconstruction and other forms of "post-structuralism" is that they have failed in this task. Deconstruction, he argues, has focused exclusively on the Kierkegaardian critique of totalizing systems, demonstrating the ways in which systems presuppose but cannot contain the unpredictable, that which is wholly other. The problem with this position is that it assumes that all systems aim for perfect self-closure and thus repress difference. Hence, deconstruction can never imagine alternative systems; "instead of showing how totalizing structures can actually be changed, deconstruction demonstrates that the tendency to totalize can never be overcome and, thus, that repressive structures are inescapable" (65). Rightly, I think, Taylor links this pessimistic tendency in deconstruction to the irrelevancy and isolationism of much academic politics. Deconstructive politics can only say "No" to the institutions and culture it inhabits, without offering constructive criticism. In the context of the national welfare state, in which deconstruction and other forms of post-structuralism first emerged, this emphasis upon critique for its own sake meant that post-structuralism unwittingly became the ideological bedfellow of neo-liberal champions of free-market economics. Post-structuralists such as Foucault attacked the modern state as an inherently "repressive" system without suggesting alternative systems that could take its place. In contrast, Taylor sees in complexity theory an opportunity to explore creative, non-totalizing systems; although, as we shall see, he is in fact even closer to neo-liberalism than the post-structuralists he criticizes. Drawing upon the work of Henri Atlan, Taylor argues that complex systems, such as organisms and human societies, are inherently open to disruptive "noise." Indeed, this openness is a necessary condition for the survival of such systems; complex systems are dependent upon noise and chaos in their environments, out of which they draw energy and create order. Furthermore, complex systems are adaptive, which means they must be capable of undergoing catastrophic changes in order to react to other systems in their environment. This critique of deconstruction is the most important argument in Taylor's book, and is indeed one of the strengths of most sophisticated versions of systems theory or "second-order cybernetics," such as the work of Humberto Maturana, Francisco Varela, Heinz von Foerster, and Niklas Luhmann. Systems theorists incorporate the "anti-foundationalism" of post-structuralist thought into their work; Maturana and Varela's studies of living systems, for example, advance a radically constructivist position, whereby living beings never come into unmediated contact with their environments. Instead, systems interact with their environments through self-reflexive operations that produce "blind spots" observable by other systems but never by themselves. However, the difference between systems theory and most forms of post-structuralism is that despite its anti-foundationalism, systems theory nevertheless models functioning systems. While deconstruction, for example, demonstrates the ways in which systems fail to achieve closure, systems theory argues that systems rarely attempt to do so. Indeed, their refusal of closure is a positive condition of their ability to function as systems. For this reason, systems theory has a pragmatic dimension absent from deconstruction; it is able to show how systems work. [see Linda Brigham's review of Cultural Critique for an earlier engagement with systems theory and its practitioners, or Chris Messenger's review of Tom LeClair's Passing Off for a discussion of the "systems novel."]

AT: Words Have No Meaning

Undermining the meaning of words makes it easier for the right to coopt language for its own ends and manipulate populations with propaganda—taking words at face value is vital to challenging genocide

Ketels, Associate Professor of English at Temple University, 1996 [Violet B., “The Holocaust: Remembering for the Future: “Havel  to the Castle!” The Power of the Word,” The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, November, p. l/n] 

American intellectuals bought into the utopian promises of communism, too. In spite of evidence that [*67] nowhere on the globe had communism been established without the most hideous record of persecution and murder, and ruthless suppression of human and civil rights, intellectuals rationalized to protect the purity of Marxist ideals, which have not yet been tried. Disillusion came too slowly. The influence of the French intellectuals took hold in the United States, and with it came the undermining of linguistic content and destructive assaults on values as inventions of bourgeois ideology. It still prevails, despite growing identification of its covert hostility to human rights and democratic institutions. From the safety of those institutions, theorists continue to argue the impotence of language, while its raw power, exploding from the propaganda arsenals of political opportunists, foments violence across the world and seeks sanctions for it afterward. While we quibble about the efficacy of speech, as if silence or nonverbal signifiers were preferable, murderers recast familiar words to erase geography, rewrite history, and disguise human exterminations. Distracted by lexemes, paroxytones, and phenomenological subjectivisms, we mindlessly neglect the connection between language and power. It really does matter that intellectuals undermine confidence in words. In the real world, words are means to power and powerful catalysts to action. When we are convinced that we cannot hold the word to account or take it at face value, we are muddled about what is going on in our own lives as well as in the larger human community. Yes, we must qualify inferences by all the variables we can bring to bear. But without a sense that language can be decipherable, we will not know what we know or be able to pass it on.  The relation of language to "the murderous falsehoods it has been made to articulate and hallow in certain totalitarian regimes and to the great load of vulgarity, imprecision and greed it is charged with in a mass-consumer democracy" are problems Steiner wrestles with in Language and Silence. They are more disturbing now than when he raised them at the end of World War II. His consciousness was possessed "by the barbarism in modern Europe"; his anguish was deepened because the unanswered cries of the murdered "sounded in earshot of universities."  n90 Is our consciousness less acute, our anguish immunized?

Their critique of language and meaning degenerates into moral relativism that prevents action against attrocities—this is the ture source of violence in the world

Ketels, Associate Professor of English at Temple University, 1996 [Violet B.,” The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, November, p. l/n] 

Such failures of nerve seem justified by the history we are enjoined to plunder. They precipitate descent into a fatalistic nihilism that relieves us from responsibility. Words do not matter; they rarely mean what they say. What does it matter, then, how intellectuals use their verbal virtuosity? Values are relative and truth elusive.  We stand precisely where many gifted French intellectuals stood during World War II, in spite of the myth of resistance promulgated by the most brilliant among them. They remained glacially unmoved, engrossed [*49] in vacuous verbal games, when the desperation of the situation should have aroused their moral conscience, their humane consciousness, and their civic spirit. They rushed to embrace the position "that language is not referential and the writing of history impossible,"  n14 because it let them off the hook. History has survived them and provides a regenerative, other view against nihilism and detachment. It testifies that our terror of being found guilty of phrases too smooth or judgment too simple is not in itself a value. Some longing for transcendence persists in the human spirit, some tenacious faith that truth and goodness exist and can prevail. What happened in the death camps, the invasion of Prague by Russian tanks, the rape of Muslim women, the dismembering of Bosnian men, the degrading of a sophisticated society to subsistence and barbarous banditry: these things do not become fictions simply because we cannot speak of them adequately or because composing abstractions is safer than responding to the heinous reality of criminal acts.  No response to the Holocaust and its murderous wake or to the carnage in the former Yugoslavia could possibly be adequate to the atrocities alphabetized in file folders of perpetrators or to the unspeakable experiences burned into brains and bodies of survivors. But no response at all breeds new catastrophe. Saul Bellow warned about the "humanistic civilized moral imagination" that, seized with despair, "declines into lethargy and sleep."  n15 Imagine the plight of human creatures if it were to be silenced altogether, extinguished or forgotten. "Humanism did not produce the Holocaust, and the Holocaust, knowing its enemies, was bent on the extermination of humanism. It is an odd consequence of an all-or-nothing mentality to repudiate humanist values because they are inadequate as an antidote to evil."  n16  Basic human rights asserted in words cannot be restored in reality unless they are matched to practices in all the spheres of influence we occupy. We feel revulsion at the repudiation of humanist values so visible in the savagery of the battlefield and the councils of war. Yet we seem inoculated against seeing the brutalities of daily human interactions, the devaluing of values in our own intellectual spheres, the moral and ethical debunking formally incorporated into scholarly exegesis in literature, philosophy, the social sciences, and linguistics, the very disciplines that cradled humanist values. Remembering for the future by rehearsing the record, then, is not enough, as the most eloquent witnesses to Holocaust history have sorrowfully attested. We must also respond to the record with strategies that challenge humanist reductionism in places where we tend to overlook it or think it harmless. Our moral outrage should be intensified, not subdued, [*50] by what we know. We must search out alternatives to the anomie that seizes us when the linguistic distance between words and reality seems unbridgeably vast, and reflections upon historical events ill matched to the dark complexities of the human experience we would illumine.
AT: PostStructuralism-Realism Good- Truth Defense

Poststructuralism looks at the world simply through false myths and don’t look to empirics that are vital to making policy decisions.  Strategy is not socially constructed. 

Gray, 99. Colin (Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading), Clausewitz Rules, OK? The Future is the Past—with GPS, British International Studies Association pp164-166. 

Courting the risk, perhaps glorying in the prospect, of being charged for  possession of one of Ken Booth’s ‘nineteenth-century minds at the end of the  twentieth-century’,18 I will argue that the idea of realism—in its sensible classical  form, not the reductionist nonsense of neorealism19—could have equipped scholars  to cope well with the 1990s. To read Thucydides, Clausewitz, Aron, and Kissinger,  for a terse short-list, allows inoculation by the enduring lore of world politics  against misperception of the ephemeral as the lasting.  One function of superior theory is to provide the protection of superior explana-  tory power against the pretensions and ravages of inferior theory. International  relations, security studies, and strategic studies, holistically regarded, inherently  comprise a practical subject. The test for good theory in this subject could hardly be  simpler: does the theory work to offer plausible explanation of, dare one say it, real-  world events? Elegance in argument, altitude of moral purpose, weight of quanti-  tative support—are all irrelevant if the ideas at issue are empirically challenged. In  the wise words of Charles E. Callwell: ‘Theory cannot be accepted as conclusive  when practice points the other way.’20 Faddish concepts have a way of concealing  the persistence of old realities,especially when they are perpetrated in new textbooks  written by major ﬁgures in contemporary academe. For example, the trendy concept  of ‘global governance’should carry the public warning to students that ‘anyone who  chooses to take this exciting new concept with more than a grain of salt risks  permanent impairment of their understanding of international relations.’ In his  quaintly titled Understanding International Relations, Chris Brown informs his  student readers that ‘[w]e may not have world government, but we do have global  governance.’21 I wonder how much comfort that optimistic claim could provide to  Kosovars, Chechens, and Somalis, not to mention Hutus and Tutsis.  The difﬁculty is that our students are not to know, unless we tell them, that Carr,  Morgenthau, and especially Aron, wrote better—yes, better—books than have the  theorists of the 1990s. The texts of classical realism offer superior explanatory reach  and grasp, because they are better grounded empirically. Similarly those students are  not to know that (classical and neoclassical) realism is not simply one among a  potentially inﬁnite number of ‘approaches’ to international relations. It may be  academically sound and ecumenical for teachers to treat all theories as if they were  created equal, with each capable of delivering salvation. The fact is, however,  that for a practical subject like international relations, poor—which is to say  impractical—theories are at best an irrelevance, and at worst can help get people  killed. There is a voluntarism in recent writing about international relations that is as  attractive as it is perilous. To quote Brown again, he advises that ‘we need to pay  serious attention to the implications of the view that knowledge is constructed, not  found, that it rests on social foundations and not upon some bedrock of certainty.’22  At one level, such advice is a sound invitation to exercise healthy scepticism.23 At  another level, though, Brown opens the ﬂoodgates to fallacy and mythmaking.  There is an obvious and rather trivial sense in which knowledge has to be socially  constructed. Knowledge is what we decide it is. However, unless one totally debases  the meaning of ‘knowledge,’ it is not useful to propagate the silly idea that we can  ‘construct’ knowledge at will. There is knowledge as ‘truth’, in the sense of valid  most-case generalizations,which the practitioners of international relations ignore at  their, and our, peril. For example, Clausewitz advises that in war political goals can  only be achieved if they are effected instrumentally by the securing of suitably matching military objectives.24 When policymakers elect to disdain that nugget of  strategic ‘knowledge’ about means and ends, as did NATO for ten weeks from  March to June in 1999, policy will not succeed and people will suffer gratuitously as  a consequence.  Understanding of the nature of world politics and strategy is not, in a meaningful  sense, socially constructed knowledge. That nature is what it is, and it is what it has  been for millennia. Bold theorists, brave optimists, moral crusaders, as well as simply  the simple, which is to say the ignorant, may ﬁnd my claim quite shocking:  theoretically primitive, morally irresponsible, and blind to the evidence of benign  change, and so on and so forth. To be more speciﬁc, I believe that much of the  misunderstanding of the meaning of the course of recent history and much of the  faulty prediction stems from the popularity among scholars of some powerful myths  and probable myths. A less polite way of making this point would be to claim that  those scholars do not understand their subject as well as they should—certainly as  well as they would had they read and inwardly digested Aron’s Peace and Warat an  impressionable age.  For the same class of reason why today no murderous sociopath will sign-up for  the label ‘terrorist’, so no scholar will choose to recognize himself or herself as a  propagator of myths. Some reader resistance to what follows is therefore likely.
**PREDICTIONS**

2AC: Predictions Good

Predictions avoid a state of permanent emergency. They allow us to reclaim our agency from passivity.

Bindé ’00  (Jérôme, Dir. Analysis and Forecasting Office – UNESCO, Public Culture, “Toward an Ethics of the Future”, 12:1, Project Muse)

An ethics of the future is not an ethics in the future. If tomorrow is always too late, then today is often already very late. The disparities between North and South, and increasingly between North and North and between South and South, the growing rift within the very heart of societies, population growth, the threat of an ecological crisis on a planetary scale, and the way societies have lost control and surrendered to the hands of "anonymous masters" all call for a new paradoxical form of emergency, the emergency of the long term. To adopt, as quickly as possible, a constructive and preventive attitude means preserving future generations from the fever of immediacy, from reactive passivity, from refuge in artificial or virtual illusory paradises, and from omnipotent emergency. Through a forward-looking approach, we can be in a position to offer generations to come what we are deprived of today--a future.  Institutions have the power to forecast or not to forecast. This is an awesome responsibility. By choosing not to forecast, they choose to postpone indefinitely their much needed long-term action for the sake of short-term emergency: They condemn themselves, literally, to passivity, dependency, and, ultimately, to obsolescence and nonexistence. By choosing to forecast and by refusing to become purely reactive agents, they will not only preserve their institutional independence but also send a strong message to other policymakers and decisionmakers worldwide that the first object of policy, and its first responsibility, is the future. Max Weber justly warned that "the proper business of the politician is the future and his responsibility before the future." The failure to use foresight, in other words, is not just a benign failure of intelligence: It is a culpable neglect of future generations.   Is it not therefore surprising that, once foresight has been applied, once an issue has been recognised as a policy priority by all parties concerned, once international instruments have been signed that declare the commitment to act on this [End Page 56] foresight, we should fail so miserably to take the appropriate measures? Take development aid: In 1974, developed countries solemnly agreed to dedicate 0.7 percent of their GDP to development aid; nearly a quarter of a century later, in 1997, they contribute 0.22 percent of their GDP to development aid, and one superpower dedicates only 0.09 percent to it. 5  Take the issue of the global environment: Seven years after the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, Agenda 21 remains, for the greater part, a dead letter, and the promising but timid advances made at the Kyoto Summit have since been all but forgotten. In both instances, foresight was exerted and solemn oaths taken to act on this foresight, in order to remedy pressing problems. In both instances, action has been delayed, and problems have been allowed to become more pressing. How long can we afford the luxury of inactivity? An ethics of the future, if it remains an ethics in the future, is an injustice committed against all generations, present and future. To paraphrase a common saying, the future delayed is the future denied.

Turn—rejecting strategic predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, Washington DC defense analyst, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06-07, online)

But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 

XT: Predictions Good

Just because we can’t predict the future with total certainty does not mean that we cannot make educated guesses.  And, scenario planning is key to making responsible choices. We are obligated to take care of the planet if we have a significant role to play. 

Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. 

Even if war, violence and disorder are inevitable, escalation and the terminal impact isn’t – approach the plan as a means to reduce the worst forms of violence.  We can’t guarantee a utopia but we can keep things from getting worse

Flynn, 07  (Stephen, senior fellow for national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, and Consulting Professor, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, The Edge of Disaster: Rebuilding a Resilient Nation, p. 9-10)

Thinking about and preparing for when things can go very wrong need not be about becoming  a nation of Chicken Littles. It is foolish and self-destructive to oscillate between immobilizing  fear, on the one hand, and blithely going about our lives playing a societal version of Russian  roulette, on the other. Natural disasters will happen, and not all terrorist attacks can be  prevented. However, what is preventable is the cascading effects that flow from these  disasters and attacks. The loss of life and economic fallout that disasters reap will always be  magnified by our lack of preparedness to manage the risk actively and to respond effectively  when things go wrong. 

Predictions are useful to develop a superior framing of ideas

Mearsheimer, 01  (John, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 2001  p. 8, googleprint)

As a result, all political forecasting is bound to include some error. Those who venture to predict, as I do here, should therefore proceed with humility, take care not to exhibit unwarranted confidence, and admit that hindsight is likely to reveal surprises and mistakes. Despite these hazards, social scientists should nevertheless use their theories to make predictions about the future. Making predictions helps inform policy discourse, because it helps make sense of events unfolding in the world around us. And by clarifying points of disagreement, making explicit forecasts helps those with contradictory views to frame their own ideas more clearly. Furthermore, trying to anticipate new events is a good way to test social science theories, because theorists do not have the benefit of hindsight and therefore cannot adjust their claims to fit the evidence (because it is not yet available). In short, the world can be used as a laboratory to decide which theories best explain international politics. In that spirit I employ offensive realism to peer into the future, mindful of both the benefits and the hazards of trying to predict events.

Identifying causal forces of past events helps predict the future and better enable policymakers to respond to future crises

Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 31,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf)

PREDICTION IR theories can also help policy makers anticipate events. By identifying the central causal forces at work in a particular era, theories offer a picture of the world and thus can provide policy makers with a better understanding of the broad context in which they are operating. Such knowledge may enable policy makers to prepare more intelligently and in some cases allow them to prevent unwanted developments. To note an obvious example, different theories of international politics offered contrasting predictions about the end of the Cold War. Liberal theories generally offered optimistic forecasts, suggesting that the collapse of communism and the spread of Western-style institutions and political forms heralded an unusually peaceful era (Fukuyama 1992, Hoffman et al. 1993, Russett 1995, Weart 2000). By contrast, realist theories of IR predicted that the collapse of the Soviet threat would weaken existing alliances (Mearsheimer 1989, Waltz 1994–1995, Walt 1997c), stimulate the formation of anti-U.S. coalitions (Layne 1993,Kupchan 2000), and generally lead to heightened international competition. Other realists foresaw a Pax Americana based on U.S. primacy (Wohlforth 1999, Brooks & Wohlforth 2000–2001), whereas scholars from different traditions anticipated either a looming “clash of civilizations” (Huntington 1997) or a “coming anarchy” arising from failed states in the developing world (Kaplan 2001). Some of these works were more explicitly theoretical than others, but each highlighted particular trends and causal relationships in order to sketch a picture of an emerging world.  
Futurism Good

Future-oriented politics are key to prevent extinction from technology. Even if technological power is the cause we should explicitly plan and expose possibilities for human extinction.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 108-110)

But to return to our subject: Modern megatechnology contains both of the threats we have named—that of physical annihilation and that of existential impoverishment: the former by means of its unquestionably negative potential for catastrophe (such as atomic war), the latter by means of its positive potential for manipulation. Examples of this manipulation, which can lead to our ethical powerlessness, are the automation of all work, psychological and biological behavior control, various forms of totalitarianism, and—probably most dangerous of all—the genetic reshaping of our nature. Finally, as far as environmental destruction is concerned—i.e., not a sudden nuclear apocalypse but a gradual one by means of a completely peaceful technology in the service of humanity— the physical threat itself becomes an existential one if the end result is global misery that allows only for an imperative of naked survival devoid of all feeling of ethical responsibility. With this, we return to the other desideratum for the grounding of an ethics for the future in a technological age: the factual knowledge afforded by "futurology." We said earlier that this knowledge must awaken the right feelings in us in order to motivate us to act with responsibility. A few words are appropriate here about this emotional side of a vision of the future called for by ethics. If we first think, as we cannot help but do, of the fate man has imposed on the planet, a fate staring at us out of the future, then we are right to feel a mixture of fear and guilt: fear because what we see ahead is something terrible; guilt because we are conscious of our own causal role in bringing it about. But can something frightful, which will not affect us but those who come much later, frighten us? Even watching a tragedy on the stage can do this, as we know. This analogy adds to our "fear" and anticipatory "pity" for later generations damned in advance, yet we do not have the consolation afforded by a stage drama that this is mere fiction; the reality of futurology's warning denies us that. Above all, however, its accusation that future generations are our victims makes the selfish distancing of our feelings, which something remote otherwise permits, morally impossible for us. Our horror at what the future holds cries out to us: "That must not be! We must not permit that! We must not bring that about!" An unselfish fear of what will eventuate long after us, anticipatory remorse on its account, and shame on our own account overcome us as sheer reflexes triggered by decency and by solidarity with our species. Here no metaphysical sanction is even necessary, yet it is anticipated in these reflexes and finds in those spontaneous feelings a natural ally for its demands. For this very reason the dismal conclusions of scientific futurology ought to be widely disseminated. In the end, then, it is the "ontological imperative," discussed earlier, of man's "ought-to-be," whether clearly recognized or dimly perceived, which absolutely forbids us to have the contemptible attitude of "after us the deluge." Given the validity of this imperative (which many surely can agree upon without any philosophical substantiation), the responsibility we bear because of our power becomes a compelling law. The role of power in this entire context is complicated and in part paradoxical. On the one hand, it is the cause of the catastrophe we fear; on the other, the sole means of its possible prevention. This prophylaxis demands massive application of the same knowledge which is the source of our fateful power. By struggling against the effects of this power, we are strengthening its roots. Fear of our power has taken the place of the natural euphoria that once accompanied its possession, its enjoyment, and above all its self-engendered growth. It is no longer nature, as formerly, but our power over it which now fills us with fear— for the sake of nature and for our own sakes. Our power has become our master instead of our servant. We must now gain control over it. We have not yet done so, even though our power is entirely the result of our knowledge and our will. Knowledge, will, and power are collective, and therefore control of them must also be collective: it can come only from forces within the public sector. In other words, it must be political, and that requires in the long run a broad, grass-roots consensus.

Predictions K2 policymaking

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AT: Monkeys/Tetlock 

This evidence doesn’t apply—it doesn’t indict all predictions, just those that are made by pundits without evidence

Menand, 05  (Louis, The New Yorker, 10/5, lexis)

It was no news to Tetlock, therefore, that experts got beaten by formulas. But he does believe that he discovered something about why some people make better forecasters than other people. It has to do not with what the experts believe but with the way they think. Tetlock uses Isaiah Berlin's metaphor from Archilochus, from his essay on Tolstoy, "The Hedgehog and the Fox," to illustrate the difference. He says:

Low scorers look like hedgehogs: thinkers who "know one big thing," aggressively extend the explanatory reach of that one big thing into new domains, display bristly impatience with those who "do not get it," and express considerable confidence that they are already pretty proficient forecasters, at least in the long term. High scorers look like foxes: thinkers who know many small things (tricks of their trade), are skeptical of grand schemes, see explanation and prediction not as deductive exercises but rather as exercises in flexible "ad hocery" that require stitching together diverse sources of information, and are rather diffident about their own forecasting prowess.  A hedgehog is a person who sees international affairs to be ultimately determined by a single bottom-line force: balance-of-power considerations, or the clash of civilizations, or globalization and the spread of free markets. A hedgehog is the kind of person who holds a great-man theory of history, according to which the Cold War does not end if there is no Ronald Reagan. Or he or she might adhere to the "actor-dispensability thesis," according to which Soviet Communism was doomed no matter what. Whatever it is, the big idea, and that idea alone, dictates the probable outcome of events. For the hedgehog, therefore, predictions that fail are only "off on timing," or are "almost right," derailed by an unforeseeable accident. There are always little swerves in the short run, but the long run irons them out.

Foxes, on the other hand, don't see a single determining explanation in history. They tend, Tetlock says, "to see the world as a shifting mixture of self-fulfilling and self-negating prophecies: self-fulfilling ones in which success breeds success, and failure, failure but only up to a point, and then self-negating prophecies kick in as people recognize that things have gone too far."  Tetlock did not find, in his sample, any significant correlation between how experts think and what their politics are. His hedgehogs were liberal as well as conservative, and the same with his foxes. (Hedgehogs were, of course, more likely to be extreme politically, whether rightist or leftist.) He also did not find that his foxes scored higher because they were more cautious-that their appreciation of complexity made them less likely to offer firm predictions. Unlike hedgehogs, who actually performed worse in areas in which they specialized, foxes enjoyed a modest benefit from expertise. Hedgehogs routinely over-predicted: twenty per cent of the outcomes that hedgehogs claimed were impossible or nearly impossible came to pass, versus ten per cent for the foxes. More than thirty per cent of the outcomes that hedgehogs thought were sure or near-sure did not, against twenty per cent for foxes.  The upside of being a hedgehog, though, is that when you're right you can be really and spectacularly right. Great scientists, for example, are often hedgehogs. They value parsimony, the simpler solution over the more complex. In world affairs, parsimony may be a liability-but, even there, there can be traps in the kind of highly integrative thinking that is characteristic of foxes. Elsewhere, Tetlock has published an analysis of the political reasoning of Winston Churchill. Churchill was not a man who let contradictory information interfere with his idees fixes. This led him to make the wrong prediction about Indian independence, which he opposed. But it led him to be right about Hitler. He was never distracted by the contingencies that might combine to make the elimination of Hitler unnecessary.  Tetlock also has an unscientific point to make, which is that "we as a society would be better off if participants in policy debates stated their beliefs in testable forms"-that is, as probabilities-"monitored their forecasting performance, and honored their reputational bets." He thinks that we're suffering from our primitive attraction to deterministic, overconfident hedgehogs. It's true that the only thing the electronic media like better than a hedgehog is two hedgehogs who don't agree. Tetlock notes, sadly, a point that Richard Posner has made about these kinds of public intellectuals, which is that most of them are dealing in "solidarity" goods, not "credence" goods. Their analyses and predictions are tailored to make their ideological brethren feel good-more white swans for the white-swan camp. A prediction, in this context, is just an exclamation point added to an analysis. Liberals want to hear that whatever conservatives are up to is bound to go badly; when the argument gets more nuanced, they change the channel. On radio and television and the editorial page, the line between expertise and advocacy is very blurry, and pundits behave exactly the way Tetlock says they will. Bush Administration loyalists say that their predictions about postwar Iraq were correct, just a little off on timing; pro-invasion liberals who are now trying to dissociate themselves from an adventure gone bad insist that though they may have sounded a false alarm, they erred "in the right direction"-not really a mistake at all.  

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

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

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

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

Rieber 4 Professor at Georgia State University

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

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

AT: Predictions Impossible

Predictions are feasible. They can be made logically from empirical evidence.

Chernoff ‘9  (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)

For these and other reasons, many social theorists and social scientists have come to the conclusion that prediction is impossible. Well-known IR reflexivists like Rick Ashley, Robert Cox, Rob Walker and Alex Wendt have attacked naturalism by emphasizing the interpretive nature of social theory. Ashley is explicit in his critique of prediction, as is Cox, who says quite simply, ‘It is impossible to predict the future’ (Ashley, 1986: 283; Cox, 1987: 139, cf. also 1987: 393). More recently, Heikki Patomäki has argued that ‘qualitative changes and emergence are possible, but predictions are not’ defective and that the latter two presuppose an unjustifiably narrow notion of ‘prediction’.14 A determined prediction sceptic may continue to hold that there is too great a degree of complexity of social relationships (which comprise ‘open systems’) to allow any prediction whatsoever. Two very simple examples may circumscribe and help to refute a radical variety of scepticism. First, we all make reliable social predictions and do so with great frequency. We can predict with high probability that a spouse, child or parent will react to certain well-known stimuli that we might supply, based on extensive past experience. More to the point of IR prediction – scepticism, we can imagine a young child in the UK who (perhaps at the cinema) (1) picks up a bit of 19th-century British imperial lore thus gaining a sense of the power of the crown, without knowing anything of current balances of power, (2) hears some stories about the US–UK invasion of Iraq in the context of the aim of advancing democracy, and (3) hears a bit about communist China and democratic Taiwan. Although the specific term ‘preventative strike’ might not enter into her lexicon, it is possible to imagine the child, whose knowledge is thus limited, thinking that if democratic Taiwan were threatened by China, the UK would (possibly or probably) launch a strike on China to protect it, much as the UK had done to help democracy in Iraq. In contrast to the child, readers of this journal and scholars who study the world more thoroughly have factual information (e.g. about the relative military and economic capabilities of the UK and China) and hold some cause-and-effect principles (such as that states do not usually initiate actions that leaders understand will have an extremely high probability of undercutting their power with almost no chances of success). Anyone who has adequate knowledge of world politics would predict that the UK will not launch a preventive attack against China. In the real world, China knows that for the next decade and well beyond the UK will not intervene militarily in its affairs. While Chinese leaders have to plan for many likely — and even a few somewhat unlikely — future possibilities, they do not have to plan for various implausible contingencies: they do not have to structure forces geared to defend against specifically UK forces and do not have to conduct diplomacy with the UK in a way that would be required if such an attack were a real possibility. Any rational decision-maker in China may use some cause-and-effect (probabilistic) principles along with knowledge of specific facts relating to the Sino-British relationship to predict (P2) that the UK will not land its forces on Chinese territory — even in the event of a war over Taiwan (that is, the probability is very close to zero). The statement P2 qualifies as a prediction based on DEF above and counts as knowledge for Chinese political and military decision-makers. A Chinese diplomat or military planner who would deny that theory-based prediction would have no basis to rule out extremely implausible predictions like P2 and would thus have to prepare for such unlikely contingencies as UK action against China. A reflexivist theorist sceptical of ‘prediction’ in IR might argue that the China example distorts the notion by using a trivial prediction and treating it as a meaningful one. But the critic’s temptation to dismiss its value stems precisely from the fact that it is so obviously true. The value to China of knowing that the UK is not a military threat is significant. The fact that, under current conditions, any plausible cause-and-effect understanding of IR that one might adopt would yield P2, that the ‘UK will not attack China’, does not diminish the value to China of knowing the UK does not pose a military threat. A critic might also argue that DEF and the China example allow non-scientific claims to count as predictions. But we note that while physics and chemistry offer precise ‘point predictions’, other natural sciences, such as seismology, genetics or meteorology, produce predictions that are often much less specific; that is, they describe the predicted ‘events’ in broader time frame and typically in probabilistic terms. We often find predictions about the probability, for example, of a seismic event in the form ‘some time in the next three years’ rather than ‘two years from next Monday at 11:17 am’. DEF includes approximate and probabilistic propositions as predictions and is thus able to catagorize as a prediction the former sort of statement, which is of a type that is often of great value to policy-makers. With the help of these ‘non-point predictions’ coming from the natural and the social sciences, leaders are able to choose the courses of action (e.g. more stringent earthquake-safety building codes, or procuring an additional carrier battle group) that are most likely to accomplish the leaders’ desired ends. So while ‘point predictions’ are not what political leaders require in most decision-making situations, critics of IR predictiveness often attack the predictive capacity of IR theory for its inability to deliver them. The critics thus commit the straw man fallacy by requiring a sort of prediction in IR (1) that few, if any, theorists claim to be able to offer, (2) that are not required by policy-makers for theory-based predictions to be valuable, and (3) that are not possible even in some natural sciences.15 The range of theorists included in ‘reflexivists’ here is very wide and it is possible to dissent from some of the general descriptions. From the point of view of the central argument of this article, there are two important features that should be rendered accurately. One is that reflexivists reject explanation–prediction symmetry, which allows them to pursue causal (or constitutive) explanation without any commitment to prediction. The second is that almost all share clear opposition to predictive social science.16 The reflexivist commitment to both of these conclusions should be evident from the foregoing discussion.

No predictions means vote aff because the alt is useless at best.

Chernoff ‘9  (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)

Other reflexivist theorists reject prediction more by omission. For example, Walker and Wendt are less explicit but are still quite clear in their rejections of prediction in IR. While Walker (1993) offers a sustained critique of naturalism and the empiricist (though not empirical) approach to the social sciences, he focuses on the logic of explanation and the presuppositions of the dominant forms of theory rather than questions connected to ‘prediction’. He ignores the notion of ‘prediction’. Wendt is of course one of the principal figures in American constructivism and, like others in that group, emphasizes scientific-style explanation. But at no point does he endorse prediction. Wendt lays out his extensive metatheory in Social Theory of International Politics (1999) but barely even mentions ‘prediction’. Rationalist scholars rarely note the problem that prediction – scepticism creates for the empirical value that IR theory might have. John Mearsheimer is one of the exceptions. He observes that reflexivists hope to improve the world by making it more cooperative and peaceful, which they hold will be advanced by eliminating the ‘hegemonic discourse’ of realism. But, as Mearsheimer points out, if the reflexivists were to eliminate the hegemonic discourse, then, since they do not have any way to predict what would follow in its place, the change may be a shift from realism to fascism.12 There is a related but somewhat more radical implication, which Mearsheimer does not mention, namely that without any ability to predict in the social world, it is possible that reflexivists may succeed in creating a more institutionally oriented discourse, but that discourse might not produce any change whatever in real-world politics. If they reject causal (probabilistic) connections projected into the future between events, states of affairs, or event-types, then there is no reason to believe that any specific change will lead to any effect at all.13

**PRIMITIVISM**

Hunter-Gather = Extinction
Hunger-gathering dooms the earth to environmental destruction – Pleistocene die-off proves

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

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

Hunter-gathering will cause the next great extinction – the world will not transition to some harmonious balance, but a more Hobbesian state

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

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

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

-public transportation loses effectiveness

-more detached dwellings

-increased long-distance trade patters

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

While the dream of an anarchic rural utopia may be simply naïve, opposition to urbanism per se is directly threatening to nature. As Paehlke (1989) carefully shows, urban living is in a great many respects far less stressful on nature than is rural existence. Given our current political economic structure (which despite eco-radical hopes, is in no immediate danger of collapse), any movement of the American population away from cities toward the countryside will result only in a hastening of environmental destruction. Urbanism’s environmental benefits are most easily visible in the realm of transportation. Public transport, which is almost always less polluting than travel by private automobile, is feasible only in and between cities. The denser a city’s population becomes, the more efficiently its public transport system can operate. Moreover, in urban core areas, walking is often the most convenient mode of travel. In America’s countryside, in contrast, the automobile is generally the sole feasible means of transport. At present, rural Americans seem willing to drive ever greater distances to seek modern conveniences, small towns everywhere are decaying as their erstwhile shoppers cruise to the regional centers large enough to support shopping malls or, at least, discount stores. The intrinsic energy efficiency of cities is evident in other aspects of life as well. Detached dwellings require far more energy to heat than do rowhouses, let alone apartments. Congeneration, a process by which industries use what would otherwise be waste heat, is most feasible in areas of high density. More significant is the reduced energy costs of trucking goods from business and from business to consumer in the urban environment. Simply by virtue of its energy efficiency, the city pollutes far less on a per capita basis than does the countryside, given the same living standards. Noxious by-products may be more quickly diluted in rural environs, but the total output per person is generally much greater. 
Recultivation Inevitable

Primitivism not possible – recultivation is inevitable

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

Except in a few blessed environments, hunting and gathering is possible only so long as the human presence remains extremely sparse, usually less than one person per square mile. Since many hunter-gatherer populations do increase over time, albeit very slowly, such density thresholds seem to have been reached many millennia ago in several parts of the world. As this occurred, hunting and gathering modes of life became untenable, and local populations either crashed or perforce adopted some form of cultivation or pastoralism.
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.

Prefer Our Evidence

Prefer our evidence – primitivism has no scientific or academic basis

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

Conclusion

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

Gender Equality DA

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

Lewis 94 – Professor of Environmental Studies

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

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

Epistemology DA

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

Vandiver 1 

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

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

Elitist Backlash

The affirmative’s nostalgia for a return to rural and local agriculture leads to an elitist backlash that undergirds continued environmental destruction and pollution havens that turn the aff

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

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

**PSYCHOANALYSIS**

2AC AT: Psychoanalysis

The basis of psychotherapy is a mass of unproven, untested assertions – means that the whole field is flawed

Mahrer 99Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1154, via Wiley Inter Science

Here is a small sample of the absolute truths in the virtual foundation of the field of psychotherapy: There are mental illnesses, diseases, and disorders. Biological, neurological, physiological, and chemical variables are basic to psychological variables. Responses with satisfactory consequences tend to be strengthened, and responses with unsatisfactory consequences tend to be weakened. The brain is a basic determinant of human behavior. There are psychobiological stages of human development. There are universal basic needs, drives, and motivations. Therapists first diagnose and assess the problem or mental disorder and then apply the appropriate treatment. The therapist-client relationship is prerequisite to therapeutic change. Clients seek therapy for relief of problems and distress. The catechism of absolute truths is so hallowed that it is elevated virtually beyond serious questioning and examination of where these truths came from, of what endows them with the mantle of absolute truths, and of just why we should worship them as basic scientific knowledge. One common answer is that great thinkers proclaimed them as absolutely true. Another common answer is that they were bequeathed by what we simply accept as more fundamental sciences such as biology, neurology, physiology, and experimental psychology. A third common answer is that they were placed there by basic researchers. However, a serious problem is that these absolute truths are accepted as true more on the basis of trusting faith than careful questioning (Feigl, 1959; Feyerabend, 1972; Mahrer, 1995, 1996; Meehl, 1978). Almost without exception, none of these absolute truths has been examined in a way that could find them to be false, wrong, disconfirmed, disproven, or unworthy of a place in a respected pool of absolute truths. Nor have many, if any, of these absolute truths been admitted to or removed from this pool on the basis of rigorous research scrutiny (Chalmers, 1982; O’Donohue, 1989). The conclusion may well be that psychotherapy rests on a foundation of supposedly absolute truths that are beyond questioning, examination, or falsification. Most of what we accept as absolutely true is accepted as true because we unquestioningly accept it as true. 

Psychoanalysis only “solves” problems that are illusory – no way to prove something changed

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1150, via Wiley Inter Science

Some professionals fix a roof that leaks, a bone that is broken, a motor that won’t start. Psychotherapists are busy trying to fix things that are mainly unreal fictions, invented mainly by psychotherapists. They repair such curiously fictitious things as a weak ego, dysthymia, lowered perceptual defense, inadequate self-other differentiation, identity diffusion, self-depletion, cognitive rigidity, a punitive superego, lack of autonomy, and hundreds of other things that can be seen only or mainly by psychotherapists. I have trouble imagining an ego. I have never seen one. I would have trouble telling that an ego is weak or the wrong color or has holes in it. Something seems wrong if what psychotherapists fix almost no one but psychotherapists can see, and can see needs fixing. Something seems wrong if the problems that psychotherapists try to fix are mainly unreal fictions, concocted mainly by psychotherapists. 

Their ev is incoherent psychobabble – it sounds sophisticated but doesn’t mean anything

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1153, via Wiley Inter Science

One of the main things that characterize psychotherapists and that distinguish them from others is their spouting psychobabble. They learn to say terms that give the illusion of genuine knowledge, of professionalism, of science (Illich, 1970; Schon, 1982). They are elite and specialized because they spout jargon terms like unconditioned positive regard, contingency control, transference, reframing, double bind, existential analysis, bioenergetics, phallic stage, archetype, multimodal therapy, systematic desensitization, cognitive schema, catharsis, impulse control, avoidance conditioning, stimulus control, ego diffusion, countertransference, logotherapy, and attribution theory. Psychotherapists are distinguished mainly by their using these terms with effortless ease, as if they knew what the terms meant. Then they can speak in impressive paragraphs such as this, taken from a table of random psychobabble phrases: “This client is characterized by free-floating anxiety in a borderline disorder, brought about by a traumatic childhood history of emotional abuse, lack of a stable support system, and inadequate cognitive development. Accordingly, the treatment of choice is systemic therapy, with reframing of core conceptual schemata, to heighten self-efficacy in a supportive therapist-client alliance emphasizing positive regard and minimizing interpretive probing into stressful pockets of serious psychopathology.” The speaker may have no idea what he or she is saying, or may even secretly know that he or she is playing the game of silly psychobabble, but if the speaker carries it off with professional aplomb, he or she probably can be accepted into the inner ranks of professional psychotherapists. 

Psychotherapists are unqualified – no test to determine competency

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1151, via Wiley Inter Science

Whether the psychotherapist is a psychologist, psychiatrist, social worker, or member of any other psychotherapy-related profession, they usually have to pass a test to be licensed, registered, certified, or accredited. How many of these tests examine the candidate’s demonstrated competence to do psychotherapy? I believe the answer is none (Fox, Kovacs, & Graham, 1985; Fretz & Mills, 1980), though there may be some exception. “Here is your license. You pass.” “But I don’t know how to do psychotherapy!” “That’s not our problem. We just give out licenses. Next.” I can picture a licensed, registered, certified, accredited practitioner suing a professional board for issuing a license without proper examination of competence to do psychotherapy. Perhaps the board might in turn accuse the education and training programs that were supposed to make sure the candidate was competent before swearing that all the requirements were met. On the other hand, lawyers for the education and training programs might proclaim, “We educate and train physicians, psychologists, social workers, and similar types. We never promised to produce competent psychotherapists. Besides, psychotherapy does not legally exist in our education and training institutions!” 

XT: Psychoanalysis illusory

Psychoanalysis is non-falsifiable – means its theory is defunct

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1151, via Wiley Inter Science

Most scientists believe that if something is real, it can be measured. Psychotherapists are quixotically unique in their certainty that if they can devise a measure of it, then it must of course be real. We have the idea backwards, but we are energetic at our pseudoscience. We are convinced that there really are things like schizophrenia, altruism, introversion, conceptual schemata, egos, and hundreds of other things mainly because we have thousands of measures, scales, and tests, all of which are subjected to the highest rigorous standards of science. Set our scientific measure-makers on the task, and they can prove the existence of schizophrenia, devil possession, elves and goblins, witches and warlocks. No problem. We have scientific measures. While the emperor’s tailors are measuring the sleeve-length of the garment with impeccable precision, psychotherapists are using rigorous measures to measure the emperor’s ego defect. Both the tailors and our intrepid psychotherapists know that anything measured with scientific precision must therefore be real. But the psychotherapists are on much safer ground. A little boy in the crowd can see that the emperor has no clothes. Just let that little boy try to convince the crowd that the emperor has no ego! Psychotherapists are still fooling the crowds by wrapping themselves in a pseudoscience of nonexisting unrealities, measured with rigorous precision. Our field is a public relations success story. 

XT: Psychoanalysis unqualified

Psychotherapy is a sham field – only takes 2-3 days to learn

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1152, via Wiley Inter Science

Most masters programs take around 2 years to complete. Doctoral programs and internships generally call for 5 to 7 years. Starting with the right person, a concentrated training program to enable the person to do what most psychotherapists do, and to be virtually indistinguishable from most psychotherapists, takes about 2 or 3 days (cf. Berman & Norton, 1985; Christensen & Jacobson, 1994; Durlak, 1979; Hattie, Sharpley, & Rogers, 1984; Mahrer, 1996). The right person is ready and willing to enact the role of psychotherapist after 2 or 3 days of concentrated training. An ideal candidate is an actor whose next role is that of a psychotherapist. For the methodologically minded, candidates may be set aside who have been patients in psychotherapy or who have taken courses in psychotherapy. Picture four to six actors who start by studying videotapes of sessions conducted by relatively mainstream psychotherapists doing both initial and subsequent sessions. The actors select which of the professional psychotherapists they believe they can more easily play and then carefully study two or three videotapes of those psychotherapists doing their work. The director is a psychotherapist who answers the actors’ questions so that they can more effectively play the role of psychotherapist. Varying somewhat with the particular professional psychotherapist, the actors study how to carry out the role of psychotherapist, how to listen carefully and interestedly, when to talk and what to inquire about, how to convey concern and interest and understanding, how to track and follow what the patient is saying and doing, how to keep the focus on personal issues, how to value gradual improvement and change, how to enable the patient to do most of the talking. The next stage is actual try-out and rehearsal. Fellow actors play the role of patient, and for perhaps 4 to 6 hours the actors rehearse the role of psychotherapist, with the director-teacher helping to guide and refine what the actors do and how they do it. By the end of 2 or 3 days of concentrated practice and rehearsal, the actors would probably be, and perhaps could easily be, virtually indistinguishable from most professional psychotherapists doing most psychotherapies with most patients and using most criteria of outcome success and effectiveness. They might have some trouble talking about their sessions and their patients in the jargon that most psychotherapists can fluently use. 

Psychotherapy research irrelevant

Even psychotherapists aren’t affected by psychotherapy research – no reason we should pay attention to it either

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1153, via Wiley Inter Science

Psychotherapists are proudly indebted to their comrades who do research on psychotherapy. The field of psychotherapy looks respectable when there are serious researchers busily dedicated to doing research on psychotherapy (cf. Maling & Howard, 1994; Moras, 1994). The field can pass itself off as a science. Most approaches that seek to become respectable have their own researchers producing friendly studies on behalf of the approach. If anyone doubts that psychotherapy is truly a scientific field, put the doubter in the room filled with thousands of published studies. Psychotherapists can be proud of their researchers because the researchers don’t really bother practitioners much. Every so often researchers grumble that practitioners pay little or no attention to their findings, and they are right. In general, the practice of psychotherapy is essentially undisturbed by whatever researchers do. The practice of psychotherapy probably would be insignificantly different if researchers had instead spent their time playing volleyball. Precious little, if anything, of what practitioners actually do was given to them by researchers (Barlow, 1981; Edelson, 1994; Kiesler, 1994; Morrow- Bradley & Elliott, 1986). It seems that researchers have an earned status of being essentially irrelevant, except that they help make the field look respectable. 

**QUEER THEORY**

Alt Doesn’t Solve Patriarchy

The alternative perpetuates the controversial gay clone, making unified progress impossible. 

Edwards 06 (Tim, Senior Lecturer of Sociology at the University of Leicester, Routledge, “Cultures of Masculinity” p85-86,  http://books.google.com/books?id=jiDisMipzEsC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

The gay clone has now become something of pariah, both within academic circles and more popular culture, pumped and inflated into near mythic status and the iconic symbol of gay liberation. With his sexuality blatantly displayed, literally bulging out of his plaid shirts, leather jackets and button-fly jeans, and publicly paraded down the streets of many of the world’s major cities in celebration of his unconstrained promiscuous desire for more and more of precisely the same thing, namely those like himself, he became the emblem of the ‘sex’ in homosexuality, or what Michael Bronski once called ‘sex incarnate’ (Bronski, 1984: 191). Proclaimed by some as the epitome of the guilt-free lifestyle of sexual liberation and castigated by others as the nadir of misogynist self-loathing, the cruising gay clone came, perhaps mistakenly, to represent gay sexuality in its entirety and to divide politically motivated academia like an axe through an apple. More precisely, as I have demonstrated elsewhere, what this entire uproar often centred on was the perceived relationship of the homosexual to the masculine (Edwards, 1994, 1998). 

Homosexual Negativity Bad

The theory of choice regarding orientation gives moralists an opening to attack.

Sullivan 03 (Nikki, Associate Professor of Cultural Studies at Macquarie University, NYU, “A critical introduction to queer theory”, p30-31, http://books.google.com/books?id=0b95f96qd8kC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

Liberationists also attempted to replace the understanding of homosexuality as congenital with the notion of choice. The reasoning behind this shift is that the biological or ‘no-choice’ model of homosexuality allows gays and lesbians ‘to be accepted only by representing ourselves as victims…of desires over which we have no control’ (Sartelle 1994:6). Associated with this is, of course, the implication that if one could choose to be otherwise, to be straight, then one would. Such a position, argues Sartelle, constitutes both the abdication of responsibility for one’s own feelings and actions, and a capitulation to hegemonic heteronormative discourses and discursive practice which ultimately function to destroy  (and/or to cure) difference. Again, one can see the importance of this shift, but at the same time the claim that one’s sexual orientation is freely chose has a number of drawbacks. As Harris notes, in many instances, the focus on choice fuelled anti-gay propaganda, giving homophobes and ‘religious moralists the ideological loopholes they needed to attack a segment of the population once protected by the mawkish, if effective, rhetoric of powerlessness’ (1997: 242-3). If sexual orientation was a choice, they argued, then it was possible for homosexuals to make the ‘right’ choice and to practice heterosexuality. However, one could argue that the distinction that Harris makes here between the protection supposedly offered the ‘rhetoric of powerlessness’ and the inevitable backlash against the positing of homosexuality as one possible chosen sexual ‘lifestyle’ amongst many others, is somewhat tenuous. This is because, as Sartelle points out, the determinist argument fails to acknowledge the distinction between desire and action which is central to the claim (made by the conservative Right, and at times by more progressive groups such as feminists) that the fact that one experiences particular desires does not automatically give one the right to act on them. 14 

Queer Theory Bad

Queer theory is too personal and divisive—undermines real liberation movements. 

Kirsch 00 (Max H., Associate Professor and Director of the Ph.D. Program in Comparative Studies: The Public Intellectuals Program at the Florida Atlantic University, Routledge, “Queer theory and social change”, p114-115, http://books.google.com/books?id=Sfd82XETptUC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

Queer theory, as currently focused, is embedded in the context of class oppositions, and, paradoxically, the consequences of the theory are not what it appears to avow or what it contends it is. Instead of a force that opposes the dominance of power by those that control capital, it works as a part of the ideological mechanism that those in power seek to further. With the language of part radical movements, Queer theory works against the struggle it claims to engage, and as reified self-involvement it militates against the construction and building of communities. It disengages the energetic level of alliances and interpersonal relations, only to refocus efforts on the reductionistic deconstruction of texts interpreted only for personal use. The presence of conflict among peoples is tied to the struggle to maintain community and identity. What presents as senseless bigotry, sometimes resulting in genocide, is rooted in the anxious fight to maintain families, communities, and ensure survival. These are not individual functions. Their strategies, misconceived and misdirected, are a direct consequence of the loss of self-empowerment and control over everyday life. Capitalism, in this way, gives rise to psychological as well as social consequences. 

Queer theory’s focus on the individual destroys communities that could sustain liberation.

Kirsch 00 (Max H., Associate Professor and Director of the Ph.D. Program in Comparative Studies: The Public Intellectuals Program at the Florida Atlantic University, Routledge, “Queer theory and social change”, p121-123, http://books.google.com/books?id=Sfd82XETptUC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

Queer theory has developed along a path that questions the basic tenets of past resistance movements while championing the right of inclusion. But despite calls for the recognition of diversity, it has done little to further a true inclusiveness that would have the ability to form communities of resistance. Again, this is primarily due to the insistence on the uniqueness of the individual and the relativity of experience. The call made by Queer theory is familiar to those who have participated in resistance movements: the assertion of independence from oppressive authority while claiming the right to envision and create new forms of being. But instead of focusing on the creation of a society that guarantees freedom and expression for all, it has instead focused on the individual as a site of change. Indeed, this fear of connection, as argued in Chapter 5, has real possibilities for generating self-harm. The actions of those with power exert dominance in both conscious and unconscious ways, redirecting energy towards objective oppression and subjective self-hate in the process. While the belief that heterosexuality is the norm is purveyed, violence, both psychological and physical, is enacted on those outside of that projected norm, and experienced by them as being “outside” the facets of daily social life. Beyond making it more difficult to identify with others, such alienation causes a reaction to even the attempt to do so. “The right to be oneself” thus becomes a mechanism for self-protection rather than a call for equality. Current Queer theory’s engagement of this fear and concentration on the deconstruction of identity are results of such a reaction to power, a reductionistic view of the possibilities for change generated by the politics of the 1960s and 1970s. The reaction has taken place most prominently in the academy, where the purveyors of this theory are in positions that pose real danger to those opposing them. They have become the new academic elite, completely with editorships of journals, the power to hire, to decide who publishes, to deny tenure, and the ability to apply pressure with regard to which theory is well received and which disregarded. Let there be no mistake: they do act on their privileges. They are self-protective in much the same way that the managers of capitalist enterprises control the organization of work. It is not in their interest to further communities of dissidence, particularly against themselves. While Queer theory does not call for the destruction of communities, at least by name, its consequences are the same: communities must be deconstructed to free the individual for self-expression.5 As the individual becomes the center of analysis in all aspects of social life, and as late capitalism emphasizes individualism on a global scale, resistance theory has closely followed the dominant streams. At best, wishful thinking and the consolidation of position underpins this direction, the hope that the mind can reframe the significance of harm while one’s job is not threatened. At worst, such a stance is in operative support of current structures of capitalist relations of being. Community, identity, and self-actualization are indeed complementary. Social and emotional health are promoted by active participation with others in community. The community is where “safe space” is created. Power in numbers has been the call of resistance movements world-wide, from anti-colonial struggles to fights for better working conditions. Such struggles have larger outcomes. The community is a forum for debate for the construction of strategy. Communities exist with varied needs that are part of the complexity of society. It is in communities that social change begins in embryonic form. Separatist movements have proven unproductive as the community becomes isolated and involutes with disagreement. Assimilationist movements cannot work toward sustained social change because there is no confrontation with the basis of oppression. The call for individuality is the most harmful strategy of all, for it separates every person from any concrete sense of identity and collective opposition. 

*Edelman Specific*

Oversimplfies Parenthood

Edelman oversimplifies and ignores recent changes in reproduction and parenthood

Balasopoulos 06 (Antonis, Assistant Professor in English Studies at the University of Cyprus, Journal of American Studies, “Evolution and ‘the Sex Problem’: American Narratives during the Eclipse of Darwinism”, proquest) 

Edelman’s book takes obvious pleasure in provocation, stylistically indulging in the ironic hermeneutics it methodologically advocates with at times infelicitous results (an excess of largely gratuitous verbal punning and a partiality for highly convoluted syntax are cases in point). More disconcertingly, No Future involves a vision of queer subjectivity that is so strongly invested in transvaluating the homophobic linkage of homosexuality with a ‘‘ culture of death ’’ that it ends up ignoring the complexity and diversity of what has historically constituted queer (lesbian and transgender as well as gay) politics. Missing, for instance, is a serious and sustained attempt to engage with the multiple transformations the concepts of reproduction and parenthood have undergone in the last two decades, partly as a result of the interventions of queer theory itself. Equally absent is any analytical concern with the cultural and representational resonances of the queer child – a ﬁgure that certainly complicates the book’s one-dimensional treatment of the image of besieged childhood, while making apparent the unreﬂectively eclectic and historically untheorized nature of Edelman’s choice of primary texts. The effect of such exclusions – a highly repetitive account of texts that are treated as virtually interchangeable – is particularly troubling from a theoretical standpoint. For though Edelman’s argument largely rests on a theoretical distinction between an ideologically normative and a radically destabilizing kind of repetition compulsion, his analytical practice makes the difference between them less than obvious. Paying the reader diminishing dividends with each page, No Future bulldozes its way from Plato to the Victorians and from Hitchcock to Judith Butler by unwaveringly locating the same Manichean conﬂict between reproductive ideology and its queer negation, a struggle to the death between monolithic and unchanging absolutes. To declare No Future a timely work is hence not an unambiguous compliment; for its timeliness comes at the cost of intellectual surrender to the increasingly polarized and disconcertingly fundamentalist climate of American politics in the present.

Alt Can’t Solve

Alternative doesn’t solve patriarchy – Edelman’s use of queer theory can’t be universalized.

Snediker 06 (Michael, Visiting Assistant Professor of American Literature at Mount Holyoke College, Postmoden Culture, Vol 16, “Queer Optimism”, May, http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/postmodern_culture/v016/16.3snediker.html)

Edelman's might be one way of refusing the logic of reproductive futurism, but not the only one. That there would be many possible queer courses of action might indeed seem to follow from Edelman's invoking of Lacanian truth ("Wunsch") as characterized by nothing so much as its extravagant, recalcitrant particularity. "The Wunsch," Lacan writes in a passage cited in No Future's introduction, "does not have the character of a universal law but, on the contrary, of the most particular of laws--even if it is universal that this particularity is to be found in every human being" (6). This truth, which Edelman aligns with "queerness" (and ergo with negativity, the death-drive, jouissance, etc.) "does not have the character of a universal law." Edelman, for all his attentiveness to the Lacanian "letter of the law," glosses Lacan's own argument with a symptomatic liberality. "Truth, like queerness," Edelman writes, "finds its value not in a good susceptible to generalization, but only in the stubborn particularity that voids every notion of a general good. The embrace of queer negativity, then, can have no justification if justification requires it to reinforce some positive social value" (6). Lacan, however, does not speak, even in Jacques-Alain Miller's translation, of a "general good." He speaks of a universal, which might be good or bad. Furthermore, if the only characteristic universally applicable to this "truth, like queerness" is its particularity, what sort of particularity voids every notion of a general good? Might so intransigent a particularity sometimes not void a universal, good or bad?     My line of inquiry might seem petty, but my question, in fact, illuminates how little Edelman's argument can hold onto the particularity on which it is partly premised. "The queer," Edelman insists, "insists that politics is always a politics of the signifier" (6). Edelman likewise insists that "queer theory must always insist on its connection to the vicissitudes of the sign" (7). The ubiquity of "always" and "every" in Edelman's argument is nearly stunning, and it seems to me indicative of No Future's coerciveness, as a different passage from No Future's introduction quite handily demonstrates: Rather than rejecting, with liberal discourse, this ascription of negativity to the queer, we might, as I argue, do better to consider accepting and even embracing it. Not in the hope of forging thereby some more perfect social order--such a hope, after all, would only reproducce the constraining mandate of futurism, just as any such order would equally occasion the negativity of the queer--but rather to refuse the insistence of hope itself as affirmation, which is always affirmation of an order whose refusal will register as unthinkable, irresponsible, inhumane. And the trump card of affirmation? Always the question: If not this, what? Always the demand to translate the insistence, the pulsive force, of negativity into some determinate stance or "position" whose determination would negate it: always the imperative to immure it in some stable and positive form. (4)Always this, always this, always that. This absoluteness in Edelman's characterization of affirmation, meant to rally and provoke, recalls Sedgwick's incredulous reading of Fredric Jameson's ukase, "Always historicize." "What could have less to do," Sedgwick rightly asks, "with historicizing than the commanding, atemporal adverb 'always'" ("Paranoid Reading" 125)? What, for that matter, could have less to do with particularizations? The axiomatic thrust of Edelman's "always" would seem to make the world so irrevocably one thing that response to the world would amount to one thing. But still: why would rejecting a primary attachment to futurity (regardless of what this futurity always does or doesn't do) necessarily require embodying negativity? Edelman's queer pessimism positions itself as "our" only option without having exhausted what other options might glimmeringly look like. This glimmer doesn't conjure the sort of horizon Edelman would be so quick to dismantle. Rather, it suggests that not all optimisms are a priori equivalent to each other. And as importantly, that not all queer theories need look like Edelman's. "As a particular story . . . of why storytelling fails," Edelman writes, "queer theory, as I construe it, marks the 'other' side of politics . . . the 'side' outside all political sides, committed as they are, on every side, to futurism's unquestioned good" (7). This account of queer theory, even as construed by one theorist, hardly seems like a "particular" story, not at least particular enough. Queer theory, on this account, doesn't seem like an escape from the political's claustrophobically refracted unavailing sides, but a claustrophobia unto itself.

Alt Fails

Edelman’s alternative perpetuates essentialism and does not address material oppression. 

Edwards 06 (Tim, Senior Lecturer of Sociology at the University of Leicester, Routledge, “Cultures of Masculinity” p85,  http://books.google.com/books?id=jiDisMipzEsC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

Gay liberation is problematic not least because liberation per se is problematic, both theoretically and politically. In theoretical terms, the notion of liberation tends to imply essentialism and, in relation to sexuality, this is compounded by its conflation with the concept of repression and the assertion of some otherwise contained or constrained sexual desire. The difficulty here is not so much the charge of essentialism, which must remain in some senses merely a descriptive term, but rather the sense of confusion invoked concerning what exactly is being liberated: a sexual desire, a sexual identity, a sexual community, or all three? This is not to deny in the least that gay men still constitute a marginalized, stigmatized, and on occasions, even demonized group, yet such an experience is perhaps more accurately understood as a problem of subordination, emancipation or indeed oppression. The term liberation therefore remains rather inadequate in theoretical terms. This sense of ambiguity or even ambivalence concerning gay liberation was, however, also illustrated more academically. Some of the earliest works on gay politics, particularly those of Hocquengheim and Mieli, attributed a liberatory force to gay desire in celebrating promiscuity, pushing the boundaries of decency and more generally going against the mores of mainstream heterosexual society; while others, particularly those of Altman and Weeks, saw gay politics as a culturally specific phenomenon contingent on histories of movements towards reform and slowly shifting morals and values (Altman, 1971; Hocquenghem, 1972; Mieli, 1980; Weeks, 1977). It was perhaps not surprising, then, that much of this ambivalence should also be played out through a series of academic debates that followed the onset of gay liberation. These more theoretical debates were in themselves often founded on the political involvements of young writers and academics making their careers in colleges and universities. Most of these controversies centred on various, and often violently opposed, perspectives of the development of commercial gay culture and the practices and attitudes of gay men, most notoriously those of the overtly sexualised and hypermasculine clone.

**RACISM**

2AC: AT: Race Ks Framework

Even if the plan doesn’t pass, imagining moves toward space is vital to imagining racially unbounded societies 

Spigel 01 (Lynn, Director of Graduate Studies at Northwestern, PhD from UCLA, Welcome to the Dreamhouse (168))

While the African American press often linked housing discrimination and poverty to the nation's misconceived goals in space, for some people of color space travel nevertheless did provide a source of inspiration from which to imagine a better life. Just as Rose Viega thought the astronaut program might take her someplace past the discrimination of her racist town, numerous people imagined outer space as a new unbounded land¬scape on which social relationships might be improved. Starting in the late 1950s, and increasingly by the 1970s, artists working in different media began to write a counternarrative in which space was, to use Sun Ra's famous phrase, "the place."

NASA is the key starting point for breaking down racial barriers- empirically a leader in incorporating minorities and demonstrates the effectiveness of policy change 

McQuaid 09 (Kim, professor emeritus, history department at Lake Erie College, “Racism, Sexism, and Space Ventures”: Civil Rights at NASA in the Nixon Era and Beyond, http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter22.pdf) 

So it was in the nation, in physical sciences and engineering education and occupations generally, and at NASA. The 1980s, as low expected, saw a gradual increase in nonminority female (and also Asian American) numbers, while progress for other groups remained slower. By 1991, about 12 percent of all NASA science and engineering jobs were held by nonminority women; about 5 percent by Asian Americans; and about 4 percent each by African Americans and Hispanics. NASA, like the rest of the U.S. society around it, was gradually opening up to new groups and constituencies. NASA administrator Dan Goldin lustered many in his agency when he announced in 1994 that the agency was still too “male, pale, and stale.” But important initiatives such as the Science, engineering, mathematics and aerospace academy program for precollegiate minority and female students that began in 1993 later went national at NASA because of the efforts of NASA officials like Goldin and Jenkins. It also got NASA to establish more serious university research center relationships with historically Black colleges and universities in 1995. It took until 1999 for air Force colonel Eileen Collins to command a Space Shuttle mission but, 42 years after Sputnik, it happened. Problems remained, though. The largest gender gap for any science and technology issue measured by the National Science Foundation in 2000 was in space exploration (14 percent). The under-representation of women and minorities in the physical sciences and in engineering especially mattered.

XT: Space Key

Space is the ONLY issue that can transcend racial barriers 

Spigel 01 (Lynn, Director of Graduate Studies at Northwestern, PhD from UCLA, Welcome to the Dreamhouse (164-165))

Despite its coverage of SCLC, however, the Defender maintained its optimism about space travel and in fact embraced the moon landing in no uncertain terms. Perhaps one reason for this enthusiasm was the fact that reporter Harry Golden was a friend of a public relations officer at NASA who invited him to witness the launching of Apollo n (and Golden reported on this with great enthusiasm). More generally, however, the Defender s support for the moon landing was consistent with its decade- long embrace of space flight, even in the face of NASA's alleged racism. On the day after the moon landing, the paper's front page flashed the bold- type headline, "Moon Shot Unites U.S. for Instant." A photo at the bottom  of the page showed Neil Armstrong's famous walk and the caption exclaimed, "First Man on the Moon!" The story began, "The first non- racist moment in American history came at 3:17 p.m., Sunday, when two Americans —nestled snugly in their lunar craft —became the first men to walk on the moon. At this moment, people of every race, nationality, age and condition were united in praise for an achievement symbolic of the American genius." Speaking for the race, the magazine added, "This ... was the unexpressed sentiments of millions of black Americans."61

Aerospace k2 Solve Racism

Our AFF is a turn- aerospace is vital to transcending racism in technological industries

Spigel 01 (Lynn, Director of Graduate Studies at Northwestern, PhD from UCLA, Welcome to the Dreamhouse (148-149)) 

Articulated against this historical legacy of racism, news in the Afri¬can American press presented an alternative picture. From 1958 (when NASA was first formed) through the mid-1960s, Ebony and the Chicago Daily Defender reported with interest on the developments of space science. While the Defender kept its readers up to date on Soviet and U.S. advances in space technology, Ebony featured proud profiles of African Americans who were able to find positions in the aerospace industry. As early as 1958, Ebony ran a cover story titled "Negroes Who Help Con-quer Space" that celebrated the inroads blacks had made in the aerospace industry. Based on a survey of 109 "leading industries," the magazine reported that "top-flight Negro scientists . . . are performing brilliantly all over the nation in answer to the world's most exciting challenge — the conquest of space. This challenge of space and military preparedness has prompted a quest for scientific and technical know-how that transcends the traditional barrier of race."24 The accompanying photosprcad portrayed pictures of civilian and military scientists, demonstrating their range of achievements from research on rocket fuel to the design of test equipment for guided missiles. Over the course of the decade, Ebony featured profiles on all kinds to aerospace workers, from biochemists to space vehicle engineers to space antenna designers to missile lab supervisors to office managers.25 

Must Weigh Consequentially

Racism should be weighed alongside other consequences

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

Single decisions for institutional change only mask racism

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

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

Ignoring consequences is the logic of racism

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

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

Voting on racism is counterproductive – policymakers and citizens have obligations to the greater good 

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

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

Racism has substantially declined – a sole focus on it in present times is counterproductive

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

2AC: Space Realism

Realism is necessary in the context of space

Cynamon 9 –USAF colonel, Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group
(Charles H., “DEFENDING AMERICA’S INTERESTS IN SPACE,” 2/12/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA539893)

Depending on one’s outlook, there are a range of projected futures regarding interactions among nations as well as their propensity to wage war. Within the spectrum of international relations, idealism lies on one end and realism on the other, with many variations existing in between. Idealists contend that discourse between nation-states through soft power (e.g., diplomatic and economic means) more effectively stabilizes the international order than hard military power. Conversely, realists adhere to hard power and the pursuit of self-interests by nation-states as the main determinant of international order. While the intent of this paper is not to be a dissertation on international relations, the polarity of idealism and realism permits extrapolation for the future strategic environment. Because a major conflict between spacefaring nations could lead to catastrophic damage to space assets and the space environment itself, the key question for the purposes of this research is, “What is the potential for future conflict among great powers?” Prudently preparing America to defend her space interests is vitally dependent on this answer. Immense disparity exists between idealism and realism when predicting the potential for great power wars in the future. Idealists advocate the democratic peace theory when prognosticating the future international order. That is, democratic nations are less likely to wage war against each other than with totalitarian or authoritarian regimes. Conversely, realists perceive an anarchical international order based upon balance of power or spheres of influence. They adhere to national interests as the key motivator in the behavior of states in international politics without regard for types of government. Through the lens of idealism, authors such as Thomas P. M. Barnett conclude that globalization has significantly reduced the likelihood of war among the great powers (aka peer competitors) citing the economic interdependence of the democratic nations with free markets as adequate deterrence for major conflict.14 Realists, such as James Forsyth and Colonel Thomas Griffith, are not so quick to declare the demise of great power war in the future. Recognizing there are many factors leading to conflict, realists believe conflict among great powers is not only possible but likely as nations pursuing their own interests and greater power will eventually clash.15 The United States will clearly continue to promote open markets for globalization and democratization as the key national interests. However, recent world events confirm the likelihood that volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity (VUCA) will dominate the strategic landscape for the foreseeable future. In 2008, the world witnessed the Russian invasion of Georgia, heightened tensions with Iran over nuclear proliferation, global economic meltdown, continued US counter-insurgency style conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, and growing anti-American resentment within the Western Hemisphere. Therefore, prudence dictates charting a future course with inherent flexibility to deter and fight, if necessary, either major wars among great powers or smaller conflicts such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan. The United States maintains hegemonic military strength with global reach that’s unlikely to be matched anytime soon. However, the degree that space will be a contested environment in a future conflict greatly depends on the adversaries encountered. This paper will consider near-peer nations, non-peer nations, and non-state actors as the types of possible adversaries. Additionally, spacefaring actors with indigenous access to space represent another critical factor in considering future adversaries’ ability to contest US interests in space.16 However, an adversary need not have access to space in order to harm US space assets. Thus, for completeness, the following taxonomy categorizes possible adversaries as: 1) near-peer, spacefaring nations; 2) non-peer, spacefaring nations; 3) non-peer, non-spacefaring nations; and non-state actors.17 A comprehensive strategy to defend US space interests must address the right mix of measures for assuring actors about US peaceful intentions, dissuading acquisition and use of space weapons, and deterring or defeating use of space weapons. These concepts represent the ways in which the strategy could attain the space defense strategy objective. There is no “one-size fits all” approach against the potential adversary types defined above. A tailored approach is needed and is thus described in the following paragraphs. 

Realism key in space- prevents miscalculation and great power war

Farnsworth 7 – Lt. Colonel USAF

(Jeffrey A, “Space Power: A Strategic Assessment and Way Forward,” 3/29/07, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA469671) 

Space capabilities will probably provide the greatest added value to national power, wealth, and military lethality in the 21st Century.1 It is a virtual certainty that like the land, sea, and air domains before it, the space domain’s exploitation will lead to power struggles and perhaps armed conflict as nations and transnational entities pursue their interests.2 The United States (U.S.) has exploited space for various national purposes within the bounds of a bipolar nuclear deterrent, duplicitous legal regime, and generations of ambiguous policy and political divisiveness. 3 The U.S. does not have a National Security Space Strategy to guide its activities and has largely followed its technological prowess to exploit the space medium.4 Meanwhile, the number of government, commercial, and non-state entities engaged in space activities has multiplied. This growth of space activity comes in a time where cultural differences, information, and globalization have ushered in a more diverse set of security challenges. The strategic environment is increasingly influenced by spacepower, which is defined here as the space medium’s exploitation for military, political, economic, and other purposes.5 In this age of “astropolitics”, failure to understand the nature of spacepower and how to wield it could lead to serious miscalculations by strategic leaders. 6 From a national security perspective, failure to proactively address tough spacepower issues may erode the domestic and international conditions necessary to achieve and sustain a peaceful and prosperous future. From a military perspective, decisions regarding spacepower may inadvertently create unacceptable risks and vulnerabilities for land, sea, and air forces and impede transformation efforts. Such miscalculations could precipitate catastrophic consequences for national security and global stability in the 21st Century. Hence, a National Security Space Strategy is needed to better shape a favorable future. 

XT: Space Realism Inevitable

States are always attempting to maximize their power, even in space—genuine cooperation will never prevail

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 1-2; JN)

Thus I propose corralling the elements of space and politics recognized as realist into their proper places in grand strategy. Colin Gray, in his penetrating analysis of the meaning and place of modern strategy, makes an almost unassailable case that the elements of strategy are unchanging, and applicable across all levels of analysis—that is, across system, across level, and across time. 3 His argument is wholly compatible with the tenets of astropolitics and Astropolitik: ‘there is an essential unity to all strategic experience in all periods of history because nothing vital to the nature and function of war and strategy changes’. 4 In his rigorous definition, Gray asserts that strategy is ‘the use that is made of force and the threats of force for the ends of policy’. 5 Threats may be implicit or explicit, but the connection between violence and policy is vital to an understanding of grand strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence—‘high politics’ in the realist vernacular—in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued preeminence of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. Even as states publicly denounce the use of violence and force in space operations, all spacefaring states today have military missions, goals, and contingency space-operations plans. A case will be made here that the reality of confrontation in space politics pervades the reality of the ideal of true cooperation and political unity in space which has never been genuine, and in the near term seems unlikely. 

Space competition is inevitable and cooperation is futile

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 2)

At this juncture it is probably necessary to set down a defense of the selection of an admittedly contentious term for the title. Astropolitics is innocuous enough. It conjures a sense of commingled realms of politics and space-age technology. It is narrower and more powerful than that, as will be shown, but as an appellation it should not rankle. Astropolitik, as the saying goes, is another kettle of fish. Yet it is chosen carefully and with much thoughtful deliberation. The text nowhere concludes that a harsh realist outlook is the only one for the future of space exploration and exploitation. It simply avers that this has been the pattern, and that policymakers should be prepared to deal with a competitive, state-dominated future in space. Nor is there any intimation that such an environment is inevitable or even probable. In the author’s view, in the long term, such a sustained policy is counterproductive and detrimental. The colossal effort to conquer space will be done much more efficiently by a united world, if for no other reason than that the enormous expense of a truly large-scale conquest and colonization effort may require the enthusiasm and support of all Earth’s people. Simply put, in a world of modern territorial nation-states (whose demise has been prematurely announced 6 ), collective action dilemmas will prevent those political entities from cooperatively exploiting the realm, and efforts to enjoin states to do so will have negative if not countervailing results. These views are discussed in greater detail in Chapters 4–6. In the short term, despite our best intentions, we may be relegated to a harsh, discordant, entirely realist paradigm in space.

Competition Inev. – Russia

Realist perspective comes first—countries will always act in their own interests, especially when it comes to space policies—Russia proves. 

Pravada 10
(“International Cooperation in Space is Impossible”, Pravada, Russian Newspaper Online, 5/20/10, http://english.pravda.ru/science/tech/20-05-2010/113443-space_cooperation-0/)//AW

According to the official space exploration program of the Russian Federation, the nation’s space agency, Roskosmos, does not see activities outside Earth’s orbit without cooperation with other countries. In the past, space exploration programs were based on national ambitions of the states which conducted those programs. The ambition to show the power of its science and technology made the Kremlin launch the world’s first-ever satellite and then first man in space. The White House stunned the world with its Apollo program. The defeat of the USSR in the lunar race made Soviet scientists develop orbital stations Salyut and Mir. The success of the Soviet Union at this point was so impressive that it made the United States proceed in the same direction. In 1984, Ronald Reagan announced the start of works to develop Space Station Freedom with the participation of America’s friends and allies. Tom Moser, the director of the program, clearly stated in 1987, when he tried to convince the Congress to fund the orbital complex, that Space Station Freedom would be developed to leave the Russians behind. The construction of the station with the participation of international partners was supposed to show that “free nations” could cooperate in space as successfully as communist ones (the Soviet Union was working on the Interkosmos program in cooperation with its political allies during those years). The end of the cold war and the space race deprived the USA of its goals. Moreover, it turned out that coordinating efforts of different countries in one space project was a very complicated objective. Space Station Freedom was supposed to enter orbit at the end of the 1980s. However, the designers of the complex, who had already spent $8 billion on engineering works, could only present a pile of documents to the president and the Congress. The program was eventually scrapped in the beginning of the 1990s. However, NASA suggested the White House should invite Russia in the project to celebrate the start of the new era in US-Russian relations and to build the complex faster, better and cheaper. NASA believed that Russia’s participation in the construction of the station, which was called the ISS, marked an obvious achievement both from the political, technological and economic point of view. US specialists thought that Russia would help save one year and $2 billion. In total, the construction of the ISS was evaluated at $17.4 billion. Russia helped in the solution of two vital problems in the program. It provided the service module (SM) known as Zvezda (Star) and Soyuz spaceships. The module, which provided some of the station’s life support systems, was launched to the station four years later that planned. US congressmen calculated that the delay resulted in the losses of $5 billion. Russia was primarily responsible for the delay in the start of the exploitation of the complex, not to mention the increased spending. US congressmen repeatedly offered to either exclude Russia from the ISS program or simply purchase its service module. Now it is obvious that if Russia had been deprived of its membership in the program, the space station would have stopped operating after the crash of Shuttle Columbia in 2003. Russia’s Soyuz and Progress booster rockets remained the only option to deliver cargoes and astronauts to the space station before NASA resumed shuttle launches. The fate of the ISS will solely depend on the Russian rockets after 2010, when the shuttle program is shut down completely. If Columbia had not crashed, astronauts would have continued flying to the ISS and back on board NASA’s shuttles, whereas Russia’s role would have been much less important. The problems connected with international cooperation between the members of the ISS project and their dependence on Russia and the USA made NASA’s John Logsdon come to conclusion that the ISS program experience was negative for its members. As for the international cooperation in post-ISS projects, Barack Obama traditionally sees his major objective at this point in preserving America’s leadership in the organization of international efforts to explore the Moon, Mars, etc. Unlike Russia, the USA has no official document related to the space exploration program that would stipulate the nation’s future dependence on cooperation with other countries. The possible consequences of such dependence can be seen in the canceled program of another manned flight to the moon. If the USA had accepted Roskosmos’s request to include Russia in the project, the results would have led to lamentable consequences for Russia. Michael Griffin, a former head of NASA, said in 2006 that cooperation works best only if it is based on you-pay-for-yourself principle. Russia would have ended up with nothing if it had been accepted. A look back at the history of space exploration clearly shows that most significant and technological progress was achieved at the time when it was connected with the solution of strictly national, not international problems of space exploration. Superpowers used space technologies to demonstrate their scientific and technological strength. This competition gave a powerful incentive to the development of space industries in Russia and the United States. International cooperation in space nowadays is impossible.

Competition Inev. – China

Competition is inevitable—China proves.

Foster 09—Daily Telegraph's South Asia Correspondent

(Peter, “Space Arms Race Inevitable Says Chinese Commander”, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/6486030/Space-arms-race-inevitable-says-Chinese-commander.html)//AW
China, which hopes to put a man on the moon by 2020, has long stated that it supported the peaceful uses of outer space and opposed the introduction of weapons there. However Xu Qiliang, a senior Chinese air force commander, said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space. "As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space," he told thePeople's Liberation Army Daily in an interview to mark last month's 60th Anniversary of Communist China, "this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back." Although Beijing has also sought to establish an international treaty to control the deployment of weapons in space, China surprised the world in 2007 when it shot down one of its own weather satellites in a test seen by many, including the United States, as a possible trigger of an arms race in space. "The PLA air force must establish in a timely manner the concepts of space security, space interests and space development," Mr Xu added, "We must build an outer space force that conforms with the needs of our nation's development (and) the demands of the development of the space age." Superiority in outer space can give a nation control over war zones both on land and at sea, while also offering a strategic advantage, Xu said, noting that such dominance was necessary to safeguard the nation. "Only power can protect peace," the 59-year-old commander added. China is currently in the process of rapidly modernising its armed forces, investigating the construction hardware such as aircraft carriers as well as cyber warfare techniques that could paralyse enemy's command and control systems. Last year's annual Pentagon report to the US Congress warned that Chinese militarisation was changing the balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region.

Competition inevitable—China satellites and new DoD national security space strategy proves. 

The Economist 11

(“The Cluttered Frontier: America Updates Its Space Security Policy”, Security in Space, The Economist, February 10, 2011, http://www.economist.com/node/18111774)//AW

At least, they used to be. Unfortunately, it has not quite worked out like that. A strategy document* published on February 4th by the country’s Department of Defense (DOD) and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence reveals interlopers. Around 60 countries now have satellites orbiting the Earth. Along with those satellites—which number more than 1,000—there are 22,000 man-made objects large enough to track by radar and hundreds of thousands of bits of debris too small to detect. Space is a congested, contested and competitive place, and one in which America is merely first among equals. America’s new national security space strategy—the first the DOD has felt the need to publish—is an attempt to adapt to this reality. Satellites, vital for both military and economic security, face a range of threats, including accidental collisions, anti-satellite missiles, lasers, electronic jamming and even the hacking of their software. On top of that, America has a lot more competition than it used to in the markets for making and launching satellites. A decade ago its share of these industries was double what it is today. Such competition is inevitable, as space technology spreads and other countries are no longer forced to rely on America’s good offices for things like satellite-based global positioning systems. But a more direct threat to America’s position comes from the testing of anti-satellite weapons. In 2007 the Chinese used one of their ageing weather satellites as target practice for a ground-based missile. The test was successful, in that the satellite was destroyed, and America had a minor “Sputnik moment” of realization of the true capabilities of its rival. But the test also had the consequence of creating thousands of pieces of debris that now pose a hazard for other satellites, including Chinese ones. The new strategy document suggests that, rather than trying to negotiate treaties that outlaw such behavior, America should lead by example. To an extent, it already has. A year after the Chinese test, America followed suit. It destroyed an errant spy satellite that still had a full load of a toxic propellant called hydrazine, and was in danger of spilling it over an inhabited area when it re-entered the atmosphere. Unlike the Chinese test, though, the American target was in such a low orbit that any debris would quickly have fallen into the air and burned up. There were claims at the time that this test was intended mainly as a demonstration to the Chinese. If it was, they may have learned a lesson in good neighborliness, at least. According to Brian Weeden, of a think-tank called the Secure World Foundation, China conducted another anti-satellite test in 2010, and that passed without criticism. The crucial difference was that, like America’s test, the second Chinese one did not create any mess.

Competition between countries for space power is inevitable—China and US prove.

Ritter 08—Times Correspondent specializing in international affairs

(Peter, “The New Space Race: China v. US”, Time Magazine, February 13, 2008, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1712812,00.html)//AW

Both the U.S. and China have announced intentions of returning humans to the moon by 2020 at the earliest. And the two countries are already in the early stages of a new space race that appears to have some of the heat and skullduggery of the one between Washington and Moscow during the Cold War, when space was a proxy battleground for geopolitical dominance. On Monday, the U.S. Department of Justice announced the indictment of a former Boeing engineer for passing sensitive information about the U.S. space program to the Chinese government. According to the indictment, Dongfan Chung, a 72-year-old California man who worked for Boeing until September 2006, gave China documents relating to military aircraft and rocket technology, as well as technical information about the U.S. Space Shuttle. U.S. officials say the Chung case is part of a pattern of escalating espionage by China. "We're seeing this on all fronts," says Dean Boyd, a spokesman for the Justice Department's National Security Division. Since October 2006, the Justice Department has prosecuted more than a dozen high-profile cases involving China, including industrial espionage and the illegal export of military technology. In an unrelated case also announced Monday, a Defense Department employee was arrested in Virginia for passing classified information about the sale of U.S. military technology to Taiwan to alleged Chinese agents. The scale of Chung's alleged espionage is startling. According to the Justice Department, Chung may have been providing trade secrets to Chinese aerospace companies and government agents since 1979, when he was an engineer at Rockwell International, a company acquired by Boeing in 1996. He worked for Boeing until his retirement in March 2003, and continued to work as a contractor for the company until September 2006. The indictment alleges that Chung gave China documents relating to the B-1 bomber and the Delta IV rocket, which is used to lift heavy payloads into space, as well as information on an advanced antenna array intended for the Space Shuttle. According to the indictment, Chinese officials gave Chung a shopping list of information to acquire for them. In one instance, Chung said that he would send documents through an official in China's San Francisco consulate. In another, a Chinese contact suggested he route information through a man named Chi Mak, a naturalized U.S. citizen who also worked as an engineer in California and who was convicted last year of attempting to provide China with information on an advanced naval propulsion system. The indictment charges that Chung was a willing participant. "Having been a Chinese compatriot for over 30 years and being proud of the achievements by the people's efforts for the motherland, I am regretful for not contributing anything," Chung allegedly wrote in an undated letter to one of his mainland contacts. (Chung's lawyer has maintained his client's innocence.) China's manned space program, codenamed Project 921, is indeed a matter of considerable national pride for a country that sees space exploration as confirmation of superpower status. China is pouring substantial resources into space research, according to Dean Cheng, an Asian affairs specialist at the U.S.-based Center for Naval Analysis. With a budget estimated at up to $2 billion a year, China's space program is roughly comparable to Japan's. Later this year, China plans to launch its third manned space mission — a prelude to a possible lunar foray by 2024. With President George W. Bush vowing to return American astronauts to the moon by 2020, some competition is perhaps inevitable. China's space program lags far behind that of the U.S., of course. "They're basically recreating the Apollo missions 50 years on," says Joan Johnson-Freese, chair of the National Security Studies Department at the U.S. Naval War College and an expert on China's space development. "It's a tortoise-and-hare race. They're happy plodding along slowly and creating this perception of a space race." But there may be more at stake than national honor. Some analysts say that China's attempts to access American space technology are less about boosting its space program than upgrading its military. China is already focusing on space as a potential battlefield. A recent Pentagon estimate of China's military capabilities said that China is investing heavily in anti-satellite weaponry. In January 2007, China demonstrated that it was able to destroy orbiting satellites when it brought down one of its own weather satellites with a missile. China clearly recognizes the significance of this capability. In 2005, a Chinese military officer wrote in the book Joint Space War Campaigns, put out by the National Defense University, that a "shock and awe strike" on satellites "will shake the structure of the opponent's operations system of organization and will create huge psychological impact on the opponent's policymakers." Such a strike could hypothetically allow China to counterbalance technologically superior U.S. forces, which rely heavily on satellites for battlefield data. China is still decades away from challenging the U.S. in space. But U.S. officials worry espionage may be bringing China a little closer to doing so here on Earth.

China is militarizing space against Japan and its allies – risks great power war.

Nautilus Institute 7 

(“The Abuses of Realism and Australian Security Interests : the 2007 Defence Update”,2007, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/apsnet/policy-forum/2007/0714a-tanter.html/)
The core of the China problem for Australia has been well-canvassed for several years in the image of the Australian government’s nightmare of having to choose between its economic partner and its military ally. The trilateral security institutionalization now underway between the United States, Japan and Australia is certainly meant to exclude China. The Australian expression of concern about Chinese military development was itself an echo, just days apart, of Japan’s Defence Ministry statement: “Tokyo's Defense Ministry said Beijing's military expansion plans include outer space, citing its successful missile test in January that destroyed a satellite. ‘It is highly possible that (China) is considering attacks against satellites as part of its military actions,’ the report went on, stressing that the rapid modernization of China's military forces ‘raises concerns’ and the effects on Japan ‘must be assessed carefully.’" [6] The East Asian echo is a symptom of the deeper problem. Australia and Japan are effectively coordinating their statements on China as a threat, in the absence of any genuine security threat. The deepening of security relations between these two countries and India is not coincidental, and is well understood by China as such. Not surprisingly, the Chinese have called Australia’s bluff on the matter, resulting, as the Chinese government no doubt foretold to itself, in a humiliating backdown by the Australian Minister for Defence highly satisfactory to Middle Kingdom thinkers. The tightening of security ties with Japan is being pursued enthusiastically without a realistic assessment of either the domestic problems that will inevitably arise from remilitarization in a country with deep and abiding democratic deficits, or the almost reckless embrace of “great power-like” security thinking and defence policies that are bringing Japan into unnecessary conflict with China, such as missile defence. [7]

Gov’t Manipulation Inevitable

Governments will manipulate national interest to justify space domination

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 28-29)

Such advantageous physical features alone would not ensure the seafaring state had the tools necessary for naval dominance, however. The character of a nation’s people must also be specially endowed. They must, at the very least, be appreciative of the value of sea-based activity, if not wholly immersed in it. They must be commercially aggressive, rational profit-seekers who recognize the potential bounty of sea trade, and who through hard work and persistence will achieve wealth from it. 51 This maritime citizenry will form the peacetime commercial fleet, gaining the skills and experience necessary to make a vast national reserve for mobilization in conflict, and at all times supporting through their taxes and other contributions the vibrancy of the sea-based national enterprise. The government, too, must be outfitted with appropriate institutions and political officeholders ready and able to recognize and take advantage of the state’s position and attributes. Such a national character is evident in the potential for success in space endeavors as well. All spacefaring nations have attempted to tap into a national fascination with space exploration, if not directly manipulate their populations with promises of vast profit and adventure. The citizenry of the spacefaring state must be willing to sacrifice earthly comforts for unspecified gains in the exploration of the unknown, be committed to scientific endeavors and willing to hand over a large share of their income to the taxes necessary to support expensive long-term space projects, have a great interest (bordering on fetish or worship) in space developments and advances, and be tolerant of unavoidable failures, mishaps, and setbacks. With an energized and psychologically prepared populace, the inevitable tribulations necessary to enter into and then dominate space are bearable. 

States aren’t moral – no room to be ethical

Hersberger 04 – Financial representative with Northwestern Mutual
(10/8/04 “Realism” http://users.manchester.edu/Student/EJHersberger/MyPage2/Realism.pdf) 

Power optimization is essential to the theory of realism. It is the mode of realism by which international relations should be managed. This idea of power politics leads a nation to focus primarily upon its own interests. Thus, national interest takes precedence over interdependence among nations. As a result of this, morality is either set aside as a hindrance to obtaining power or used as a guise to obtain the national interest. As Burchill states in the second edition of Theories of International Relations, “There is no room for moral or ethical concerns, prejudice, political philosophy or individual preference in the determination of foreign policy because actions are constrained by the relative power of the state. Thus, the national interest ought to be the sole pursuit of statesmen” (Burchill, 79). This struggle for power and pursuit of the national interest is brought to equilibrium through a balance of power among nations. 

U.S. Space Dominance K2 Stability

The U.S. will inevitably have to assert space dominance to maintain dominance and stability– GPS proves

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 31)

 Today, with the demise of the Cold War, the United States has the luxury of reducing its land, sea, and air forces, and channeling monies and efforts saved into its space activities. Whether it will do so voluntarily remains to be seen, and in the current political climate increased funding to space is not only dubious, but it must compete with perceived domestic spending priorities. For activists in either camp, the budget is seen as a zero-sum game; more money for me looks like less money for you. Still, while the ideological battle continues, the funding commitment issue may be spiraling out of the control of domestic preferences. The United States may find itself unable to avoid its newfound international space responsibilities and global commitments, many of which may not have been foreseen. For example, the United States military’s Navstar/GPS navigational satellites were deployed to enhance its military power, as a force-multiplier, in the jargon of the military. The subsequent utility of these assets to global commercial navigation, communication, and above all commerce, has made them an indispensable world asset. The United States military now finds itself in the curious position of having to maintain a network of satellites that contributes billions of dollars to the world economy, and should it fail to be maintained, would have global civilian negative ramifications. 53 The creation and maintenance of global space-based communications and navigation systems, clearly a modern parallel to artificial technological chokepoints as the world becomes increasingly reliant on these assets, has brought the interests of other states ‘close along’ our (astropolitical) shores. The United States must be ready and prepared, in Mahanian scrutiny, to commit to the defense and maintenance of these assets, or relinquish its power to a state willing and able to do so. 

The U.S. is most suited for space domination – comparatively better than any alternative

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 176)

 As the great liberal democracy of its time, the United States is preferentially endowed to guide the whole of humanity into space, to police any misuse of that realm, and to ensure an equitable division of its spoils. But if the United States were to abandon its egalitarian values, corrupted by its own power, and follow a path of aggressive expansion into the cosmos using the riches gained to dominate the peoples of the Earth, what then? Does the benign era of Pax Americana end? Perhaps, but the likelihood of that outcome depends on one’s current view of the benevolence of US hegemony and the future role of ongoing globalism. The argument here is that the checks and balances of liberal democracy make it the least likely of all potential candidates to misuse its power, and history for the most part backs the assertion. If one state is to seize control of space, as the astropolitical model suggests, there seems to be little evidence that any other nation is more suitable. If no state does, as is the current situation, then exploration and commerce will remain moribund. The argument—better no ruler of space than even an enlightened one—is fallacious. If no wealth comes from space then it matters little how it is divided. The dynamic, self-interested pursuit of wealth will maximize space exploration and exploitation, and ultimately all Earth’s people will gain. The astropolitical model shows how competition and cooperation can be maximized. 

AT: Backlash Against U.S. Space Domination

The United States is extremely powerful—it can implement harsh realist policies in space with little opposition

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 153)

 Astropolitik gets its moniker from the old, now completely discredited German school of Geopolitik. It is meant to be a constant reminder of the inherent flaws of letting the cultural dimension (specifically hypernationalism) drive grand strategy. One should also be struck by the affinity with the doctrine of Realpolitik. This most extreme of the political realist theories makes no attempt to hide its ruthless concentration on the national interest and the cold, calculating central role of raw power in politics. It is widely criticized by those who do not have power, widely employed by those who do. Such is the case today that in space, at the very least, the United States can adopt any policy it wishes and the attitudes and reactions of the domestic public and of other states can do little to challenge it. So powerful is the United States that should it accept the harsh Realpolitik doctrine in space that the military services appear to be proposing, and given a proper explanation for employing it, there may in fact be little if any opposition to a fait accompli of total US domination in space. 

2AC: Realism

Realism is true and inevitable

Mearsheimer 01 (John, Professor of political science at University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, pg. 361)
The optimists' claim that security competition and war among the great powers has been burned out of the system is wrong. In fact, all of the major states around the globe still care deeply about the balance of power and are destined to compete for power among themselves for the foreseeable future. Consequently, realism will offer the most powerful explanations of international politics over the next century, and this will be true even if the debates among academic and policy elites are dominated by non-realist theories. In short, the real world remains a realist world. States still fear each other and seek to gain power at each other's expense, because international anarchy-the driving force behind greatpower behavior-did not change with the end of the Cold War, and there are few signs that such change is likely any time soon. States remain the principal actors in world politics and there is still no night watchman standing above them. For sure, the collapse of the Soviet Union caused a major shift in the global distribution of power. But it did not give rise to a change in the anarchic structure of the system, and without that kind of profound change, there is no reason to expect the great powers to behave much differently in the new century than they did in previous centuries. Indeed, considerable evidence from the 1990s indicates that power politics has not disappeared from Europe and Northeast Asia, the regions in which there are two or more great powers, as well as possible great powers such as Germany and Japan. There is no question, however, that the competition for power over the past decade has been low-key. Still, there is potential for intense security competion among the great powers that might lead to a major war. Probably the best evidence of that possibility is the fact that the United States maintains about one hundred thousand troops each in Europe and in Northeast Asia for the explicit purpose of keeping the major states in each region at peace. 

Any move away from realism relies on a leap of faith that would lead to more violence.

Murray, 97. Alastair, Professor of International Relations. Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics.

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt’s constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effective a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self-help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt’s entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self-help system makes it reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of ‘altercasting’, a strategy which ‘tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego’s effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity’. Wendt’s position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a system transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on ‘Gorbimania’.

Those in control of states are more likely to conform to realism’s predictions

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Ch 2, TH)
In fact, a state's elites—the captains of industry and media, and military and political leaders—are more likely than average to show these traits in abundance since most leaders rise to the top of their respective hierarchies through a very competitive process. This is almost always the case for political leaders. The rise to the top is the result of an often arduous, and perhaps physically dangerous, process; those who triumph, whether Mao or Clinton, are almost certain to be egoistic individuals who are used to dominating the individuals or institutions around them.

XT: Realism Inevitable

Realism and securitization are inevitable.

Thayer 04 – 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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 75-76 //adi]

The central issue here is what causes states to behave as offensive realists predict. Mearsheimer advances a powerful argument that anarchy is the fundamental cause of such behavior. The fact that there is no world government compels the leaders of states to take steps to ensure their security, such as striving to have a powerful military, aggressing when forced to do so, and forging and maintaining alliances. This is what neorealists call a self-help system: leaders of states arc forced to take these steps because nothing else can guarantee their security in the anarchic world of international relations. I argue that evolutionary theory also offers a fundamental cause for offensive realist behavior. Evolutionary theory explains why individuals are motivated to act as offensive realism expects, whether an individual is a captain of industry or a conquistador. My argument is that anarchy is even more important than most scholars of international relations recognize. The human environment of evolutionary adaptation was anarchic; our ancestors lived in a state of nature in which resources were poor and dangers from other humans and the environment were great—so great that it is truly remarkable that a mammal standing three feet high—without claws or strong teeth, not particularly strong or swift—survived and evolved to become what we consider human. Humans endured because natural selection gave them the right behaviors to last in those conditions. This environment produced the behaviors examined here: egoism, domination, and the in-group/out-group distinction. These specific traits arc sufficient to explain why leaders will behave, in the proper circumstances, as offensive realists expect them to behave. That is, even if they must hurt other humans or risk injury to themselves, they will strive to maximize their power, defined as either control over others (for example, through wealth or leadership) or control over ecological circumstances (such as meeting their own and their family's or tribes need for food, shelter, or other resources).

XT: Transition = Violent

The transition away from realism will cause violence

Murray 97 – Professor Politics at the University of Wales 

(Alastair J.H., Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics, p. 185-6)

Yet Linklater concedes that ‘it is not at all clear that any strand of social and political thought provides a compelling account of  “strategies of transition”’.  Indeed, where he has attempted to engage with this issue himself, he as proved manifestly unable to provide such an account.  Although he has put forward some ideas of what is needed – a fundamental recognition of political relations, establishing a global legal order to replace the sovereign state, and a fundamental rearrangement of economic relations, establishing an order in which all individuals have the means as well as the formal rights of freedom – his only suggestion as to how such objectives should be achieved seems to be that ‘[s]ocial development entails individuals placing themselves at odds with their societies as they begin to question conventional means of characterizing outsiders and to criticize customary prohibitions upon individual relations with them’.  His critical theoretical “transitional strategies amount to little more than the suggestion that individuals must demand recognition for themselves as men as well as citizens, must demand the right to enter into complex interstate relations themselves, and must act in these relations as beings with fundamental obligations to all other members of the species”.  More recently, he has proposed a vision in which ‘substantial and transnational citizenships are strengthened and in which mediating between the different loyalties and identities present within modern societies is one central purpose of the post-Westphalian state’.  Such an objective is to be reached by a discourse ethics along the lines of that proposed by Habermas.  Yet such an ethics amounts to little more than the suggestions that human beings need to be reflective about the ways in which they include and exclude outsiders from dialogue, scarcely going beyond Linklater’s earlier emphasis on individuals acting as men as well as citizens.  Realism does at least propose tangible objectives which, whilst perhaps the visionary appeal of Linklater’s proposals, ultimately offer us a path to follow, and it does at least suggest a strategy of realization, emphasising the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy, which, if less daring than Linklater might wish, provides us with some guidance.  It is this inability to articulate practical strategies which suggests the central difficulty with such critical theoretical approaches.  The progressive urge moves a stage further here, leading them to abandon almost entirely the problems of establishing some form of stable international order at this level in favour of a continuing revolution in search of a genuine cosmopolis.  It generates such an emphasis on the pursuit of distant, ultimate objectives that they prove incapable of furnishing us with anything but the most vague and elusive of strategies, such an emphasis on moving towards a post-Westphalian boundary-less world that they are incapable of telling us anything about the problems facing us today.  If, for theorists such as Linklater, such a difficulty does not constitue a failure for critical theory within its own terms of reference, this position cannot be accepted uncritically.  Without an ability to address contemporary problems, it is unable to provide strategies to overcome even the immediate obstacles in the way of its objective of a genuinely cosmopolitan society.  And, without a guarantee that such cosmopolitan society is even feasible, such a critical theoretical perspective simply offers us the perpetual redefinition of old problems in a new context and the persistent creation of new problems to replace old ones, without even the luxury of attempting to address them.

Realism Good

Power politics are both inevitable and good they channel human nature away from anarchy and mass violence towards productive solutions.

Murray 97 – Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea (Alastair J. H. “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics” 1997, p. 128-134, MT)

It was Niebuhr's work in The Nature and Destiny of Man that established the framework of the realists' approach to the possibilities of justice in history. He began from the observation that '[a]ll historic schemes and structures of justice must take the contingencies of nature and history and the fact of sin into consideration ... There is, therefore, no historic structure of justice which can either fulfil the law of love or rest content with its inability to do so.'113 These 'structures of justice' were the 'organisations and mechanisms, of society in which these principles of justice are imperfectly embodied and made historically concrete'. They are the result of the interaction of the requirements of justice and the requirements of the social forces of the political body. In terms of the latter, the inherent corruption of human nature necessitates a perennial role for power in social organisation; without restraint, human nature will run riot. Social harmony requires that this power take two forms a central organisation of power and an equilibrium of power. The balance of power is necessary to prevent the danger of tyranny. Social conflicts are ultimately resolved according to the balance of social forces, whether overt or covert; unless an equilibrium is maintained, one party will impose its will without regard for the other. The achievement of even a measure of justice thus presupposes some social equilibrium of power, for in its absence, moral and social restraints are ineffective. At the same time, however, this equilibrium ultimately requires that all sides be prepared to resort to force. Consequently, whilst such a balance is an approximation of the ideal, under conditions of sin, it is also its contradiction, for it is not the harmony of the ideal but a balanced tension which contains an inherent potential for conflict. This danger of anarchy necessitates a central organisation of power to manage the balance, arbitrate between competing social forces, and enforce compliance with resolutions. This central power is thus morally superior to the balance, in that it prevents anarchy and represents a conscious attempt to realise justice, rather than a natural tendency. However, just as the balance tends to degenerate into anarchy, central power tends to degenerate into the tyranny of the élite group, and the justice that it provides is always corrupted. Ultimately, therefore, if social relations may be managed to approximate the ideal more perfectly, these power structures are a permanent element of any social order, such that, whatever the possibilities for more perfect community, any historical approximation of the ideal always contains contradictions to it. 114 In terms of international relations, Niebuhr emphasised the necessity of overcoming international conflict and of extending community to the international realm in the face of technical advances which exceeded the limited order provided by nation-states.115 In Human Destiny he limited himself to pointing out that the problems of social order would apply equally to any scheme for world government. In any international order, 'an implied hegemony of the stronger powers' is both essential and inevitable, and with this comes the threat of a 'new imperialism'. Against this danger of tyranny, the constitutional framework of any such scheme must provide an institutional balance of power to protect states, and with this diminution of central power comes the danger of anarchy. Ultimately, all the problems of social organisation are reflected at the level of' international politics.116 Niebuhr expanded on this in The Children of Light. The development of responses to the problems of an interdependent world requires an international society capable of acting in unity, and this requires the development of a degree of community amongst states and, in particular, a core of community amongst the great powers. First, whilst the balance of power is necessary to the preservation of justice in international relations, it is an inadequate basis for such an international society, because it becomes a source of anarchy. A central power is required to manage it, and only the great powers can provide this necessary core of authority to support a world order. Consequently, they must be brought into alignment, necessitating the development of a degree of community amongst them. Second, whilst the first task of a community is to subdue chaos and create order, the second task is to prevent the source of order becoming tyrannical. The danger of this consortium of great powers degenerating into mere imperialism therefore requires that the physical arrangements of any world order include constitutional checks and, beyond this, that its communal underpinnings include moral restraints. Only by providing such restraints can a measure of justice be achieved for lesser powers as well as for stronger ones.117 Niebuhr thus posed the problem of international order as the necessity of achieving the highest point of equilibrium between the requirements of justice and the necessities of power. These necessities are inescapable, but also heterogeneous; if they cannot be ignored, they can at least be played off against one another. Hence central and balanced power must be set against one another in order both to realise the benefits and contain the dangers of each and to preserve a precarious area of stability in which justice might exist. At the same time, however, this is inadequate alone, and it becomes necessary to foster a certain sense of community both to underlie the unity of a central authority and to support the restraining influence of the balance of power upon it. The other members of the group varied in their emphases, but there are clear parallels to this formulation in their conceptions which suggest its employment as a framework to assist understanding. The extent to which power infuses all social relations, the extent to which all social structures are marred by relations of domination and subordination, forms a pervasive theme throughout their work. It was this awareness of the intrusion of power into all social relations that generated their emphasis on 'the inevitable imperfections of any organisation that is entangled with the world'. 118 As Morgenthau once put it, the ideal 'can never be fully translated into political reality but only at best approximated ... there shall always be an element of political domination preventing the full realisation of equality and freedom'.119 The principal focus of this critique of the corrupting influence of power was, of course, international relations. Here, economic and legal mechanisms of domination are ultimately replaced by overt violence as the principal mechanism of determining political outcomes.120 The diffusion of power between states effectively transforms any such centrally organised mechanisms into simply another forum for the power politics of the very parties that it is supposed to restrain. As Kennan put it: 'the realities of power will soon seep into any legalistic structures which we erect to govern international life. They will permeate it. They will become the content of it; and the structure will replace the form.'121 The repression of such power realities is, however, impossible; the political actor must simply 'seek their point of maximum equilibrium'.122 This conception of the balance of power ultimately aimed, in Morgenthau's words, 'to maintain the stability of the system without destroying the multiplicity of the elements composing it'.123 First, it was designed to prevent universal domination, to act as a deterrent to the ambitions of any dominant great power and as a safeguard against any attempt to establish its sway over the rest of the system.124 Second, it was designed to preserve the independence and freedom of the states of the system, particularly the small states.125 Only through the operation of the balance of power between great powers can small powers gain any genuine independence and any influence in the international system.126 However, as Morgenthau pointed out, whilst, in domestic society, the balance of power operates in a context characterised by the existence of a degree of consensus and by the presence of a controlling central power, these factors are lacking in international relations and, thus, the balance is both much more important and yet much more flawed, the maintenance of equilibrium being achieved at the price of large-scale warfare and periodic eliminations of smaller states.127 This implies the need for some central management if any degree of order is to be created in international politics. In terms of domestic politics, the establishment of some power as dominant, in the form of government and the force that it brings with it, was recognised to be essential to restrain the corruptions of human nature and permit the realisation of a modicum of justice.128 As Morgenthau argued, it is only the overwhelming power of the centre which serves to provide a measure of order by enforcing compliance, even though it is with the legal rules which support the dominant group. In its absence, power serves not to create any legal framework by which arbitrary violence can be prevented, but only to bring conflicting interests into a precarious balance which tends periodically to collapse into violent conflict. 129 Internationally, this inevitably generated an emphasis on the harnessing of great power to the creation of order in international politics. A persistent theme in realism is the disparagement of the notion that small powers are in some way more virtuous and less aggressive than great ones. They are ultimately just as subject to human corruptions as any power indeed, their narrow preoccupation with petty local rivalries often generates even greater prejudice in their actions. If this is not to say that great powers are exactly virtuous in their behaviour, it does lead to a rejection of the concomitant notion of international governance through democratic, international organisations.130 As Morgenthau put it, 'the preponderance of the great powers on the international scene is a fact ... No legal arrangement nor organisational device, short of destroying that preponderance of power itself, can undo the political consequences of that disparity of power.'131 The existence of international hierarchy is simply inescapable; to ignore it will ultimately prove counter-productive. There exists, in Kennan's phrase, a 'law of diminishing returns' governing international relations which 'makes it doubtful whether the participation of smaller states can really add very much to the ability of the great powers to assure stability of international life'.132 If the world is not to dissolve into total anarchy, some sort of central organising power is essential; the contribution that lesser powers can make to this is ultimately limited, such that the hierarchy of the system must simply be taken best advantage of. As Butterfield concluded: '[t]errible things might happen to the international world there would probably be a Balkanisation of everything if we lacked even a handful of Greater Powers to keep the rest in order'.133 However, whilst the balance of power serves to prevent unwarranted imposition, and management of the international system by the great powers serves to mitigate instability, there is a clear sense in realism that merely to incorporate the two elements into one system was not enough: ultimately, they exist in tension and the two poles of the antinomy must be transcended if possibilities for more just relations are to develop. There must therefore be not merely an effort at management of the international system by the great powers in order to provide a semblance of the central authority which preserves order in the domestic sphere, but a much more comprehensive attempt to foster the vital sense of community which underlies order there and which might provide the basis for the establishment of a more comprehensive form of order in international relations. This element traditionally received little attention in Kennan's thought. Although he consistently emphasised the need for moderate foreign policy to avoid exacerbating tensions, he never saw much possibility for a more positive strategy of community building.134 Of late, he has moved somewhat in this direction, emphasising in Around the Cragged Hill that, in order to face the new social, economic and political challenges of the twenty-first century, a diminishment of national sovereignty is required, organised around a regionalist conception of order. 135 This element is manifested primarily in the work of Butterfield and, especially, Morgenthau. In Christianity, Diplomacy and War, Butterfield emphasised the importance of certain 'imponderables' which form the backbone of any international order. It is these 'imponderables', rather than the balance of power, which represent the key to periods of international stability. In their absence the role of force is heightened; in their existence, states live as members of the same club, as partners in common benefits. They become part of a properly ordered international society, limiting the objectives of conflict so as not to destroy the common good.136 These imponderables ultimately rest upon the inclusion of an element of justice within the structure of international relations.137 Butterfield insisted that, 'if there is to be an international order, all the members of it must have a real interest in its preservation ...'. If one state or group is either hostile to it or is excluded from it, the 'order' becomes merely an instrument of the victorious powers and will inevitably be subject to violent upheaval. Consequently, the establishment of a genuine international order requires the consent of all states, and its preservation requires that it not be allowed to remain static, such that 'the powers do genuinely feel it to be to their advantage to belong to the system; genuinely feel that they are partners in the concern'.138 This vision of international order thus rejected the pattern of Anglo-American domination which appeared the most likely contemporary outcome, emphasising instead the importance of doing justice to the weaker, and especially the new, states.139 The beneficial conditions to which this situation would give rise would ultimately allow the development of greater respect for morality among states, of more worthy objectives than the sheer struggle for power.140 But if the status quo powers failed to take the interests of weaker states into account, and thus failed to establish such a situation, they would ultimately have to bear a share of the responsibility for the aggression which would eventually occur once these dissatisfied states were in a position to change things for themselves.141 In much the same way, Morgenthau recognised that, if it is utopian to ignore power, 'it is no less utopian to expect that a stable, peaceful society can be built on power alone'.142 His account of domestic society in Politics among Nations continually emphasised the need for a value consensus to underlie the coercive aspects of order for it to function at all adequately. Peace ultimately relies not merely on the inability to break it, but also on the unwillingness to do so. Without the disinclination, the inability will, sooner or later, be overcome.143 It is the absence of such a value consensus in international relations which causes social conflicts to be resolved by resort to war. International relations ultimately remains a realm of fundamental conflict between status quo and imperialist (revisionist) states.144 First, whereas in domestic society disagreement tends to be about what the law means, in international relations it tends to be about what the laws should be.145 Second, whilst, when fundamental social conflicts do arise in domestic society, there is a general agreement not to resolve them by resort to force, but to respect the societal consensus as it is expressed through a legislature, international relations lacks this consensus, and the resolutions of any international organisations which seek to adjudicate disputes will therefore either not be enforced or will be redetermined by war between the parties. 146 Consequently, a clear theme throughout Margenthau's discussion of international order is that '[p]ower is a crude and unreliable method of limiting the aspirations for power on the international scene', that the international system must ultimately seek reliance upon 'normative systems ... to keep aspirations for power within socially tolerable bounds.'147 It is this type of acceptance of common standards, of the legitimacy of the extant framework of the international society, which, in the golden age of the balance of power, restrained the ambitions of states and moderated the conflicts to which they gave rise. But once no moral consensus underlies it, 'the balance is incapable of fulfilling its functions for international stability and national independence'.148 The success of any attempt at international government by great powers similarly requires common interests and a common definition of justice.149 It is the absence of such a consensus which has underlain the failure of all such attempts.150 Consequently, if, as Morgenthau held, peace is a necessity in the nuclear age, and a world state is necessary for peace, it becomes incumbent upon the statesman to attempt to foster the sense of community which must underlie any transition to such a world government.151 Attempts to create this community through cultural and functional methods ultimately prove inadequate, and it is left to diplomacy to attempt to bring about a world community by accommodation and conflict mitigation.152 Hence Morgenthau's nine rules of a moderate diplomacy.153 Essentially, then, the principal focus of realist thought is the problem of applying a broadly Judaeo-Christian set of values to a reality which proves recalcitrant to their imperatives. Hence its emphasis on the acceptance of responsibility for the consequences of actions, on the prudential adaptation of moral principles to circumstances, and thus, ultimately, on the need to pursue a policy which protects a conception of the national interest, albeit informed by moral prescriptions and constrained by moral prohibitions. However, beyond this, realism sought a more positive goal: the attempt not merely to guide the application of moral principles in a hostile reality, but to alter the nature of this reality itself into one more amenable to these moral principles. Its political theory ultimately culminated in a conception of order which, whilst it recognised that the influence of power in human relations could not be eliminated, also sought to establish a measure of justice. Furthermore, this conception emphasised not only that, if any measure of justice were to be possible, power must be set against power in an equilibrium which would prevent the arbitrary imposition of any one group, but also both the obligation and the necessity to inform this balance of wills with a moral consensus which might reinforce extant institutions and provide scope for the development of more sophisticated institutions. Realism recognised that this moral consensus could not be achieved by the arbitrary imposition of one's own values, which could only result in an absolute war of beliefs, but it also insisted that the failure to defend one's own conception in the face of alternative value systems could only result in the weakening and eventual elimination of these values. It therefore emphasised the need to foster a sense of understanding between actors with divergent interpretations of the good, in a more modest attempt to inform the international order with a degree of legitimacy, a moral consensus which might achieve some modus vivendi between the competing value systems. Realism thus culminated in an eminently practical effort, to enhance the mutual understandings by which actors relate to one another, and, in particular, to accommodate the divergent value systems which inform the different actors of the international system.


Realism serves as the best base to make both immediate and long term change, focusing on a future that may never exist only makes the present conditions worse and susceptible to disaster.

Murray 97 – Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea (Alastair J. H. “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics” 1997, p. 193-196, MT)

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that realism cannot be located within either the conservative, rationalist orthodoxy, as is so often assumed, nor within the progressive, reflectivist alternative, but must be recognised as existing in its own space, detached from both rationalism and reflectivism, beholden to neither. It differs from rationalist approaches because it rejects the conservative premise on which they rely for a position which remains much more open to the possibility of change in the international system. If neorealism, for instance, reifies the historically specific Westphalian order into a universal pattern of international politics, realism, based upon the nature of individuals rather than on the structure of the international system, can resist this historical closure for a much more flexible perspective. Whereas neorealism is bound to a narrow physical-mechanical notion of the international system which elevates international constraints to the status of a natural necessity exogenous to human practice, realism can treat these constraints as social constructs created by, and malleable through, human practice. And, whereas neorealism must remain trapped within the particular historical epoch from which it draws its conception of structure, cut off from the possibility of transcending the relative modes of that time, realism, based upon a conception of human nature with universal applicability, is free from these constraints. 65 Consequently, realism is capable of appreciating the possibilities and trends contained within the contemporary international system, and of acting to exploit their potential. At the same time, however, realism no more fits into a reflectivist mould than it does a rationalist one. Whilst it joins the critique of contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority, it also recognises that they provide an essential measure of order in a disorderly world. Whilst it remains open to the possibility of development towards more inclusive forms of community, it refuses to take the additional step of assuming that this development can necessarily be described as progress. Realism ultimately agrees that the 'necessitous' elements of the international system are largely social constructions generated by human practices, but it retains an ambivalence about human motivations which dictates a sceptical position towards the possibility of overcoming estrangement. For every example of progress created by man's ability to transcend 'learned responses', for every case of his 'inherent self-developing capacity', we have examples of regression as he employs this for purposes other than promoting self-determination. For realism, man remains, in the final analysis, limited by himself. As such, it emphasises caution, and focuses not merely upon the achievement of long-term objectives, but also upon the resolution of more immediate difficulties. Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis. 66 Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether.67 The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured.

No Alternative to Realism

No Alternative to Realism

Solomon 96

(Hussein, Senior Researcher, Human Security Project, Institute for Defence Policy, African Security Review Vol 5 No 2, 1996, "In Defence of Realism: Confessions of a Fallen Idealist", http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html)

We have seen a great many criticisms levelled against the state-centric bias of realists, but what would be an alternative form of political community? In answer to this question Booth makes the following observation: "Modern states are too large to satisfy some human needs, and too small to cope with the requirements of guidance for an increasingly interdependent planet. The logical conclusion of this argument is that power should be more diffuse. It is desirable to take it away from states to more local communities (to cater for cultural diversity, for example), while wider problems such as economic and environmental issues, could be more effectively dealt with by designated regional or global function organisations."104 If this is an alternative to the State, then it is indeed a poor substitute. Consider the idea that power should be more diffuse. Whether one talks of a strongly centralised unitary state or a federal state with the devolution of power (thereby empowering local communities), it is still a state. Thus, it is not an argument against the State, it is an argument against a specific type of state (unitary) in favour of another type of state (federal). If Booth is talking about even greater autonomy to cater for cultural diversity, how might this apply to the South African scenario? Apartheid South Africa justified its bantustan policies following a similar type of logic. More recently, Inkatha has been using a similar kind of logic in order to entrench itself in the KwaZulu-Natal Legislature; and the possibility of another Biafra or Katanga developing in that troubled region is becoming increasingly real. Booth’s other idea that ‘wider problems such as economic and environmental issues could be more effectively dealt with by regional or global function organisations’ should also be questioned. In the first instance, economic regimes like the Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Trade And Tariffs (GATT) which led to the formation of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) have failed to achieve its stated objective of ‘tariff disarmament’ as trade relations between the US and Japan indicate. Neither is this an isolated incident, if the ‘chicken wars’ between South Africa and the US are anything to go by. On the question of environmental regimes one may simply point out how global environmental concerns floundered in the high seas of national self-interest at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992.105 To emphasise the point, both brutally and simply, there is no practical alternative to the State. Walker says that "[t]he state is a political category in a way that the world, or the globe, or the planet, or humanity is not."106 Also stressing the centrality of the State, UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali observes: "The foundation-stone of this work [ie. peace and economic development] is and must remain the State. Respect for its fundamental sovereignty and integrity are crucial to any common international progress."107 But, the most powerful argument for the State comes not from its many and varied successes, but rather from its failure. State collapse, as in Somalia, has not been met by cries of jubilation from its ‘emancipated’ inhabitants as Booth would have us believe.108 Rather, tragedy and misery has greeted Somalians with its collapse. This is why the State must and should remain the primary referent in domestic and international affairs. The principle of state sovereignty is the most plausible way of reconciling claims about the universal and the particular, society and the individual. Without the apparatus of a strong state, the way becomes clear for the Mohammed Farah Aideeds of the world to appear. Without the apparatus of a strong state, the world will be plunged into Somali-style warlordism of the Dark Age variety.
Expansionism/Violence Inevitable – Alt Fails 

States are inherently expansionist; the alt creates an incentive for other countries to expand through violence

Synder 2

(Glenn H.“Mearsheimer's World-Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security: A Review Essay” MIT Press International Security, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Summer, 2002), pp. 149-173; JSTOR)

It is only fair to point out that Mearsheimer's vision seems less radical when one takes into account various qualifiers. Great powers try to expand only when opportunities arise. They will do so only when the benefits clearly exceed the risks and costs. They will desist from expansion when blocked and wait for a "more propitious moment" (p. 37). In a 1990 article, Mearsheimer stated that one reason hegemony was rare was that "costs of expansion usually outrun the benefits before domination is achieved."1l The term "expansion" appears to mean, although it is never explicitly stated, increased power through increased control of territory. Mearsheimer devotes considerable space to arguing, and demonstrating with historical data, that offensive action often succeeds and that conquest does or can "pay" economically and strategically. He does not emphasize that expansion may contribute (positively or negatively) to values other than power and security. Mearsheimer's offensive realism seems to predict much more conflict and war than does Waltz's defensive realism. States are never satisfied; they keep reaching for more power, and these power urges seem bound to collide. Mearsheimer's states seem perilously close to Arnold Wolfers's "hysterical Caesars"-states that, "haunted by fear," pursue "the will-of-the-wisp of absolute security."" Waltz's states are less fearful, more accepting of risks, more oriented toward particular nonsecurity interests, and more willing to live with only a modest amount of security. Sensible statesmen seek only an "appropriate" amount of realismpower, given their security needs, says Waltz.'2

Us/Them Dichotomy Inevitable

In-Group/Out-Group distinctions are human nature – two reasons.

1. Resource conflicts

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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 77-78 //adi]

Humans make in-group/out-group distinctions for three reasons. First, humans seek resources—food, water, and shelter—to care for themselves and relatives, and they seek mates to reproduce their genotype; in sum, they are egoistic for the reasons advanced by Darwin, William Hamilton, and other evolutionary theorists, as I described in chapter 1 and in the discussion above. They are unlikely to assist those who are not related, but may do so occasionally, expecting reciprocal behavior. Humans behave in these ways because resources were scarce in the late-Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Holoccne environments in which we evolved. In that environment, it is easy to understand why humans would prefer more resources to fewer: more strength is preferable to less strength, more wealth to less wealth, domination to being dominated. Most people do indeed prefer more resources to fewer; the rich want even more wealth, and seldom say they are too wealthy. Rather, they seem to worry about protecting their wealth from those who may take it from them, such as revolutionaries or the government. In essence, in prehistoric times when there was too little to go around, humans discriminated between self and others, family and others, tribe and others, in-groups and out-groups. This behavior remains today. We humans are likely to perceive out-groups as threats to our resources, the resources we need to maintain ourselves and our families and extended in-groups such as the tribe or state.

2. Threat assessment

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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 78 //adi]

Second, living and evolving in dangerous environments, humans, like other animals, need the ability to assess threats rapidly and react quickly. The in-group/out-group distinction may be thought of as the human minds immediate threat assessment. It is a mechanism for determining whether or not nonrelated conspecifics presented a threat. In sum, our mind rapidly debates: no threat/threat. Is the outsider a threat to oneself or to ones family? As a result, over the course of human evolution, strangers were first likely to fear one another, at least until they became familiar.

Key to Policymaking

Realism is true and key to effective policy formation. 

Mearsheimer 1 

(Professor of political science at University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, pg. 2)

There are no status quo powers in the international system, save for the occasional hegemon that wants to maintain its dominating position over potential rivals. Great powers are rarely content with the current distribution of power; on the contrary, they face a constant incentive to change it in their favor. They almost always have revisionist intentions, and they will use force to alter the balance of power if they think it can be done at a reasonable price. At times, the costs and risks of trying to shift the balance of power are too great, forcing great powers to wait for more favorable circumstances. But the desire for more power does not go away, unless a state achieves the ultimate goal of hegemony. Since no state is likely to achieve global hegemony, however, the world is condemned to perpetual great-power competition. This unrelenting pursuit of power means that great powers are inclined to look for opportunities to alter the distribution of world power in their favor. They will seize their opportunities if they have the necessary capability. Simply put, great powers are primed for offense. But not only does a great power seek to gain power at the expense of other states, it also tries to thwart rivals bent on gaining power at its expense. Thus, a great power will defend the balance of power when looming change favors another state, and it will try to undermine the balance when the direction of change is in its own favor.  Why do great powers behave this way? My answer is that the structure of the international system forces states which seek only to be secure nonetheless to act aggressively toward each other. Three features of the international system combine to cause states to fear one another: 1) the absence of a central authority that sits above states and can protect them from each other, 2) the fact that states always have some offensive military capability, and 3) the fact that states can never be certain about other states’ intentions. Given this fear—which can never be wholly eliminated—states recognize that the more powerful they are relative to their rivals, the better their chances of survival. Indeed, the best guarantee of survival is to be a hegemon, because no other state can seriously threaten such a mighty power. This situation, which no one consciously designed or intended, is genuinely tragic. Great powers that have no reason to fight each other—that are merely concerned with their own survival—nevertheless have little choice but to pursue power and to seek to dominate the other states in the system. This dilemma is captured in brutally frank comments that Prussian statesman Otto von Bismarck made during the early 1860s, when it appeared that Poland, which was not an independent state at the time, might regain its sovereignty. “Restoring the Kingdom of Poland in any shape or form is tantamount to creating an ally for any enemy that chooses to attack us,” he believed, and therefore he advocated that Prussia should “smash those Poles till, losing all hope, they lie down and die; I have every sympathy for their situation, but if we wish to survive we have no choice but to wipe them out.” Although it is depressing to realize that great powers might think and act this way, it behooves us to see the world as it is, not as we would like it to be. For example, one of the key foreign policy issues facing the United States is the question of how China will behave if its rapid economic growth continues and effectively turns China into a giant Hong Kong. Many Americans believe that if China is democratic and enmeshed in the global capitalist system, it will not act aggressively; instead it will be content with the status quo in Northeast Asia. According to this logic, the United States should engage China in order to promote the latter’s integration into the world economy, a policy that also seeks to encourage China’s transition to democracy. If engagement succeeds, the United States can work with a wealthy and democratic China to promote peace around the globe. Unfortunately, a policy of engagement is doomed to fail. If China becomes an economic powerhouse it will almost certainly translate its economic might into military might and make a run at dominating Northeast Asia. Whether China is democratic and deeply enmeshed in the global economy or autocratic and autarkic will have little effect on its behavior, because democracies care about security as much as non-democracies do, and hegemony is the best way for any state to guarantee its own survival. Of course, neither its neighbors nor the United States would stand idly by while China gained increasing increments of power. Instead, they would seek to contain China, probably by trying to form a balancing coalition. The result would be an intense security of great-power war hanging over them. In short, China and the United States are destined to be adversaries as China’s power grows.

*Biology*

2AC: Biology

Evolution sufficiently explains egoism – two reasons.

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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 70-71//adi]

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 evo lution. Some cells became specialized, creating organs and ultimately animal bodies. But again, as I stressed in the previous chapter, there is no intentional- ity in this process. Genes did not want to create or inhabit people, but the process continued nonetheless. The fundamental point here is that "selfish ness" 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.

Denying human nature results in totalitarianism and devalues life

Pinker 2

(Steven, Harvard College Professor and Johnstone Family Professor in the Department of Psychology at Harvard University, professor emiritus Department of Brain and Cognitive Sciences at MIT, "The Blank Slate: the Modern Denial of Human Nature", Chapter 20)
Finally, I’ve argued that grounding values in a blank slate is a mistake. It’s a mistake because it makes our values hostages to fortune, implying that some day, discoveries from the field or lab could make them obsolete. And it’s a mistake because it conceals the downsides of denying human nature, including persecution of the successful, totalitarian social engineering, an exaggeration of the effects of the environment (such as in parenting and the criminal justice system), a mystification of the rationale behind responsibility, democracy, and morality, and the devaluing of human life on Earth.

The drive for power is the very essence of human existence 

Donnelly ‘00 

(Jack, Ph. D University of California – Berkley in Political Science, Professor of IR at Korbel School, “Realism and International Relations”, Cambridge England, p.47)

Most states are indeed strongly inclined to seek power. Pursuing goals other than the national interest defined in terms of power often is dangerous, even counterproductive. But even Morgenthau's case for these lesser (although still important) claims is undermined by an exaggerated emphasis on a one-sided account of human nature. The pursuit of power, Morgenthau argues, is an inescapable consequence of the “elemental bio-psychological drives … to live, to propagate, and to dominate [that] are common to all men” (1948: 16–17). “All men lust for power” (1962a: 42). “Man's aspiration for power is not an accident of history; it is not a temporary deviation from a normal state of freedom; it is an all-permeating fact which is of the very essence of human existence” (1948: 312). This appeal to a natural will to power – “the animus dominandi, the desire for power” (1946: 192) – puts a particularly stark face on Morgenthau's realism. “It is this ubiquity of the desire for power which, besides and beyond any particular selfishness or other evil purpose, constitutes the ubiquity of evilness in human action” (1946: 194). Even if we could overcome the Hobbesian drives of competition, diffidence, and glory, we would still lust after power.

Darwinism and natural selection can be applied to and explains the behavior of states

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
Perhaps most importantly, Kenneth Waltz's conception of socialization in international relations is very similar to Darwin's concept of natural selection as a process of evolution, making it an example of how evolutionary theory may provide metaphors that better explain state behavior in a competitive environment. In his magnum opus, Waltz explains how the international system forces states to socialize, adapt, and emulate successful states or else fall prey to the depredations of other states.71 The Darwinian model of evolution strongly reinforces Waltz's argument and also allows us to understand how states, like animals in the natural world, adapt to an external environment—at times consciously, but also through unconscious forces like natural selection. Moreover, the metaphor of evolution through natural selection provides insights for scholars who use the systemic analysis of international relations. As I explain in the next chapter, natural selection works through many forces of nature, including external selection pressures, climate, predators, and parasites, but similarly important are individual changes, differences within the genotype, that allow a particular animal with a positive or better adaptation to flourish in a slightly changed environment. Thus, when applied to international relations, we can understand that aspects of the particular state, that is, either positive or negative adaptations, may have significant effects on the international system. We may think of the command economies of the Soviet Union, Cuba, or North Korea as being evolutionary dead ends in the environment of globalization, or as nuclear weapons as contributing to or detracting from the "fitness" of a state in international relations. The condition of the natural world may also serve as a metaphor for international relations. Indeed, probably the most famous metaphor in the history of international relations is Thomas Hobbes's famous description in Leviathan of the "state of nature." As an ecologist and ethologist, Hobbes was not bad. His conception of the natural world captured much of what Darwin would recognize two hundred years later. In the natural world, animals must provide resources—food, water, and shelter—for themselves and perhaps for their genetic relatives and others in very occasional and specific circumstances, such as to attract a mate. They also live in a dangerous environment, constantly threatened by predators as well as their own kind, and by forces of nature, such as disease, parasites, and weather. Animals act the way they do—they are egoistic, fearful of others, and react to threats by fighting, freezing, or through flight—because natural selection has favored these behaviors. They help animals survive in a dangerous world.

Prefer evolutionary theory because its falsifiable – that should be a pre-requisite to theory consideration

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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 68 //adi]

Evolution provides a better ultimate causal foundation according to the D-N model because it tightly fits this model on two levels. First, it explains how life evolves through the evolutionary processes (natural selection, gene mutation, etc.) described in chapter 1 that provide the general laws of evolution and specific antecedent conditions affecting these laws. This theory of how nature evolves may be applied and tested against specific evidence, for example, about how early primates and humans lived and continue to do so, which may confirm evolutionary processes. Second, proximate causes of human (or other animal) behavior may be deduced from it. That is, if the evolutionary process is valid, then much of human behavior must have evolved because the behavior contributed to fitness in past environments. Accordingly, evolutionary theory provides an adequate causal explanation for realism because if the antecedent conditions arc provided the ultimate cause logically produces the proximate causes (egoism and domination) of realism. Measured by Poppers method of falsification, evolutionary theory is also superior to the ultimate causes of Niebuhr and Morgenthau because it is fal-sifiable.41 That is, scholars know what evidence would not verify the theory. Popper argued that if a theory is scientific, then we may conceive of observations that would show the theory to be false. His intent was to make precise the idea that scientific theories should be subject to empirical test. In contrast to good scientific theories that can be falsified, Popper suggested that no pattern of human behavior could falsify Marxism or Freudian psychoanalytic theory. More formally, Poppers criterion of falsifiability requires that a theory contain "observation sentences," that is, "proposition P is falsifiable if and only if P deductively implies at least one observation sentence O"2 Falsifiable theories contain predictions that may be checked against empirical evidence. So according to Popper, scientists should accept a theory* only if it is falsifiable and no observation sentence has falsified it. Evolutionary theory is falsifiable. That is, the conditions under which the theory would be disproved can be derived from the fundamental theory, along with the empirical evidence that would show it to be false. However, Popper himself once charged that evolutionary theory was "not a testable scientific theory."41 Popper's argument with respect to evolutionary theory is incorrect and seems to have stemmed from confusion about its complete contents.44 He later reversed himself and declared it to be falsifiable.45 Indeed, evolutionary theory is a testable scientific theory that possesses many falsifi-able claims. For example, the key components of evolution, natural selection and genetic variation, have been shown to be falsifiable by Michael Ruse, Elliott Sober, and Mary Williams, among others.46 Natural selection has been tested against alternative theories of evolution, such as Lamarckism, saltationism, creationism, and orthogenesis and found to possess more logical coherence and to account better for empirical evidence.47 Although scholars may find this hard to appreciate today, an intense struggle occurred among these competing theories a century ago.48 However, genetic variation within populations and between and among species has been demonstrated beyond doubt. Thus, in the marketplace of ideas, natural selection has properly won its predominant place.

XT: Biology Proves

Evolution explains domination – the rewards associated with domination motivate the actor towards creating subordinates to control

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 [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 71-72 //adi]

Evolutionary theory can also explain domination. Like egoism, the desire to dominate is a trait. In the context of evolutionary theory, domination usually means that particular individuals in social groups have regular priority of access to resources in competitive situations. For most social mammals, a form of social organization called a dominance hierarchy operates most of the time. The creation of the dominance hierarchy may be violent and is almost always competitive. A single leader, almost always male (the alpha male), leads the group. The ubiquity of this social ordering strongly suggests that such a pattern of organization contributes to fitness. Ethologists categorize two principal types of behavior among social mammals in a dominance hierarchy: dominant and submissive.56 Dominant mammals have enhanced access to mates, food, and territory, increasing their chances of reproductive success.'7 Acquiring dominant status usually requires aggres-sion.ss Dominance, however, is an unstable condition; to maintain it, dominant individuals must be willing to defend their privileged access to available resources as long as they are able. Evolutionary anthropologist Richard Wrangham and ethologist Dale Peterson explain why an individual animal is motivated to vie for dominant status: "The motivation of a male chimpanzee who challenges another's rank is not that he foresees more matings or better food or a longer life."'' Rather, "those rewards explain why ... selection has favored the desire for power, but the immediate reason he vies for status ... is simply to dominate his peers."60

Violence = Human Nature

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

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

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

Attempting to separate the life and social sciences reproduces the essentialism and reductionism their evidence criticizes – using each to inform the other is critical to a holistic and productive understanding of human behavior

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Preface, TH)
As a student of human behavior, I have always been puzzled by the lack of intellectual exchange between the life sciences and the social sciences. Both evaluate and discern the causes of human behavior in exceptional detail, and each has generated profound insights that would greatly aid the other, but they exist in largely separate worlds, unaware and untouched by the other, almost like the peoples of the pre-Columbian Old and New Worlds. It is ironic that this situation exists in the Information Age, where distance is dead and knowledge flows from a search engine like a virtual biblical flood. This book is an attempt to alter this situation, and end a division that needlessly hurts the life and social sciences by hindering their advance. In this book, I draw from the life sciences to generate insights for the social science discipline of international relations. If we seek to explain the totality of human behavior, then the life and social sciences are required because humans are the product of the interaction of their evolution and their environment. Human behavior is the product of these equally important causes and cannot be reduced to an "essence," the idea that human behavior is solely the product of evolution or the environment. Such essentialism must be rejected if the scientific understanding of human behavior is to advance. Each science has a piece of the human behavioral puzzle. Their unification gives scholars a richer and deeper explanation of human behavior and a more profound conception of what it is to be human. When brought together, they reveal a broader conception of humanity and human behavior than is possible when they are discrete. It is important to recognize that the life and social sciences are each the other's equal, and neither science is subordinate to the other—just as evolution and environment are not when we study human behavior. Moreover, each may benefit the other.  While international relations is the focus of the present study, the life sciences may aid other disciplines‑ anthropology, psychology, sociology—as well. As I will emphasize, the intellectual exchange between the life and social sciences is not a one-way street. Social science may assist the life sciences, too.) From my specific perspective as a scholar of international relations, the integration and use of insights provided by the life sciences is profound. It allows scholars to determine the origins of specific behaviors, such as egoism and ethnocentrism, and it permits us to understand why war would begin and why it may be found in other animals. A life science approach to the study of international relations is a new and important development. It allows old questions to be answered in new ways, and it improves existing theories and generates new knowledge. The life science approach also illuminates novel issues for study. It allows the discipline of international relations to be more sensitive to the impact of ecology, the consumption of natural resources, the continuing problem of famine, and the profound impact other forms of life, such as disease, have on humans and on the relations between states.)

Non-evolutionary theories are historically myopic – 99% of human history was pre-civilizational in a period of scarcity

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
While the discipline of international relations has existed for many years without evolutionary biology, the latter should be incorporated into the discipline because it improves the understanding of warfare, ethnic conflict, decision making, and other issues. Evolution explains how humans evolved during the late-Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Holocene epochs, and how human evolution affects human behavior today. All students of human behavior must acknowledge that our species has spent over 99 percent of its evolutionary history largely as hunter-gatherers in those epochs. Darwin's natural selection argument (and its modifications) coupled with those conditions means that humans evolved behaviors well adapted to radically different evolutionary conditions than many humans—for example, those living in industrial democracies—face today. We must keep in mind that the period most social scientists think of as human history or civilization, perhaps the last three thousand years, represents only the blink of an eye in human evolution. As evolutionary biologist Paul Ehrlich argues, evolution should be measured in terms of "generation time," rather than "clock time."33 Looking at human history in this way, hunt‑ing and gathering was the basic hominid way of life for about 250,000 generations, agriculture has been in practice for about 400 generations, and modern industrial societies have only existed for about 8 generations. Thus Ehrlich finds it reasonable to assume "that to whatever degree humanity has been shaped by genetic evolution, it has largely been to adapt to hunting and gathering—to the lifestyles of our pre-agricultural ancestors."34 Thus, to understand completely much of human behavior we must first comprehend how evolution affected humans in the past and continues to affect them in the present. The conditions of 250,000 generations do have an impact on the last 8. Unfortunately, social scientists, rarely recognizing this relationship, have explained human behavior with a limited repertoire of arguments. In this book I seek to expand the repertoire.

AT: Binaries Bad

You link to all of your binaries bad arguments. 

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
At this point, it is important to stress that this is not a book about the triumph of "nature" over "nurture." That is a false dichotomy.' Human behavior cannot be neatly categorized into such a division. Rather than thinking in bifurcated concepts, we must think of human behavior as the product of the interaction of the genotype and the environment. When we consider a cake, it does not make much sense to examine a crumb and say: "this is the butter, but not the eggs" or this is "90 percent sugar and 3 percent flour" or "this is the result of cooking in a gas oven rather than an electric one."2 The totality of the cake is what is important. Its ingredients and baking are equally significant for the final product. So it is with humans. Almost never can we examine a particular behavior and say: "this is 80 percent evolution and 20 percent environment." Both are necessary and intertwined.

AT: Can’t Explain Non-State Behavior

Incorporating evolutionary theory allows realism to explain the behavior of individuals

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
I argue that realists have a much stronger foundation for the realist argument than that used by either Morgenthau or Niebuhr. My intent is to present an alternative ultimate cause of classical realism: evolutionary theory. The use

of evolutionary theory allows realism to be scientifically grounded for the first time, because evolution explains egoism. Thus a scientific explanation provides a better foundation for their arguments than either theology or metaphysics. Moreover, evolutionary theory can anchor the branch of realism termed offensive realism and advanced most forcefully by John Mearsheimer. He argues that the anarchy of the international system, the fact that there is no world government, forces leaders of states to strive to maximize their relative power in order to be secure." I argue that theorists of international relations must recognize that human evolution occurred in an anarchic environment and that this explains why leaders act as offensive realism predicts. Humans evolved in anarchic conditions, and the implications of this are profound for theories of human behavior. It is also important to note at this point that my argument does not depend upon "anarchy" as it is traditionally used in the discipline—as the ordering principle of the post-1648 Westphalian state system. When human evolution is used to ground offensive realism, it immediately becomes a more powerful theory than is currently recognized. It explains more than just state behavior; it begins to explain human behavior. It applies equally to non-state actors, be they individuals, tribes, or organizations. Moreover, it explains this behavior before the creation of the modern state system. Offensive realists do not need an anarchic state system to advance their argument. They only need humans. Thus, their argument applies equally well before or after 1648, whenever humans form groups, be they tribes in Papua New Guinea, conflicting city-states in ancient Greece, organizations like the Catholic Church, or contemporary states in international relations.

Evolutionary insights allow realism to explain human behavior independently of the state system

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Ch 2, TH)
This contribution to offensive realism is significant for two reasons. First, offensive realists no longer need to depend entirely upon the anarchy of the international state system to advance their argument. As I have explained, egoism, domination, and in-group/out-group distinctions are sufficient to explain offensive realist behavior. As a consequence, this makes the theory more powerful. Offensive realists can now explain more than state or great power behavior. When anchored on evolutionary theory, the theory of offensive realism will become more powerful than they have realized thus far. It will allow them to elucidate why sub-state groups—individuals, tribes, or organizations—will also often behave as their theory predicts, and to explain this behavior before the creation of the modern state system in 1648. When it depends on anarchy as its ultimate cause, offensive realism needs a more specific condition, the state system, to obtain. In fact, offensive realists do not need a state system. They only need humans. Wherever humans form groups, be they tribes, organizations, or states, the argument will apply. When used in those circumstances, it might be useful to apply the term "evolutionary realism" in order to distinguish a broader and more robust realism from the theoretical label "offensive realism," as it is traditionally defined and applied in the discipline.
AT: Social Darwinism

The Nazis distorted Darwin’s theories to justify their polciies – good scholarship and science checks back

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
A second reason why social scientists have preferred to explain social phenomena without referencing evolutionary biology is the abuse of the concept of "fitness" and other evolutionary ideas. Richard Hofstadter documents how social Darwinists writing in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries used Darwinian rhetoric to support their ideologies; among them were British sociologist Herbert Spencer and important intellectual figures in American politics, such as William Graham Sumner.49 These writings provided the aura of scientific certainty for racist immigration, education, eugenics and forced sterilization, and other policies of the American government as well as some state governments, such as Vermont and Virginia." This alone is sufficient to make many social scientists wary of Darwinian thought. However, since social Darwinian ideas contributed to Nazi ideology and thus to its horrible eugenics policies and ultimately to the Holocaust, social Darwinism has been universally condemned." Social Darwinists abused and contorted Darwin's ideas to suit their favored policies and to support their prejudices. Nonetheless, the fact that the grotesque caricature of Darwinism that is social Darwinism had such a negative impact explains the considerable suspicion that many social scientists still feel when evolutionary arguments are applied to Homo sapiens. Beyond being understandable, this suspicion was appropriate. Fortunately, conditions have changed as knowledge has advanced due to the scholarship of evolutionary theorists, ethologists, geneticists, and social scientists that are sensitive to the insights of evolutionary biology. Indeed, this knowledge is changing our very conception of what it is to be human and what is unique about our species. It is also allowing social scientists and philosophers to ask, and indeed forcing them to confront, a host of questions that would have seemed incongruous or ridiculous even a generation ago: Are we the only animals that possess self-consciousness, or culture, or even language? Do other animals fight wars? Do other animals have complex emotions? Can they deceive? Certainly, the animal rights movement has its intellectual origins in Darwin's recognition of the continuity between animals and humans." As philosopher Mary Midgley wrote in 1978, "Drawing analogies 'between people and animals' is, on the face of it, rather like drawing them 'between foreigners and people.'""

AT: You ignore Culture

Encorporating evolutionary theory is key to accurately understand the influence of culture

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Introduction, TH)
No doubt humans are born almost entirely the same, and a multitude of social factors such as culture, ideology, the political system, history, and norms do have an enormous impact on individual lives. Yet it is not the case that culture rules once humans have passed through infancy, childhood, and adolescence. Here is the flaw in the standard social science model: it does not acknowledge Darwin's Revolution. It offers, if you will, only half of the pieces of the puzzle that is human behavior—the baking but not the ingredients to the cake. Human behavior is simultaneously affected by the environment and by the genotype through evolution by natural selection. Again, I hasten to add that this book is not a debate about nature versus nurture. Human behavior must be understood as the synthesis of these forces, the interaction of the environment and evolution by natural selection working largely through the genotype. In explaining human behavior we cannot slight either force.47 Social scientists and natural scientists must have both to understand and explain fully human behavior. Evolutionary biology is beneficial for social scientists because it allows us to acknowledge that evolution's effects do not disappear, but are present throughout our lives irrespective of our culture, class, or social standing. This is true for much human behavior, but at the same time is only a partial explanation of the human behavior I examine.48 Human behavior, like former mayor David Dinkins's description of New York City, is a "gorgeous mosaic" of evolutionary and social causes.

*General Answers*

AT: Bell and MacDonald 

Bell and MacDonald pass judgment before the case is made; they fail to take into account Thayer’s clarifications

Thayer, 2k -  an Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Minnesota—Duluth (Bradley A., International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer 2001), pp. 197)

Finally, Bell and MacDonald argue that realism may be anchored on rational choice theory or neorealism. I agree, but would make two observations. First, my intent was to show that evolutionary theory could scientifically ground the realism of Hans Morgenthau and Reinhold Niebuhr. I did not argue that this was necessarily the sole foundation for realism, and it obviously is not for neorealism. Second, although there are competing conceptions in the philosophy of science of the proper metrics to judge almost every aspect of a theory, including antecedent conditions and testability, ultimate causal explanations based on evolutionary theory are testable. By any standard, this significantly improves realism’s explanatory power because the metaphysical and religious foundations on which Morgenthau’s and Niebuhr’s theories are based are no longer required. advancing the science of international politics Bell and MacDonald have raised many excellent arguments and have helped to advance comprehension of how evolutionary theory may be used in international politics. Their arguments, however, do not detract from my effort to promote consilience and to use evolutionary theory to better inform theories and empirical issues studied in international politics. Moreover, given that this project has just gotten under way, Bell and MacDonald’s claim that evolutionary theory will not assist social science or international relations theory is too hasty a judgment. Let us at least permit a case to be made before sentence is passed. Intellectual tolerance is important for the robust health of any discipline, including international politics. Rather than being shunned, evolutionary theory should be welcomed to permit the advancement of the science of international politics.
AT: Critical Theory

Critical discourse doesn’t cause change – empirically proven
Mearshheimer 09
Professor of Political Science and the co-director of International Security Policy at the University of Chicago (John J. Mearsheimer, “Reckless States and Realism”  2009, http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0048.pdf) 

Second, a close look at the international politics of the feudal era reveals scant support for the claims of critical theorists. Markus Fischer has done a detailed study of that period, and he finds "that feudal discourse was indeed distinct, prescribing unity, functional cooperation, sharing, and lawfulness."166 More importantly, however, he also finds "that while feudal actors observed these norms for the most part on the level of form, they in essence behaved like modern states." Specifically, they "strove for exclu​sive territorial control, protected themselves by military means, subjugated each other, balanced against power, formed alliances and spheres of influence, and resolved their conflicts by the use and threat of force."167 Realism, not critical theory, appears best to explain international politics in the five centuries of the feudal era.

Genuine peace and stability can never be reached on the international level

Donnelly 2k
[Jack, Ph. D University of California – Berkley in Political Science, Professor of IR at Korbel School, “Realism and International Relations”, Cambridge England, p. 53]

Mearsheimer, however, also poses a quite unreasonable test, reformulating the issue as “whether institutions cause peace” (1994/95: 15). And he defines “peace” in such a way that this test becomes absurd. “Genuine peace, or a world where states do not compete for power, is not likely” (1994/95: 9). “Peace, if one defines that concept as a state of tranquility or mutual concord, is not likely to break out in this world” (Mearsheimer 1994/95: 12). Many hierarchical political orders also lack tranquility and mutual concord. This does not imply that domestic political institutions have no effects. Likewise, the absence of “genuine peace” tells us nothing about the effects of international institutions on stability and security relations. Security competition, even war, can persist in a world in which institutions have extensive and important effects on international stability. To have an effect is to produce some change or result; as the Oxford English Dictionary puts it, to have an “operative influence. ” In a somewhat stronger sense of the term, we often speak of an actor being effective only if the result produced was intended (or at least desirable even if unintended). “Genuine peace, ” however, requires not merely that international institutions be effective but that they completely transform the character of international relations. This is an absurd stipulation - as is underscored by the fact that by this criterion balance of power politics has no effect on international peace or stability.

AT: Int’l Cooperation Disproves

Turn – International cooperation in space empirically fails, causing less competition and inaction

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 138-139; JN)

The core problem in international space law is that the practical effect of collectivizing space has been counter to its intended purpose of encouraging the development of outer space. Indeed, it would seem to have had precisely the opposite effect. The reason is that the treaty solved an entirely speculative collective action problem, a ‘tragedy of the commons’ in outer space, in the belief that common pool resources were wasted in the competitive scramble of states to claim sovereignty over the new frontier. The treaty may actually have resulted in a collective inaction problem as states failed to invest in the development of space because an important incentive for its development had been eliminated. The argument here is that in rendering space and all celestial bodies res communis rather than res nullius, and thus eliminating them as proper objects for which states may compete, the treaty dramatically reduced the impetus for the development of outer space. Some celestial bodies, the Moon, Mars, and larger asteroids in particular, represent potential new national territory for states, and in the realist/Astropolitik paradigm, states are hard wired to acquire and hold territory. According to Hendrik Spruyt, the sovereign nation-state emerged as the dominant state form, first in Europe and then across the planet, because it was superior to the three alternative state forms; the individual city-state (Genoa, Florence, and Venice), the city league (Hansa), and the multinational borderless empire (Holy Roman Empire and Roman Catholic Church). 73 The advantages of the sovereign nation-state in this competition lay not only in the exclusive economic exploitation of a national population and territory but also in its interaction with other sovereign nation-states in the new state system. Control over territory, even territory with little or no population, was then and remains today an essential criterion for statehood. That the modern nation-state continues to be motivated to acquire and hold territory is evident in their willingness to use military force to resist the loss of existing territory to separatist movements and in disputes over territories such as the former Spanish Sahara, West Bank, Spratley Islands, and AksaiChin Plateau. The point is driven home by considering the hypothetical permanent loss of all national territory by a state that retains possession of its bureaucratic organizations and non-territorial assets. Would it continue to be deemed a state? Clearly, having lost its res, the former nation-state would cease to be a state and become a Non-Governmental Organization (NGO), and in consequence, a creature of lesser status in international affairs. Having been deprived of the possibility of assuming sovereign possession of new territory discovered and claimable on celestial bodies and in space, states did the same thing that individuals and firms do when domestic law deprives them of the possibility of assuming legal possession of real estate. They rationally choose not to make investments that would lead to its development. In the absence of some immediate political return in the form of new national territory, the attractions of political, economic, and social returns in the near term from investment in or consumption by states are likely to be underwhelming. The perverse consequence of the OST was the inducement of individually rational behavior by decisionmakers in the few spacefaring states with the technology and fiscal resources to undertake the development of outer space to not do so. This deprives all of humanity much less all states of the long-term benefits of the development of outer space. By collectivizing outer space, the OST vested legal rights in all states that they would not or could not exercise. That spacefaring states would not is the result of disincentives. The actual tragedy of the commons is that the effort to achieve collective action resulted in collective inaction.

Collective security in space discourages space development—free market forces allow benefits of space for all states

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 139)

Application of the Coase theorem makes the insight more explicit. 74 In its most straightforward form, the Coase theorem asserts that if individual property rights exist and transaction costs are low or zero, then resource allocation will be optimal regardless of how property rights were initially assigned. This theory of market exchange is simply an argument that the assignment of property rights will result in the efficient allocation of resources because individuals with the ability to use property more efficiently will purchase it from the existing owners. One important implication is that distributive justice is irrelevant to the efficient allocation of resources. Thus any assignment of property rights is preferable to no assignment of property rights. If the recognition of national sovereignty over territory under international law is substituted for protection of individual property rights under domestic law, and the motivation of states to acquire territory is substituted for the motivation of individuals to acquire wealth, then the logic of the Coase theorem would dictate that any assignment of sovereignty over territory would be preferable to no assignment. Therefore, if the policy goal is to encourage the development of outer space, then any assignment of sovereignty over territory in space and on celestial bodies would be preferable to the existing structure of vesting collective rights in all states. If the assignment of sovereignty achieves some measure of distributive justice, then so much the better. The preferred solution is to let market-style forces determine relative values of assigned sovereignty for all states (see below, p. 178). Without doubt, however, without the investment in space development by the spacefaring states and/or their national firms, the non-spacefaring states cannot possibly receive any economic benefits from the collective ownership of space. With investment in space development by the spacefaring states and/or their national firms, non-spacefaring states could reap some economic benefit from space.

Cooperation over space imitative is motivated by self-interest

Peter 6 – Research Fellow - European Space Policy Institute

(Nicolas, Analyst on future space exploration, Research Assistant - Lockheed Martin Fellow - Space Policy Institute - Center for International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University (GWU); “The changing geopolitics of space activities”;  Available online 24 April 2006; accessed 7/6/11; JN)

Cooperation has a long established tradition in space activities. It has become an integral part of the space policy of the different agencies around the world and states now rarely initiate and carry out a significant space program without some element of foreign participation. The reasons for cooperation are multiple, but states cooperate principally when it benefits their self-interests. Therefore, partners may be pursuing common programmatic goals, but for different reasons, as each partner’s space program exists within its own political environment [2,3]. Furthermore, it is generally admitted that international cooperation expands the scope of programs beyond the individual participants’ capabilities by tapping into the resources of multiple countries. This expansion of resources available through cooperation is not just financial, but also scientific and technological [1]. The benefits of cooperation are numerous and well documented: among others, they include improving capability, sharing costs and building common interests. Cooperation also gives states the opportunity to rationalize and optimize their planning and resources by coordinating the development of their respective missions and allowing them to enlarge their spectrum of mission possibilities [1]. It is recognized that, if the partners contribute capability, the sum can be greater that the parts alone, and the cost can be shared among the partners, thereby potentially making the implementation of a space project more affordable to each individual partner involved, while enriching the pool of scientific and technological expertize brought to bear. 

Self-preference is inevitable even in seemingly cooperative actions 

Solomon 96 

(Hussein, Senior Researcher, Human Security Project, Institute for Defence Policy, African Security Review Vol 5 No 2, 1996, "In Defence of Realism: Confessions of a Fallen Idealist", http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html)
Those who are still unconvinced of the predominance of national self-interest in global politics should simply ponder the following question: can they provide an example of one country which conducts it foreign policy without considering its national interest? What the above demonstrates is that interdependence and integration are not some forerunner of the emergence of a global polity heralding the disappearance of the State. It must rather be viewed simply as the workings of the national interest. Concomitant to this there can be no talk of a ‘waning state’.
AT: IR constructed

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

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

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

AT: K Encorporates Realism

The K domesticates realism- ruins the theory

Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 28)

The majority of students of international relations using a Constructivist approach have been opposed to Realism - and indeed to Idealism and other traditions and schools of thought. Constructivist Realism, therefore, represents, I believe, a radical step in the appreciation of international politics. The term is unique and meaningful,25 but it is not necessarily the first attempt to deploy Constructivism while acknowledging merit in Realism. By referring to 'interactions' Wendt, in popularizing the notion of Social Constructivism in the study of international relations and seeking avowedly to present a normative-driven, Idealist challenge to Realism, nonetheless acknowledges that he is a 'realist' to the extent that his focus is on the state.26 This is a deeply qualified nod to Realism – one that is considerably outweighed by the overall aim of undoing and revising the dominant Realist position. A more notable example is that of the 'Copenhagen' Constructivists Barry Buzan, Ole Weaver and Jaap de Wilde, who go some way towards taking a similar position to Constructivist Realism, but fall short of doing so. Although their purpose and primary focus is the broadening of the security agenda, while also setting boundaries to its expansion, the approach they take is both avowedly Constructivist and openly Realist. It is Constructivist to the extent that they view 'securitization' as 'an essentially inter-subjective process', which means that in all but the most immediate and extreme cases, threats could not be objectively identified.27 It is Realist to the extent that they seek to identify their position as 'post-sovereign realism'.28 However, their attention to the social processes that determine security seems ultimately driven by the same desire to temper the Realist predicament. By taking a partly Constructivist approach, they maintain, 'it will sometimes be possible to maneuver the interaction among actors and thereby curb security dilemmas'.29 The reflexively engaged use of Constructivism, even with a foothold in Realism, makes clear that their ultimate agenda is a similar desire to use the power of knowledge and understanding to tame and change the Realist beast to that expressed by Wendt. In the end, their mission is to change Realism, if not eventually to transform security relations and remove that concept's dominance. It is not to situate Realism in an inter-subjective context, where the soundness of their analysis on the constituted and changeable character of Realism makes clear that Realism is not necessarily an inherent or 'natural position, whatever its strengths and merits. S 

AT: Ks of Realism

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

(MARK F.N. FRANKE, 2K, University of Northern British Columbia, 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.

Representations of state action cannot change realism, and even if they could, we have no way of knowing if they new system would be any better.  

Mearsheimer, 95
(Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1995 (John, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, p. 91-2)

The most revealing aspect of Wendt’s discussion is that he did not respond to the two main charge leveled against critical theory in “False Promise.” The first problem with critical theory is that although the theory is deeply concerned with radically changing state behavior, it says little about how change comes about. The theory does not tell us why particular discourses become dominant and other fall by the wayside. Specifically, Wendt does not explain why realism has been the dominant discourse in world politics for well over a thousand years, although I explicitly raised the question in “False Promise” (p. 42). Moreover, he shed no light on why the time is ripe for unseating  realism, nor on why realism is likely to be replaced by a more peaceful, communitarian discourse, although I explicitly raised both questions. Wendt’s failure to answer these questions has important ramifications for his own arguments. For example, he maintains that if it is possible to change international political discourse and alter state behavior, “then it is irresponsible to pursue policies that perpetuate destructive old orders [i.e., realism], especially if we care about the well-being of future generation.” The clear implication here is that realists like me are irresponsible and do not care much about the welfare of future generations. However, even if we change discourses and move beyond realism, a fundamental problem with Wendt’s argument remains: because his theory cannot predict the future, he cannot know whether the discourse that ultimately replaces realism will be more benign than realism. He has no way of knowing whether a fascistic discourse more violent than realism will emerge as the hegemonic discourse. For example, he obviously would like another Gorbachev to come to power in Russia, but a critical theory perspective, defending realism might very well be the more responsible policy choice.   

AT: Realism Amoral

Under realism, universal morality makes genocide impossible regardless of national interest. 

Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 125-126.

This subordination can also be clearly seen in Morgenthau's moral theory. Morgenthau, as we have noted, held that national self-preservation was a moral duty, but only 'in the absence of an overriding moral obligation'.97 Moral principles are superimposed upon politics and, in addition to serving to approve objectives and prescribe action, they serve to proscribe certain ends of policy and to limit the methods used to attain them. Certain objectives and certain strategies are simply forbidden. Whilst he regards this function to be obstructed in international relations by the tendency to deify the nation-state, and thus to identify its national interests with the requirements of morality, such that morality is transformed into ideology, it is nevertheless proper that morality should perform this role.98 Furthermore, it is apparent from other parts of his work that, despite the problems in international politics, morality does fulfil this role to a limited extent in practice. The moral consensus that developed between states in the early history of the western political system erected certain absolute prohibitions on action; despite the decay of this consensus in modern times, certain of these remain absolute, imposing 'an absolute barrier' against the adoption of certain types of policy, regardless of the demands of expediency. Thus, methods such as mass extermination are effectively outlawed. This is, he holds, 'an absolute moral principle the violation of which no consideration of national advantage can justify ... [it] sacrifices the national interest where its consistent pursuit would necessitate the violation of an ethical principle'.99The realist attempt to devise a strategy to steer the political actor though the tension between the necessities of international politics and the requirements of universal moral principles consequently amounted to an acceptance that, if the national interest must be protected, considerations of national advantage must be juxtaposed to considerations of a wider good and must be sacrificed when they require methods which would contradict the very essence of universal moral principles. Nevertheless, this strategy does not represent any final resolution of the moral dilemma of political action, but merely an imperfect compromise. The political actor is faced with certain requirements of national survival which, however much he seeks to mitigate them, ultimately contradict the imperatives of universal moral principles. Indeed, he is trapped in these requirements, for to fail to fulfil them will contradict his duty to his constituents and will destroy his ability to contribute to even a partial realisation of the ideal. Consequently, realism sought a haven in the traditional Augustinian response to this problem an ethics of imperfectionism. This permits of no easy remedies for the political actor, and the moral fortitude to recognise the evil that actions incorporate, and yet still act, becomes one of the foremost virtues.
AT: Realism Indicts

Their authors deny realism on fallacious logic – realism might not be indispensible because it represents everything correctly, but it is indispensible in pragmatic terms 

Weber, ’01 -  SNF-Professorship in philosophy of science, Science Studies Program and Philosophy Department, University of Basel (Marcel, Philosophy of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, Supplement: Proceedings of the 2000 Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association. Part I: Contributed Papers (Sep., 2001), pp. S216-S217)

I suggest that two issues must be kept separate here. The first issue is whether evolutionary theory in its current statistical form has an explanatory value which would be lacking in a non-statistical theory of the kind that Laplace's demon would be able to produce (if determinism is true). The second issue is whether realism about current evolutionary theory is justified. The first issue has to do with the nature of scientific explanation, specifically, whether unification has explanatory value. Many philosophers of science think that it does, and if they are right, Sober's point concerning significant generalizations holds true. But this is not what Rosenberg denies, if I understand him correctly. His point is that the kinds of explanations we find significant has something to do with what kind of beings we are. Sober and Rosenberg agree that the statistical generalizations of evolutionary theory are explanatorily indispensable; they differ only in that Sober thinks they are indispensable in principle whereas Rosenberg thinks they are only indispensable for us cognitively limited beings. Sober (1984, 127) admits that it is "difficult to bring this science fiction thought experiment to a decisive conclusion." I agree, but fortunately we don't have to bring it to a conclusion. For the main issue at stake is realism, and I want to suggest that, with respect to this issue, nothing follows from a theory's explanatory dispensability. A theory may be dispensable in the sense that an omniscient being would be able to understand the phenomena in question at a deeper level, but it is still possible that this theory correctly represents some aspects of reality. To put it differently, a theory may be indispensable merely for pragmatic reasons, i.e., for reasons which have to do with our cognitive abilities, but still be open to a realist interpretation. The fact that a theory falls short of giving us a complete account of some complex causal processes does not imply that this theory has no representational content whatsoever. A scientific realist is not committed to the thesis that even our best scientific theories provide complete descriptions of reality.1Thus, even if Rosenberg is right (contra Sober) that smarter beings would have less reason to use a statistical approach, this doesn't imply that our cognitively limited biologists have failed completely in their attempts to provide a description of reality. 

AT: Realism Justifies Violence

Militarism of space is just a means to an end, not the goal—it’s key to maximize wealth

Dolman 5 – PhD, Professor

(Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award; Astropolitik, originally published in 2002, pg 176)

Astropolitics and Astropolitik provide a military strategy and a legal-institutional blueprint that should ignite a new space race almost at once. It is not the only possibility, but it follows long-established political traditions and taps into the most dynamic capacities of people and states. The changes promoted are simple, inexpensive, and should prove remarkably effective. There will be complaints, numerous no doubt, that it advocates dooming the future of humanity to a state-centric model that has produced an historically abysmal war record on Earth. Why spread this paradigm out to infect everything we touch in space? The objections are valid, but generally at odds with the wishes of those who would make them. The ultimate goal of astropolitics and Astropolitik is not the militarization of space. Rather, the militarization of space is a means to an end, part of a longer-term strategy. The goal is to reverse the current international malaise in regard to space exploration, and to do so in a way that is efficient and that harnesses the positive motivations of individuals and states striving to better their conditions. It is a neoclassical, market-driven approach intended to maximize efficiency and wealth. 

Alternative is worse – rejecting Realism results in the worst atrocities 

Thayer 2k 

(Bradley, political scientist and an associate professor in Missouri State University's Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, the MIT Press, International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2(Autumn 2000), pp. 124-151, "Bringing in Darwin: Evolutionary Theory, Realism, and International Politics”)

Irrespective of the ultimate causes of ethnic conflict, both the international system and individual states can work to suppress it. The bipolar international system of the Cold War helped to control ethnic conflict; and the deleterious ef- fect of systemic change (i.e., the end of the Cold War) in promoting ethnic conflict has been well analyzed.125 State policies may also help prevent or ame- liorate ethnic conflict. Michael Brown summarizes the principal finding of his and Sumit Ganguly's survey of ethnic relations in sixteen Asian and Pacific states by noting that government policies "are often decisive in determining whether ethnic problems, which are inherent in multiethnic societies, are re- solved peacefully and equitably."126 Nonetheless, given the contribution of xe- nophobia and ethnocentrism to fitness during human evolution, ethnic conflict is likely to be a recurring social phenomenon. Therefore ethnic conflict, like war and peace, is part of the fabric of international politics

AT: Realism Kills Agency

Realism understands structural constraints on human behavior but also promotes human agency and the ability to modify one’s own environment.

Murray 97 – Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea (Alastair J. H. “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics” 1997, p. 152, MT)

In terms of the issue of human agency, the realist approach actually serves quite well as it stands. 36 It recognises both the existence of 'necessitous' elements which constrain the field of choice and the scope of human agency within this constraint. On the one hand, its conception of the 'necessities' which constrain action is bifurcated, containing both a notion of an objective, exogenous substructure and a conception of a socially constructed, intersubjective superstructure. Human agency is therefore permitted not merely beyond the 'necessitous' elements of international politics, but also within them: it possesses the ability gradually to transform and transcend these restraints in order to direct history in a manner more in tune with human aspirations. On the other hand, however, a core of recalcitrance remains, grounded in material factors beyond human control. Hence realism's assertion that international politics is an organic rather than mechanical process, in which a careful manipulation of historical trends is required in place of more radical attempts to impose reformist visions upon it. Consequently, realism can simultaneously be open to the possibility of reform, allowing that human agency can constructively modify the environment in which it exists, and yet remain sceptical of the possibility of progress, warning that each new development will only unearth new problems. Whilst this is not to claim that realism achieves a definitive solution to the problematic of freedom and necessity, our values and our historical awareness dictate that we acknowledge the existence of both in some combination; realism's reminder to us constantly to probe the limits of the possible, while always remembering that to overstretch ourselves will yield disaster, seems as reasonable a response as any that we can develop.


AT: Root Cause

The thesis of your root cause arguments are a reason evolutionary psychology explains human behavior better than your English professors. Only ours are falsifiable

Thayer, 2004 (Bradley, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Ch 1, TH)
In the philosophy of science, as well as the natural and social sciences, scholars making causal arguments often distinguish between ultimate and proximate causation. Evolutionary theorists do so, too. Ultimate causes are universal statements that explain proximate causes."° Proximate causes can be derived or deduced from ultimate causes and focus on explanations of immediate occurrences. In general, a theory is better to the extent that its ultimate and proximate causes can be tested. Evolutionary theory is concerned with ultimate causes of behavior rather than proximate causes.m Ultimate causal analysis, such as natural selection, explains why proximate mechanisms occur and why animals respond to them as they do. It does not directly describe behavior but rather frames the parameters of a proximate causal explanation, explaining for example how a particular behavior permits or facilitates the survival of the animal. 2 As E.O. Wilson explains: "Proximate explanations answer the question of how biological phenomena work, usually at the cellular and molecular levels," whereas ultimate causes explain "why they work ... the advantages the organism enjoys as a result of evolution that created the mechanisms in the first place."113 Put differently, every phenomenon or process in a living organism is the result of both the proximate, or functional, cause and the ultimate, or evolutionary, cause. Proximate causal analysis explains many facts about an animal: why or how hormonal or stimulus-specific factors operate within it, its particular features or physiology, and the specific situations in which it demonstrates the trait. If we want to understand why birds fly south for the winter, an ultimate causal explanation of bird migration could consider factors that contribute to fitness, such as the availability of food, mates, and predators at both the indigenous and wintering areas. Ultimate or evolutionary causations are those that "lead to the origin of new genetic programs or the modification of existing ones. . . . They are past events or processes that changed the genotype.7'114 A proximate explanation would address high sex hormone levels that are correlated with spring migrations, or changing environmental conditions to which birds are sensitive, such as temperature, rainfall, and barometric pressure.ns Symons summarizes the distinction nicely when he writes, "proximate causes deal with matters such as development, physiology, and present circumstances," whereas "ultimate causes are particular circumstances in the ancestral populations that led to selection for the trait in question."1" Finally, as biologist John Alcock notes, the use of the term "ultimate" causation should not suggest that these explanations are more important than proximate explanations, only that they are different types of explanations: "'ultimate' does not mean 'the last word' or 'truly important' but merely 'evolutionary.'"111The use of the two terms, however, "helps us acknowledge the fundamental difference between the immediate causes of something and the evolutionary causes of that something."118

AT: Social Construction

Social construction of realism doesn’t make it any less useful – it has survived against so many challenges because it builds on real concepts – just because they can deconstruct realism doesn’t mean they can replace it with whatever they want

Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 26-27)

While various proponents of Idealist views have tilted at Realism, as have those of Socialist, Marxist, Critical and other perspectives, the reality of International Relations, an academic subject, dominated by US scholars, has been that each has confirmed the status of Realism as the primary ideology in the field. In doing so, each has confirmed the failure of any competitor to supplant it, simply by pitching criticism and analysis against it. While narrow Realism might not fit the world as such, given that there is more to life than material interest and benefit, if nothing else, there can be little doubt that material interest and benefit, including security, constitute a necessary part of the equation. In practice, elements of both Realism and Idealism play a part. This is recognized by those who implicitly, or explicitly, embrace elements of each, beginning with the Dutch international lawyer Hugo Grotius, who saw the inevitability of brute power, but also saw the importance and possibility of rules in tempering it and developing into and beyond the 'international society' identified by Hedley Bull.18 The basis of Bull's international society - that which makes a society, rather than anything else - is mutual recognition of rules, crucially, as the base of everything else, the quality of sovereignty and the rules that pertain to it. This, in a sense, is a form of social construction. Rules are the result of inter-subjective agreement, or alternatively of processes involving declaration or action, precedent and acceptance. Such processes may be formal, or they may come through custom and practice - in legal terms, for example, the rules might be treaties, or they might be customary law. At certain points, aspects of this inter-subjective process become so embedded, or reified, that the actors are not conscious of the process, or the prevalent interpretation it has produced. The analytical strength of a Constructivist approach should be in understanding processes and dominant interpretations. However, the problem with the way in which Wendt introduced the approach to the International Relations repertoire is that he sought consciously to situate it in the Idealist tradition as a counter to Realism.19 His focus was not on the mechanism and understanding of how interpretations of whatever kind emerged, but on how that understanding could be used to unpick Realism. As others writing in other fields, such as gender and nationalism, had done, Wendt sought to apply Constructivist analysis to show that Realism was not scientific, material and necessary, but social, cultural and contingent; that it was, in some sense, an invention, not an inevitability. However, following George Schopflin's challenge to those applying Constructivism to nationalism, the only reasonable response to this might be: 'So what? That does not make it any less real.'20 The point, for some,21 in Constructivism has been ideological: because reality is constructed, the fallacious reasoning seems to be, this means that it can be re-constructed in whichever way a particular author or group wishes. This, indeed, is one of the hopes that Wendt, who did most to raise the profile of Constructivism, holds.22 However, Wendt's approach is regarded as being shallow and too engaged in seeking a dialogue with Realism by some other proponents of Constructivism, who take a more strongly Reflectivist position.23 This means that (in a similar manner to Critical and Postmodern theorists) they reject arguing on the same ground as the Realists - and indeed their 'Rationalist' counterparts in Liberalism and elsewhere. This view takes a purely and avowedly normative approach, in which there is no independent reality that can be tested by Positivist Scientific rationality. 'Facts' are not established through empirical testing (although some concessions might be made for the physical world), but are socially agreed.24 This is misguided, though, as the real analytical strength of Constructivism is in identifying the social process and that applies equally to Realism, Idealism and any other school of thought, or practice. Any product of social construction (and there should be no confusion here with social engineering, or even ideological manipulation is still 'real' in two senses: in its underpinnings and in the way it is felt or perceived. That Realism is constructed does not make it arbitrary, or necessarily wrong. Indeed, while a skeptical approach is important as a check on the merit of any interpretation, it is probably fair to judge that Realism, although socially constructed, has remained dominant, as a function of inter-subjective processes, precisely because it builds on something 'real' - the need for security and viability and the relevance of power in securing them. 

**REPRESENTATIONS**

Cede the Political

A focus on discourse substitutes philosophical musing for material politics. 

Taft-Kaufman, 95 - Professor, Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts, Central Michigan University – 1995 (Jill, “Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis,”  The Southern Communication Journal, Vol.60, Iss. 3;  pg. 222)

In its elevation of language to the primary analysis of social life and its relegation of the de-centered subject to a set of language positions, postmodernism ignores the way real people make their way in the world. While the notion of decentering does much to remedy the idea of an essential, unchanging self, it also presents problems. According to Clarke (1991): Having established the material quality of ideology, everything else we had hitherto thought of as material has disappeared. There is nothing outside of ideology (or discourse). Where Althusser was concerned with ideology as the imaginary relations of subjects to the real relations of their existence, the connective quality of this view of ideology has been dissolved because it lays claim to an outside, a real, an extra-discursive for which there exists no epistemological warrant without lapsing back into the bad old ways of empiricism or metaphysics. (pp. 25-26) Clarke explains how the same disconnection between the discursive and the extra-discursive has been performed in semiological analysis: Where it used to contain a relation between the signifier (the representation) and the signified (the referent), antiempiricism has taken the formal arbitrariness of the connection between the signifier and signified and replaced it with the abolition of the signified (there can be no real objects out there, because there is no out there for real objects to be). (p. 26) To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects.


Perm

Combining a focus on discursive power with political practice is the only way to ensure that the critique engages with the real world.  

Giroux, 6. Henry (Penn State Chair of Education and Cultural Studies), Dirty Democracy and States of Terrorism: The Politics of the New Authoritarianism in the United States in Comparative Studies of South Asia Volume 26 Number 6, p 176-177. 
Abstracted from the ideal of public commitment, the new authoritarianism represents a political and economic practice and form of militarism that loosen the connections among substantive democracy, critical agency, and critical education. In opposition to the rising tide of authoritarianism, educators across the globe must make a case for linking learning to progressive social change while struggling to pluralize and critically engage the diverse sites where public pedagogy takes place. In part, this suggests forming alliances that can make sure every sphere of social life is recognized as an important site of the political, social, and cultural struggle that is so crucial to any attempt to forge the knowledge, identifications, effective investments, and social relations that constitute political subjects and social agents capable of energizing and spreading the basis for a substantive global democracy. Such circumstances require that pedagogy be embraced as a moral and political practice, one that is directive and not dogmatic, an outgrowth of struggles designed to resist the increasing depoliticization of political culture that is the hallmark of the current Bush revolution. Education is the terrain where consciousness is shaped, needs are constructed, and the capacity for individual self-reflection and broad social change is nurtured and produced. Education has assumed an unparalleled significance in shaping the language, values, and ideologies that legitimize the structures and organizations that support the imperatives of global capitalism. Efforts to reduce it to a technique or methodology set aside, education remains a crucial site for the production and struggle over those pedagogical and political conditions that provide the possibilities for people to develop forms of agency that enable them individually and collectively to intervene in the processes through which the material relations of power shape the meaning and practices of their everyday lives. Within the current historical context, struggles over power take on a symbolic and discursive as well as a material and institutional form. The struggle over education is about more than the struggle over meaning and identity; it is also about how meaning, knowledge, and values are produced, authorized, and made operational within economic and structural relations of power. Education is not at odds with politics; it is an important and crucial element in any definition of the political and offers not only the theoretical tools for a systematic critique of authoritarianism but also a language of possibility for creating actual movements for democratic social change and a new biopolitics that affirms life rather than death, shared responsibility rather than shared fears, and engaged citizenship rather than the stripped-down values of consumerism. At stake here is combining symbolic forms and processes conducive to democratization with broader social contexts and the institutional formations of power itself. The key point here is to understand and engage educational and pedagogical practices from the point of view of how they are bound up with larger relations of power. Educators, students, and parents need to be clearer about how power works through and in texts, representations, and discourses, while at the same time recognizing that power cannot be limited to the study of representations and discourses, even at the level of public policy. Changing consciousness is not the same as altering the institutional basis of oppression; at the same time, institutional reform cannot take place without a change in consciousness capable of recognizing not only injustice but also the very possibility for reform, the capacity to reinvent the conditions and practices that make a more just future possible. In addition, it is crucial to raise questions about the relationship between pedagogy and civic culture, on the one hand, and what it takes for individuals and social groups to believe that they have any responsibility whatsoever even to address the realities of class, race, gender, and other specific forms of domination, on the other hand. For too long, the progressives have ignored that the strategic dimension of politics is inextricably connected to questions of critical education and pedagogy, to what it means to acknowledge that education is always tangled up with power, ideologies, values, and the acquisition of both particular forms of agency and specific visions of the future. The primacy of critical pedagogy to politics, social change, and the radical imagination in such dark times is dramatically captured by the internationally renowned sociologist Zygmunt Bauman. He writes, Adverse odds may be overwhelming, and yet a democratic (or, as Cornelius Castoriadis would say, an autonomous) society knows of no substitute for education and self-education as a means to influence the turn of events that can be squared with its own nature, while that nature cannot be preserved for long without "critical pedagogy"—an education sharpening its critical edge, "making society feel guilty" and "stirring things up" through stirring human consciences. The fates of freedom, of democracy that makes it possible while being made possible by it, and of education that breeds dissatisfaction with the level of both freedom and democracy achieved thus far, are inextricably connected and not to be detached from one another. One may view that intimate connection as another specimen of a vicious circle—but it is within that circle that human hopes and the chances of humanity are inscribed, and can be nowhere else.
Critiques of methodology and representations can access the political, but only through compromise- This means that the alternative cannot succeed on its own – Modern politics is transformative when approached under a political framework

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
One might deal with this problem by assuming that even though officials will not read the scholarly article, let alone the book, they might read an op-ed piece or a Foreign Affairs article that digests it and highlights the policy- relevant implications. Along with his work in scholarly journals, Mearshei- mer produced a steady stream of opinion pieces during the 1990s in The New York Times, mainly on such front-page topics as the Balkans conflict. Along with an intriguing but distinctively “academic” version of an argument linking the probability of war to the process of democratization, Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder produced a shorter, more accessible version of the same material for Foreign Affairs.46 Even if busy officials cannot read the more user-friendly versions, their staffs might do so, and future officials will be more likely to absorb the ideas if they are presented in accessible forms and outlets. When asked, policymakers tend to be forthright about what they find useful from SIR. “The simple, well-founded empirical proposition”47 is one such contribution. For example, the link between democratization and the incidence of conflict has been influential because it is intuitive: it accords with common sense and can be explained easily to almost any audience. Of course, few SIR generalizations are as straightforward and well-supported as this one. Still, decades of empirical work have yielded more of them than is often realized. We now understand reasonably well how cooperative and more coercive strategies can be used to maximize the likelihood of coop- eration, when deterrence is likeliest to fail, the conditions under which eco- nomic sanctions seem to work, and the causes and effects of nuclear prolif- eration. If it were presented in digestible forms, such research might be more useful to policymakers than it now seems to be. Another such contribution consists of “models of strategy”48—proposi- tions that link various tools of statecraft to foreign policy objectives. Alex- ander George’s influential book Bridging the Gap argues that such models, along with the case studies that show how the various strategic options have performed, constitute the IR theorist’s most effective contribution to better policymaking.49 George’s suggestion is buttressed by the organization of the IR field, especially in the United States. Most scholarly work in IR either consists either of “issue-specific” puzzles that examine empirical or theo- retical problems in generic causal terms or more detailed, less generalizable case studies, often dealing with these same issues. Some of the most endur- ing, important IR puzzles include those mentioned or implied in the pre- vious paragraph: Are economic sanctions useful? If so, when and for what? When is accommodating an adversary likely to avert war, and when is such a strategy likely to induce it? These are precisely the kinds of issues policy- makers must deal with and the questions they want answered. IR scholars have produced a wide body of empirical literature that might, if appropriately packaged, provide them with guidance.

2AC AT: Reps First

Changing representational practices hinders understanding of policy by overlooking questions of agency and material structures

Tuathail, 96  (Gearoid, Department of Georgraphy at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), p. 664, science direct)

While theoretical debates at academic conferences  are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decision-  makers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problem-  solving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics  assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign  policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to  minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure  among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states.  In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse  except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in  particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war  fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The  assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself.  Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and  leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together  with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines  towards a form of idealism.  In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first,  that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD  discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor  its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the  general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me  simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and post-  structuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third,  Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as  heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an  interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at  that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly self-  interested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited  regime of power from disintegration.  The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those  interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions  of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is  a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional  and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical  contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical  geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant  that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like  the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is  human history.

Placing representations and discourse first trades off with concrete political change and makes no difference to those engaged in political struggles. 

Taft-Kaufman, 95 Jill Speech prof @ CMU, Southern Comm. Journal, Spring, v. 60, Iss. 3, “Other Ways”, p pq

The postmodern passwords of "polyvocality," "Otherness," and "difference," unsupported by substantial analysis of the concrete contexts of subjects, creates a solipsistic quagmire. The political sympathies of the new cultural critics, with their ostensible concern for the lack of power experienced by marginalized people, aligns them with the political left. Yet, despite their adversarial posture and talk of opposition, their discourses on intertextuality and inter-referentiality isolate them from and ignore the conditions that have produced leftist politics--conflict, racism, poverty, and injustice. In short, as Clarke (1991) asserts, postmodern emphasis on new subjects conceals the old subjects, those who have limited access to good jobs, food, housing, health care, and transportation, as well as to the media that depict them. Merod (1987) decries this situation as one which leaves no vision, will, or commitment to activism. He notes that academic lip service to the oppositional is underscored by the absence of focused collective or politically active intellectual communities. Provoked by the academic manifestations of this problem Di Leonardo (1990) echoes Merod and laments:  Has there ever been a historical era characterized by as little radical analysis or activism and as much radical-chic writing as ours? Maundering on about Otherness: phallocentrism or Eurocentric tropes has become a lazy academic substitute for actual engagement with the detailed histories and contemporary realities of Western racial minorities, white women, or any Third World population. (p. 530) Clarke's assessment of the postmodern elevation of language to the "sine qua non" of critical discussion is an even stronger indictment against the trend. Clarke examines Lyotard's (1984) The Postmodern Condition in which Lyotard maintains that virtually all social relations are linguistic, and, therefore, it is through the coercion that threatens speech that we enter the "realm of terror" and society falls apart. To this assertion, Clarke replies:  I can think of few more striking indicators of the political and intellectual impoverishment of a view of society that can only recognize the discursive. If the worst terror we can envisage is the threat not to be allowed to speak, we are appallingly ignorant of terror in its elaborate contemporary forms. It may be the intellectual's conception of terror (what else do we do but speak?), but its projection onto the rest of the world would be calamitous....(pp. 2-27) The realm of the discursive is derived from the requisites for human life, which are in the physical world, rather than in a world of ideas or symbols.(4) Nutrition, shelter, and protection are basic human needs that require collective activity for their fulfillment. Postmodern emphasis on the discursive without an accompanying analysis of how the discursive emerges from material circumstances hides the complex task of envisioning and working towards concrete social goals (Merod, 1987). Although the material conditions that create the situation of marginality escape the purview of the postmodernist, the situation and its consequences are not overlooked by scholars from marginalized groups. Robinson (1990) for example, argues that "the justice that working people deserve is economic, not just textual" (p. 571). Lopez (1992) states that "the starting point for organizing the program content of education or political action must be the present existential, concrete situation" (p. 299). West (1988) asserts that borrowing French post-structuralist discourses about "Otherness" blinds us to realities of American difference going on in front of us (p. 170). Unlike postmodern "textual radicals" who Rabinow (1986) acknowledges are "fuzzy about power and the realities of socioeconomic constraints" (p. 255), most writers from marginalized groups are clear about how discourse interweaves with the concrete circumstances that create lived experience. People whose lives form the material for postmodern counter-hegemonic discourse do not share the optimism over the new recognition of their discursive subjectivities, because such an acknowledgment does not address sufficiently their collective historical and current struggles against racism, sexism, homophobia, and economic injustice. They do not appreciate being told they are living in a world in which there are no more real subjects. Ideas have consequences. Emphasizing the discursive self when a person is hungry and homeless represents both a cultural and humane failure. 

XT: Reps irrelevant

Representations are irrelevant—they still default to objectivity and don’t change how we conceive IR just recognize past changes. 

Mearsheimer, 95. John (International Relations professor at the University of Chicago), The False Promise of International Institutions in International Security Vol 19 Number 3 Winter, pp 43-44. 

The main goal of critical theorists is to change state  behavior in fundamental ways, to move beyond a world of security competition and  war and establish a pluralistic security community. However, their explanation of how  change occurs is at best incomplete, and at worst, internally contradictory.155  Critical theory maintains that state behavior changes when discourse changes. But  that argument leaves open the obvious and crucially important question: what deter-  mines why some discourses become dominant and others lose out in the marketplace  of ideas? What is the mechanism that governs the rise and fall of discourses? This  general question, in turn, leads to three more specific questions: 1) Why has realism  been the hegemonic discourse in world politics for so long? 2) Why is the time ripe for  its unseating? 3) Why is realism likely to be replaced by a more peaceful communitarian  discourse?  Critical theory provides few insights on why discourses rise and fall. Thomas Risse-  Kappen writes, "Research on. . . 'epistemic communities' of knowledge-based transna-  tional networks has failed so far to specify the conditions under which specific ideas  are selfected and influence policies while others fall by the wayside."  156 Not surprisingly,  critical theorists say little about why realism has been the dominant discourse, and why  its foundations are now so shaky. They certainly do not offer a well-defined argument  that deals with this important issue. Therefore, it is difficult to judge the fate of realism  through the lens of critical theory.  Nevertheless, critical theorists occasionally point to particular factors that might lead  to changes in international relations discourse. In such cases, however, they usually end  up arguing that changes in the material world drive changes in discourse. For example,  when Ashley makes surmises about the future of realism, he claims that "a crucial issue  is whether or not changing historical conditions have disabled longstanding realist  rituals of power." Specifically, he asks whether "developments in late capitalist society;"  like the "fiscal crisis of the state," and the "internationalization of capital," coupled with  "the presence of vastly destructive and highly automated nuclear arsenals [has] de-  prived statesmen of the latitude for competent performance of realist rituals of  power?"  157 Similarly, Cox argues that fundamental change occurs when there is a  "disjuncture" between "the stock of ideas people have about the nature of the world  and the practical problems that challenge them." He then writes, "Some of us think the  erstwhile dominant mental construct of neorealism is inadequate to confront the chal-  lenges of global politics today."158  It would be understandable if realists made such arguments, since they believe there  is an objective reality that largely determines which discourse will be dominant. Critical  theorists, however, emphasize that the world is socially constructed, and not shaped in  fundamental ways by objective factors. Anarchy, after all, is what we make of it. Yet  when critical theorists attempt to explain why realism may be losing its hegemonic  position, they too point to objective factors as the ultimate cause of change. Discourse,  so it appears, turns out not to be determinative, but mainly a reflection of developments  in the objective world. In short, it seems that when critical theorists who study inter-  national politics offer glimpses of their thinking about the causes of change in the real  world, they make arguments that directly contradict their own theory, but which appear  to be compatible with the theory they are challenging.159  There is another problem with the application of critical theory to international  relations. Although critical theorists hope to replace realism with a discourse that  emphasizes harmony and peace, critical theory per se emphasizes that it is impossible  to know the future. Critical theory, according to its own logic, can be used to undermine  realism and produce change, but it cannot serve as the basis for predicting which  discourse will replace realism, because the theory says little about the direction change  takes. In fact, Cox argues that although "utopian expectations may be an element in  stimulating people to act ... such expectations are almost never realized in practice."  
XT: Reps Focus Bad

Reps focus bad

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

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

Recognizing international relations is socially constructed is useless—changing representational practices doesn’t alter the material reality of state practices or help create better policy for the oppressed

Jarvis, 00  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 128-130)

Perhaps more alarming though is the outright violence Ashley recom-mends in response to what at best seem trite, if not imagined, injustices. Inculpating modernity, positivism, technical rationality, or realism with violence, racism, war, and countless other crimes not only smacks of anthropomorphism but, as demonstrated by Ashley's torturous prose and reasoning, requires a dubious logic to malce such connections in the first place. Are we really to believe that ethereal entities like positivism, mod-ernism, or realism emanate a "violence" that marginalizes dissidents? Indeed, where is this violence, repression, and marginalization? As self- professed dissidents supposedly exiled from the discipline, Ashley and Walker appear remarkably well integrated into the academy-vocal, pub-lished, and at the center of the Third Debate and the forefront of theo-retical research. Likewise, is Ashley seriously suggesting that, on the basis of this largely imagined violence, global transformation (perhaps even rev-olutionary violence) is a necessary, let alone desirable, response? Has the rationale for emancipation or the fight for justice been reduced to such vacuous revolutionary slogans as "Down with positivism and rationality"? The point is surely trite. Apart from members of the academy, who has heard of positivism and who for a moment imagines that they need to be emancipated from it, or from modernity, rationality, or realism for that matter? In an era of unprecedented change and turmoil, of new political and military configurations, of war in the Balkans and ethnic cleansing, is Ashley really suggesting that some of the greatest threats facing humankind or some of the great moments of history rest on such innocu-ous and largely unknown nonrealities like positivism and realism? These are imagined and fictitious enemies, theoretical fabrications that represent arcane, self-serving debates superfluous to the lives of most people and, arguably, to most issues of importance in international relations. More is the pity that such irrational and obviously abstruse debate should so occupy us at a time of great global turmoil. That it does and continues to do so reflects our lack of judicious criteria for evaluating the-ory and, more importantly, the lack of attachment theorists have to the real world. Certainly it is right and proper that we ponder the depths of our theoretical imaginations, engage in epistemological and ontological debate, and analyze the sociology of our lmowledge.37 But to suppose that this is the only task of international theory, let alone the most important one, smacks of intellectual elitism and displays a certain contempt for those who search for guidance in their daily struggles as actors in international politics. What does Ashley's project, his deconstructive efforts, or valiant fight against positivism say to the truly marginalized, oppressed, and des-titute? How does it help solve the plight of the poor, the displaced refugees, the casualties of war, or the emigres of death squads? Does it in any way speak to those whose actions and thoughts comprise the policy and practice of international relations? On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary-or is in some way bad-is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, "So what?" To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world any better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this "debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics" be judged pertinent, relevant, help-ful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholasti-cally excited by abstract and recondite debate.38 Contrary to Ashley's assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than ana-lyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.  If the relevance of Ashley's project is questionable, so too is its logic and cogency. First, we might ask to what extent the postmodern "empha-sis on the textual, constructed nature of the world" represents "an unwar-ranted extension of approaches appropriate for literature to other areas of human practice that are more constrained by an objective reality. "39 All theory is socially constructed and realities like the nation-state, domestic and international politics, regimes, or transnational agencies are obviously social fabrications. But to what extent is this observation of any real use? Just because we acknowledge that the state is a socially fabricated entity, or that the division between domestic and international society is arbitrar-ily inscribed does not make the reality of the state disappear or render invisible international politics. Whether socially constructed or objectively given, the argument over the ontological status of the state is of no particular moment. Does this change our experience of the state or somehow diminish the political-economic-juridical-military functions of the state? To recognize that states are not naturally inscribed but dynamic entities continually in the process of being made and reimposed and are therefore culturally dissimilar, economically different, and politically atypical, while perspicacious to our historical and theoretical understanding of the state, in no way detracts from its reality, practices, and consequences. Similarly, few would object to Ashley's hermeneutic interpretivist understanding of the international sphere as an artificially inscribed demarcation. But, to paraphrase Holsti again, so what? This does not malce its effects any less real, diminish its importance in our lives, or excuse us from paying serious attention to it. That international politics and states would not exist with-out subjectivities is a banal tautology. The point, surely, is to move beyond this and study these processes. Thus, while intellectually interesting, con-structivist theory is not an end point as Ashley seems to think, where we all throw up our hands and announce there are no foundations and all real-ity is an arbitrary social construction. Rather, it should be a means of rec-ognizing the structurated nature of our being and the reciprocity between subjects and structures through history. Ashley, however, seems not to want to do this, but only to deconstruct the state, international politics, and international theory on the basis that none of these is objectively given but fictitious entities that arise out of modernist practices of representa-tion. While an interesting theoretical enterprise, it is of no great conse- quence to the study of international politics. Indeed, structuration theory has long talcen care of these ontological dilemmas that otherwise seem to preoccupy Ashley.40 

War Reps Good 

Representations of war are the only way to conceptualize its impacts. 

Martin, 2. Brian (Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong), September 3, “Activism After Nuclear War?,” http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/02tff.html.

If worst comes to worst and nuclear weapons cause physical effects close to home, then survival becomes a priority. It makes sense to know the basics about the effects of nuclear war - blast, heat, radiation - and how to protect. Knowing basic first aid is important too. There is plenty of information on what to do in the event of nuclear war, but most social activists have avoided even thinking about it on the grounds that preparation makes nuclear war more likely. I disagree. If activists are seen to be ready, this makes nuclear war less likely. Nuclear weapons are severely stigmatised largely due to the efforts of peace activists. Governments have been reluctant to use nuclear weapons because they realise there will be an enormous political backlash. From the 1940s on, US leaders have considered using nuclear weapons on quite a number of occasions - such as during the Vietnam war - but always refrained, largely due to the fear of a backlash. If, despite this, nuclear weapons are used, it is vital that social activists capitalise on the widespread revulsion that will occur. To do this, activists need to be prepared. Otherwise, the next nuclear war will be only the beginning of a series of nuclear wars. A further implication is that activists need to be psychologically prepared for nuclear war. For decades, many people have thought of nuclear war as "the end": as extinction or the end of civilisation. But limited nuclear war has always been possible and even a major nuclear war could leave billions of people alive. Therefore it makes sense to think through the implications and make suitable preparations. Nuclear war is almost bound to be a disaster, not only in human and environmental terms but as well in terms of political prospects for achieving a better world. Activists are doing what they can to prevent nuclear war, but they are not the ones who design and produce the weapons and prepare to use them. Given that nuclear weapons may be used despite the best efforts of peace activists, it makes sense to be prepared for the aftermath. That means preparing organisationally and psychologically. 

Postmodern War Reps Focus = Bad

Postmodernists focus too much on the representations of war—they will inevitably reify the dominant discourse by ignoring the realities of the effects of war

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 398-399)
Yet overemphasizing the new forms of representations of the war in the media can become politically problematic. First, a focus on the newness of "cyberwar" detracts attention from the fact that in many ways the Gulf War was very much in the mold of previous conflicts. Far from indicating any shift from the material to the perceptual, this conflict was about territory, oil, and reasserting US hegemony. Second, one ought not to confuse the actual nature of the Gulf War with the Pentagon's close orchestration of its media coverage. In this regard, quotes such as the following leave this reviewer with a sense of disquiet: The consequence ... is that in modern warfare, as the aim of battle shifts from territorial, economic, and material gains to immaterial, perceptual fields the spectacle of war is displaced by the war of spectacle. (AD: 191) For several reasons (technological, political, and theoretical), the warrior has ceased to hold any kind of possibility. Instances where the warrior seems to be present—Panama, Liberia, Grenada, Afghanistan, even the Persian Gulf—quickly present themselves as failures, spectacles, or exercises in nostalgia. (KN: 24) Contrasted with this supposed dematerialization of war, territory, and the warrior, and a supposedly new era of cyberwars of sign systems, a few enduring realities seem to need reiteration: The war in Iraq was over one of those stubborn geopolitical facts of the present era—oil. It was preceded by a Hannibal-esque build-up lasting more than six months (in contrast to all this talk about speed). The overwhelming percentage of the bombs used in Iraq were not "smart" bombs; in fact nearly 93 percent of the 88,500 tons of bombs used in that war were not precision-guided but "dumb" bombs. US bombs are estimated to have "missed" their targets about 70 percent of the time (needless to add, a "missed target" probably means higher civilian casualties). Far from being a "clean" war (as General Powell and others suggested during the conflict), the weapons systems used were deliberately designed to increase human casualties and suffering. Thus, the Multiple-Launch Rocket System; the Army Tactical Missile System; the "Adam" bombs designed to "spin out tiny darts with razor edges; phosphorous howitzer shells that spew fragments which penetrate enemy bodies and produce lesions"; fuel-air bombs, which "burn oxygen over a surface of over 1 or 2 square kilometers, destroying all human life through asphyxiation or through implosion of the lungs, leaving no chance for survival" and replicating tactical nuclear weapons in their destructiveness—all these and more were used on the traffic jam on the road connecting Kuwait to Iraq, where thousands of soldiers and civilians (including migrant laborers) were trapped and became a turkey-shoot for US "technology."29 By emphasizing the technology and speed in the Gulf War, endlessly analyzing the representation of the war itself, without a simultaneous exposition of the "ground realities," postmodernist analyses wind up, unwittingly, echoing the Pentagon and the White House in their claims that this was a "clean" war with smart bombs that take out only defense installations with minimal "collateral damage." One needs to reflesh the Gulf War dead through our postmortems instead of merely echoing, with Virilio and others, the "disappearance" of territory or the modern warrior with the new technologies; or the intertext connecting the war and television; or the displacement of the spectacle of war by the war of spectacle.30 Second, the emphasis on the speed with which the annihilation proceeded once the war began tends to obfuscate the long build-up to the conflict and US complicity in Iraqi foreign and defense policy in prior times. Third, as the details provided above show, if there was anything to highlight about the war, it was not so much its manner of representation as the incredible levels of annihilation that have been perfected. To summarize: I am not suggesting that postmodernist analysts of the war are in agreement with the Pentagon's claims regarding a "clean" war; I am suggesting that their preoccupation with representation, sign systems, and with the signifier over the signified, leaves one with little sense of the annihilation visited upon the people and land of Iraq. And, as the Vietnam War proved and Schwarzkopf well realized, without that physicalistic sense of violence, war can be more effectively sold to a jingoistic public.

AT: Doty/ Reps 1st 
Focus  on representations sanitizes powerful structures and destroys the predictive power of IR

Stokes no date

Doug Stokes, Bristol Univ Politics Department, Gluing the Hats On: Power, Agency, and Reagan's Office of Public Diplomacy, accessed 10/9/05> (http://web.archive.org/web/20060221025303/http://www.aqnt98.dsl.pipex.com/hats.htm) 
In her discursive practices approach, Doty argues that more poststructurally inclined questions as to "how" foreign policy is made possible (that is, an examination of the prior conditions of possibility) provides a more nuanced account of foreign policy formation than questions which ask "why" (that is, why a particular decision or policy was pursued). She rightly argues that "why" questions pre-suppose a discursive matrix, a mode of being and a background of social practices. Furthermore, these "why" questions fail to account for "how these meanings, subjects, and interpretative dispositions are constructed".66 However, in arguing for the superiority of analyses of possibility conditions, she misses a crucial point and simplifies the very nature of the "how" of foreign policy practice. Whilst it is important to analyse the discursive conditions of possibility of policy formation, in failing to account for how various discourses were employed and through what institutional mechanisms, how some discourses gained ascendancy and not others, and how social actors intervene in hegemonic struggles to maintain various discourses, Doty seriously compromises the critical potential of her analysis.  By working with a notion of power free from any institutional basis and rejecting a notion of power that "social actors possess and use",67 she produces a narrative of foreign policy whereby the differential role of social actors is erased from foreign policy processes and decision making. For Doty it seems, power resides in discourses themselves and their endless production of and play on meaning, not in the ability on the part of those who own and control the means of social reproduction to manipulate dominant social and political discourses and deploy them institutionally and strategically. The ability to analyse the use of discourses by foreign policy elites for purposeful ends and their ability to deploy hegemonic discourses within foreign policy processes is lost through a delinking of those elites and discursive production (her "dispersed" notion of power). Furthermore, Doty assumes that the "kind of power that works through social agents, a power that social actors posses and use" is somehow in opposition to a "power that is productive of meanings, subject identities, their interrelationships and a range of imaginable conduct". But these forms of power are not mutually exclusive. Social agents can be both subject to discourse and act in instrumental ways to effect discourse precisely through producing meanings and subject identities, and delineating the range of policy options. Through her erasure of the link between foreign policy processes and purposeful social agents, she ends up producing an account of hegemonic foreign policy narratives free from any narrator.68 This is particularly problematic because the power inherent within representational practices does not necessarily operate independently from the power to deploy those representations. The power to represent, in turn, does not operate independently from differential access to the principal conduits of discursive production, sedimentation and transmission (for example, the news media).69 Thus, Doty's account fails to provide an adequate analysis of the socially constructed interests that constitute the discursive construction of reality. As Stuart Hall argues "there are centers that operate directly on the formation and constitution of discourse. The media are in that business. Political parties are in that business. When you set the terms in which the debate proceeds, that is an exercise of symbolic power [which] circulates between constituted points of condensation."70 The overall critical thrust of poststructurally inclined IR theorists is blunted by both the refusal to examine or even acknowledge the limits and constraints on social discourses and the denial of any linkage between identity representations and the interests that may infuse these representations.

**RIGHTS GOOD**

2AC: Rights Good

Rights are not perfect but can be effectively used to leverage the state. 

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

At its most fundamental, right is the right to something, and within the realm of natural rights or rights of the human being, it has been principally concerned with rights against oppression and inequality in order to realize a potential for freedom. Citizen rights have at their basis quite different values, namely, a range of political and property rights to be realized within and not against the State. This is not to say that law associated with human rights is not, at times, itself an external form of oppression - but natural or human right is also able to offer something quite different. The term needs to be used advisedly because of the problematic connotations it has – but there is a tradition of natural right containing anticipatory elements of human dignity in which forms of justice as ethically-based community survive, and it is this tradition, I would argue, which needs to be renewed. We can see this in all struggles for human dignity in which unsatisfied demands exist for overcoming the lack of freedom of exploitation and constraint; the inequality of degradation and humiliation; the absence of community in egoism and disunity. And so too can we view this via the necessary reference point that a critique of right provides: by acknowledging the hypocrisy of law or the distance between intention and realization we have an important basis for distinguishing between the problem of right and its complete negation, such as we would see under despotic, fascistic rule. The use and abuse of right is not the same thing as a complete absence of right, and understanding this is vital to being able to comprehend where and in what ways democratic, constitutional States become, or are, fascistic. Natural right, or the right of the human being, occupies a space of interruption in the divide between law and ethicality that can, on occasion, act as to reintroduce a radical pathos within right. 

Rights do not create a fixed identity.  When we appeal to rights in terms of universal justice they are deeply radical and able to create open communities.

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). 

Legal positivism assumes or sets out the basis for rights within a normative framework of the State that merely takes for granted judicial postulates of the inalienability of rights, the basis of rights in property and assumptions that people are in fundamental accord on matters of right. It is unable to imagine a realm of freedom against the State. But within rights, I would argue, we can detect unsatisfied demands that have nothing to do with essentialist assumptions about 'man' or 'citizen'. These demands are concerned with an understanding of human freedom in relation to values of solidarity, justice and the overcoming of alienation; they are historical and contingent, shifting and alive, and are not about a fixed, static, generic essence of the person, or some ahistorical or superhistorical immutable totality. What it is to be human is open and changeable, although not without determinations, commonalities and shared properties that can emerge at various times.  With the rise of individualism in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the idea of natural rights of the individual, of liberty, fraternity, and equality of the individual – of 'inalienable' rights and normative ideals – was quite clearly conceived in terms of the citizen. What persisted of a sense of natural justice for all, whose standard had been derived from various sources - in nature, God, a view of reason or human nature - was undoubtedly distorted by a sense of individualism defined in terms of possession and property rights. But this sense was not completely extinguished. It is certainly on the basis of a realm of legal positivism and its doctrines of positive law, a realm which assumes that no element of law or right pre-exists an act of the State, that some of the basic contradictions that Agamben highlights are likely to emerge. For it is the State that institutes types of validity for its laws on the basis of procedure rather than any sense of morality or principles of justice. But there are other pathways to rights, other forms in which principles of justice have been derived and enacted. And if this is the case, why must we then necessarily conclude from a critique of legal positivism that there can be no ethical basis to rights?   
Rights must be judged by their specific deployment, not abstract theory.  Even if there are flaws between norms and application, rights contain a radical element of universal dignity that can be used to leverage real change. 

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). 

An ahistorical disdain for legal action is merely the obverse of the process of fetishizing legality. Much theory that merely substitutes the idea of the static essence of the person to explain the consequence of good and evil in the world with an equally static, invariant view of authority and the State is, I would argue, ultimately eternalizing such concepts. Undoubtedly, some sort of move beyond categories underscoring divisions within the ways people are entitled to live their lives is necessary. But much of the power of any such critique must depend upon the manner in which the context of this life – the possible experience of acting in the world, or 'form-of-life' - is itself understood. In the absence of any such context, what tends to emerge is a return to the problem of rights reduced to a division of form and content, rather than the overturning of this very problematic. Only in this case, because the content is seen to fall short of the abstraction of, for example, a "whatever singularity", the form is wholly discarded. More importantly, by revisiting this problem via a dismissal of the context of rights, and more specifically of the possibility of traces of the intention towards human dignity, a rich heritage of critique is sidelined.   Continues... The use and abuse of right is not the same thing as a complete absence of right, and understanding this is vital to being able to comprehend where and in what ways democratic, constitutional States become, or are, fascistic. Natural right, or the right of the human being, occupies a space of interruption in the divide between law and ethicality that can, on occasion, act as to reintroduce a radical pathos within right. 
Rights Good – Challenge Law

Rights are the best path to liberation—if you take their alternative seriously, it would require massive coercion to create a collective voice capable of challenging the law. 

Sparer, 84 (Ed, (Law Professor, University of Pennsylvania) 36 Stan. L. Rev. 509, January). 

We would do well to follow the radical approach of building upon our core human rights tradition, demonstrating the contradiction between that tradition and our social institutions, and developing ways to fuse human rights into new cooperative institutions of our own making. Such work requires a concern for theory which feeds social movement, but successful social movement comes from the struggle for the realization of our basic rights, not from their disparagement. One must step outside the liberal paradigm into a realm where truth may be experiential, where knowledge resides in world views that are themselves situated in history, where power and ideas do not exist separately. Continues... Central to the argument I have made thus far is the notion that individual autonomy and community are not contradictions at all; rather, they shape and give meaning and richness to each other. Kennedy and other Critical legal theorists of the dominant school recognize the latter thought. At the same time, they argue that the very interdependence of these concepts leads to the fundamental and seemingly unresolvable contradiction they embody. In an oft-quoted passage, Kennedy states: Even when we seem to ourselves to be most alone, others are with us, incorporated in us through processes of language, cognition and feeling that are, simply as a matter of biology, collective aspects of our individuality. Moreover, we are not always alone. We sometimes experience fusion with others, in groups of two or even two million, and it is a good rather than a bad experience. But at the same time that it forms and protects us, the universe of others (family, friendship, bureaucracy, culture, the state) threatens us with annihilation and urges upon us forms of fusion that are quite plainly bad rather than good. A friend can reduce me to misery with a single look. Numberless conformities, large and small abandonments of self to others, are the price of what freedom we experience in society. And the price is a high one. Through our existence as members of collectives, we impose on others and have imposed on us hierarchical structures of power, welfare, and access to enlightenment that are illegitimate, whether based on birth into a particular social class or on the accident of genetic endowment. The kicker is that the abolition of these illegitimate structures, the fashioning of an unalienated collective existence, appears to imply such a massive increase of collective control over our lives that it would defeat its purpose. Only collective force seems capable of destroying the attitudes and institutions that collective force has itself imposed. Coercion of the individual by the group appears to be inextricably bound up with the liberation of that same individual. If one accepts that collective norms weigh so heavily in favor of the status quo that purely "voluntary" movement is inconceivable, then the only alternative is the assumption of responsibility for the totalitarian domination of other people's minds -- for "forcing them to be free."

Rights Good – Checks State

Rights are the best model for protecting people against modern states and markets—no viable alternative has worked as well. 

Donnelly, 07 – Andrew Mellon Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver – 2007 (Jack Donnelly, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 page 281-306, Project Muse).

The spread of modern markets and states has globalized the same threats to human dignity initially experienced in Europe. Human rights represent the most effective response yet devised to a wide range of standard threats to human dignity that market economies and bureaucratic states have made nearly universal across the globe. Human rights today remain the only proven effective means to assure human dignity in societies dominated by markets and states. Although historically contingent and relative, this functional universality fully merits the label universal—for us, today.  Arguments that another state, society, or culture has developed plausible and effective alternative mechanisms for protecting or realizing human dignity in the contemporary world deserve serious attention. Today, however, such claims, when not advanced by repressive elites and their supporters, usually refer to an allegedly possible world that no one yet has had the good fortune to experience.  The functional universality of human rights depends on human rights providing attractive remedies for some of the most pressing systemic threats to human dignity. Human rights today do precisely that for a growing number of people of all cultures in all regions. Whatever our other problems, we all must deal with market economies and bureaucratic states. Whatever our other religious, moral, legal, and political resources, we all need equal and inalienable universal human rights to protect us from those threats. 

Rights Good – Stops Oppression

Even if the law is not perfect and culture values matter, rights still protect us from oppression.

Altman, 90 (Andrew, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

There are undoubtedly elements of the liberal tradition which exaggerate the extent to which the law alone gives contemporary liberal societies the degree of humanity and decency they have. There are undoubtedly elements of the liberal tradition which exaggerate the power of law to work its will against the entrenched customs and traditions of a culture. We would be wise to keep in mind Tocqueville’s lesson about the failures of law in cultural set tings where it has tried to operate in opposition to pervasive and deep-seated social norms. But it would be equally wrong to dismiss the protections offered by the law as superfluous or useless. Between the area in which law is useless because it receives insufficient support from the rest of the culture and the area in which law is superfluous because the rest of the culture provides all of the protections we can reasonably ask for, there is a wide expanse of territory. It is within the borders of that territory that law can and does make a difference. It is within the borders of that territory that legal rights can and do work to protect people from the evils of intolerance, prejudice, and oppression. This is the heart of the liberal tradition in legal philosophy. It is a tradition worthy of allegiance.
Even if the law is not perfect and culture values matter, rights still protect us from oppression.

Altman, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) 90 (Andrew, Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

There are undoubtedly elements of the liberal tradition which exaggerate the extent to which the law alone gives contemporary liberal societies the degree of humanity and decency they have. There are undoubtedly elements of the liberal tradition which exaggerate the power of law to work its will against the entrenched customs and traditions of a culture. We would be wise to keep in mind Tocqueville’s lesson about the failures of law in cultural set tings where it has tried to operate in opposition to pervasive and deep-seated social norms. But it would be equally wrong to dismiss the protections offered by the law as superfluous or useless. Between the area in which law is useless because it receives insufficient support from the rest of the culture and the area in which law is superfluous because the rest of the culture provides all of the protections we can reasonably ask for, there is a wide expanse of territory. It is within the borders of that territory that law can and does make a difference. It is within the borders of that territory that legal rights can and do work to protect people from the evils of intolerance, prejudice, and oppression. This is the heart of the liberal tradition in legal philosophy. It is a tradition worthy of allegiance.

Rights Good – Stops Racism

Relationships outside of the law only work in a world without systemic discrimination—rights are key to protections. 

Zietlow, (Professor, University of Toledo Law), 96 (“Two Wrongs Don’t Add  up to Rights: the Importance of Preserving Due Process in Light of Recent Welfare Reform Measures,” 45 Am. U.L. Rev. 1111, Lexis, Rebecca E.)   

Professor Patricia Williams tells a story about renting an apartment at the same time as her colleague, Peter Gabel. n45 Williams recounts that Gabel, a white man who was sensitive about not alienating people with his legal knowledge and status as a lawyer and law professor, wanted an informal relationship with his landlord.  n46 He did not sign a lease, and gave a deposit in cash without receiving a receipt. n47 In contrast, Williams, an African-American woman who grew up in low-income neighborhoods where landlords refused to give their tenants the protection of a lease, rented an apartment from a friend, but still insisted on a detailed, lengthily  negotiated lease that established an arm's length relationship with her landlord. n48 That lease set forth the structured rights that she considered important to her as an African-American woman.  Procedural rights are particularly important for women of color because women of color have been historically discriminated against in our society. n49 Poor women of color have felt the brunt of discrimination on many levels. n50 They encounter discrimination when seeking jobs, housing, and financial assistance. n51 As a result,  [*1120]  many are relegated to the most run-down, dangerous neighborhoods in urban areas. n52  Historically, the  government also has discriminated against women of color with respect to welfare benefits. For example, when the Social Security Act was first enacted in 1934, states were allowed to set eligibility standards for receiving benefits, and to set the amount of benefits. n53 At that time, Congress considered a provision that  would have forbidden racial discrimination in the allocation of benefits, but rejected that measure. n54 As a result, many southern states discriminated against black welfare applicants, refusing them benefits and/or setting benefit levels so low that they were impractical, in order to maintain the low-wage market of women of  color, who typically performed domestic and field work. n55  Discrimination against poor people of color, in the allocation of government benefits, continues to this day. In 1992, a study conducted by the Social Security Administration found evidence of discrimination against African-American applicants for Social Security and  Supplemental Security Income benefits. n56 As a result of the investigation, the Social Security Administration created a special unit to process complaints of discrimination made by applicants for Social Security benefits. n57  As Patricia Williams notes, "While rights may not be ends in themselves, it remains that  rights rhetoric has been and continues to be an effective form of discourse for blacks." n58 Williams' example, comparing her approach to lease negotiation with that of Peter Gabel, and the Judgment, Landlord study, which showed that landlords did not need attorneys to win their cases, illustrate an important point: The  powerful may willingly choose to give up their structured rights, but those who perceive themselves as less powerful are less willing to give up the empowerment of structured rights, such as due process. In fact, people not in power require structured rights, and cannot do without them. Many African Americans in the civil rights  movement risked their lives in the fight for the structured right to vote in southern states, so that they could participate in the political process.  People who are disempowered due to their race, class, or gender need a formalized, structured process so that their rights can be protected. 

Non-legal relations allows racism to flourish—those without power need the law.  

Polleta, (Columbia Professor) 2000 (Francesca Polletta, “The Structural Context of Novel Rights Claims: Southern Civil Rights Organizing, 1961-1966,”  2000, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 367, Lexis).   

Another analytical liability of Gabel's view of social movements as directed "fundamentally" to forging new  experiences of authentic sociability is revealed in his preferences for informality over formality and appeals to empathy over appeals to legal justiciability. If progressive movements by definition seek to expose the illusoriness of the state's claim to authority, and if that exposure is seen as adequate to the task of political transformation, then challenging  rituals of formality makes eminent sense. But for people who have been without power, appeals to formal procedures and standards are not so easily dismissed. Informality, like tradition and discretion, is often just the gentler face of domination (Rollins 1985; Merry 1990).  Patricia Williams (1987) makes this point in describing her and Gabel's experiences looking for apartments in New York. Gabel found a sublet and, after a brief conversation with its tenants, handed over $ 900 in cash, with no lease, receipt, or keys. "The handshake and good vibes were for him indicators of trust more binding than a distancing formal contract" (406). Williams secured an apartment in a building owned by  friends and "signed a detailed, lengthily negotiated, finely printed lease firmly establishing me as the ideal arm's length transactor" (407). As a white man, Gabel could afford the informality of relations that had historically provided license for African Americans' exploitation by whites, Williams argues. Where she grew up, landlords had often rented flats to  poor black tenants without leases and with rent paid in cash, but those arrangements were demands on the part of landlords and signaled distrust not trust. To engage in formal, legal transactions was for Williams to assert her worth as a legal person. "As a black, I have been given by this society a strong  [*376]  sense of myself as already too familiar,  too personal, too subordinate to white people" (407).  We can assume that Gabel recognizes a distinction between good informality and bad informality. Indeed, he argues that "an alternative approach to politics based on resolving difference through compassion and empathy would presuppose that people can engage in political discussion and action that is  founded upon a felt recognition of one another as human beings, instead of conceiving of the political realm as a context where one abstract 'legal subject' confronts another" (Gabel & Harris, 1982-83:377, my emphasis). But the set of oppositions on which his definition of effective politics rests elides it with informality in a way that obscures that point.  Without denying that the formality of the courtroom can buttress the state's authority and inscrutability at the same time as it discourages expressions, and experiences, of compassion and empathy, we should be aware that formality can also make visible discriminatory and exploitative practices that were previously unscrutinized (see Massaro 1989 on  empathy). And we should be aware that informality may conceal not illusory but very real power.

Rights k2 Alt

Even if the alternative were enacted, people would need a way to fight intrusions from the state— rights are useful even in the world of the alternative. 

Forbath, (Law Professor, UCLA) 92 ( William E. Forbath, Professor of Law, UCLA, “BOOK REVIEW: Taking Lefts Seriously, The Politics of Law: A  Progressive Critique,” 92 Yale L.J. 1041, May, 1983, Lexis).   

If Freeman leaves one confused about what part law may play in overcoming inequality and building the good society,  Peter Gabel is more forthcoming. In a number of essays, including the one he co-authored for this volume, Gabel has developed the notion that law is a "reified" form of communication. n58 To clothe a person in legal forms is to impose on her a self transformed or "alienated" into a "thing-like function of the 'system.'" n59 Gabel's response is to dispense  with law and cease talking about justice and human needs "in abstract legal terms." n60 Since capitalist production gives rise to "alienation," and since law is "only a recast form" of "underlying socio-economic relations," we must focus instead on the production process to create "the possible conditions for a concrete justice." n61  Gabel has introduced  valuable new perspectives into CLS, but certain key formulations of his law-as-reification thesis seem disconcertingly familiar. The idea that talking about justice "in legal terms" is a kind of false necessity imposed by capitalism ultimately rests on the conviction that in the good society -- one with transformed relations of  production--government will become nothing more than the technical "administration of things." n63 In this view, the state -- and therefore, talk of law and rights -- exists only because in a class-based society government means ruling over people. n64  In other words, the argument for "junking" law turns on the treacherous notion that one can rigorously  distinguish administering things from governing or ruling people. This notion might have seemed plausible in the nineteenth century, but our subsequent experience suggests that all structures of "merely technical" or "economic" administration are also power structures. n65 Thus, it is folly today to believe that even the good society, with its  democratic relations of production, would require merely the "administration of things" to coordinate its affairs. This belief assumes that all the various purportedly technical decisions entailed by "administration" would enlist everyone's spontaneous consent. Once we acknowledge that power over people inevitably inheres in such decisions, we must add  that the good society would require not merely a framework for coordinating its economic affairs, but also a means to contest and revise that framework's organization, procedures, and results.  Even in the sphere of economic relations, the good society would therefore need institutions much like law-making and adjudication. Having conceded that  "administration" entails power structures, we must also confront the problem of legitimating power. Means for contest and revision, while necessary, are not sufficient. Legitimate power arises only from consent, and consent of the active sort that this radical, democratic scheme obviously entails is generated only by citizens participating in a vital, public,  political sphere. n66 So, the good society would need measures to secure a sphere or, rather, many "spaces" throughout the society for free and undominated political involvement and deliberation.  Moreover, having enlarged the public realm of participation to embrace productive and economic affairs as well as other now remote decisionmaking, the  good society would also need to secure the private spaces that protect individuals from coerced "involvement" and, thereby, make freedom authentic. It would need to provide what Unger has called "immunity rights," including those traditional "liberal rights," which ensure personal freedom from external, state, or collective coercion.  Thus, the  good society, though grounded in "transformed relations of production," may contain many things that look suspiciously like "law" -- not only activities that resemble "legislating" and "adjudication," but also a variety of measures that can only be called "rights." Perhaps then, not all "rights talk" is reducible to an estranged, reified individualism in the  manner that Gabel, Kennedy, and others often suggest. 

Legal victories are not alienating—they are key to spurring activism.

Polleta, (Columbia Professor) 2000 (Francesca Polletta, “The Structural Context of Novel Rights Claims: Southern Civil Rights Organizing, 1961-1966,”  2000, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 367, Lexis).   

What I found should assuage CLS writers' worries that rights claims making fosters a demobilizing dependence on the state to recognize rights-bearers, that litigation always displaces alternative, more power-oriented strategies, and that activists' political vision is progressively circumscribed by the limits of the law. With respect to the first, black  Mississippians did indeed seek recognition as rights-bearers - as "first class citizens" - but less from federal and local officials than from congregation, kin, and community. Legal proceedings inside the courtroom supplemented the rights-talk that took place outside it by publicly recognizing people's willingness to "stand up" to white oppression. Far  from substitutes for collective action, as Critical Legal Studies writers worry, legal victories were interpreted as prods to further action. Finally, with respect to critics' concern that rights-talk narrows activists' political vision and strategic options, I find that activists' extension of rights claims to the "unqualified" proved important in challenging prevalent  notions of political representation. It helped to shape a collective action frame that went on to animate struggles around economic inequality, governmental decisionmaking in poverty programs, and the Vietnam War. Activists' engagement with conventional rights-talk pushed them beyond legal liberalism to a more radicalized but still resonant frame.      

Rights are transformative.  And, we will argue that our use of rights rhetoric to advocate against unfettered power in this debate is proof of this argument. 

Polleta, (Columbia Professor) 2000 (Francesca Polletta, “The Structural Context of Novel Rights Claims: Southern Civil Rights Organizing, 1961-1966,”  2000, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 367, Lexis).    

The formality of legal processes can make visible, and contestable, actions that have been insulated from critique by their status as traditional, informal, personal, or idiosyncratic. More broadly, the way to avoid the reified conceptions  both of rights and social movements that underpin Gabel's scheme is to pay closer attention to how rights claims and strategies figure in actual movements. Among the possibilities not considered by Gabel or CLS generally are that some rights are more amenable to communal rather than individualist interpretations (Lynd 1984), that some kinds of  movements are more likely to privilege litigation over other strategies, that litigation may have different costs and benefits at different points in a movement trajectory (McCann 1994), and, most importantly, that the meanings of rights are defined and modified in interaction with the state, opponents, and competitors, rather than defined solely by judges.   The latter insight informs a group of linked perspectives on legality in everyday settings (Ewick & Silbey 1998; Merry 1990; Yngvesson 1989). Such work has shown the extent to which people's understandings of self and social interaction are informed by legal concepts such as "fairness," "property," and "entitlement" before they have any formal contact  with the state, but concepts defined in ways that are quite often at odds with those currently acceptable in a court of law.  Legal discourse affords possibilities for negotiating the limits of the law in novel ways. Sally Engle Merry writes that its "ambiguities, inconsistencies, and contradictions provide multiple opportunities for interpretation and contest" (1990:9).  When this view of the law is extended into the realm of collective action, it suggests that rights-talk can serve as a springboard to envisioning change beyond legal reform (Hunt 1990; McCann 1994; Schneider 1986; Villmoare 1985). "'Rights' can give rise to 'rights consciousness,'" Martha Minow argues, "so that individuals and groups may imagine  and act in light of rights that have not been formally recognized or enforced by officials" (Minow 1987:1867).  People can widen the scope of rights to encompass new institutional domains, subjects, and enforcement mechanisms. They can supplement a legal idiom with that of another normative system (religion, say, or the moral responsibilities of  parenthood). Critical legal theorists' view of the hegemonic function of rights is thus simultaneously too weak and too strong. It is too weak in maintaining that people's political consciousness is non-legal before they come into direct contact with the state. It is too strong in assuming that relying on rights-talk necessarily limits challengers' capacity to  envision alternatives.

Rights Not Monolithic

Human rights are not a monolith—they can be adapted by local cultures. 

Ibhawoh, 00 – Lecturer in African History and International Development Studies at the Edo State University in Nigeria – 2000 (Bonny Ibhawoh, “Between Culture and Constitution: Evaluation the Cultural Legitimacy of Human Rights in the Africa State”, human rights quarterly 2.2, Project Muse). 

This assumption tends to ignore the fact that societies are constantly in the process of change wrought by a variety of cultural, social, and economic forces. It seems an elementary but necessary point to make that so-called traditional societies--whether in Asia, Africa, or in Europe--were not culturally static but were eclectic, dynamic, and subject to significant alteration over time. Traditional cultural beliefs are also neither monolithic nor unchanging. In fact they could--and were--changed in response to different internal and external pressures. Cultural change can result from individuals being exposed to and adopting new ideas. Individuals are actors who can influence their own fate, even if their range of choice is circumscribed by the prevalent social structure or culture. In doing so, those who choose to adopt new ideas, though influenced by their own interest, initiate a process of change which may influence dominant cultural traditions. Culture is thus inherently responsive to conflict between individuals and social groups. 7 It is a network of perspectives in which different groups hold different values and world views, and in which some groups have more power to present their versions as the true culture.  The significance of this is that we proceed from the assumption that certain cultural traditions inherently appearing in conflict with national and universal human rights standards may in fact have the potential of being influenced through a process of change and adaptation to meet new human rights standards.
Human rights concepts are universal but their implementation varies widely. 

Donnelly, 07 – Andrew Mellon Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver – 2007 (Jack Donnelly, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 page 281-306, Project Muse).

Human rights are (relatively) universal at the level of the concept, broad formulations such as the claims in Articles 3 and 22 of the Universal Declaration that "everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person" and "the right to social security."50 Particular rights concepts, however, have multiple defensible conceptions. Any particular conception, in turn, will have many defensible implementations. At this level—for example, the design of electoral systems to implement the right "to take part in the government of his country, directly or through freely chosen representatives"—relativity is not merely defensible but desirable.51  Functional and overlapping consensus universality lie primarily at the level of concepts. Most of the Universal Declaration lies at this level as well. Although international human rights treaties often embody particular conceptions, and sometimes even particular forms of implementation,52 they too permit a wide range of particular practices. Substantial second order variation, by country, region, culture, or other grouping, is completely consistent with international legal and overlapping consensus universality. 

Rights enable cultural expression. 

Donnelly, 07 – Andrew Mellon Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver – 2007 (Jack Donnelly, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 page 281-306, Project Muse).

Human rights seek to allow human beings, individually and in groups that give meaning and value to their lives, to pursue their own visions of the good life. Such choices—so long as they are consistent with comparable rights for others and reflect a plausible vision of human flourishing to which we can imagine a free people freely assenting—deserve our respect. In fact, understanding human rights as a political conception of justice supported by an overlapping consensus requires us to allow human beings, individually and collectively, considerable space to shape (relatively) universal rights to their particular purposes—so long as they operate largely within the constraints at the level of concepts established by functional, international legal, and overlapping consensus universality. 

Rights Not Western

Human rights are not inherently Western. 

Donnelly, 07 – Andrew Mellon Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver – 2007 (Jack Donnelly, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 page 281-306, Project Muse).

The social-structural "modernity" of these ideas and practices, however, not their cultural "Westernness," deserves emphasis.15 Human rights ideas and practices arose not from any deep Western cultural roots but from the social, economic, and political transformations of modernity. They thus have relevance wherever those transformations have occurred, irrespective of the pre-existing culture of the place. 

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

Donnelly, 07 – Andrew Mellon Professor at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver – 2007 (Jack Donnelly, “The Relative Universality of Human Rights”, Human Rights Quarterly 29 page 281-306, Project Muse).

It is important to remember that virtually all Western religious and philosophical doctrines through most of their history have either rejected or ignored human rights Today, however, most adherents of most Western comprehensive doctrines endorse human rights. And if the medieval Christian world of crusades, serfdom, and hereditary aristocracy could become today's world of liberal and social democratic welfare states, it is hard to think of a place where a similar transformation is inconceivable.  Consider claims that "Asian values" are incompatible with internationally recognized human rights.24. Asian values—like Western values, African values, and most other sets of values—can be, and have been, understood as incompatible with human rights. But they also can be and have been interpreted to support human rights, as they regularly are today in Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea. And political developments in a growing number of Asian countries suggest that ordinary people and even governments are increasingly viewing human rights as a contemporary political expression of their deepest ethical, cultural, and political values and aspirations.25 No culture or comprehensive doctrine is "by nature," or in any given or fixed way, either compatible or incompatible with human rights. 

**ROOT CAUSE**

2AC AT: Generic Root Cause

Wars don’t have single causes – consensus of experts

Cashman 00

Greg, Professor of Political Science at Salisbury State University “What Causes war?: An introduction to theories of international conflict” pg. 9

Two warnings need to be issued at this point. First, while we have been using a single variable explanation of war merely for the sake of simplicity, multivariate explanations of war are likely to be much more powerful. Since social and political behaviors are extremely complex, they are almost never explainable through a single factor. Decades of research have led most analysts to reject monocausal explanations of war. For instance, international relations theorist J. David Singer suggests that we ought to move away from the concept of “causality” since it has become associated with the search for a single cause of war; we should instead redirect our activities toward discovering “explanations”—a term that implies multiple causes of war, but also a certain element of randomness or chance in their occurrence.

Monocausal explanations impoverish scholarship

Martin 90 Brian Martin, Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, Australia, Uprooting War, 1990 edition http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw13.html
In this chapter and in the six preceding chapters I have examined a number of structures and factors which have some connection with the war system. There is much more that could be said about any one of these structures, and other factors which could be examined. Here I wish to note one important point: attention should not be focussed on one single factor to the exclusion of others. This is often done for example by some Marxists who look only at capitalism as a root of war and other social problems, and by some feminists who attribute most problems to patriarchy. The danger of monocausal explanations is that they may lead to an inadequate political practice. The ‘revolution’ may be followed by the persistence or even expansion of many problems which were not addressed by the single-factor perspective. The one connecting feature which I perceive in the structures underlying war is an unequal distribution of power. This unequal distribution is socially organised in many different ways, such as in the large-scale structures for state administration, in capitalist ownership, in male domination within families and elsewhere, in control over knowledge by experts, and in the use of force by the military. Furthermore, these different systems of power are interconnected. They often support each other, and sometimes conflict. This means that the struggle against war can and must be undertaken at many different levels. It ranges from struggles to undermine state power to struggles to undermine racism, sexism and other forms of domination at the level of the individual and the local community. Furthermore, the different struggles need to be linked together. That is the motivation for analysing the roots of war and developing strategies for grassroots movements to uproot them 

2AC AT: Root Cause = Otherization

Otherness not the root cause of war

Volf 2
Miroslav Volf (Evangelical Pentecostal Church of Croatia and Presbyterian Church [U.S.A.]) has been Henry B. Wright Professor of Theology at Yale Divinity School since 1998. Educated at the University of Zagreb, Evangelical Theological Seminary in Zagreb, Fuller Theological Seminary, and Eberhard-Karls-Universitat, Tubingen (Dr. theol., 1986; Dr. theol, habil., 1995), he also taught at Evangelical Theological Seminary in Osijek, Croatia (1979-80, 1984-91) and Fuller Theological Seminary (1991-98). Journal of Ecumenical Studies 1-1-02
Though “otherness”–cultural, ethnic, religious, racial difference–is an important factor in our relations with others, we should not overestimate it as a cause of conflict. During the war in the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990′s, I was often asked, “What is this war about? Is it about religious and cultural differences? Is it about economic advantage? Is it about political power? Is it about land?” The correct response was, of course, that the war was about all of these things. Monocausal explanations of major eruptions of violence are rarely right. Moreover, various causes are intimately intertwined, and each contributes to others. That holds true also for otherness, which I am highlighting here. However, neither should we underestimate otherness as a factor. The contest for political power, for economic advantage, and for a share of the land took place between people who belonged to discrete cultural and ethnic groups. Part of the goal of the war in the former Yugoslavia was the creation of ethnically clean territories with economic and political autonomy. The importance of “otherness” is only slightly diminished if we grant that the sense of ethnic and religious belonging was manipulated by unscrupulous, corrupt, and greedy politicians for their own political and economic gain. The fact that conjured fears for one’s identity could serve to legitimize a war whose major driving force lay elsewhere is itself a testimony to how much “otherness” matters.

XT: Root Cause isn’t Otherization

Identity is only one source of conflict – the material world matters too

Gries 5

Peter Hays, Univercity of Colorado“Social Psychology and the Indentity-Conflict Debate: Is a ‘China Threat’ Inevitable?” European Journal of International Relations Copyright © 2005 SAGE Publications and ECPR-European Consortium for Political Research, Vol. 11(2): pg. 237
Of course, identity is only one possible cause of conflict. This paper only addresses the Wendt–Mercer debate over the nature of interstate competition in the symbolic realm; it does not address the dispute between neorealists and neoliberals over competition in the material realm. And this paper only treats identity as an independent variable (as a possible cause of conflict); identity conflict can also be a dependent variable — the result, for example, of objective conflicts of interest. 

2AC AT: Root Cause = Patriarchy

Patriarchy is not the root cause. 

Carrie Crenshaw, 2.  PhD, Former President of CEDA Perspectives In Controversy: Selected Articles from Contemporary Argumentation and Debate 2002 p. 119-126

 Feminism is not dead. It is alive and well in intercollegiate debate. Increasingly, students rely on feminist authors to inform their analysis of resolutions. While I applaud these initial efforts to explore feminist thought, I am concerned that such arguments only exemplify the general absence of sound causal reasoning in debate rounds. Poor causal reasoning results from a debate practice that privileges empirical proof over rhetorical proof, fostering ignorance of the subject matter being debated. To illustrate my point, I claim that debate arguments about feminists suffer from a reductionism that tends to marginalize the voices of significant feminist authors. David Zarefsky made a persuasive case for the value of causal reasoning in intercollegiate debate as far back as 1979. He argued that causal arguments are desirable for four reasons. First, causal analysis increases the control of the arguer over events by promoting understanding of them. Second, the use of causal reasoning increases rigor of analysis and fairness in the decision-making process. Third, causal arguments promote understanding of the philosophical paradox that presumably good people tolerate the existence of evil. Finally, causal reasoning supplies good reasons for "commitments to policy choices or to systems of belief which transcend whim, caprice, or the non-reflexive "claims of immediacy" (117-9). Rhetorical proof plays an important role in the analysis of causal relationships. This is true despite the common assumption that the identification of cause and effect relies solely upon empirical investigation. For Zarefsky, there are three types of causal reasoning. The first type of causal reasoning describes the application of a covering law to account for physical or material conditions that cause a resulting event This type of causal reasoning requires empirical proof prominent in scientific investigation. A second type of causal reasoning requires the assignment of responsibility. Responsible human beings as agents cause certain events to happen; that is, causation resides in human beings (107-08). A third type of causal claim explains the existence of a causal relationship. It functions "to provide reasons to justify a belief that a causal connection exists" (108). The second and third types of causal arguments rely on rhetorical proof, the provision of "good reasons" to substantiate arguments about human responsibility or explanations for the existence of a causal relationship (108). I contend that the practice of intercollegiate debate privileges the first type of causal analysis. It reduces questions of human motivation and explanation to a level of empiricism appropriate only for causal questions concerning physical or material conditions. Arguments about feminism clearly illustrate this phenomenon. Substantive debates about feminism usually take one of two forms. First, on the affirmative, debaters argue that some aspect of the resolution is a manifestation of patriarchy. For example, given the spring 1992 resolution, "[rjesolved: That advertising degrades the quality of life," many affirmatives argued that the portrayal of women as beautiful objects for men's consumption is a manifestation of patriarchy that results in tangible harms to women such as rising rates of eating disorders. The fall 1992 topic, "(rjesolved: That the welfare system exacerbates the problems of the urban poor in the United States," also had its share of patri- archy cases. Affirmatives typically argued that women's dependence upon a patriarchal welfare system results in increasing rates of women's poverty. In addition to these concrete harms to individual women, most affirmatives on both topics, desiring "big impacts," argued that the effects of patriarchy include nightmarish totalitarianism and/or nuclear annihilation. On the negative, many debaters countered with arguments that the some aspect of the resolution in some way sustains or energizes the feminist movement in resistance to patriarchal harms. For example, some negatives argued that sexist advertising provides an impetus for the reinvigoration of the feminist movement and/or feminist consciousness, ultimately solving the threat of patriarchal nuclear annihilation. likewise, debaters negating the welfare topic argued that the state of the welfare system is the key issue around which the feminist movement is mobilizing or that the consequence of the welfare system - breakup of the patriarchal nuclear family -undermines patriarchy as a whole. Such arguments seem to have two assumptions in common. First, there is a single feminism. As a result, feminists are transformed into feminism. Debaters speak of feminism as a single, monolithic, theoretical and pragmatic entity and feminists as women with identical m otivations, methods, and goals. Second, these arguments assume that patriarchy is the single or root cause of all forms of oppression. Patriarchy not only is responsible for sexism and the consequent oppression of women, it also is the cause of totalitarianism, environmental degradation, nuclear war, racism, and capitalist exploitation. These reductionist arguments reflect an unwillingness to debate about the complexities of human motivation and explanation. They betray a reliance upon a framework of proof that can explain only material conditions and physical realities through empirical quantification. The transformation of feminists to feminism and the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of all oppression is related in part to the current form of intercollegiate debate practice. By "form," I refer to Kenneth Burke's notion of form, defined as the "creation of appetite in the mind of the auditor, and the adequate satisfying of that appetite" (Counter-Statement 31). Though the framework for this understanding of form is found in literary and artistic criticism, it is appropriate in this context; as Burke notes, literature can be "equipment for living" (Biilosophy 293). He also suggests that form "is an arousing and fulfillment of desires. A work has form in so far as one part of it leads a reader to anticipate another part, to be gratified by the sequence" (Counter-Statement 124). Burke observes that there are several aspects to the concept of form. One of these aspects, conventional form, involves to some degree the appeal of form as form. Progressive, repetitive, and minor forms, may be effective even though the reader has no awareness of their formality. But when a form appeals as form, we designate it as conventional form. Any form can become conventional, and be sought for itself - whether it be as complex as the Greek tragedy or as compact as the sonnet (Counter-Statement 126). These concepts help to explain debaters' continuing reluctance to employ rhetorical proof in arguments about causality. Debaters practice the convention of poor causal reasoning as a result of judges' unexamined reliance upon conventional form. Convention is the practice of arguing single-cause links to monolithic impacts that arises out of custom or usage. Conventional form is the expectation of judges that an argument will take this form. Common practice or convention dictates that a case or disadvantage with nefarious impacts causally related to a single link will "outweigh" opposing claims in the mind of the judge. In this sense, debate arguments themselves are conventional. Debaters practice the convention of establishing single-cause relationships to large monolithic impacts in order to conform to audience expectation. Debaters practice poor causal reasoning because they are rewarded for it by judges. The convention of arguing single-cause links leads the judge to anticipate the certainty of the impact and to be gratified by the sequence. I suspect that the sequence is gratifying for judges because it relieves us from the responsibility and difficulties of evaluating rhetorical proofs. We are caught between our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proofs and our reluctance to succumb to complete relativism and subjectivity. To take responsibility for evaluating rhetorical proof is to admit that not every question has an empirical answer. However, when we abandon our responsibility to rhetorical proofs, we sacrifice our students' understanding of causal reasoning. The sacrifice has consequences for our students' knowledge of the subject matter they are debating. For example, when feminism is defined as a single entity, not as a pluralized movement or theory, that single entity results in the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression. The result is ignorance of the subject position of the particular feminist author, for highlighting his or her subject position might draw attention to the incompleteness of the causal relationship between link and impact Consequently, debaters do not challenge the basic assumptions of such argumentation and ignorance of feminists is perpetuated. Feminists are not feminism. The topics of feminist inquiry are many and varied, as are the philosophical approaches to the study of these topics. Different authors have attempted categorization of various feminists in distinctive ways. For example, Alison Jaggar argues that feminists can be divided into four categories: liberal feminism, marxist feminism, radical feminism, and socialist feminism. While each of these feminists may share a common commitment to the improvement of women's situations, they differ from each other in very important ways and reflect divergent philosophical assumptions that make them each unique. Linda Alcoff presents an entirely different categorization of feminist theory based upon distinct understandings of the concept "woman," including cultural feminism and post-structural feminism. Karen Offen utilizes a comparative historical approach to examine two distinct modes of historical argumentation or discourse that have been used by women and their male allies on behalf of women's emancipation from male control in Western societies. These include relational feminism and individualist feminism. Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron describe a whole category of French feminists that contain many distinct versions of the feminist project by French authors. Women of color and third-world feminists have argued that even these broad categorizations of the various feminism have neglected the contributions of non-white, non-Western feminists (see, for example, hooks; Hull; Joseph and Lewis; Lorde; Moraga; Omolade; and Smith). In this literature, the very definition of feminism is contested. Some feminists argue that "all feminists are united by a commitment to improving the situation of women" (Jaggar and Rothenberg xii), while others have resisted the notion of a single definition of feminism, bell hooks observes, "a central problem within feminist discourse has been our inability to either arrive at a consensus of opinion about what feminism is (or accept definitions) that could serve as points of unification" (Feminist Theory 17). The controversy over the very definition of feminism has political implications. The power to define is the power both to include and exclude people and ideas in and from that feminism. As a result, [bjourgeois white women interested in women's rights issues have been satisfied with simple definitions for obvious reasons. Rhetorically placing themselves in the same social category as oppressed women, they were not anxious to call attention to race and class privilege (hooks. Feminist Wieory 18). Debate arguments that assume a singular conception of feminism include and empower the voices of race- and class-privileged women while excluding and silencing the voices of feminists marginalized by race and class status. This position becomes clearer when we examine the second assumption of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate - patriarchy is the sole cause of oppression. Important feminist thought has resisted this assumption for good reason. Designating patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows the subjugation of resistance to other forms of oppression like racism and classism to the struggle against sexism. Such subjugation has the effect of denigrating the 

legitimacy of resistance to racism and classism as struggles of equal importance. "Within feminist movement in the West, this led to the assumption that resisting patriarchal domination is a more legitimate feminist action than resisting racism and other forms of domination" (hooks. Talking Back 19). The relegation of struggles against racism and class exploitation to offspring status is not the only implication of the "sole cause" argument In addition, identifying patriarchy as the single source of oppression obscures women's perpetration of other forms of subjugation and domination, bell hooks argues that we should not obscure the reality that women can and do partici- pate in politics of domination, as perpetrators as well as victims - that we dominate, that we are dominated. If focus on patriarchal domination masks this reality or becomes the means by which women deflect attention from the real conditions and circumstances of our lives, then women cooperate in suppressing and promoting false consciousness, inhibiting our capacity to assume responsibility for transforming ourselves and society (hooks. Talking Back 20). Characterizing patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows mainstream feminists to abdicate responsibility for the exercise of class and race privilege. It casts the struggle against class exploitation and racism as secondary concerns. Current debate practice promotes ignorance of these issues because debaters appeal to conventional form, the expectation of judges that they will isolate a single link to a large impact Feminists become feminism and patriarchy becomes the sole cause of all evil. Poor causal arguments arouse and fulfill the expectation of judges by allowing us to surrender our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proof for complex causal relationships. The result is either the mar-ginalization or colonization of certain feminist voices. Arguing feminism in debate rounds risks trivializing feminists. Privileging the act of speaking about feminism over the content of speech "often turns the voices and beings of non-white women into commodity, spectacle" (hooks, Talking Back 14). Teaching sophisticated causal reasoning enables our students to learn more concerning the subject matter about which they argue. In this case, students would learn more about the multiplicity of feminists instead of reproducing the marginalization of many feminist voices in the debate itself. The content of the speech of feminists must be investigated to subvert the colonization of exploited women. To do so, we must explore alternatives to the formal expectation of single-cause links to enormous impacts for appropriation of the marginal voice threatens the very core of self-determination and free self-expression for exploited and oppressed peoples. If the identified audience, those spoken to, is determined solely by ruling groups who control production and distribution, then it is easy for the marginal voice striving for a hearing to allow what is said to be overdetermined by the needs of that majority group who appears to be listening, to be tuned in (hooks, Talking Back 14). At this point, arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate seem to be overdetermined by the expectation of common practice, the "game" that we play in assuming there is such a thing as a direct and sole causal link to a monolithic impact To play that game, we have gone along with the idea that there is a single feminism and the idea that patriarchal impacts can account for all oppression. In making this critique, I am by no means discounting the importance of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate. In fact, feminists contain the possibility of a transformational politic for two reasons. First, feminist concerns affect each individual intimately. We are most likely to encounter patriarchal domination "in an ongoing way in everyday life. Unlike other forms of domination, sexism directly shapes and determines relations of power in our private lives, in familiar social spaces..." (hooks. Talking Back 21). Second, the methodology of feminism, consciousness-raising, contains within it the possibility of real societal transformation. "lE]ducation for critical consciousness can be extended to include politicization of the self that focuses on creating understanding the ways sex, race, and class together determine our individual lot and our collective experience" (hooks, Talking Back 24). Observing the incongruity between advocacy of single-cause relationships and feminism does not discount the importance of feminists to individual or societal consciousness raising. 

XT: Root Cause isn’t Patriarchy

Patriarchy is not the root cause of war.

Martin 90

Brian Martin. 1990.  (Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong. “Uprooting War.” http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw10.html)
While these connections between war and male domination are suggestive, they do not amount to a clearly defined link between the two. It is too simplistic to say that male violence against women leads directly to organised mass warfare. Many soldiers kill in combat but are tender with their families; many male doctors are dedicated professionally to relieving suffering but batter their wives. The problem of war cannot be reduced to the problem of individual violence. Rather, social relations are structured to promote particular kinds of violence in particular circumstances. While there are some important connections between individual male violence and collective violence in war (rape in war is a notable one), these connections are more symptoms than causes of the relationship between patriarchy and other war-linked structures.
Patriarchy not the root cause—inseparable from regional conflict and structural conditions.

Stansell 2010 (Christine, Professor of history at Princeton and the University of Chicago, “Global Feminism in a Conservative Age: Possibilities and Pieties Since 1980”, in Dissent, April 1st Edition, pg. 51-52)

But at the same time, the use of patriarchy as the one-size-fits-all paradigm and the dichotomy of injured women/male aggressor was totally inadequate. Sex-specific violence was inextricable from the plague of wars and insurgencies that laid waste to large parts of the world. Rape, torture, mutilation, and female captivity and enslavement were standard procedures of marauding militias and terrorist bands in Africa, from Liberia and Sierra Leone to Congo, northern Uganda, Rwanda, Sudan, and Somalia. Coerced labor in the sex trade—what came to be called sexual slavery—was entangled with poverty, official corruption, labor flows across borders, and forced migration. Violence was inseparable from politics and reactionary religious regimes and parties: Muslim fundamentalists in Afghanistan, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Iran consolidated power by implementing draconian interpretations of sharia to harass, brutalize, and murder girls and women who allegedly violated codes of sexual propriety, newly invented or recently resurrected.
2AC AT: Root Cause = Cap

Capitalism not the root cause of war and the alt doesn’t solve 

Martin 90

Brian Martin, Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, Australia, Uprooting War, 1990 edition http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw13.html

The discussion so far concerns capitalist firms within a particular state. The wider question is, what role does the world capitalist system play in the war system? When examining particular wars, the immediate role of profit and accumulation are often minimal. Examples are World War Two, the Indochinese War and the many Middle East wars. Even in many colonial empires, immediate economic advantages for the capitalist class have played a minor role compared to issues of expansion and maintenance of state power. The role of capitalism mainly entered through its structuring of economic relations which are supervised separately and jointly by capitalist states. The main military service of the state to capitalists in the international system is to oppose movements which threaten the viability of capitalist economic relations. This includes state socialism and all movements for self-management. At the same time, the way this state intervention operates, namely through separate and potentially competing state apparatuses, can conflict with the security of capitalism. Wars and military expenditures can hurt national economies, as in the case of US government expenditures for fighting in Vietnam. Only some struggles against capitalism have potential for challenging the war system. Efforts to oppose capital by mobilising the power of the state do little in this direction. In particular, promotion of state socialism (the destruction of capitalism within a state mode, with the maintenance of bureaucratic control and military power) does little to address the problem of war. The trouble here is that much of the socialist left sees capitalism as the sole source of evil in the world. This approach is blind to the roots of social problems that do not primarily grow out of class domination, including racism, sexism, environmental degradation and war. Because of this blindness, even the struggle against capitalism is weakened, since attention is not paid to systems of power such as patriarchy and bureaucracy which are mobilised to support capitalism as well as other interests.
XT: Root Cause isn’t Cap

Greed is the root cause of war (not capitalism) 

Aberdeen 3
Richard Aberdeen, “the way: a theory of root cause and solution” 2003 http://freedomtracks.com/uncommonsense/theway.html

A view shared by many modern activists is that capitalism, free enterprise, multi-national corporations and globalization are the primary cause of the current global Human Rights problem and that by striving to change or eliminate these, the root problem of what ills the modern world is being addressed.  This is a rather unfortunate and historically myopic view, reminiscent of early “class struggle” Marxists who soon resorted to violence as a means to achieve rather questionable ends.  And like these often brutal early Marxists, modern anarchists who resort to violence to solve the problem are walking upside down and backwards, adding to rather than correcting, both the immediate and long-term Human Rights problem.  Violent revolution, including our own American revolution, becomes a breeding ground for poverty, disease, starvation and often mass oppression leading to future violence. Large, publicly traded corporations are created by individuals or groups of individuals, operated by individuals and made up of individual and/or group investors.  These business enterprises are deliberately structured to be empowered by individual (or group) investor greed.  For example, a theorized ‘need’ for offering salaries much higher than is necessary to secure competent leadership (often resulting in corrupt and entirely incompetent leadership), lowering wages more than is fair and equitable and scaling back of often hard fought for benefits, is sold to stockholders as being in the best interest of the bottom-line market value and thus, in the best economic interests of individual investors.  Likewise, major political and corporate exploitation of third-world nations is rooted in the individual and joint greed of corporate investors and others who stand to profit from such exploitation.  More than just investor greed, corporations are driven by the greed of all those involved, including individuals outside the enterprise itself who profit indirectly from it.      If one examines “the course of human events” closely, it can correctly be surmised that the “root” cause of humanity’s problems comes from individual human greed and similar negative individual motivation.  The Marx/Engles view of history being a “class” struggle ¹  does not address the root problem and is thus fundamentally flawed from a true historical perspective (see Gallo Brothers for more details).  So-called “classes” of people, unions, corporations and political groups are made up of individuals who support the particular group or organizational position based on their own individual needs, greed and desires and thus, an apparent “class struggle” in reality, is an extension of individual motivation.  Likewise, nations engage in wars of aggression, not because capitalism or classes of society are at root cause, but because individual members of a society are individually convinced that it is in their own economic survival best interest.  War, poverty, starvation and lack of Human and Civil Rights have existed on our planet since long before the rise of modern capitalism, free enterprise and multi-national corporation avarice, thus the root problem obviously goes deeper than this. 

2AC Root Cause- Modernity 

No root cause. Blaming systems of thought or action is pointless. Violence is always proximately caused.

Curtler ’97 (Hugh Mercer, Prof. Phil. – Southwest State U. “Rediscovering values: coming to terms with Postmodernism”, Netlibrary, p. 164-165)

At the same time, we must beware the temptation to reject out of hand everything that stinks of modernism and the Enlightenment. We must resist the postmodern urge to reject and reduce in the conviction that everything Western humans thought prior to 1930 leads inevitably to the Holocaust and its aftermath and that every exemplary work of art and literature diminishes the human soul. In particular, we must maintain a firm hold on our intellectual center and, while acknowledging the need for greater compassion and heightened imaginative power, also acknowledge our need for reasonable solutions to complex issues.  Indeed, the rejection of reason and "techno-science" as it is voiced by such thinkers as Jean-François Lyotard seems at times little more than resentment born of a sense of betrayal: "it is no longer possible to call development progress" (Lyotard 1992, 78). Instead, modernism has given us Auschwitz. Therefore, we will blame reason and science as the vehicles that have brought us to this crisis. Reason has yielded technology, which has produced nuclear weapons, mindless diversions, and choking pollution in our cities while enslaving the human spirit. Therefore, we reject reason. This is odd logic. Reason becomes hypostatized and is somehow guilty of having made false promises. The fault may not lie with our tools or methods, however, but with the manner in which we adapted them and the tasks we demanded they perform. That is to say, the problem may lie not with our methods but with ourselves.  At times, one wonders whether thinkers such as Lyotard read Dostoyevsky, Freud, or Jung, whether they know anything about human depravity. Science is not at fault; foolish men and women (mostly men) who have expected the impossible of methods that were designed primarily to solve problems are at fault. We cannot blame science because we have made of it an idol. Lyotard was correct when he said that "scientific or technical discovery was never subordinate to demands arising from human needs. It was always driven by a dynamic independent of the things people might judge desirable, profitable, or comfortable" (Lyotard 1992, 83). But instead of focusing attention on the "dynamic," he chooses to reject the entire techno-scientific edifice. This is reactionary. We face serious problems, and the rejection of science and technology will lead us back to barbarism, not to nirvana. What is required is a lesson in how to control our methods and make them serve our needs. Thus, although one can sympathize with the postmodern attack on scientific myopia, one must urge caution in the face of hysteria. There are additional problems with postmodernism, however.

Their K relies on an essentialized notion of humanism 

davies 97 (Tony – prof. Engl @binghampton) Humanism p. 130-132
So there will not after all be, nor indeed could there be, any tidy definitions. The several humanisms – the civic humanism of sixteenth-century northern Europe, the rationalistic humanism that attended at the revolutions of enlightened modernity, and the romantic and positivistic humanisms through which the European bourgeoisies established their hegemony over it, the liberal humanism that sought to tame it, the humanism of the Nazis and the humanisms of their victims and opponents, the antihumanist humanism of Heidegger and the humanist antihumanism of Foucault and Althusser – are not reducible to one, or even to a single line or pattern. Each has its distinctive historical curve, its particular discursive poetics, its own problematic scansion of the human. Each seeks, as all discourses must, to impose its own answer to the question of ‘which is to be master’. Meanwhile, the problem of humanism remains, for the present, an inescapable horizon within which all attempts to think about the ways in which human beings have, do, might live together in and on the world they are contained. <continues> At the same time, though it is clear that the master narrative of transcendental man has outlived its usefulness, it would be unwise simply to abandon the ground occupied by the historical humanisms. For one thing, some variety of humanism remains, on many occasions, the only available alternative to bigotry and persecution. The freedom to speak and write, to organize and campaign in defence of individual or collective interests, to protest and disobey: all these, and the prospect of a world in which they will be secured, can only be articulated in humanist terms. It is true that the Baconian ‘Knowledge of Causes, and Secrett Motions of Things’, harnessed to an overweening rationality and an unbridled technological will to power, has enlarged the bounds of human empire to the point of endangering the survival of the violated plane on which we live. But how, if not by mobilizing collective resources of human understanding and responsibility of ‘enlightened self-interest’ even, can that danger be turned aside? 

2AC  Pov /SV cause war 

Poverty not a statically significant cause of war

Richard Smoke BA Harvard magna cum laude, PhD MIT, Prof. @ Brown, Winner Bancroft Prize in History, AND Willis Harman  M.S. in Physics and Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering from Stanford University , Paths To Peace  1987 p. 34-5

The connection between poverty and war is less direct and less immediately obvious in the other direction. It is difficult to find wars that were directly caused by poverty. National leaders have not yet—declared that more national wealth is their war aim. Statistically there is no relationship between the degree of national poverty or wealth and the frequency of warfare. Poor nations fight even though they can't afford it, as Ethiopia, one of the world's poorest countries, has been demonstrating for many years. Rich nations fight even though they have no pressing economic needs to satisfy, as Britain demonstrated in the Falklands/Malvinas War. 

No root cause to war- their argument eliminates the conscious choice element- destroys its explanatory power

Richard Smoke BA Harvard magna cum laude, PhD MIT, Prof. @ Brown, Winner Bancroft Prize in History, AND Willis Harman  M.S. in Physics and Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering from Stanford University , Paths To Peace  1987 p.36-7

 The two kinds of deeply felt social injustices—ethnic and religious hatred and severe economic disparities—represent underlying causes of war that may be especially important to cope with if our world is to have a future of peace. But one should not believe that even complete removal of these causes would by itself lead to that result. That belief assumes that war is not simply the result of deliberate decision by nation-states, but that war has to be "caused" by other factors. That assumption is questionable. Although some wars clearly seem to have roots, say, in evident ethnic/religious hatreds, others seem far removed from explanations about underlying causes, and seem most plausibly to be the result of calculated decisions by national governments. (Specialists sometimes call such wars policy wars.) The U.S. invasion of Grenada in 1983 seems a clear example of a policy war, if it can be considered a war. Another, more painful example is the U.S. war in Vietnam. The United States is not an economically deprived country, and while some ethnic hatred among U.S. soldiers in Vietnam resulted from the war, it did not cause the war. Neither democratic nor Marxist explanations apply either, at least not in any very satisfactory way. The more democratic country chose to enter the conflict. Neither markets nor resources of any significance were at stake, and it was obvious very early that U.S. capitalism had more to lose than to gain from the escalating U.S. involvement. Grenada and Vietnam were both policy wars in which a decisionmaking elite made one or a series of calculated decisions based on concepts of power balances, cost/benefit ratios, and the containment or removal of regimes conceived to be hostile. An "explanation" of these U.S. wars, then, would consist primarily of analysis of the intellectual premises on which those calculations were made. One should not assume, then, that a world in which there were no social injustices between nations would be a world automatically at peace. Quite possibly there could still be calculated wars of policy in such a world. However, one is safe in assuming that a future world that did continue to suffer from deeply felt social injustices would be a world without peace, at least without a peace that was reliable and lasting. Peace, as so many have pointed out, requires justice.

War Causes Oppression 

Their root cause claims are false – no moncausality and goes the other way (This is also a good card)
Goldstein 2 

Joshua S., Professor Emeritus of International Relations, American University (Washington, DC) Research Scholar, University of Massachusetts and Nonresident Sadat Senior Fellow, CIDCM, University of Maryland War and Gender , P. 412 2k2

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice”. Then if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influences wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gener and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes toward war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression/” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate

Poverty declining now

We control uniqueness – poverty declining and standards of living improving globally

Munkhammar 7

Johnny, Masters Degree from Uppsala University in political science and economics, senior adviser at the Confederation of Swedish Enterprise, “Big Government: How to Create Poverty” Economic Affair, Volume 27, Issue 3, p 39-40), Wiley InterScience

The economic development of the Western world during the roughly 150 years since that time has proven the basic Marxist analysis of usurption of the majority to be wrong. The average income for ordinary people has increased at least ten-fold in the Western world during the last century. And since this is the average income, this increase is not the result of government redistribution of resources. It is the result of more resources being created and the wealth from that being spread to both owners and workers. Our societies have become vastly more wealthy during the last 150 years. And this is not just a matter of figures and money. Life expectancy has more than doubled; previously incurable diseases are cured; housing, food and clothes are of a totally different quality; freedom to choose the life we want is greater; only a tiny share of income is needed to pay for basic necessities; and technological progress has opened up the world. And this is not just for a few in the rich countries. The resources of the Western world have grown enormously, wealth has spread to ordinary people and the developing countries are now growing strongly. Improvements for the world’s poor The global development of today provides a number of facts of relevance for an analysis of economic and social progress. Most people agree that capitalism has spread to larger parts of the world than ever before, under the name of globalisation. What has happened to poverty in the world during that time? It has decreased sharply. In 1950, 60% of the world’s population lived in extreme poverty; in 2000, the share was 20%, according to statistics from the World Bank. Those who believe that capitalism creates poverty will have a hard time explaining how poverty can decrease faster than ever in the globalised world. During the last 20 years, growth has on average been substantially higher in developing economies than in developed ones, roughly twice the rate (IMF). The rich get richer, but the poor also get richer – and this is much more rapidly than when today’s rich countries left poverty. Not least has this been a fact in China and India, where hundreds of millions of people have been lifted out of poverty. This development obviously started after China opened to capitalism and India reduced socialism and protectionism. The globalised developing countries have grown by, on average, 5% a year during the 1990s while the economies of nonglobalised ‘developing’ countries shrank by 1% a year (World Bank). Growth matters for the basics of life – the higher the GDP per capita, the higher the share of children that survive their first year (see World Health Organization, World Health Chart ). The connection is very strong for all countries. But – and this should be a wake-up call for those who believe in the state as the solution – there is no connection between the degree of public healthcare spending and the share of children that survive their first year. In 1900, average life expectancy in the world was a mere 31 years; today it is 67 years and rising. Life expectancy in poorer countries has improved even faster. In China it has surged from 41 years in the 1950s to 71 years today; in India it is up from 39 years to 63 years (Goklany, 2006). 

Global poverty rate decreasing and will continue to decrease – consensus of experts

Woolcock 8

Michael Woolcock is Professor of Social Science and Development Policy, and Research Director of the Brooks World Poverty Institute, at the University of Manchester; “ Global Poverty and Inequality: A Brief Retrospective and Prospective Analysis” Brooks World Poverty Institute February 2009, http://www.bwpi.manchester.ac.uk/resources/Working-Papers/bwpi-wp-7809.pdf

Present trends in global poverty and inequality need to be understood in their broader historical context. For the economic historian Robert Fogel (2004), the world is currently at the beginning of the fourth century of a 400-year process of unparalleled economic transformation, which began1 in roughly 1700 and will continue through 2100, during which the world’s population will go from being overwhelmingly poor to predominantly rich. The significance of this cannot be overstated, given that most people, for most of history, have lived a Hobbesian existence, one famously characterised for being ‘poor, nasty, brutish and short’. While it is always dangerous to extrapolate from the past, not least because qualitatively new challenges such as global warming loom large, past trends do suggest that it is likely that within the current century this historical norm of human existence will indeed itself be made history. Put differently, one empirical challenge is to explain the origins and spread of broad-based living standards above poverty levels, since it is this—not the persistence of poverty—that is novel. (The issue of inequality is somewhat different, but these are addressed below.) Cheery conclusions drawn about the impending eradication of global poverty, however, mask real and present concerns (Collier, 2007). Some of these are conceptual and methodological—what exactly is ‘poverty’, how does one measure it, and how does one make valid and reliable comparisons across time and space?2 While there are real policy and political implications associated with adopting one set of criteria over another, the general consensus among researchers is that, since about 1980 (when broadly comparable global data began to be collected), the global poverty rate, i.e., the percentage of the developing world’s population living in poverty (as currently measured at income of less than $1.25 per day in 2005 prices) has declined (from about 50 percent to 25 percent), while absolute numbers have stayed about the same (about 1.4 billion people) (see Ravallion and Chen, 2007; and Chen and Ravallion, 2008).3 If there is some disagreement on whether global poverty targets, as embodied in the Millennium Development Goals, will be met,4 few dispute that the global poverty rate has been trending downwards. 
At: Serial Policy Failure

No policy failure. Language is clear enough to use common assumptions. Policy and theory do succeed on this basis.

Harvey ’97  (Frank, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – Dalhousie U.,  “The Future’s Back: Nuclear Rivalry, Deterrence Theory, and Crisis Stability after the Cold War”, p. 138-139)

Linguistic Relativism. One approach of postmodernists is to point to the complex nature of language and meaning as a critique of positiv¬ism; this critique is, in turn, relevant to the overwhelming amount of work in IR (Phillips 1977; Giddens 1979; George and Campbell 1990). Although a comprehensive assessment of the linguistic relativism debate is beyond the scope of this project, it is possible to address the underlying philosophical argument, which is fairly straightforward. Building on the work of Wittgenstein (1968), the linguistic variant of the criticism contends that any attempt to reduce everyday terms "to a singular essentialist meaning" is problematic given "the multiplicity of meaning to be found in social activity" (George and Campbell 1990, 273). By implication, a concept, term, word, or symbol cannot correspond "to some ... externally derived foundation or object" and ulti¬mately is context-dependent. Similarly, Phillips argues that the validity of theory cannot be determined because "There is no standard or objective reality (always fixed, never changing) against which to com¬pare a universe of discourse ... nothing exists outside of our language and actions which can be used to justify ... a statement's truth or falsity" (1977, 273).  Of course, it is not entirely clear how this "multiplicity of meaning" is sufficient to render meaningless an approach that assumes the existence of an objective reality. An important distinction must be drawn between the assertion that these discrepancies might have a significant impact on scientific theorizing and the assertion that they do have such an effect. In most cases, errors of interpretation and generalization produced by linguistic nuances are relatively insignificant and ultimately have very little impact on the generalizability of social theories. There are numerous words, symbols, concepts, and ideas, for example, that are commonly understood, regardless of other linguistic variations, but the implications of this standardized concep¬tual framework are frequently overlooked and ignored in the post¬modern critique.  In any case, it is contingent upon the theorist to specify the precise meaning of any variable or symbol that is central to a theory. Although definitions may vary — possibly partly, but not entirely, as a conse¬quence of language — scholars nevertheless are more likely than not to understand and agree on the underlying meaning of most words, symbols and phrases. The point is that theorists generally do have a common starting point and often suspend, at least temporarily, coun¬terproductive debates over meaning in order to shift emphasis towards the strength and logical consistency of the theory itself, a more important issue that has nothing to do with language. Evaluating the internal consistency of the central assumptions and propositions of a theory, that is, criticising from within, is likely to be more conducive to theoretical progress than the alternative, which is to reject the idea of theory building entirely.  Finally, the lack of purity and precision, another consequence of linguistic relativism, does not necessarily imply irrelevance of purpose or approach. The study of international relations may not be exact, given limitations noted by Wittgenstein and others, but precision is a practical research problem, not an insurmountable barrier to progress. In fact, most observers who point to the context-dependent nature of language are critical not so much of the social sciences but of the incorrect application of scientific techniques to derive overly precise measurement of weakly developed concepts. Clearly, our understanding of the causes of international conflict — and most notably war — has improved considerably as a consequence of applying sound scientific methods and valid operationalizations (Vasquez 1987, 1993). The alternative approach, implicit in much of the postmodern literature, is to fully accept the inadequacy of positivism, throw one's hands up in failure, given the complexity of the subject, and repudiate the entire enterprise. The most relevant question is whether we would know more or less about international relations if we pursued that strategy.

AT: War Inevitable Impact 

Their inevitability claim is overdetermination- specific factors and explanations outweigh

Scott D Sagan, prof of Poli Sci Stanford,  ACCIDENTAL WAR IN THEORY AND PRACTICE 2-8-00  www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/sagan.doc

 To make reasonable judgements in such matters it is essential, in my view, to avoid the common "fallacy of overdetermination."  Looking backwards at historical events, it is always tempting to underestimate the importance of the immediate causes of a war and argue that the likelihood of conflict was so high that the war would have broken out sooner or later even without the specific incident that set it off.  If taken too far, however, this tendency eliminates the role of contingency in history and diminishes our ability to perceive the alternative pathways that were present to historical actors.  The point is perhaps best made through a counterfactual about the Cold War.  During the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, a bizarre false warning incident in the U.S. radar systems facing Cuba led officers at the North American Air Defense Command to believe that the U.S. was under attack and that a nuclear weapon was about to go off in Florida.   Now imagine the counterfactual event that this false warning was reported and believed by U.S. leaders and resulted in a U.S. nuclear "retaliation" against the Russians.  How would future historians have seen the causes of World War III?  One can easily imagine arguments stressing that the war between the U.S. and the USSR was inevitable.  War was overdetermined: given the deep political hostility of the two superpowers, the conflicting ideology, the escalating arms race, nuclear war would have occurred eventually.  If not during that specific crisis over Cuba, then over the next one in Berlin, or the Middle East, or Korea.  From that perspective, focusing on this particular accidental event as a cause of war would be seen as misleading.  Yet, we all now know, of course that a nuclear war was neither inevitable nor overdetermined during the Cold War. 

**SATS K**

2AC Must Read

Even Liftin concedes that satellites could be used to resist power relations and protect indigenous groups from central power

LITFIN 1999 (Karen, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Washington, Approaches to Global Governance Theory, 86-87)
While the technocratic potential of ERS may be evident, other forces could compel the architects of ERS technology to become more accountable to the users. Even if many users appear to be "high priests," the very multiplicity of their voices suggests the potential for a diffusion of power along multiple channels. The state may be an important channel, but it is neither the only one nor a univocal one. As Big Science projects lose their appeal in a time of budgetary conservatism, and as their prestige value is diminished with the end of the Cold War, space agencies must increasingly justify ERS programs in terms of their users' requirements. One space scientist calls this a "thoroughly post-modern approach," stating that "No longer will the development of new technology be driven by an elite of scientists and engineers, but a broader base of consultation will be required with the many user constituencies."55 As a multifaceted power/knowledge complex, ERS incorporates sometimes contradictory tendencies. On the one hand, the global view afforded from the vantage point of space seems especially conducive to notions of "planetary management" and the centralization of power. Indeed, in the discourse surrounding ERS, terms like "managing the planet" and "global management" abound.*6 Yet global science is inherently decentralized, depending upon "countless loosely knit and continually shifting networks of individual researchers—most of whom resist outside intervention—in communication that crisscrosses the borders of well over a hundred sovereign nations."57 The decentralized nature of global science is likely to have important social and political implications for efforts to cope with global ecological interdependence. While the global science based upon ERS data has many of the earmarks of a mammoth technocratic enterprise, it is not immune to public opinion; nor are its fruits available only to the elite. For instance, NASA's Mission to Planet Earth program was conceived as a vehicle for restoring the confidence of the American public, newly concerned about the environment, in the space agency after the Challenger disaster.58 Even in Japan, popular environmental concern shifted the emphasis of its Earth resources spacecraft, ADEOS, away from pure research objectives.59 In the future, ERS satellite systems could provide citizen groups with the means to verify compliance not only with environmental treaties, but with arms control treaties as well, with potentially interesting ramifications for the globalization of participatory democracy. Thus, ERS may contribute to the decentralization of epistemic authority on a global scale, indicating that global governance may not be as monolithic an enterprise as it sounds. Moreover, ERS data can facilitate the localization of control in some surprising ways. Perhaps most interesting is the use of satellite data by indigenous peoples for mapping their customary land rights and documenting the role of the state and multinational corporations in environmental destruction. Environmental advocacy groups and indigenous rights groups in Indonesia, Nepal, Thailand, and the Pacific Northwest are using satellite-generated data to reterritorialize their political practices to an extent previously inconceivable.60 Although ERS data may deterritorialize political practice at the level of the nation-state, when used for "counter mapping" by indigenous peoples it seems to be have exactly the opposite effect.61 We should note, however, that while spatial information technologies may facilitate claims of local people against the state, that power "comes with a price—it destroys the fluid and flexible nature of their traditional perimeters."62 The democratization of epistemic authority through the use of ERS data validates a particular technologically mediated perspective on the natural world.
Perm

Satellite tech is not inherently oppressive—it blends the local and global in ways that allow reappropriation and resistance

Parks 99 [Lisa Ann Parks, PhD Candidate in Philosophy, University of Wisconsin, “CULTURES IN ORBIT: SATELLITE TECHNOLOGIES, GLOBAL MEDIA AND LOCAL PRACTICE”, EBSCO] 

 In addition to seeing the satellite as a technology of power/knowledge and as part of embodied social relations, I want to explore this machine's relation to what has been called the global/local nexus. Wilson and Dissanakey describe the global/local as "a new world-space of cultural production and national representation which is simultaneously becoming more globalized (unified around dynamics of capitalogic moving across borders) and more localized (fragmented into contestatory enclaves of difference, coalition, and resistance) in everyday texture and composition."37 The satellite, because of its orbital position and its linkage of specific points on the planet, is both global and local in reach. As such it is a technology of transnational mediation, one that structures relations between cultures rather than simply bolstering and consolidating already existing ones. Because the satellite is a global/local technology, its uses are implicated in Western cultural imperialism and neo-colonial information orders, as well as in postcolonial alliances and resistance. Situating the satellite as not only a global, but also a local technology means that we hold out the possibility for popular control over a machine historically used by elite Western corporate and military institutions. Just as Williams believes in alternative uses of emerging technologies, Wilson and Dissanayke believe that the local can be a meaningful site of resistance to imperialism. They write, "These spaces of the local, within the practice of everyday life under global capital, can provide the spawning ground for those various 'surreptitious creativities' of reuse, recoding, and deterritorialized invention that, in a related analysis of space viewed as everyday practice, Michel de Certeau saw emerging in the interstices and against the grain of capital's disciplinary structures."38 A popular appropriation of satellite technologies and satellite media would involve social formations outside corporate and governmental institutions, and might occur in very informal, haphazard and unpredictable ways.39 It is imperative, then, that we consider not only the hegemonic imperialism of the satellite, but also the situated applications of its use. In some cases, the global can be an important resource for local cultures, for it can be a source of collective resistance, affiliation, and cross-cultural pollination. As Haraway reminds us, "We don't want to theorize the world, much less act within it, in terms of Global Systems, but we do need an earth-wide network of connections, including the ability partially to translate knowledges among very different—and power-differentiated—communities."40 Aijun Appadurai suggests that when critiquing global/local phenomena, it is not readily apparent just where to draw the lines and limits of analysis, not only in terms of the cultures one might explore, but also in terms of the social and historical conditions that predate them.41 Addressing the question of transnational cultural studies, Appadurai further suggests that "while much has been written about the relationship between history and anthropology... few have given careful thought to what it means to construct geneaologies of the present."42 This project attempts to construct a "genealogy of the present" by exploring how specific uses of the satellite have given way to certain social, cultural and political conditions in the present. The project does not trace the historical development of satellite technologies, nor does it focus upon their official regulation nor their political economic control. Rather, it analyzes specific uses of the satellite in order to try and understand something about contemporary conditions—to explore what Appadurai refers to as the "global now."43 To do so, I bring together a collection of case studies in which satellites are used for television relay, surveillance, archaeology and astronomy. I link these case studies together by considering the broader theoretical implications of the satellite's involvement in temporal and spatial transformations. Historically, satellites have been directed by military, commercial and technocratic interests to spy on enemy territories, to link corporate offices, and to build a high tech society. Few scholars have examined these uses critically and framed them in socio- cultural terms. I want to consider what a popular use of satellites might involve.44 How might we reframe the discussion of satellite technology around the people? Popular control of the satellite might appear a difficult challenge, not only because satellites require immense financial resources to manufacture, deploy and maintain, but also because the technology is relatively invisible to the public in its earth orbit. The satellite's invisibility makes media discourses all the more significant to our understanding of the technology, the way it functions, and our ability to envision its future. The traces of satellite technology most widely available to ordinary people are satellite television broadcasts, remote sensing images and pictures of celestial phenomena. In other words, satellite technologies exists in everyday life as a series of media texts rather than as physical artifacts. Indeed, most people have never even seen a satellite, but they have seen live CNN newscasts, weather images, and pictures of Mars. In an effort to analyze satellite technologies in light of the way the people experience them, I examine the mediascapes they help produce. Not only are these the earthly traces of satellite usage—they are the discursive domain of satellite technology most open to popular contestation and intervention.
The combination of plan and critique solves—we can redefine the terms of satellite tech

REDFIELD 2002 [Peter Redfield, Associate Professor, University of North Carolina Chapel Hill, “The Half-Life of Empire in Outer Space”,  Social Studies of Science, Vol. 32, No. 5/6 (Oct. - Dec., 2002), JSTOR] 

The intersection between postcolonial studies and science studies presents a range of possible projects.9 One might highlight multiple lineages for specific ideas, research traditions or objects, pointing out the nonWestern lineage of rockets, for example. One might examine subordinated knowledges, hybrid practices or reconfigured machines, looking at alternative trajectories towards future, low-tech applications of satellite links, for example. Both such approaches could complicate the map of modernity within science studies, suggesting that 'the modern' not only is not a singular or certain conceptual condition, but also that it is geographically unstable as well. At the same time, they might also echo back in the other direction to postcolonial studies, reintroducing a more chaotic sense of categorization and materiality to those preoccupied with historical difference and the interpretation of texts.
 “Science Good” Link

Contesting the social discourse of satellite technology undermines scientific truth—if they don’t link then they don’t solve their alternative

PARKS 99 [Lisa Ann Parks, PhD Candidate in Philosophy, University of Wisconsin, “CULTURES IN ORBIT: SATELLITE TECHNOLOGIES, GLOBAL MEDIA AND LOCAL PRACTICE”, EBSCO] 

In part because of elite institutional control over space communication and exploration, these hegemonic narratives are not readily contested publicly. The evolutionary logic propounded by Western enlightenment thinking makes local control over satellite technologies very significant. In all of its forms, the satellite is a technology of cosmology— an active producer of narratives of human and cosmic history. It is imperative, then, that we look to alternative cosmological visions formed via satellite. In controlling satellite technology Aboriginal Australians, for example, don't directly control the meanings generated by the astronomical observatory in Parke, Australia featured in Our World, nor do they direct the gaze of the Hubble telescope. They have, however, used Impaija's satellite access to circulate counter-memories of the creation of the universe, offering an alternative cosmology that contests Western knowledges produced via satellite.125 Indeed, the dreamtime posits an altogether different account of the universe's formation. By struggling for control over satellite technology, then, Aboriginals circulate competing narratives of the universe, planet Earth and the Australian outback. Such struggles are crucial, I want to suggest, because they contest the hegemonic "truths" by which Western science maintains its supremacy.
Satellites Good - Peace

Global view of satellites is critical to maintain peace and verify cooperation

HUNTLEY et al 2010 (Wade L. Huntley, US Naval Postgraduate School; Joseph G. Bock, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies; Miranda Weingartner, Weingartner Consulting; “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy 26)
Space security cuts across the uncertainty of the future of humanity’s presence in space. The concerns and controversies over the potential of warfare to be conducted in or through space highlight these uncertainties. No-one favors such a prospect, of course. But there is no agreement on the means of avoiding it e or even on the priority of avoiding it, in the context of other terrestrial security tradeoffs. For the better part of the past decade, the focus of these concerns has been the prospect of space weaponization. But here as well, there is no consensus on the definition of a ‘‘space weapon’’ or even agreement on whether or not such capabilities have already been deployed.2 Certainly, a number of governments currently maintain capabilities in space that facilitate terrestrial (land, sea or air) military activities, including use of force. However, many of these capabilities unambiguously promote peace and stability e satellites providing early warning of missile launches and surveillance, for example, enable national technical verification of arms control agreements, daily reassurance of the absence of malicious intentions and deterrence-enhancing confidence in crisis-response capabilities.
Global Image good - Environment

The view of Earth from space enhances environmental consciousness and human cooperation

DICK AND LAUNIUS 2007 (Steven, chief historian for NASA and Roger, former chief historian for NASA and now member of the Smithsonian Division of Space History, Societal Impact of Spaceflight, p. xiii)
In addition to these activities, the authors of more general studies of spaceflight have on occasion tackled the subject of societal impact. In her book Rocket Dreams: How the Space Age Shaped Our Vision of a World Beyond* Marina Benjamin argues that space exploration has shaped our worldviews in more ways than one. "The impact of seeing the Earth from space focused our energies on the home planet in unprecedented ways, dramatically affecting our relationship to the natural world and our appreciation of the greater community of mankind, and prompting a revolution in our understanding of the Earth as a living system," she wrote. Benjamin thinks it no coincidence that the first Earth Day on 20 April 1970 occurred in the midst of the Apollo program; or that one of the astronauts developed a new school of spiritualism while others have also been profoundly affected spiritually; or that people "should be drawn to an innovative model for the domestic economy sprung free from the American space program by NASA administrator James Webb" Space exploration shapes world views and changes cultures in unexpected ways; by corollary, so does lack of exploration.13
Global Image Good - Progress

Even if the planetary image conjures up the history of oppression it still maintains a utopian promise—each view of the world is different and ours promises transcendence and progress

Cosgrove 2005, - Professor in Human Geography at Royal Holloway University of London , [Denis, “APOLLO’S EYE: A CULTURAL GEOGRAPHY OF THE GLOBE”, june, Hettner Lecture I]
But the three globe images I have presented and sought to contextualize here suggest a distinct genealogy of global meanings. Geographical science has never been completely divorced from cosmography: the concern with the place of the earth in the greater structure of creation. As we begin to place a human ‘footprint’ (human or mechanical) on the Moon and the planets and thus bring them within the scope of cultural space, so the logic of restricting geography to the terrestrial surface retreats once again. Nor has the image of the globe been totally secularized. It remains a powerful icon of quasi-religious dimensions, an object of contemplation, sacred both in itself and in its reference. (Fig.) What is remarkable – at least in the Western tradition – is the consistency of the meanings attributed to the globe as a sign of perfection, purity and order, a macrocosm of the human body, conveying moral imperatives for its human inhabitants. These sentiments are rooted in the deep and powerful traditions of Stoic and Platonic thought in the West. That the form and motion of the turning earth should be logically and necessarily tied to a greater order of the heavens, that the surface pattern of earth is both necessary and coherent (even if today we know it to be in constant change), that at a fundamental level the body of earth and the human body are connected, and that the capacity to see or grasp the earth as a whole, from the necessary distance of space, produces a strong intimation of the unity of all life: these responses to the global image are consistent across more than two millennia. Arising from these sentiments, we can observe with equal consistency appeals to individual transcendence and to cosmopolitanism (Fig) – the cosmographic dream. Cosmopolitanism and the liberal, humanist vision of global unity have been the objects of profound and sustained criticism in recent decades. They stand accused, at best of naivety in failing to recognize the inevitable positionality of any philosophical universalism, at worst of acting as ideological weapons in the cause of Western, patriarchal hegemony. There is unquestioned force in such criticism, especially given the historical alignment global thinking – and the associated alignment of the image of the globe itself – with western imperialism and colonialism. But if geographical science as a search for unity in diversity – to use von Humboldt’s famous phrase – has consistently been subordinated to the interests of power and control over territories and peoples, the geographical imagination as a probing curiosity about the logic of global space and about the baffling capacity of humans to establish commerce and conversation across the manifold differences that distance entails, has never entirely lost its innocence and its sense of wonder. In no small measure this is because as each individual person confronts the world anew and in seeks to grasp the vastness of the globe on which and from which human existence takes its course, fundamental questions arise: who are we, how does where we live help define us, and to what extent are we bound by our corporeal and terrestrial attachments? Each of the three global images I have examined – Macrobius, Fine, 22727 – presents to us in the guise of Apollo, an image of oikoumene, the habitable earth. In apparently prescribing the limits to human life, every image of the globe unintentionally reminds us that the spatial boundaries of material life do not proscribe the limits of human imagination. The globe tempts us towards cosmos. The globe is thus always an icon: a sacred form beckoning us beyond our material selves inwards towards reflection, outwards towards transcendence.

**SCHMITT**

Perm

Perm – the argument that friend/enemy distinctions exclusively define the political justifies liberal reductionism – a productive use of their criticism requires holding the space of the political open to multiple perspectives and approaches.

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 39-40, TH)

This text is mainly about the potential dangers of the liberal approach to politics. But this is not turning it into an unqualified defence or advocacy of the conflict perspective. As an illustration of the dangers of what we can call ‘manichean decisionism’, I’ll briefly mention an article on Schmitt’s concept of the political by Bernard Willms (1991), in which he classifies two traditions of political thinking: political realism and political fictionalism (try to guess his position!). Political fictionalism “subordinates politics to ‘higher’ principles or ‘truths’”, whereas political realism is “the permanently repeated attempt to conceive of politics as what in fact it is” (1991: 371). It is a (unintended) caricature on the self-professed realist’s sense of superiority because of their courage and ability to confront the really real reality: Political fictionalisms help to satisfy man’s need for consolation, edification, hope and sense, tending to veil real conditions of government. The political realist seeks to identify necessities – irrespective of their severity and without consideration for any need for deceit under the existing government. (1991: 371-2) This is the kind of reductionism of the political that I want to avoid. Working with Schmitt’s categories and critiques entails a danger of falling in the (very self-comforting) trap of proclaiming only one true and ‘hard’ version of the political and of dismissing all others as fictions and wishful thinking. Primacy of the political becomes primacy of foreign policy, organized violence etc. The political is effectively reduced to a few areas – which is just what liberalism is criticized for doing. The friend/enemy distinction or conflictuality may often be a dominant feature of the political, but that is not to say that it is then the political. As Ankersmit (1996: 127) says, that would be the same as making the unavoidability of marital disagreements into the very foundation of marriage as such. I want instead to argue that the political contains a number of styles, sides, variants (or whatever one want to call it) that can very loosely and ideal-typically be grouped in two main forms: Politics as conflict and politics as technique, where neither of them can claim exclusivity. So, I want to avoid a sterile discussion of what the political really is. My interest is far more the various styles of the political that are operative in political debate. Schmitt and many other conflict theoreticians do not see the other face of the political as anything other than a ‘secondary’, ‘dependent’, ‘corrupted’ expression of politics. Liberals tend to exclude politics as conflict, confining it to other spaces in time or geography, as aberration or relapse. What the two concepts each do is to highlight a certain aspect of the political, and my claim is that they are elements of a unity. There’s a certain pendulum process at work and I’ll give that a number of expressions, which basically states the not very controversial thought that the political world is located between the extremes of repetition and break, stability and change, regime and revolution, or, as I prefer to call them, technique and conflict. Depoliticization, then, is a way to describe the attempts to or methods of making repetition, stability and regime universal and eternal – to place areas, practices and actors beyond change and critique – whereas repoliticization describes the opposite movement – disruption, change, recreation of the entire social space.

The permutation solves—the friend/enemy distinction can just as easily apply to those who do and do not violate basic human rights. 

Roach 05  (Stephen Roach Decisionism and Humanitarian Intervention: Reinterpreting Carl Schmitt and the Global Political Order published in Alternatives: Global, Local, Political in October 2005, he is a professor at Department of Government and International Affairs, University of South Florida.)
Far from being disengaged, neutrality, according to Bielefeldt, constitutes an active element in the reasoning process of state deci- sion making; it validates and shapes, in other words, the content of the decision-making process. Yet, as I have argued, it is not that Schmitt ignores the content of democratic values, but rather that, in times of crisis, the sovereign ruler must rise above these principles in order to undo the crisis that the formalism of these principles has engendered (inaction). This, however, does not necessarily mean that a new constitution should exclude liberal principles; nor that Schmitt adamantly ruled out the possibility of future liberal constitutionalism. Rather, it suggests the cyclical nature of peace and crises. In terms of Schmitt’s decisionism, this partakes of the need for an absolute solu- tion to restore stability and the viability of these principles. Cer- tainly, one may disagree with this latter statement; however, it is quite plausible that Schmitt believed in the temporality of a state of emergency and, by extension, the temporary suspension of demo- cratic principles. In this way, we need to distinguish between a crisis and the per- manent dissolution of the values that brought the state into the cri- sis in the first place. To be sure, Schmitt failed to clarify this idea that the absolute sovereign decision restores a stable balance be- tween democracy and liberal constitutionalism; that it regenerates, in other words, the forces of constitutionalism whose own dynamics remain inseparable from the forces of democratic and liberal val- ues. In effect, what I am arguing here is that Schmitt’s theory employs a tacit dialectical logic to validate the claim that a liberal constitution is responsible for bringing the state into a state of cri- sis. Unless Schmitt believed that this decision permanently dissolved liberal constitutionalism, then it makes little sense to speak of the permanent dissolution of liberal and democratic values. Which brings us to the issue of the suspension of traditional UN norms and a rules-guided decision to stop gross human-rights violations. Can we make an analogy between Schmitt’s state centric decisionism and a new form of decisionism, in which the international community devises a framework for a binding political decision to stop genocide? As one scholar has pointed out, Schmitt possessed the ability “to perceive the political as an independent, dynamic variable, outside the state and beyond the law . . . for sovereignty is by no means divided, which would contradict its concept, but remains durably suspended between the federation and the member states.”35  It is this statist character, however, that needs to be reinterpreted in terms of the evolution of state sovereignty into the realm of the global. As we shall see, there are changing conditions that enable us to conceptualize and theorize about the parameters of a global decisionism, even if this framework remains immanent and rudimentary vis-à-vis state sovereignty. For instance, global technologies have called increasing attention to the need to address humanitarian emergen- cies, as the Racak massacre in Kosovo on January 15, 1999, illustrates. In the next section, I assess how this emerging global trend provides space for reinterpreting the decisional value of humanitarianism, while also exposing the flaw in Schmitt’s theory; namely, that humanitarian wars are inherently destructive (globalized) wars. As mentioned earlier, one of the problems with positing a global decisionism is that Schmitt’s concept of the political is rooted in the concept of the state. Only the state sovereign, according to Schmitt, can provide the extralegal solution to the crisis caused by liberalism (for example, compromising, debating of parliamentar- ianism or constitutional democracy). From this vantage point, and given Schmitt’s antiliberal and humanitarian views, we need to determine if there is a plausible fit between the logic of his ideas and the political substance of global power.36I have already men- tioned some loose parallels between Schmitt’s ideas and the new emerging global political system, including the political unity of the peoples and the absolute need to stop humanitarian emergen- cies. Many of the proposed global mechanisms for bridging the gap between legitimacy and legality, for instance, fall within the ambit of the exceptionalism recognized under the UN Charter. Such exceptionalism is expressed in articles 24 and 25 of the UN Char- ter (under chapter VII), which allow, inter alia, the Security Coun- cil to trump state sovereignty. This, however, is contradicted by the fact that article 39 leaves out any humanitarian-based criteria to validate the use of force to preserve the severely disaffected peoples of a collapsed or failing state. To understand this shortcoming of the UN Charter, then, is to realize how the traditional principles of nonintervention and sovereign equality of states restricts the politics of decisionism at the global level. Again the question that arises is whether we can begin to make a plausible fit between Schmitt’s decisionism, which is averse to human rights, and the apolitical nature of these charter principles. This of course will depend in part on our ability to link global changes with the limits to Schmitt’s theory of decisionism. To recall, I sought to open up Schmitt’s theory of criticism to these normative and security concerns at the global level by stress- ing the tacit dialectical nature of his theory. This methodological interpretation was intended to show how certain changes in the global-security apparatus could enter into Schmitt’s theory. Viewed in this way, humanitarianism is not just a universal concern, as Schmitt came to see it; it is also an evolving security concern for establishing an effective and reliable political authority at the global level. It is this new phenomenon, I have claimed, that forces us to reconcile Schmitt’s theory of decisionism with these changes, while also relaxing his rigid and authoritarian assumptions that stem from his narrow view of political sovereignty. In effect, globalization has eroded or unbundled state sovereignty in ways that enable us to weave new normative strands through Schmitt’s theory. This, in turn, entails a new discussion of the political trajectory of his own theory in an age of globalization. An acceptable political criteria for declaring and stopping humanitarian emergencies would operate according to two goals: to suspend the principles of nonintervention and the sovereign quality of states, and to institutionalize the friend/enemy distinction in the form of those willing to operate outside the existing law to stop humanitarian emergencies (friend) and the gross violators of human rights (enemies). This criteria need not exist within article , but rather in some recognizable institutional form of higher politically legitimate authority. In this respect, it is important to realize that neither reason nor values can be disengaged from the political decision to stand out- side the existing rules and law. This is because the sovereign authority must be able to apprehend the value of his or her decision in terms of the preservation of the democratic will of the people. As Jean-Marc Coicaud remarks, “relations of forces are indissociable from a dynamic in which collective beliefs regarding the organiza- tion of life in society become involved in the triggering, develop- ment and the outcome of confrontations. It is therefore not power alone, understood in the physical sense, that decides events.”37 Thus, it could be argued that the decision to stop genocide can and should trump the state’s right to rise above the law. In this context, the crime of genocide is one instance in which the state’s right or duty has become increasingly displaced from the state to global level, insofar as it demonstrates the growing interpenetra- tion of global responsibility and the political realities of inter- national action. Within the framework of Schmitt’s theory of deci- sionism, it becomes increasingly difficult to maintain the link between state dictatorship and democracy since it is precisely such state authority that undermines the democratic will and political substance of the state.38Because genocide fractures the notion of the political unity of the people, it also problematizes the concept of political sovereignty. 

2AC: Authoritarianism Turn

Schmitt’s ideals purport authoritarianism and violence – the aff is a DA

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Schmitt’s actionism is most clearly seen in the previous sub-section: because all   constitutional and legal prescriptions are at some level dead letter, the total state requires   the sovereign ability to “decide on the exception.”  The “domestic theory of pluralism” is   derided as contrary to “the political itself”; while the pluralistic give-and-take of liberal   democracy yields mere “liberal individualism,” the decisionist model alone brings order   to the domestic polity.40  This action-centrism is straightforward authoritarianism:   because open liberalism is fractious, slow, and indecisive, a unified, fast, and decisive   state saves the day.  Although Schmitt professed a preference for democracy, his   limitation to the participants and explicit rejection of the pluralized state suggests a more   “totalitarian” model.  

XT: Authoritarianism Turn

Schmitt’s reliance on strong-state homogeneity leads to authoritarian violence

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Friend-enemy antagonism precludes the space within which the pathos of distance   emerges.  “[An] agonism in which each treats the other as crucial to itself in the strife and   interdependence of identity\difference” can only emerge within an open terrain of critical   responsiveness.24  The friend-enemy distinction explicitly closes off this space by   defining the Other as a threat and as an outsider to the political community.  Schmitt’s   ruthless insistence upon homogeneity in the political community as the basic definition of   the political depoliticizes the interior politics of the state.  The implication – that is, a   unitary Volk embodied by its leader – is clearly a key affinity which would eventually   draw Schmitt to the Nazi ideology.    

2AC: Democracy Turn

Under Schmitt’s ideas of the political, democracy is impossible

Scheuerman, 97

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg 194-195)

‘lf the concept 'enemy' and *fear* do constitute the ‘energetic principles' of politics, a democratic political system is impossible" Democracy has no future if Schmitt’s concept of the political has the universal quality he attributes to it. Irrational anxiety paralyzes the political actor, making him or her incapable of acting with any political efficacy. Democracy is doomed if the masses are seized by unjustified persecutory fear. It is thus incumbent on us not only that we debunk Schmitt's theory, as Neumann thinks that his writings have helped do, but that we develop a positive and proudly democratic antidote to it: the left-wing anti-Schmittian “political sociology of the exception' offered by Kirchheimer and Neumann has to be sustained by a complementary normative theory of democracy. Neumann therefore counters Schmitt‘s concept of the political with his own concept of political freedom. just as ‘fear of an enemy” is the “energetic principle” of fascist authoritarian- ism, the author notes in the pivotal "Concept of Political Freedom,” so does democracy have its own ‘integrating element' in the principle of political freedom." In Neumann’s view, the experience of freedom re- mains the best insurance against anxiety. Democracy is the only political form that makes autonomy its telos, and it ‘is not simply a political sys-  tem like any other; its essence consists in the execution of Iargescale social changes   the freedom of man."" Only democracy holds out the promise of personal and collective “self-reliance,” and only it can hope to succeed in undermining the irrational fear that Schmitt implicitly makes the centerpiece of his deceptively abstract view of politics and which his fascist allies managed to manipulate with such disastrous consequences in our century. If in the postwar era fear 'has begun to paralyze nations and to make men incapable of free decisions,” a broadening of the democratic project alone can help us counteract this worrisome trend." Only then can we completely rob Schmitt's theory of any empirical correlates it still possesses in the everyday political universe.
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.

XT: Democracy Turn

Schmittian ontology undercuts liberal democracy

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

In The Concept of the Political, Carl Schmitt develops the orientation that he considers   foundational to all types of political life:   The specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can   be reduced is that between friend and enemy.  This provides a definition in   the sense of a criterion and not as an exhaustive definition or one   indicative of substantial content.  Insofar as it is not derived from other   criteria, the antithesis of friend and enemy corresponds to the relatively   independent criteria of other antitheses: good and evil in the moral sphere,   beautiful and ugly in the aesthetic sphere, and so on.  In any event it is   independent, not in the sense of a distinct new domain, but in that it can   neither be based on any one antithesis or any combination of other   antitheses, nor can it be traced to these.19      The political is not a “distinct new domain,” but it is fundamentally different from and   unrelated to other orientations.  In this sense, Schmitt’s famous friend-enemy distinction   is a foundational claim.  The distinction is not open to dispute and conversation, as in   Chantal Mouffe’s agonistic appropriation, but is a rigid duality setting the terms of   associational life.  In this sub-section, I will argue that Schmitt’s strong political   foundationalism and its implications render his political ontology basically unsalvageable   as a liberal-democratic theory.  Most importantly, I will contend that the distinction   leaves out an important Nietzschean concept that distinguishes the antagonistic from the  agonistic: the Pathos of Distance.20  While the presence of deliberation-confounding   heterogeneity is an important theoretical point, antagonism and agonism understand   disputation in a way that is distinct in kind, not just in degree.  

Schmitt’s theory is antithetical with democracy

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Taken together, the two sub-sections above point to a puzzle in Carl Schmitt’s political  theory: on the one hand, he believed whole-heartedly in the unity and order of the “total  state”; on the other hand, he seemingly arbitrarily placed the law within the hands of a  “decider.”  Some have recognized this as a potential contradiction, an embrace of both  rigidity and “occasionalism” – a word he used to decry what Richard Wolin calls the “ad  hoc, opportunistic expression of political will.”39  Nevertheless, each of these  perspectives seems to flow from a common source: the primacy of unfettered action.   While liberal democracy is prone to squabbling and paralysis, the unitary decisionist state  is free to move; while conflicting interests and decisions arise in a pluralist democracy,  one Volk can do as it pleases.  In this sub-section, I will argue that Carl Schmitt’s  antagonism and decisionism are both rooted in an ontology of unadulterated action, and  that this orientation is wholly unsuitable for liberal democracy.

2AC: Nazism Turn

Schmitt’s politics leads to Nazism – don’t discard the obvious in favor of his apologists

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

3: Schmitt’s Nazism: Interlude or Inevitability?   Carl Schmitt’s membership in the Nazi Party from 1933 to 1936 is the most obvious   problem for his apologists, and it has spawned a thriving body of literature seeking to   demonstrate that his involvement with the Third Reich was negligible.49  According to   his defenders, if Schmitt was a Nazi he was only a Nazi of opportunity, stringing along   the NSDAP leadership (especially Hermann Goering) in order to retain his academic   posts.  Like Heidegger or Pound, Schmitt is forgiven his transgression for the sake of   ostensibly non-fascist work elsewhere.    This section will argue that it is a mistake to discount Schmitt’s Nazism as an   opportunistic interlude.  Although he certainly did not share the millenarian, mystical   mania marking the hardcore Nazi ideologues, the ontological commitments described in   the foregoing section predisposed Schmitt to sympathize with a totalitarian – and   ultimately genocidal – regime.   

Schmitt’s anti-Semetism is a reason to reject his writings

Huysmans, 99

(Jef, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies. He is also director of the Centre for Citizenship, Identities, Governance at the Faculty of Social Sciences, “Know your Schmitt: a godfather of truth and the spectre of Nazism,” Review of International Studies, 25, pg 323)

I have a problem with the article because Schmitt emerges as just a serious  political theorist, which he indeed was. But he was also more than an important  political theorist. He was a member of the Nazi party between 1933 and 1936  explicitly providing legal justiﬁcations for the Nazi regime and its policies, thus  becoming for some the Kronjurist of the Nazis. In that period also anti-Semitic  references started appearing in his work. Since then his name and work have carried  the spectre of Nazism and by implication of the Holocaust with them. This spectre  is nowhere sensed in Pichler’s analysis. It does not seem to have any grip on Pichler’s  narrative. I think this is unfortunate because I believe this spectre should always  haunt any invoking of Schmitt or Schmittean understandings of the political. The  reason is not to silence discussions about his understanding of the political, but  rather to render normative questions about the ethico-political project his concept of  the political incorporates as the kernel of any working with or on Schmitt’s ideas. 

XT: Nazism Turn

Schmitt’s actionism provides the basis for Nazi and fascist thought

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

If Schmitt’s fascism is indistinguishable from his concept of the political, there is   an insurmountable obstacle for his latter-day apologists.  The chief problem is with   Schmitt’s ontology, which, as stated earlier, was non-metaphysical yet strong.  His   actionism required a strong leader and a unified people, and the Nazis provided a near-   perfect match.  While this ontology certainly did not necessitate Schmitt’s ultimate   membership in the Nazi party, it predisposed him to sympathize with a totalitarian   regime.  The task for Schmitt’s apologists is to determine how an ontology which drew   one of the twentieth century’s most brilliant and original thinkers toward fascism can also   be useful for agonistic democratic theory.  This will not be an easy task.  

2AC: Violence Turn

Schmitt’s ontology leads to marginalizing violence – don’t trust their apologism

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

In the next section, I will work from this foundation to map Schmitt’s ontology.    In doing this, I will demonstrate that Schmitt’s errors involve much more than bath water.      2: Problems with the Schmittian Ontology   As seen above, the agonistic attempt to salvage Carl Schmitt focuses upon Schmitt’s   attacks on a certain universalistic understanding liberalism.  In this reading, it is   liberalism that suppresses the possibility of difference, while Schmitt’s antagonism and   decisionism merely recognize reality: that the political always inevitably involves conflict   and difference, and – no matter the insufficiency of Schmitt’s solution – the key goal for   political theorists is to navigate the seemingly incommensurable struggle between   sometimes violently different theories of democratic legitimacy.  But how compatible are   the agonistic and Schmittian perspectives?  In this section, I will argue that Schmittian   antagonism and democratic agonism are more deeply conflicting than Chantal Mouffe   and others recognize.  Because Schmitt is oriented toward a statist and action-centric   ontology, his theory is significantly more dangerous than his apologists admit.   

XT: Violence Turn

Schmitt’s hostilities to normativities in the political sphere sustain racist and nationalist conflict

Scheuerman, 97

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg 23-24)

Because Schmitt’s anti-universalism prevents him from excluding the possibility of any specific configuration of friend/ foe relations, he admits that homogeneity can take many equally legitimate forms and that its manifestation depends merely on what issues have taken a truly intense and potentially explosive form at any particular juncture.” Not only does his hostility to normativities in the political sphere leave him helpless to criticize racism or virulent nationalism, but he generally ends up arguing that ethnic or national homogeneity is to be preferred given its manifest intensity in the contemporary world as a basis for friend/ foe constellations and as a source of political unity.” Schmitt would like us to think that this tendency to privilege irrationalist forms of political identity is simply due to the fact that such conflicts are so common in the rather ugly terrain of contemporary politics. But this self-defense at the very least obscures his tendency to reduce the “ought” to the “is": Schmitt’s belief in the basic irrelevance of universalistic normativities to politics repeatedly leads him to fuse normative and empirical claims in a confusing and irresponsible fashion. Obviously, much of real-life politics involves arbitrary and irrational racist and nationalist conflict. The real question is whether it should stay that way. Having denied normative issues any autonomy in the political sphere, Schmitt cannot even begin to answer that question. 

Liberalism First

Default to a liberal perspective, even Schmitt concedes movement has priority over substance

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 60)

In what from a liberal perspective must appear as the very perversity and wrong-headedness of his stance, Schmitt unwittingly confirms liberalism: that movement (what is enshrined in the notion of procedure) has priority over substance. As I suggested earlier, one way of making sense of Schmitt's understanding of the political as a decisionistic leap pursuant to the collective delineation of and psychological mobilization for doing combat with an enemy is by following the skeptical nominalistic and conventionalistic premises that he shares with liberalism. If the relationship between words and things (theory and fact) is as underdetermined as nominalism and conventionalism stipulate, then the triumph of skepticism gets figured as an irrational leap (a baptism through fire, or at least the readiness to enter the fire) which becomes the hallmark of the political. I have argued how the most coherent reconstruction of liberal thought high- lights how at this point it makes a detour. In order to remain consistent, skepticism must be reformulated as a generalized agnosticism which dis- enchants the inverted certainty attendant to full-fledged skepticism and legitimates deferral and “procedure” (the endless deferral encoded in the priority assigned to “procedure”) as the constitutive categories in the formation and maintenance of the state. The way that Schmitt inadvertently attests to the validity of liberal understandings is that in his rejection of a generalized agnosticism, he becomes a gnostic. “He affirms the political [in his sense] because he realizes that when the political is threatened, the seriousness of life is threatened.”1° There is no middle ground for Schmitt. When he rejects a generalized agnosticism, he does not move to some middle ground between not knowing with certainty (but still claim- ing to know) and passionately knowing. His very arguments that establish his jettisoning of a generalized agnosticism are the ones that communicate to us his intoxication with the certainty born of passionate commitment. Schmitt thereby unconsciously dramatizes for us a teaching that is central to the priority that liberalism assigns to procedure: that the movement is all - whether for good or for evil.

Liberalism Good

Schmitt’s philosophy is empirically wrong—wars waged in the name of liberal humanitarianism have been far less bloody.

Brown 07 – Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Chris, “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007, Fellow in International Relations at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and also teaches Inter- national Relations at the University ‘L’Orientale’ in Naples, Italy p. 67, MT)
Schmitt’s normative position is impossible to sympathize with, but the clarity with which he develops his argument is admirable, as is his recognition of the changes in world order that took place in the seventeenth and again in the twentieth centuries. It is not necessary to share in Schmitt’s nostalgia for the jus publicum Europaeum in order to admire the precision with which he delineates its characteristics. He presents an account of the European states-system which is rather more compelling than the version of international society associated with English School writers (Butterfield and Wight 1966; Bull 1977), or with the much less clearly defined a-historical world of modern neo-realist theorists (Waltz 1979; Baldwin 1993). The Nomos of the Earth is a book that should be on the reading list of any international relations theorist. Still, one might admire, but one should not endorse. The picture of the world that Schmitt presents invites us to accept that the ‘humanized wars’ of the modern European states-system represent not simply in practice, but also in theory, an advance over the ‘just wars’ that preceded them, and the ‘humanitarian wars’ that have followed them. That these humanized wars were generally less terrible than their predecessors and successors is an empirical judgement that can be contested, but that the attempt to control and limit the role of violence in human affairs is necessarily futile and counter-productive is a normative position that deserves to be rejected. Ultimately, Schmitt’s critique of the notion of the Just War rests upon a shaky empirical base and an undesirable normative position – but it still represents one of the most compelling critiques of the notion available. Schmitt’s critique of the Just War is not a critique that is based on contingencies – how Just Warriors behave – but on fundamentals. He takes us to the heart of the problem and demonstrates that both the medieval Christian and the modern, liberal, legal/moral account of Just War are unacceptable – but if we believe that it is desirable to reduce the role of violence in human affairs this should simply stimulate us to rework the relevant categories to try to produce a more viable account of the circumstances under which the resort to force might be justified.

Schmitt is no longer viable—the main problems in the world are global and require international solutions. 

IEER 02 (Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, International Peer Reviewed Journal Website, “Executive Summary An Overview of U.S. Policies Toward the International Legal System”, http://www.ieer.org/reports/treaties/execsumm.pdf, May 2002, LEQ)

The evolution of international law since World War II is largely a response to the demands of states and individuals living within a global society with a deeply integrated world economy. In this global society, the repercussions of the actions of states, non-state actors, and individuals are not confined within borders, whether we look to greenhouse gas accumulations, nuclear testing, the danger of accidental nuclear war, or the vast massacres of civilians that have taken place over the course of the last hundred years and still continue. Multilateral agreements increasingly have been a primary instrument employed by states to meet extremely serious challenges of this kind, for several reasons. They clearly and publicly embody a set of universally applicable expectations, including prohibited and required practices and policies. In other words, they articulate global norms, such as the protection of human rights and the prohibitions of genocide and use of weapons of mass destruction. They establish predictability and accountability in addressing a given issue. States are able to accumulate expertise and confidence by participating in the structured system established by a treaty. However, influential U.S. policymakers are resistant to the idea of a treaty-based international legal system because they fear infringement on U.S. sovereignty and they claim to lack confidence in compliance and enforcement mechanisms. This approach has dangerous practical implications for international cooperation and compliance with norms. U.S. treaty partners do not enter into treaties expecting that they are only political commitments that can be overridden based on U.S. interests. When a powerful and influential state like the United States is seen to treat its legal obligations as a matter of convenience or of national interest alone, other states will see this as a justification to relax or withdraw from their own commitments. When the United States wants to require another state to live up to its treaty obligations, it may find that the state has followed the U.S. example and opted out of compliance.
Schmitt’s focus on how states appropriate humanitarian intervention to their own ends misses the point--humanitarian intervention is empirically successful at stopping violence.

Brown 07 (Chris Brown Professor of International Relations and Convenor of the International Relations Department at the London School of Economics. Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 56-57)
The term ‘humanitarian intervention’ is a rather unfortunate recent coinage. It refers to circumstances where one state or a coalition of states intervenes by force in the supposedly domestic affairs of another state ostensibly in the interests of the population of the latter, for example to prevent or curtail genocide or other gross violations of their human rights. It is unfortunate because, apart from the fact that the adjective ‘humanitarian’ in itself raises all sorts of issues that will be addressed later in this chapter, it directs attention towards the motives of the intervener as the key deﬁning quality of this kind of action, with the implication that unless the intervening states are pure at heart the intervention in question will not count as properly humanitarian. Since, ex hypothesi, states almost always act for a variety of reasons, some altruistic, most not, this kind of purism generally leads to the conclusion that no humanitarian interventions have taken place, and that the claim of such motivation always hides some darker intent. This way of looking at the issue is, I think, mistaken. From the point of view of the victims of genocide or other forms of serious oppression, the motives of their rescuers are not a matter of immediate importance – to take one obvious example, had the French or US governments acted effectively to end the genocide in Rwanda in 1994, it seems unlikely that those whose lives had been saved thereby would have worried too much about exactly why their rescuers acted. In such extreme cases outcomes are what matter rather than intentions; indeed, in this particular case it was precisely because any US action would have had to have been motivated by altruism, since it had no substantial material interests in Rwanda, that no such action took place.2 Having made this point, I will simply assert – since the scope of this chapter does not allow me to discuss in detail the facts of each case – that there have been a number of interventions since 1990 where states have used force in circumstances where action has actually ended, or curtailed, or prevented large-scale human rights abuses and where the motives of the interveners were to bring about this state of affairs, or, at a minimum, were not inconsistent with this outcome. Such was, I think, the case in northern Iraq in 1991, in Bosnia in 1994/1995, in Kosovo and East Timor in 1999 and, under rather different circumstances, in Sierra Leone in 2001. This chapter is devoted to trying to tease out how these actions should be understood. I have suggested some problems with the term ‘humanitarian intervention’, but some would wish to preserve this coinage suitably shorn of its more implausibly altruistic implications. The term ‘humanitarian war’ is also sometimes used, and the claim made that this kind of military action is qualitatively different from previous uses of military force. This seems plausible, but what does this qualitative difference amount to? And what principles are appropriate for judging the morality of this kind of use of force? 

Liberalism Good – Ethics

Liberalism is the best middle ground between Schmitt’s enemy category and friend category, opening space to make ethics relevant

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 50)

In contradistinction to Schmitt, in liberalism which in key respects is the political theory of empiricism just as empiricism can be read as the epistemology of liberalism, the category of enemy is not primary - but neither is the category of friend in a direct, literal sense. The silent other posited by the category of friend in liberal thought is not enemy - but self What limits the category of friend in liberal theorizing is not the adversarial category of enemy - but the ontologically prior category of self If one cannot securely get to the self in liberalism - how can one get to a friend? And enemy seems at least equally remote. The epistemological slack attendant to the categories of “self,” “friend,” and “enemy” in liberalism is suggestive of a philosophical opportunity that has Levinasian resonances. If epistemology cannot secure its own ground, perhaps this can be regarded as a tacit invitation to invoke and explore ethical categories as a means for mapping the terrain of the self and the other and their sustainable patterns of interrelationship. Perhaps ethics can become relevant (if not primary) by default - as a result of theorizing the simultaneous non-negotiability and unexitability of epistemology. The imperative for action in the face of unconsummated and unconsummable thought leads us to ethics. Everything from the “self’ on upward to “friend” and “enemy” is a charitable posit. Liberalism harbors the promise that we can begin to deploy and manipulate these charitable posits in ways that nurture the consensual moral judgments of humankind over the centuries and that are epitomized in the values of life and peace.
Liberalism K2 Heg

Liberalism is key to hegemony. 

Nash 06 (William Nash, Retired U.S. Army Major General who commanded the 1st Armored Division of the United States Army, “The ICC and the Deployment of U.S. Armed Forces”, http://www.amacad.org/publications/icc9.aspx, 2006, LEQ) 

Thus U.S. military power is more effectively employed when its actions are endorsed as consistent with international norms and broadly shared objectives and when U.S. forces act in coalition and in conjunction with nations and institutions that undertake political, social, and economic efforts. Securing international support, while not determining, has become increasingly important for advancing U.S. security interests. The overwhelming vote against the U.S. proposal to allow states to shelter their nationals form the ICC shows that most nations, including some of the strongest allies of the United States, recoil at what they perceive as an open display of U.S. exceptionalism. This perception is dangerous. Over the long term, it undermines the capacity of the United States to lead. The ICC unfortunately is not the only issue fueling this perception. But because it goes to the heart of accountability international norms and because it is the first new international security institution in decades, it is a particularly resonant issue by which to measure U.S. attitude toward global leadership. This places a heavy burden on opponents of the ICC to demonstrate why it is not in U.S. interests to join the Court. The United States does not conduct coalition operations because it could not achieve its military objectives without the assistance of other nations. Put bluntly, the United States can accomplish virtually any strictly military task it is ordered to carry out. Rather, the United States works in partnership with others to accomplish a variety of objectives-and political objectives are at the forefront. Leading coalitions can be trying, time-consuming, and resource intensive. The associated costs and uncertainties cannot be predicted. But leadership of the United States, and its ability to sustain its credibility and effectiveness as a leader in the twenty-first century, hinges in no small part on its willingness to lead with and through other nations. In addition, the ICC is the first security-related international institution since the United Nations. U.S. absence from the Court would be a significant and supremely isolating act. It will underscore U.S. ambivalence about joining in collective efforts and institutions to enhance security, an attitude that, however reasonably presented, weakens the claim of the United States to international leadership. Other nations increasingly question the intentions of a leading power that appears willing to lead exclusively on its own terms. The United States loses leverage and credibility by fueling impressions that its cooperation in international politics requires an exemption from the rules. From a purely pragmatic standpoint, the United States can do more to advance national interests (and the interests of U.S. servicemembers) by signing the Treaty than it could by continuing to -oppose the ICC. To no small degree, the Court's efficacy and impact will hinge on the appointment of capable, fair, and apolitical officials. The United States has everything to gain from helping to choose those individuals. The United States will be in a better position to ensure an appropriate U.N. Security Council role regarding the definition of aggression if ever the Assembly of States Parties were to entertain discussions on that contentious issue. Ignoring the Court accomplishes little. It seems, on balance, prudent to sign the Treaty. The United States has lost much of the moral high ground in the effort to shape the ICC. While much time can be spent lamenting U.S. actions and rhetoric before, during, and after the Rome Conference, the future offers the only possibility for change. The sources of military concern are understandable, but they hinge on a need to believe the absolute worst of an institution and a process instead of on a commitment to ensure that it works as intended. Moreover, by trumpeting its uniqueness and appearing to demand special treatment, the United States corrodes its own power and authority.
Alt = Liberalism/Nihilism
Schmitt only risk nihilism that reproduces the worst effects of liberalism

Gross 2000 (Oren Gross, Assistant Professor of Law at Tel Aviv University, 21 Cardozo L. Rev. 1825, Lexis Nexus, May 2000, LEQ)

Schmitt's alternative model, which he offers as a replacement to the liberal model, introduces as much predictability as the sovereign's whim. If liberalism's fault inheres in the normative and utopian nature of its structures, Schmitt's fault lies with the apologetic overtones of his proposals. 132 Against liberalism's rigidity, Schmitt puts forward an all too flexible alternative. Whatever the sovereign decides is legitimate. There is no substantive content against which legitimacy of such actions can be measured – not even Hobbes's minimalist principle of self-preservation. Despite Schmitt's attacks against the content-neutrality of liberalism and positivism, his theory, in the last  [*1852]  account, is nihilistic. 133 In its purest form, a decision emerges out of nothing, i.e., it does not presuppose any given set of norms, and it does not owe its validity or its legitimacy to any preexisting normative structure. No such structure, therefore, can attempt to limit the decision's scope in any meaningful way. 134 Similarly, since the decision is not the product of any abstract rationality, but is rather reflective of an irrational element, it cannot – by definition – be bound by any element found in the rational dimension. 135 As William Scheuerman pointedly notes:     A rigorous decisionist legal theory reduces law to an altogether arbitrary, and potentially inconsistent, series of power decisions, and thus proves unable to secure even a modicum of legal determinacy. It represents a theoretical recipe for a legal system characterized by a kind of permanent revolutionary dictatorship ... Decisionism, at best, simply reproduces the ills of liberal legalism, and, at worst, makes a virtue out of liberalism's most telling jurisprudential vice.
Alt = War

Schmitt precludes the possibility of just enemies – the alt leads to total war

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. 82-83, Project MUSE, TH)

But the scandal gets worse, and this is something that Schmitt does not point out. He does quote, with high praise (“it is impossible to understand the concept of a just enemy better than did Kant” [169]), Kant’s definition of the just enemy. But Kant’s definition of the just enemy is itself scandalous, and potentially throws Schmitt’s differentiation into disarray. For Kant, “a just enemy would be one that I would be doing wrong by resisting, but then he would also not be my enemy” (2003, 169). With this, with what we could call Schmitt’s refusal to deal with the implications of the Kantian definition, although he himself provides it, Schmitt shows a double face. It stands to reason that, if the notion of the just enemy is an impossibility, that is, if the enemy, in virtue of his very justice, is always already a friend, then all enemies, in order to be enemies, must be unjust. If all enemies are unjust, then every single enemy stands outside the jurisdiction of the nomos. The nomic order has then effective jurisdiction only over friends, and it loses its universality. It loses, indeed, more than its universality: it loses its position as a political concept, since it cannot account for, it can only submit to, the friend/enemy division. Hence, the order of the nomos and the order (or, rather, the state) of any concrete politics are radically incompatible. If there is politics, then there is no binding nomos. If there is a nomos, the unjust enemy—and that means any enemy—falls outside the political order. Schmitt’s position in The Nomos of the Earth seems to contradict his earlier position on the political successfully: the notion of a nomos of the earth, of an order of the political, accomplishes, perhaps against Schmitt’s own will, a deconstruction of his notion of the political. Or perhaps, on the contrary, we are faced with the fact that Schmitt’s own indications of the Kantian position deconstruct the notion of an order of the political beyond every concrete friend-enemy grouping and send us back to the absolute primacy of the friend/enemy division in terms of a determination of the politcal. Do we prefer to uphold the notion of a nomic order, or do we prefer to abide by a savage, anomic notion of the political? Is there a choice?4 If all enemies are unjust enemies, all enemies must be exterminated. There is no end and no limitation to war: war is total, and that is so both for the friends of the nomos, and for their unjust enemies. But total war cannot be a fundamental orientation and a principle of order. The notion of total war announces the end of any possible reign of nomic order. It also announces a radicalization of the political, precisely as it opens itself to its most extreme determination as war, now total. But a total war without a nomos is a totally unregulated, totally nondiscriminatory war, without legality. And a war under those conditions cannot abide by a concept of friendship, since it has generalized the friend/enemy division into their complete disruption. Friendship presupposes legality. Faced with total war, humanity finds itself deprived of amity, just as it finds itself deprived of enmity. At the logical end of the concept, the political division finds its own end. Total war is the end of the political. The whole notion of an order of the political has now been placed beyond the line. Total war is an absolute threat.

Schmitt’s ideas of national identity cause radical nationalism and ethnic truculence making war inevitable

Scheuerman, 11/19/04

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “International Law as a Historical Myth,” Constellations, 11 (4), pg 546-547)

Second, Schmitt’s odd periodization obscures the fundamental changes to  traditional European interstate relations generated by the emergence of the  modern nation-state. As Bobbitt has succinctly observed, the appearance of the  nation-state  was accompanied by the strategic style of total war. If the nation governed the state,  and the nation’s welfare provided the state’s reason for being, then the enemy’s  nation must be destroyed – indeed, that was the way to destroy the state....[F]or  the nation-state it was necessary to annihilate the vast resources of men and material  that a nation could throw into the field....36  It was the idea of a “nation in arms” that not only posed a direct threat to earlier  absolutist images of “king’s wars,” but also opened the door to many pathologies  of modern warfare: the full-scale mobilization of the “nation” and subsequent militarization of society, and killing of “enemy” civilians. The European nation-state  and total war may represent two sides of the same coin.37 Of course, for Schmitt’s purposes it is useful that the idea of the “nation in arms” first takes the historical  stage in the context of the French Revolution and its commitment to universalistic  ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity.38 Nation-state-based democracy is indeed  a normatively ambivalent creature, resting on an uneasy synthesis of universalistic  liberal democratic ideals with historically contingent notions of shared cultural  identity, language, history, and ethnos.39 Although Schmitt and his followers predictably try to link the horrors of modern warfare to the growing significance of  universalistic liberal-democratic ideals, a more persuasive empirical case can be  made that those horrors can be traced to highly particularistic and exclusionary  ideas of national identity, according to which the “other” – in this case, outsiders to  the “national community” – came to be perceived as representing life-and-death  foes in the context of crisis-ridden industrial capitalism and the increasingly unstable  interstate system of the nineteenth century.  Such ideas of national identity ultimately took the disastrous form of the  “inflamed nationalism and ethnic truculence” that dominated European politics by  the late nineteenth century and ultimately culminated in World War I.40 Nationalism and ethnic truculence played a key role in the destruction of the traditional  European balance of power system since they required a fundamental reshuffling  of state borders in accordance with “national identity”; of course, this question had  been of marginal significance in the absolutist interstate system. In this context as  well, one of Schmitt’s heroes, Bismarck, in reality played a role very different  from that described by Schmitt in Nomos der Erde: “the last statesman” of the jus  publicum europaeum not only helped forge a unified German nation-state, but in  order to do relied on total warfare while undermining the traditional European sys-  tem of states, in part because it rested on state forms (e.g., the diverse, polyglot  Russian and Austro-Hungarian Empires) fundamentally distinct from the modern  nation-state.41 On this matter as well, Schmitt’s analysis is either openly misleading or revealingly silent. Perhaps his own unabashed enthusiasm for rabid ethno-  nationalism in the context of National Socialism helps explain this silence.42 

War replaces peace under Schmitt’s ideas of the role of the state

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 55)

Schmitt misconstrues the role of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought- and its relationship to civil society (the society of the social contract). Schmitt regards the Hobbesian state of nature as a state of war, meaning the readiness to engage in conflict and not the actual eruption of hostilities. He contrasts the warlike environment of the state of nature with the mechanisms conducive to accommodation and peace constitutive of civil society - and identifies the authentically political state with the Hobbesian state of nature rather than with Hobbes’ vision of civil society. Schmitt misses the role and function of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought. Hobbes’ political theory - and the character of philosophical liberalism as a whole - are predicated upon the changes that take place in the course of the transition between the state of nature and civil society occurring on a secondary rather than on a primary level. The image of human nature that pervades both the state of nature and the fully developed civil society is constant. In both cases, the passions predominate over reason, while the ends of human life are grounded in the passions. The people who pursue “commodious living” in the Hobbesian social- contract society have a similar psychological profile grounded in a common metaphysical reading of the limits of human reason as the people who inhabit the state-of-nature society. Where they differ is in terms of the development of a unique faculty which in actuality is an evolutionary outgrowth of one of their original capacities - namely, the passions. This new faculty can be called instrumentalized reason or rationalized passion and what it exemplifies is a calculating mechanism that enables the passions to proceed more smoothly and efficiently to the ends to which they are antecedently, atavistically driven than would be the case if only unmitigated passion were in control. Instrumental reason is passion’s other as it seeks to replicate itself within the human psyche in ways that assure both its continuing hegemony and effective management of its environment.

Schmittian approaches to the practice of security is an attempt to neglect all other alternatives that only breed tensions between states

Ewan, 07

(Pauline, Academic Office Staff at Aberystwyth University, “Deepening the Human Security Debate: Beyond the Politics of Conceptual Clarification,” Politics 27(3), pg 186-187)

For Schmitt, deﬁning the criterion for the political in terms of the friend/enemy  distinction offered a means to resist the ‘neutralisation’ and ‘depoliticisation’ of the  antagonisms of political life that arise from liberalism’s emphasis on ‘consensus’, the  ‘rules of the game’ and ‘free discussion’ (Mouffe, 2005, pp. 109–112, 122–123;  Schmitt, 1996 [1932], pp. 26–37).2 In a similar manner, Buzan et al.’s ‘vision of  security’ as ‘a logic of existential threat and extreme necessity ... mirrors the intense  condition of existential division, friendship and enmity’ that Schmitt saw as funda-  mental to the practice of politics (Williams, 2003, p. 516). From this perspective,  rather than the human security agenda’s initial ‘solidarist’ concern for poor people in  the global North and South, the securitisation of poverty, displacement and disease  fosters a logic of enmity that constitutes Southern populations as threats to rich  Northern countries (Cooper, 2005, p. 474; Dufﬁeld, 2001; Krause, 2004, p. 368).  Yet while these emphases clearly reﬂect some aspects of contemporary security  practices – the language of friends vs. enemies that informs the National Security  Strategy of the United States and the US-led ‘war on terror’, for example (White  House, 2002) – critics argue that conceptualising security solely in these terms risks  reproducing the dominant understandings of security that proponents of human  security seek to oppose (Booth, 2005, p. 271; Hoogensen and Rottem, 2004, pp.  160–161; Wyn Jones, 1999, pp. 108–110). In particular, by attributing a speciﬁcally  Schmittian conception of the political to the theory and practice of security, the  critical approaches to security literature neglects the ways in which alternative  security practices, such as ethical dialogue, empathy and self-restraint, can help to  reduce self/other tensions between states and other actors (Williams, 2003, p. 522;  Wyn Jones, 1999, p. 110). Moreover, by privileging elite constructions of security  (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 29; Wæver, 1995, pp. 56–57), this approach neglects the  potential for the ‘bottom-up’ and ‘people-centred’ perspectives emphasised by  human security to ‘re-imagine security’ in counter-hegemonic ways (Hamber et al.,  2006; Hoogensen and Stuvøy, 2006; more broadly, see Booth, 2005, p. 266). In the  context of post-conﬂict peace-building, for example, ethnographic studies have  indicated the ways in which ‘listening’ to the security concerns of women and other  politically marginalised groups reveals ‘the inadequacies of institutionalised security  approaches to meet [people’s] holistic security needs’ and thus strengthens political  demands for social transformation (Hamber et al., 2006, p. 495; see also Krause and  Jütersonke, 2005, p. 460). 

Alt = Unethical

Schmitt precludes analysis of ethics. 

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)
There are, of course, many limitations to Schmitt’s perspectives, but perhaps the most worrying is his separation of ethical concerns from the friend-enemy distinction of the political. This strategy does not merely mean that his theory of international relations can be criticized for failing to include an appropriate normative vision. It categorically precludes that one can be attached without undermining a significant pivot. This, it has to be said, is damaging. Schmitt’s position that questions of collective identity have their own imperative and operate beneath the level of moral and rational justifications might be plausible, and empirically supported in a number of circumstances. And it is clear that his close consideration of just what “the enemy” can mean in different contexts is as valuable in the scope of its application as it is starkly pragmatic. But if his connection between identity and potential conflict is as valid as it appears, this leaves open a great many normative questions that cannot be quite so readily bracketed outside contemporary International Relations or International Political Theory as Schmitt argued. In other words, his methodology of insisting on “clear legal and conceptual distinctions between different actors in armed conflict”68 may be necessary, but is not sufficient. While it is plain that the discipline must take “the political” as its central realm of analysis, it also needs to account for, and even involve itself in, the moral realm too. And for guidance in that enterprise we must turn to other theorists.  

Alt Can’t Solve

The alternative can’t solve because it will never spill over—the international community has rejected the notion of enmity. 

Scheppele 04 (Kim Lane Scheppele, John J. O'Brien Professor of Comparative Law and Professor of Sociology at University of Pennsylvania, 6 U. Pa. J. Const. L. 1001, Lexis Nexus, May 2004, LEQ)

In this Article, I have tried to explain why the logic of Schmitt's analyses no longer work as a practical matter to justify states of exception, even when it is clear to the international community that something fundamental has changed in the world system since 9/11. The institutional elaboration of a new international system that has occurred since Schmitt's time make his ideas seem all the more dangerous, and yet all the more dated. There are simply fewer states in the world willing to tolerate either Schmitt's conception of politics or his conception of the defining qualities of sovereignty. Schmitt's philosophy has, in short, been met with a different sociology. For his ideas to be either persuasive or effective, they must be more than internally coherent or even plausible; they must be loosed in a context in which they can win against other competing ideas. Precisely because of the horrors of the twentieth century, much of the international community that has entrenched both democracy and the rule of law has turned away from these extra-legal justifications for states of exception. Instead, such states have attempted to embed exceptionality as an instance of the normal, and not as a repudiation of the  [*1083]  possibility of normality. Only the United States, with its eighteenth-century constitution and Cold War legacy of exceptionalism, seems to be soldiering on in this new legal space of conflict unaware that the defining aspect of the new sovereignty is that even the new sovereign is bound by rules.
No Link

The alternative advocates realist politics; the aff’s attempts to prevent wars on moral grounds are the antithesis of realism.

Hooker 09 (2009, Carl Schmitt’s International Thought, pg 204-205, William Hooker, teacher of political theory at the London School of Economics)

The emphasis in Schmitt's work on the primacy of the political decision and the immutability of war as a human possibility resonates naturally with a 'realist' interpretation of international relations. For instance, as Scheuerman has amply illustrated, Schmitt had a profound influence on forming the 'harder' edges of Hans Morgenthau's political realism, and the latter's concern for the role of the nation state as bearer of authentic human meaning.2 Schmitt himself has been characterized as a realist of sorts, to be read alongside other theorists of political power and raison d'etat.' In his pre-war writings in particular, Schmitt showed an intimate concern for the requirements of pragmatic and power-oriented foreign policy that read like classic expressions of realist IR theory.4 He also produced a highly sympathetic study of Meinecke's theory of Staatsriison. 5 This implacable opposition to the creation of a global state, and concern to impose limits to the intrusion of international law inside the boundaries of the state, have made Schmitt an apparently valuable resource to realists, broadly conceived. Gary Ulmen described by one of his closest collaborators as a 'pro-New Deal American nationalist, is one of the most prominent protagonists in the attempt to deploy Schmitt against the replacement of the international order with 'free-floating concepts [that] do not constitute institutional standards but have only the value of ideo​ logical slogans'. 7 Ulmen takes up Schmitt's critique of the just-war tradition, and shares the view that denial of war as a tool of rational politics is both dangerous and hypocritical, and will result in the use of war as a form of religious or ideological domination rather than a part of acceptable raison d'etat. 8 In addition to his basic hostility to a normatively based global politics, Schmitt also appeals to certain contemporary realists for his apparent ability to avoid the stasis that might result from an unrealistic continued attachment to notions of Westphalian politics. In his distinction of politics from the state form, Schmitt appears to hold out the possibility of restructuring political realism time after time, adapting the basic premise of power politics to new structures of global power. In characterizing the contemporary value of Schmitt's Nomos of the Earth, Ulmen argues that '[g]lobalization and new, larger political entities require a new political realism and a new political theory dealing with a new type of law regulating "international" relations. This global order will fail if it does not take into account the accomplishments of the only truly global order of the earth developed so far: the jus publicum Europaeum.'9 In other words, Schmitt appears to offer hopes of a new conceptual depth to political realism, allowing a constructive engagement in debates on globalisation and the changing political competence of the state. The necessity of the political' as part and parcel of the human condition can be defended, whilst the future competence of the state can be debated. In particular, Schmitt's interest in the possibility of a new spatial basis for politics proves an attractive line of enquiry to those realists aware of the potential need to move beyond the rigid old assumptions of specifically state power as the basic component of world politics. 

Schmitt = Bad Historian

Schmitt’s history is selective and misleading—enmity has not reduced the scale or scope of wars. 

Brown 07 (Chris Brown Professor of International Relations and Convenor of the International Relations Department at the London School of Economics. Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 63-64)

Other features of Schmitt’s rather selective account of the history of the European states-system also deserve to be challenged. Central to this history is the notion that the bracketed, humanized wars of sovereign states were less terrible than the religious wars they replaced, or the modern crusades they would be replaced by. It is certainly the case that there were brief periods in modern European history, especially in the mid-eighteenth century, when the notion of war as a duel between enemies who recognized each other as legitimate bore some relationship to the facts – although even then the general level of brutality towards civilians was higher than anecdotes such as that told by Laurence Sterne would suggest. In any event, these periods were few and far between. Most of the time, the more civilized features of war during the era of the public law of Europe were experienced only by the princes who declared them, and perhaps a few aristocrats and senior military ofﬁcers. More, Schmitt makes life easy for himself by deﬁning his period in a way that helps his case – thus the Thirty Years War is described as a religious conﬂict which predates the idea of war as a duel between sovereign states, and yet religion was only one element in that conﬂict, and often not the most signiﬁcant element. Catholic France and the Papacy ended up effectively on what was nominally the ‘Protestant’ side of the conﬂict which hardly suggests deep religious motivations. 

Schmitt = Fascist

Schmitt’s call for unity of “the people” in the face of enemies is fundamentally fascist. 

Noorani, 05 – Assistant Professor in the Department of Near Eastern Studies at the University of Arizona (Yaseen, 2005, “The Rhetoric of Security,” CR: The New Centennial Review, 5.1, p. 20-22, TH)

Schmitt’s critique of liberal normativity is beset with contradictions and unfounded assumptions, beginning with its own foundation in the liberal notion of the state of war.8 What his critique helps us to understand is not so much the opposition between the political (self-preservation) and the normative that it argues, but rather, how these two conditions must hang together in a paradoxical embrace. This contradictory union of the amoral and moral lies at the heart of liberal social contract theory and is the rhetorical key to the U.S. war on terror. It is also the rock upon which Schmitt’s “political” founders in an instructive manner. Schmitt attempts to obscure the ultimately normative nature of the concept of “the people” while relying on this normativity nonetheless. The commonly accepted right of individual self-preservation apparently has an intuitive basis in our recognition of a fundamental natural drive for self-preservation. We normally regard a living person, or other organism, as a self-evident fact and believe that by its constitution such an organism senses when its life is in danger and acts to save itself. A “people” and its state, however, is not of this nature. As Chantal Mouffe points out in the passage quoted above, the identity of “the people” is subject to political contestation. Different individuals and groups have conflicting ideas about the nature of their nation, who is included within it, what its values are. As a result, they also have conflicting ideas about what constitutes a threat to the nation’s existence. Schmitt’s argument is based on his assumption that “the people” is a pre-given entity, a natural kind whose existence is just as self-evident as that of an individual person. This people or nation is the fundamental unit of self-preservation, of life and death antagonisms among human beings. Therefore, Schmitt rejects any kind of internal antagonism, i.e., political division, within the people. The nation/state must be fully unified in order to fulfill its purpose by protecting its members from possi- ble extinction (Schmitt 1996, 28–32). One corollary of this view is that the enemy of the people is self-evident—the nation whose life is threatened by this enemy spontaneously recognizes it, and there is no scope for argument, persuasion, or moral judgement concerning the matter. The enemy is the other, the stranger; and it is sufficient for his nature that he is, in a specially intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in the extreme case conflicts with him are possible. These can neither be decided by a previously determined general norm nor by the judgment of a disinterested and therefore neutral third party. (27) A second corollary of this view is that the government of a people is the direct expression of this people’s being and as such is fully entitled to deter- mine who enemies are, both foreign and domestic, as well as when and how to wage wars against them (46). The fascist implications of these views are obvious. Anything is permitted for the sake of self-preservation, the “peo- ple” is the self that must be preserved, and the state is the people’s “agency” empowered to protect it. Despite Schmitt’s essentialist mysticism of the people, it is clear that the existence of a nation, its identity, is not self-evident but determined by the political contestation that Schmitt so much hates. This is because “the people” or nation is not a preconstituted organism but a moral ideal invoked for political purposes. Schmitt admits as much when he states that a people goes to war in order to preserve its “way of life.”9 Schmitt does not define his notion of a “people” but stipulates that it is the collective unit of self-preservation, the only unit that engages in life and death antagonisms and thus the only political unit. Unlike Hobbes, Schmitt does not derive political association and the state from the desire of individuals for self- preservation. Rather, it is the self-preservation of the “people” that is of ultimate importance, and individuals can be sacrificed for it. What is of ultimate value, therefore, more value than individual lives, is a given people’s “way of life.” This is the self-evident self that people should be willing to die to preserve. Schmitt has left the biological realm of necessity here and entered the moral. A way of life can only be valuable as the way things ought to be. It is a norm whose meaning and content is open to debate. People have to be persuaded and convinced that it is worth dying for. Moreover, the attribution of a specific way of life to a nation is always a political act. It is an assertion that all members of this nation adhere to a certain norm that is the identity of this nation, thus delegitimizing those who espouse or promote different norms. The call to war, therefore, is political in the sense of internal politics because in identifying a threat to the nation’s existence, its “way of life,” those who call to war assert a particular conception of what constitutes the nation’s way of life and attempt to establish this conception’s normativity for all members of the nation. Contrary to Schmitt’s claims, we see that whenever states or others call upon a population to go to war, they adduce existential and moral justifications at the same time, and indeed the two can never fully be distinguished. We see this even in the exemplary cases approvingly invoked by Schmitt. He cites the supposed life and death strug- gle of Christianity and Islam during the Middle Ages (Schmitt 1996, 30).10 The mutual moral condemnation here as a justification for wars is appar- ent. Schmitt also cites with great approbation a speech made by Cromwell illustrating recognition of irreducible enmity with regard to Spain (68). But this speech explicitly attributes the enmity that Cromwell calls upon his compatriots to feel towards and recognize in Spain to the ungodliness (papacy) of the Spanish and the godliness of the English. It is an enmity rooted in God’s moral strictures. A “way of life” is not a living organism in its facticity but an ambiguous norm open to contestation, redefinition, and even repudiation. This means that the non-normative status of self-preser- vation, acceded to the life of an individual person, is attached in the case of nations to a normative ideal.11

Schmitt justifies authoritarianism and nihilism. 

Gross 2000 (Oren Gross, Assistant Professor of Law at Tel Aviv University, 21 Cardozo L. Rev. 1825, Lexis Nexus, May 2000, LEQ)

From a normative perspective, Schmitt's theory, simply put, is indefensible. 14 In this article, I engage in an internal evaluation of his theory of the exception. Such a critique – taking Schmitt's own goals, parameters, and criteria as our reference point – drives substantial holes into his theoretical corpus. For all the rhetoric of Schmitt and his disciples and defenders, his theory proves to be a crude version of nihilism. Yet, this approach is hidden behind the veneer of overt aspiration to legal determinacy 15 and to substantive, semireligious content of the legal order. 16 Among other things, Schmitt challenges liberalism for being negligent, if not outright deceitful, in disregarding the state of exception, and in pretending that the legal universe is governed by a complete, comprehensive, and exceptionless normative order. 17 Following the guidance of the natural sciences – which, according to Schmitt, do not recognize the possibility of exceptions in the natural world – liberalism presents us with a legal world view that is based on universalism, generalities, and utopian normativeness, without allowing for the possibility of exceptions. Against liberalism's intellectual dishonesty, Schmitt offers an alternative that is allegedly candid and transparent. However, Schmitt's project does not comply with his own yardsticks of legitimacy. His theory falls  [*1829]  prey to the very same basic challenge which he puts to liberalism. Schmitt's rhetoric of norm and exception does not adequately reflect the real thrust of his theory, which calls for the complete destruction of the normal by the exception. Taken to its logical extreme, Schmitt's intellectual work, especially as reflected in his Political Theology 18 and The Concept of the Political, 19 forms the basis not only for a normless exception, but also for an authoritarian exceptionless exception. Part I of this article focuses on these themes.

Schmitt justifies fascism—there is no check on the power of the state in his philosophy.

Rejali 03 – Associate Professor of Political Science at Reed College (Darius, “Friend and Enemy, East or West: Political Realism in the work of Usama bin Ladin, Carl Schmitt, Niccolo Machiavelli and Kai-Ka’us ibn Iskandar” January 2003, MT)
It is tempting to put Schmitt’s answer like this:  we know the public enemy when we know ourselves. Figure out your question, and you will know the public enemy, domestic or international.  But that is not quite right. We so easily deceive ourselves about our question that it takes the enemy, thrust on us providentially by history, to confront us with “our own question” and force us to “answer in doing”._ftn14  Schmitt’s answer is rather: “tell me who your enemy is and I will tell you who you are.”[15] A great leader proves his merit because he helps us grasp this self-knowledge by drawing out this confrontation.  Schmitt praised leaders, like Mussolini, who used myth to mobilize people against the public enemy. Mussolini used the myth of ancient Rome to motivate popular support and maintain a strong state.  He would no doubt find bin Ladin’s appeal to the Caliphate equally praiseworthy. In these instances, among others, “political thought and political instinct thus prove themselves theoretically and practically in the capacity of distinguishing between friend and enemy.”[16] Even on Schmitt’s own terms though, the use of myth to locate friend and enemy is not an easy one, and one that is easily abused.  Schmitt himself seems to have drawn the distinction between myth well used and myth poorly used.  While he praised Mussolini, he regarded the racially based Nazi policies as nothing but “a swindle.”_ftn17 Schmitt resisted the temptation to reduce the notion of enemy to “objective” markers such as race.  He held to a constitutionalism that granted the state, not nature, the right to determine the identity of the public enemy and friend.  The reason the public enemy was “objective” was not that it was written in the genes, but rather the institution of the state had the keenest sense of what, at that moment in history, posed the greatest danger to the common way of life.  Schmitt was a Fascist, but he was not, in this respect, a Nazi.  Still that raises a question:  how can one know whether myth is well or poorly used? Schmitt’s response is that this is not the individual citizen’s decision to make. Only the state has the rightful monopoly to determine who is a friend and who is an enemy.  “In its entirety, the state as an organized political entity decides for itself the friend-enemy distinction.”[18] The state is the inevitable expression of politics, the institution that transcends other groups concerned with ethics, religion, ideology and kinship, and forges a genuinely political association.  States emerge as means of reducing conflicts (over property, ways of life etc.).  States substitute for these private conflicts, the public enemy.  They deny smaller associations the power to determine their enemies independently.  What one surrenders to the state in the social contract is the power to judge subjectively what is necessary for one’s own survival.  This, for Schmitt, is another way of saying, “We cede to the state the power to determine who is the enemy of our way of life.” It decides who is “objectively” the enemy. Above all, the state emerges historically as well as philosophically, as the institution that possesses a legal monopoly on violence.  Either “it exists or does not exist. If it exists, it is the supreme, that is, in the decisive case, the authoritative entity.”_ftn19 Only it has “the right to demand from its own members the readiness to die and unhesitatingly to kill enemies.”[20] Ironically, Schmitt’s solution is inadequate even for bin Ladin.  Bin Ladin was asking what is an ordinary Muslim’s duty in a world in which there is no legitimate state. How does he decide who is a friend and who is an enemy? Schmitt advises that he turn to the leader of his collectivity.  This advice is not unlike bin Ladin’s advice to find the true ulama and ask them.   But this then raises the question:  How does the leader (the religious scholar or the Caliph if we could find him) decide who is a friend and who is an enemy in practice? It is all very fine and well to leave it to the institution, as long as the person in charge of the institution knows what he or she is doing. But what if the politician abused his power and named a private enemy as a public foe?  Schmitt himself encountered this problem in the case of Hitler.  In 1934, Hitler turned on many of his rivals, particularly leaders in the SA.  Since Ernst Rohm and other SA leaders had plotted against the state, Hitler was right to name them as a public enemy.  Hitler’s actions were exonerated by reason of state. Other acts, however, such as Hitler’s own private violence could not be exonerated.[21] In explaining his own motivations for joining the Nazi Party (aside from gross opportunism), Schmitt apparently believed that “it is a duty under circumstances to advise a tyrant.”_ftn22  Yet, Schmitt did not appear to have any account of what this advice would be.  He had, particular, no adequate answer to explaining how a ruler should be trained, and what a ruler should think about in selecting friend or foe. What is interesting is how little modern political science has improved upon Schmitt’s answer.  Consider the dominant contemporary effort to locate friend and enemy today, Samuel Huntington’s discussion of the class of civilizations.[23] Huntington begins by envisioning a clash between ways of life, conflicts at the broadest, most fundamental levels of group identity.  Today, civilizations do not merely conflict; rather they have, as a result of encounter with each other, been put into question.  They have yielded large social movements that identify their enemies as other ways of life. When these movements are militarized and take control of the state, conflict between enemies ensues. But Huntington’s effort is an exception to the rule. Most modern political scientists do not dabble in the business of advising rulers how they shouldthink about selecting friend or foe, or what kind of training would be required to do that well. They advise as to the various means to engage the enemy (the relative effectiveness of diplomacy, sanctions or force), but not on ends. Still as in Schmitt, most political scientists view the state as the authoritative source of who is a friend and who is an enemy. Sometimes, as in Schmitt, the state is posited as a unitary rational actor, equivalent to a human being, who decides this question based on some calculation of its interests.  At other times, it is viewed as a complex organization whose determinations may be explained by bureaucratic politics, limited information, historical experience, and psychological groupthink.  In both cases, the state’s stated preferences are taken as a given: they can be explained but not second-guessed.

AT: Liberalism = Holocaust

Liberalism didn’t cause the holocaust – it opposed it

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 93-94

In the shadow of the holocaust and amid lingering memories of the failed Weimar Republic, which Hitler trampled on the road to power, postwar scholars showed themselves increasingly skeptical about liberal solutions to the “Jewish question”: they looked to Germany in order to ex- plain the “failure” of emancipation.19 But, in fact, it proved emblematic only of those nations in which the liberal “emancipation” of Jews was attempted without indigenously rooted liberal institutions and traditions. Emancipation was undertaken gradually in Germany, step by legislative step, with varying degrees of success in a mosaic of mostly reactionary principalities where radically different numbers of Jews lived. Germany was not even a nation in the beginning of the nineteenth century and the lateness of its emergence as a state generated what would remain an assorted set of existential problems associated with its national identity.20 The liberal assumptions embraced by supporters of “emancipation,” in short, cannot be judged by the results more than a century later in what was still notably an “illiberal society.”21 Anti-Semitism like racism and hatred of the other has always been embedded in a Counter-Enlightenment marked by the anxiety of provincials, the traditionalism of conservatives, and the brutal irrationalism of fascists. Anti-Semitism not only remains “the socialism of fools,” but the philosophy of those who choose to think with their gut. Its claims rest on faith: the point is not whether they are true, but whether the anti-Semite believes them to be true. The power of bigotry, indeed, has always stood in inverse relation to the support for Enlightenment ideals. That is still the case: recognizing the dignity of the other is the line in the sand marking the great divide of political life. 

AT: Liberalism Exclusive

Liberalism isn’t exclusive – exclusion only exists because of a failure to fully carry out its principles

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 49-50

Women, people of color, Catholics, atheists, and those without property16— for very different reasons—had no place in the original liberal vision. But this was the product less of some inherent defect of liberalism than the unwillingness of liberals to confront existing prejudices with the logic of their principles. Institutionalizing the universal may not have immediately resulted in recognizing the legitimacy of the outsider, or the “other,” but it served as the precondition for doing so. If patriarchy is now seen as having been ignored in the universal social contract,17 for example, the oversight was actually recognized at the time.18 Women would, in any case, not have attempted to further their interests by using the arguments of “antiphilosophes” like Justus Moser, who authored “On the Diminished Disgrace of Whores and Their Children in Our Day” (1772), or Louis Bonald, who thundered against divorce. Olympe de Gouges in The Rights of Woman (1791), and Mary Wollstonecraft in her Vindication of the Rights of Women (1792) instead referred to the original liberal values of the Enlightenment in criticizing the French Revolution for not realizing its universal commitments with respect to women: in the process, both radicalized the purely formal implications of equality under the law. Their undertaking is both related to yet different from that of the young Marx in On the Jewish Question and The Holy Family. These writings highlighted the contradiction between the political commitment of the bourgeois state to liberty, equality, and fraternity on the level of the state—that is freedom from the exercise of arbitrary power, equality before the law, and a concern with the common good—when coupled with the existence of coercion, inequality, and egoism in the economic realm of civil society. In extending democracy from the formal to the substantive, to be sure, he sought the “sublation” (Aufhebung) of both the state and civil society from the perspective of realizing “human” emancipation. This romantic and utopian vision, however, had far less practical impact than his clarification of the limits of classical liberalism with respect to “social” equality. What marks the criticisms of classical liberalism launched by feminists like Olympe de Gouges and Wollstonecraft no less than Marx, in any event, is their attempt to extend its implications. This differentiates them from conservative critics like Edmund Burke who, while he may have supported a cause like the American Revolution, also championed by most philosophes, did so more in terms of a newly constituted organic tradition than from the perspective of the Declaration of Independence. In the guise of attacking the French Revolution, Burke actually attacked the very idea of universal rights and the possibility of altering the English class structure. His emphasis on community and tradition, indeed, becomes little more than a façade for opposing the exercise of liberty, the pursuit of equality, and the “sordid darkness of this enlightened age.” 

**SCIENCE/RATIONALITY KS**

2AC AT: Ks of Science

Critiques of science are false – the scientific method questions authority

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 29-30

The idea of progress was always—anthropologically as well as historically— less about the eradication of subjectivity and the domination of nature than the possibility of personal liberation, popular empowerment, and overcoming the spell of myth and nature. Progress is an inherently rational idea. But it does not call for belief in the omnipotence of reason, the superfluous character of passion, or the existence of an objective solution to every problem. 35 Neither Condorcet nor Kant provided an ontological foundation for progress and even the most rabid believer in progress, an adamant atheist and technological enthusiast, like Holbach could write in his System de la nature that “it is not given man to know everything; it is not given him to know his origins; it is not given him to penetrate to the essence of things or to go back to first principles.” The issue for the philosophes was not the discovery of absolute truth but the establishment of conditions in which truth might be pursued. Or, to frame the matter in terms of a new critical theory with some sense of the concrete, the extent to which progress manifested itself was the extent to which claims could be treated as provisional. Reason and knowledge were never the enemies of progress. But their enemies were also the enemies of progress. David Hume, in this vein, liked to say that “ignorance is the mother of devotion.” Unreflective passion offers far better support than scientific inquiry for the claims of religion or the injunctions of totalitarian regimes. The scientific method projects not merely the “open society,” but also the need to question authority. This was already evidenced in the Meno when Socrates showed that he could teach mathematics to a slave and in The Republic when, exhibiting the frustration of the anti-intellectual, Thrasymachus insisted that justice is the right of the stronger. On one point, however, the most famous adversary of Socrates was right: his position suggested that whether the moral possibilities of progress are realized is not the province of philosophy but of politics. This would have radical implications. Upsetting the divine structure of things marked the Enlightenment notion of progress. Its advocates privileged over liberty rather than order and the communicable power of discourse over the incommunicable experience of grace. These new values would serve as the points of reference for all other values: order would no longer be employed as an excuse to smother liberty, but rather be understood as the precondition for its pursuit.36 Order always preceded liberty for the philosophes: it was seen as providing the rules and procedures for “constituting” the liberty enjoyed by citizens through the protection of the state.37 
Scientific knowledge liberates and improves lives.

Bronner 04 Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 21-23

Something will always be missing: freedom will never become fully manifest in reality. The relation between them is asymptotic. Therefore, most philosophes understood progress as a regulative ideal, or as a postulate,13 rather than as an absolute or the expression of some divine plane or the foundation for a system.’4 Even in scientific terms, progress retained a crit​ical dimension insofar as it implied the need to question established certain​ties. In this vein, it is misleading simply to equate scientific reason with the domination of man and nature.15 All the great figures of the scientific revo​lution —Bacon, Boyle, Newton—were concerned with liberating humanity from what seemed the power of seemingly intractable forces. Swamps were everywhere; roads were few; forests remained to be cleared; illness was ram​pant; food was scarce; most people would never leave their village. What it implied not to understand the existence of bacteria or the nature of electric​ity, just to use very simple examples, is today simply inconceivable. Enlightenment figures like Benjamin Franklin, “the complete philosophe,”’6 became famous for a reason: they not only freed people from some of their fears but through inventions like the stove and the lightning rod they also raised new possibilities for making people’s lives more livable. Critical theorists and postmodernists miss the point when they view Enlightenment intellectuals in general and scientists in particular as sim​ple apostles of reification. They actually constituted its most consistent en​emy. The philosophes may not have grasped the commodity form, but they empowered people by challenging superstitions and dogmas that left them mute and helpless against the whims of nature and the injunctions of tradition. Enlightenment thinkers were justified in understanding knowl​edge as inherently improving humanity. Infused with a sense of furthering the public good, liberating the individual from the clutches of the invisible and inexplicable, the Enlightenment idea of progress required what the young Marx later termed “the ruthless critique of everything existing.” This regulative notion of progress was never inimical to subjectivity. Quite the contrary: progress became meaningful only with reference to real liv​ing individuals. 

Science Inevitable

Everyone uses science – superstitions are the results of long forgotten social experiments

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 84-85

So, for example, Andean farmers have long engaged in ceremonial practices that determine when they will plant potatoes, their dietary staple. The farmers adjust the planting time in relation to the apparent brightness of the stars in the Pleiades, which the men observe around the time of the southern winter solstice, well before potato-planting time. Although one might think that the whole business was simply an exercise in superstition and mumbo-jumbo, in reality apparent star brightness does vary relative to the presence or absence of high cirrus clouds in the night sky. These clouds occur more often during El Nino years, which are associated with periods of drought during the potato-growing season several months later [242], By planting earlier during drought years, the farmers reduce the effects of the un​favorable climatic changes linked with El Nino, and produce more potatoes than they would otherwise in their drought-prone habitat. Here we have a fine example of the ability of humans to detect causal relationships of the most subtle nature and to use their scientifically derived information to make functional decisions about matters of great economic importance. Nor are Andean farmers at all unusual in this regard, as Robin Dunbar has shown by reviewing examples of science in action from a variety of very different cultures, including Australian aborigines and African Maasai, Fulani, Bambara, Po​kot, and Turkana [111]. The Maasai, for example, have learned about the thermo​regulatory consequences of the coat color of their cattle. Cows with dark hides are less heat tolerant, require more water, and consequently have a reduced foraging range. These factors cause them to be less productive at lower (hotter) altitudes, something the Maasai know full well, which is why families that herd cattle at lower elevations bias their herds toward light-colored cattle. As Dunbar points out, it is irrelevant what theories, if any, the Maasai refer to when speaking of their cattle-herding operations. What counts is the method they must have employed and the method has to have been scientific. Herders must have noticed differences in the productivity of cattle with different colored hides. They must have decided that coat color caused these differences, and must have then predicted that the produc​tivity of their herds would be improved to the extent that they could replace dark-colored with light-colored cattle, if they happened to be herding in low, dry, hot habitats. When they performed their informal tests, they liked the results, estab​lishing the current preference for light-colored cattle in low elevation regions while Maasai whose herds roam higher elevations in cooler habitats have learned to go with dark-colored cattle, which as it turns out lose weight more slowly than their paler companions in these regions. The logic of the scientific method surely pervaded the lives of our hunter-gatherer ancestors, if the behavior of modern hunter-gatherers is any guide to the past. The extraordinarily observant nature of these people is well known, as is their ability to make accurate deductions based on scant evidence. Here is Elizabeth Marshall Thomas writing about a small band of Bushmen in the Kalahari Desert of southern Africa: "As they drank, Lazy Kwi found some Bushman footprints on the little shore which were many days old, just dents in the hard sand, but after glanc​ing at them once or twice he said they were the footprints of strangers, a man barefoot, a woman in sandals, and a barefoot child, on their way to a place called Naru Ni, somewhere in the west" (p. 181 in [3061). When Thomas checked on whether the Bushmen she knew had it right when it came to reading tracks accurately, she found that they did. Successful tracking de​rives from the principles of science. The observer attempts to determine what caused the spoor to have its distinctive properties, then produces a hypothesis, whose predictions about where someone or something will be found can be tested by success or failure in finding the person or prey in question, enabling the tracker to assess the accuracy of the hypothesis and refine his ability to read tracks correctly. The adaptive value of accurate tracking for hunters need not be spelled out. Science and Politics Dunbar argues that the logic of the scientific method characterizes all human so​cieties, for the very good reason that persons using the approach learn some valu​able things about the world that exists around them [1111. Real information can be more than mildly useful in dealing with the real world. The evidence on this point is not encouraging to relativist philosophy, which generates the unsupported pre​diction that people in isolated cultures will invent their own distinctive social con​structs without any underlying commonalities. You can be sure that postmodernist alternatives to animal tracking would not be charitably received by the Bushmen.

Science Brink Now

Skepticism of evolutionary psychology spills over into general rejection of science

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007

Paul, psychologist at Yale University, Deena Skolnick, doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, modified version of P. Bloom & D. S. Weisberg, "Childhood origins of adult resistance to science", published in Science, May 18, 2007

When faced with this kind of asserted information, one can occasionally evaluate its truth directly. But in some domains, including much of science, direct evaluation is difficult or impossible. Few of us are qualified to assess claims about the merits of string theory, the role in mercury in the etiology of autism, or the existence of repressed memories. So rather than evaluating the asserted claim itself, we instead evaluate the claim's source. If the source is deemed trustworthy, people will believe the claim, often without really understanding it. As our colleague Frank Keil has discussed, this sort of division of cognitive labor is essential in any complex society, where any single individuals will lack the resources to evaluate all the claims that he or she hears. This is the case for most scientific beliefs. Consider, for example, that most adults who claim to believe that natural selection can explain the evolution of species are confused about what natural selection actually is—when pressed, they often describe it as a Lamarckian process in which animals somehow give birth to offspring that are better adapted to their environments. Their belief in natural selection, then, is not rooted in an appreciation of the evidence and arguments. Rather, this scientifically credulous sub-population are deferring to the people who say that this is how evolution works. They trust the scientists. This deference to authority isn't limited to science; the same process holds for certain religious, moral, and political beliefs as well. In an illustrative recent study, subjects were asked their opinion about a social welfare policy, which was described as being endorsed either by Democrats or by Republicans. Although the subjects sincerely believed that their responses were based on the objective merits of the policy, the major determinant of what they thought of the policy was in fact whether or not their favored political party was said to endorse it. More generally, many of the specific moral intuitions held by members of a society appear to be the consequence, not of personal moral contemplation, but of deference to the views of the community. Adults thus rely on the trustworthiness of the source when deciding which asserted claims to believe. Do children do the same? Recent studies suggest that they do; children, like adults, have at least some capacity to assess the trustworthiness of their information sources. Four- and five-year-olds, for instance, know that adults know things that other children do not (like the meaning of the word "hypochondriac"), and when given conflicting information about a word's meaning from a child and from an adult, they prefer to learn from the adult. They know that adults have different areas of expertise, that doctors know about fixing broken arms and mechanics know about fixing flat tires. They prefer to learn from a knowledgeable speaker than from an ignorant one, and they prefer a confident source to a tentative one. Finally, when five year-olds hear about a competition whose outcome was unclear, they are more likely to believe a character who claimed that he had lost the race (a statement that goes against his self-interest) than a character who claimed that he had won the race (a statement that goes with his self-interest). In a limited sense, then, they are capable of cynicism. Implications In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 

People’s intuitive psychology contradicts science – always a risk people will abandon it

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007

Paul, psychologist at Yale University, Deena Skolnick, doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, modified version of P. Bloom & D. S. Weisberg, "Childhood origins of adult resistance to science", published in Science, May 18, 2007

The main source of resistance to scientific ideas concerns what children know prior to their exposure to science. The last several decades of developmental psychology has made it abundantly clear that humans do not start off as "blank slates." Rather, even one year-olds possess a rich understanding of both the physical world (a "naïve physics") and the social world (a "naïve psychology"). Babies know that objects are solid, that they persist over time even when they are out of sight, that they fall to the ground if unsupported, and that they do not move unless acted upon. They also understand that people move autonomously in response to social and physical events, that they act and react in accord with their goals, and that they respond with appropriate emotions to different situations. These intuitions give children a head start when it comes to understanding and learning about objects and people. But these intuitions also sometimes clash with scientific discoveries about the nature of the world, making certain scientific facts difficult to learn. As Susan Carey once put it, the problem with teaching science to children is "not what the student lacks, but what the student has, namely alternative conceptual frameworks for understanding the phenomena covered by the theories we are trying to teach." Children's belief that unsupported objects fall downwards, for instance, makes it difficult for them to see the world as a sphere — if it were a sphere, the people and things on the other side should fall off. It is not until about eight or nine years of age that children demonstrate a coherent understanding of a spherical Earth, and younger children often distort the scientific understanding in systematic ways. Some deny that people can live all over the Earth's surface, and, when asked to draw the Earth or model it with clay, some children depict it as a sphere with a flattened top or as a hollow sphere that people live inside. In some cases, there is such resistance to science education that it never entirely sticks, and foundational biases persist into adulthood. A classic study by Michael McCloskey and his colleagues tested college undergraduates' intuitions about basic physical motions, such as the path that a ball will take when released from a curved tube. Many of the undergraduates retained a common-sense Aristotelian theory of object motion; they predicted that the ball would continue to move in a curved motion, choosing B over A below.


Science = Self Corrective

Science will inevitably reach absolute truth- it’s self correcting

Sankey, 8 Howard, PhD in philosophy of science from University of Melbourne and visiting professor, Studies In History and Philosophy of Science Part A Volume 39, Issue 2, June 2008, Pages 259-264 It is, however, reasonable to assume that the methods of science will continue to be improved. Science is a self-corrective enterprise. The self-corrective character of science applies not only at the level of observation and theory, but at the level of the method and practice of science. Given this, it is fair to assume that the methods of science are likely to continue to become increasingly reliable. This, in turn, may be taken to suggest that the continued application of the methods of science will ensure that science continues to move closer to the truth about the world. Does this mean it is inevitable that science will reach the truth? The answer I propose to this question is a qualified affirmative. Science is a fallible human enterprise. It is not inevitable that science will continue to be pursued by humans. Nor is it inevitable that the methods of science will continue to be improved. But, assuming that science continues to be pursued, and that the methods of science become increasingly reliable, then science will continue to acquire knowledge of the world. In so doing, it will increase the quantity of truths known about the world. But will science lead to the whole, absolute truth about the world? It is unclear what this might involve. It is unclear what all the truth about anything might be, much less all the truth about everything (cf. Hacking, 1983, pp. 93–95). For this reason, I prefer not to say that it is inevitable that science will lead to the whole truth about the world. Instead, I prefer to say that, if science continues to be pursued, and its methods continue to be improved, then it is inevitable that science will continue to increase the quantity of truth known about the world. Thus, as indicated in the discussion of aim realism in Section 4, it is not inevitable that science will converge on one true theory about the world. But, if science continues to employ increasingly reliable methods, it is inevitable that it will continue to increase the truth known about the world.

Faulty claims of the past were a result of pseudoscience- the new science solves

Krauss 2  professor of physics, Foundation Professor of the School of Earth and Space Exploration, and director of the Origins Project at the Arizona State University, PhD in physics from MIT (Lawrence M., 4/30/2002, “ Odds Are Stacked When Science Tries to Debate Pseudoscience”, http://www.nytimes.com/2002/04/30/science/essay-odds-are-stacked-when-science-tries-to-debate-pseudoscience.html) MH

Part of the problem is uniquely American. We in the United States are constantly regaled by stories about the limitless possibilities open to those with know-how and a spirit of enterprise. Combine that with a public that perceives the limits of science as targets that are constantly being overcome, and the suggestion that anything is absolutely impossible seems like an affront. Indeed, modern technology has made the seemingly impossible almost ordinary. How often have I heard the cry from an audience, ''Yeah, but 300 years ago people would have said it would be impossible to fly!'' Although true, the problem with that assertion is that 300 years ago people did not know enough about the laws of physics to make the assertion, so the claim would have been improper. Had they made a simpler claim like, ''Three hundred years from now, if you drop this cannonball off the Tower of Pisa, it will fall down,'' they would have been right.  Although it is probably true that there is far more that we do not know about nature than that we do know, we do know something! We know that balls, when dropped, fall down. We do know that the earth is round and not flat. We do know how electromagnetism works, and we do know that the earth is billions of years old, not thousands. We may not know how spacecraft of the future will be propelled, whether matter-antimatter drives will be built or even if time travel is possible. But we do know, absolutely, how much on-board fuel will be needed to speed up a substantial spacecraft to near the speed of light -- an enormous amount, probably enough to power all of human civilization at the present time for perhaps a decade. That means that aliens who want to come here from a distant star will probably have to have some better reason than merely performing secret kinky experiments on the patients of a Harvard psychiatrist. 

Science = Truth

Only science can create an absolute truth 

Gleiser 11 Marcello, Appleton Professor of Natural Philosophy and Professor of Physics and Astronomy at Dartmouth “Speaking in Defense of Science” http://www.npr.org/blogs/13.7/2011/02/09/133591874/speaking-in-defense-of-science
Although it may seem like old news, science and the teaching of science remains under attack in many parts of the country. This "anti-scientifism" is costing the United States dearly. A country that distrusts science is condemned to move straight back to medieval obscurantism. While many countries are working hard to educate their young about the values of science and of scientific research, in the U.S. countless people are teaching them to mistrust science and scientists, taking every opportunity to politicize and theologize the scientific discourse in ways completely incompatible with the goals and modus operandi of the scientific enterprise. Now, many will say that they are not anti-science per se, just against the science that clashes with their religious beliefs. So, antibiotics are fine, but the theory of evolution is not. If only they'd take the time to learn about how antibiotics work and about how over-prescribing can result in germ mutations that render some antibiotics ineffective. It's is a real-time illustration of the theory of evolution at work. Or take the statement made by Bill O'Reilly, that my co-blogger Adam Frank posted here yesterday, concerning the tides and the existence of the moon. Can a man living in the 21st century, and with enormous media clout, actually state that God put the moon around the Earth to promote the tides? Apparently, yes. And worse, O'Reilly called the people that pointed out to him that there are well-understood natural mechanisms that explain the origin of the moon and the solar system, and why there is life here and not on Mars or Venus, as "desperate." He continued: "It takes more faith to not believe, and to think that this was all luck ... than it does to believe in a deity." No, it takes an enormous amount of intellectual blindness to actually deny the well-established advances of science in the name of a faith based on an antiquated God of the Gaps theology. Unfortunately, many believe that what O'Reilly says with a straight face is true. What are scientists and educators to do? First, we must speak out. We cannot let such absurdities go unchallenged. Here is an example on teaching evolution. Fortunately, there are many others. (Go to the National Center for Science Education for more.) The old position that engaging is beneath our dignity will not help us advance the cause for a scientifically literate population. Second, we should be honest about what science can and cannot do. We should celebrate and publicize all the wonderful achievements of science, but also be frank about the challenges we still face. Scientists should not use science as a weapon against belief by making it into a belief system. That, too, is a road to nowhere. The danger of taking science too far, as in stating to the world that science has all the answers and can understand it all, is to lose its credibility when findings are doubted, or when "established" theories are supplanted by new ones. Much better is to explain how science goes about creating knowledge through a process of trial and error and constant verification by independent experimental groups. Our scientific knowledge of nature grows through a self-correcting accretion process. New theories emerge through the cracks in old ones. There is drama and beauty in this endeavor, as we struggle to make sense of the world around us. To deny what we've learned is to deny one of the greatest accomplishments of humanity. Our children deserve better than that. To not know is fine. To not want to know is disastrous.

Science is moving to be increasingly objective now- the only problem is a lack of public trust 

Slayton, 2007, Rebecca, SAGE, Social Studies of Science, “Discursive Choices: Boycotting Star Wars between Science and Politics,” JSTOR, KHaze

The case examined here - a nationwide boycott of 'Star Wars' research funds - is particularly interesting because it transgressed discursive bound aries between science and politics. Science has traditionally been trusted as a resource for legitimizing decisions with profound social consequences, because it represents politically neutral knowledge. Thus, constructivist studies of expertise note that boundary-work, with its rhetorical distinc tions between 'science' and 'polities', is crucial to the legitimation of sci ence advice.22 Harry Collins and Robert Evans recently suggested that a 'third wave' of science studies would move beyond this focus on legitima tion to identify 'academic' criteria for distinguishing between experts and laypersons, or 'reasons for using the advice of scientists and technologists, rather than as individuals or as members of certain institutions' (Collins & Evans, 2002: 236-37, emphasis added). In separate critiques, Brian Wynne, Sheila Jasanoff, and Arie Rip each countered that expert knowl edge is inseparable from the institutions which lend it legitimacy.23 My account builds upon those critiques by examining how discursive choices help maintain and reconfigure forms of expertise deemed legitimate by a society. Constructivist studies often take interest in science policy organizations because they play a central role in legitimizing expertise, specifically by insti tutionalizing practices that claim to clearly separate science from politics. Sheila Jasanoff (1992, 2003) has emphasized that such practices reflect the values of their political culture. For example, in the adversarial politics of the USA, policymakers often find scientific experts to back conflicting positions, leading to a loss of public confidence in science's ability to 'speak truth to power'.24 Furthermore, in a nation with a strong suspicion of technocracy, this loss of faith can lead to endless suspicion and cross-examination of tech nical experts.25 Organizations in the USA respond to such demands for transparency by extensively elaborating institutional practices that aim to eliminate political 'bias' and ensure objectivity.26 While these studies have examined how organizations maintain expert ise within established organizations, Kelly Moore (1993, 1996a, 1996b) and Gary Downey (1988) have each examined the institutionalization of new forms of expertise. In his analysis of the formation of the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), Downey (1988) suggests that Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) professors 'reproduced' their cultural iden tities as objective scientists, at the same time that they 'reconstituted' those identities as political actors. Similarly, Moore (1993) argues that new organizations representing 'science in the public interest' emerged as sci entists attempted to reconcile their professional and political identities dur ing a cycle of political protest. Both argue that organizations such as the UCS helped institutionalize new ways for scientists to intervene in poli tics, without threatening cherished notions of 'democracy' or 'objective science'. 

Truth = Liberating

Truth provides us reassurance and peace in the mind- obeying facts given to us by authority is the most liberating action

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 3-4, KHaze

This role of Authority- to tell people what to believe and think, or at least what to appear to believe and think- can be seen in two ways, or from two directions. It was coercive and authoritarian, but it was also in a sense liberating: it liberated people from responsibility and the hard work of thinking. It was external, imposed, top-down, but that very imposed top-down externality made it a source of inner security and comfort. It’s a familiar thought, even to defiant rebellious types (or perhaps especially to them) that I can be very restful just to give up and take orders- the despairing emptied-out rest of Winston at the end of Nineteen Eighty-Four, but all the rest the sane. The social world has always lavishly provided this comfort, and still does for many. Holy books, tradition, fiats, laws, priests, judges, monarchs, inquisitions, prisons, chains, axes, fires, manacles, expulsions. The advantage of all these is the clarity, the lack of ambiguity (unless one notices the places where holy books contradict themselves, but people seem not to).

Scientific Predictions True 

Even if we can’t completely transcend the social, we can still make predictions about the world.  

Alcoff 2001, Linda Martín, Professor of Philosophy, Political Science, and Women's Studies at Syracuse University, New Literary History 32.4 (2001) 835-848, Objectivity and Its Politics 

Mohanty's more general claim--a claim that is targeted not only at Foucault but at the general tendency of postmodern skepticism that is widely influential among theorists in literature departments--is that at least this current version of epistemic and axiological skepticism assumes just the sort of positivist view of truth and objectivity that it purports to critique. It holds truth and objectivity to such a high bar--a positivist one, in fact, which requires complete transcendence of social situation and historical context--that they are impossible to obtain, and it is this that makes the relativist conclusion the necessary outcome. The failure of positivism itself does not lead to epistemological and axiological nihilism unless positivism is taken to be the only form in which knowledge or values can be discerned. Mohanty rightly points out that the positivist requirements have been repudiated by many philosophers who still maintain the possibility of truth and objectivity, redefined as reachable but referring nonetheless to a reality that is not entirely subject to human construction. I will discuss such redefinitions in the next section on objectivity.  This general critique is absolutely right, as many have pointed out, insofar as it argues that relativism is not the only conclusion possible once one accepts the critique of positivism. 3 It is true that a certain kind of skepticism does follow if one rejects the concept of truth associated with positivism, best captured, oddly, by the phrase used by the idealist Kant: to know things as they are in themselves, the Ding an sich. But one need not be skeptical about the possibility of knowing quite a lot about things as they appear and behave in our world, or in our concernful relation with them, as Heidegger put it. 

Impact- AIDS

Abandoning science triggers a massive disease epidemic- Africa proves
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Pseudoscience”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.59-61) MH

 Besides Ethiopia and Gambia, however, the big story as far as AIDS denialism is concerned has been South Africa. As a complex nation with a tense history of racial relations, to say the least, perhaps it was inevitable for South Africa to become fertile ground for a rejection of Western medicine in favor of local traditions and solutions. Still, it is simply astounding to discover the depths of irrationality reached by some South African leaders— and the absurd cost in human lives that their inane policies are directly causing (once again, it would seem appropriate to invoke a United Nations condemnation for crimes against humanity, but I’m not holding my breath). Michael Specter of the New Yorker published an investigative report 5 so frightening that I can hardly do it justice here. It begins with a truck driver’s “vision” (a dream), in which he was instructed by his grandfather to put together a concoction to cure AIDS. The truck driver, Zeblon Gwala, then set up shop in the city of Durban, posted a “Dr. Gwala” sign on the door (despite not actually having a medical degree), and his “HIV and AIDS Clinic” opened for business, attracting hundreds of people every day and equally certainly condemning them to death by their fateful choice of magic over science. How is this possible in an advanced and economically thriving country like South Africa? Because of the positions taken by former President Thabo Mbeki and by his then (until September 2008) health minister, Manto Tshabalala-Msimang, among others. Their attitude has been that antiretroviral drugs, which have been medically tested and shown to be effective against HIV, are poisons deliberately marketed by Western pharmaceutical companies. Moreover, according to the pair— and contrary to almost the entire medical-research profession— there is no evidence that HIV causes AIDS, which instead is just another lie spread by Big Pharma (with the help of the CIA, naturally) to sell their products. Mbeki and Tshabalala-Msimang insist that salvation can be found in local knowledge such as the remedy that came in a dream to “Dr.” Gwala. This while 5.5 million people— out of a total population of 48 million— are infected by HIV in South Africa, a huge humanitarian disaster unfolding in slow motion under our (and Mbeki’s) eyes. Of course, Mbeki’s and Tshabalala-Msimang’s absurd notions do have some support from a minority of academics (in a similar vein, we will see later on in the book that one can always find critics of global warming or evolution with legitimate academic credentials, if one looks hard enough). Science is a human activity, and human beings can legitimately hold different opinions about empirical evidence. Of course, sometimes the dissenting opinion is motivated by a thirst for fame, financial gain, or sheer obtuseness. In the case of AIDS denialism, the biggest academic dissenter is Peter Duesberg, a molecular biologist at the University of California, Berkeley, and the discoverer of the fact that some retroviruses (the same kind of virus that causes AIDS) can trigger the onset of certain types of cancer. Duesberg expressed his skepticism on the HIV-AIDS causal link back in 1987. This was only three years after the first published claim in favor of a connection, and Duesberg’s paper at the time was a legitimate dissenting opinion published in a respected academic journal, Perspectives in Cancer Research. The problem is that Duesberg is stuck on his 1987 position, disregarding the overwhelming evidence put forth by literally thousands of studies published since. It is hard to know why Duesberg holds to his initial skepticism, whether out of simple stubbornness or because of the modicum of fame that such position has brought him or for the sheer pleasure of playing heretic. What is important is that his position is giving ammunition to inept leaders like Mbeki and indirectly killing millions of people. Clearly, the story here is enormously complicated by intricate psychological and sociological factors. Again, it is hardly surprising that people emerging from an apartheid regime may be inclined to suspicion of white knights in shining armor coming to their rescue, and may wish instead to emphasize their own traditions and practices. Big Pharma is also far from spotless, and the practices of international pharmaceutical companies have been under fire for years even in the West. The search for profit at all costs often translates into literally inventing new medical “conditions” out of thin air or aggressively marketing “new” drugs that are actually trivial variations of existing ones. Increasing reports of undue pressure exercised by the pharmaceutical industry on scientific researchers, which in several  cases has culminated into halting by means of legal threat the publication of data showing that a new drug was in fact harmful to an unacceptable degree, have tarnished the image of the entire sector.

Extinction

Ehrlich and Ehrlich 90, Professors of Population studies at Stanford University, (Paul and Anne, 1990, “THE POPULATION EXPLOSION”, p. 147-8)

Whether or not AIDS can be contained will depend primarily on how rapidly the spread of HIV can be slowed through public education and other measures, on when and if the medical community can find satisfactory preventatives or treatments, and to a large extent on luck. The virus has already shown itself to be highly mutable, and laboratory strains resistant to the one drug, AZT, that seems to slow its lethal course have already been reported."  A virus that infects many millions of novel hosts, in this case people, might evolve new transmission characteristics.  To do so, however, would almost certainly involve changes in its lethality. If, for instance, the virus became more common in the blood (permitting insects to transmit it readily), the very process would almost certainly make it more lethal.  Unlike the current version of AIDS, which can take ten years or more to kill its victims, the new strain might cause death in days or weeks. Infected individuals then would have less time to spread the virus to others, and there would be strong selection in favor of less lethal strains (as happened in the case of myxopatomis).  What this would mean epidemiologically is not clear, but it could temporarily increase the transmission rate and reduce life expectancy of infected persons until the system once again equilibrated.  If the ability of the AIDS virus to grow in the cells of the skin or the membranes of the mouth, the lungs, or the intestines were increased, the virus might be spread by casual contact or through eating contaminated food. But it is likely, as Temin points out, that acquiring those abilities would so change the virus that it no longer efficiently infected the kinds of cells it now does and so would no longer cause AIDS. In effect it would produce an entirely different disease.  We hope Temin is correct but another Nobel laureate, Joshua Lederberg, is worried that a relatively minor mutation could lead to the virus infecting a type of white blood cell commonly present in the lungs.  If so, it might be transmissible through coughs.

Impact- Genocide

Questioning truth claims trivializes genocide and excuses mass murder

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 19, KHaze

Nazi Germany seemed to postmodernism’s critics to be the point at which en end to hyperrelativism was called for… There is in fact a massive carefully empirical literature on the Nazi extermination of the Jews. Clearly, to regard it as fictional, or unreal, or no nearer to historical reality than, say, the work of the ‘revisionists’ who deny that Auschwitz ever happened at all is simply wrong. Here is an issue where evidence really counts, and can be used to establish the essential facts. Auschwitz was not a discourse. It trivializes mass murder to see it as a text. The gas chambers were not a piece of rhetoric. Auschwitz was indeed inherently a tragedy and cannot be seen as either a comedy or a farce. And if this is true of Auschwitz, then it must be true at least to some degree of other past happening, events, institutions as well. 

Genocide impacts come first

Susan Rice 5, Brookings Institute, WHY DARFUR CAN’T BE LEFT TO AFRICA, August 7, 2005, http://www.brookings.org/views/articles/rice/20050807.htm
Never is the international responsibility to protect more compelling than in cases of genocide. Genocide is not a regional issue. A government that commits or condones it is not on a par with one that, say, jails dissidents, squanders economic resources or suppresses free speech, as dreadful as such policies may be. Genocide makes a claim on the entire world and it should be a call to action whatever diplomatic feathers it ruffles. 

Impact- Nazism

Questioning our reality undermines science education- Nazi race science and Copernicus prove prioritizing personal beliefs of science lead to bigoted views and racial calculation

Matthews, 2002, Michael R., Journal of Science Education and Technology, Vol. 11, No. 2, “Constructivism and Science Education: A Further Appraisal,” JSTOR, KHaze

For Piagetian personal constructivists, the para- digmatic case of knowledge is the individual con- fronting the world and making sense of their expe- riences: socialisation, enculturation, and language is pushed into the background. Alan Morf, for instance, in an article elaborating constructivist epistemol- ogy, wrote that "I consider knowledge as experience- generated potentialities for action" (Morf, 1998, p. 36), and he refers to an infant's first interactions with their environment as exemplary of this kind of knowledge. Anthony Lorsbach and Kenneth Tobin, in an article explaining the implications of constructivism for prac- tising science teachers, wrote The constructivist epistemology asserts that the only tools available to a knower are the senses. It is only through seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tast- ing that an individual interacts with the environment. With these messages from the senses the individual builds a picture of the world. Therefore, construc- tivism asserts that knowledge resides in individuals. (Lorsbach and Tobin, 1992, p. 5) For more social constructivists, their paradigmatic case of knowledge is individuals in a group discussing some phenomenon and coming to either common, or diverse, opinions on the matter. Thus Ann Howe and Harriet Stubbs, in a recent award-winning article advocating a constructivist account of knowledge development, ask what is the source of children's knowledge? They answer, Theory and practice in science education have em- phasized experience with phenomena as they occur in nature or in the laboratory followed by reflection and discussion as the source. Having experienced the event or made the observation, the learner works through the cognitive dissonance that results and, in the process, constructs new knowledge. (Howe and Stubbs, 1997, p. 170) In both cases there is a routine, but devastating, con- fusion of belief with knowledge: a psychological mat- ter is confused with an epistemological one, and the consequence is educational havoc. Most of what con- structivists maintain about knowledge is completely mistaken, but if "belief is substituted for knowledge in their accounts, then a lot of the claims are perfectly sensible and some of them may even be right. Whether they are right or wrong is a matter of psychological investigation, that simply has nothing to do with epis- temology or with deciding whether some claim con- stitutes knowledge. Children and adults have, since time immemorial, discussed matters with friends and have come to various beliefs about the natural and social world. This in itself has absolutely no bearing upon the truth of their beliefs, or on their claims to be knowledgeable. There was no end of discussion and agreement among Nazis about the subhuman status of the Slav peoples, likewise millions of Maoists dur- ing the Cultural Revolution came to believe that the educated class were counter-revolutionary running- dogs of capitalism, and millions of Hindus have for thousands of years believed that wives should accom- pany their deceased husbands into the next world. And of course, before Copernicus, there was no amount of agreement about the sun orbiting the earth. None of this mass agreement means anything for the truthfullness of the Nazi, Maoist, Hindu, or pre- Copernician claims.  

Impact- Tech/Freedom Good

Science is necessary for freedom and technological innovation 

Taggart 10 PhD and philosophical counselor, Andrew “With what authority does a public philosopher speak?” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2010/with-what-authority-does-a-public-philosopher-speak/
Fourth, neither can he allude to some analogy between philosophy and science for ultimate support. As regards the question of modern legitimacy, science has no conceptual problem (by which I don’t mean that the science wars of the nineties were somehow unreal or that Americans’ general skepticism toward science will soon vanish) because science has demonstrable utility. Science manifests its power to change the everyday routines that govern our lives through paradigm-shifting technological innovations. What’s more, scientific discoveries have extended the realm of human freedom by means of predictability and control. In the scientific picture inaugurated during the scientific revolution and coming into full view some 400 years later, nature has become less unruly and mysterious and, in consequence, more amenable to human understanding as well as more subject to technological manipulation. Since philosophy has no such practical utility and since it exerts no such power over the physical world, it follows that philosophy cannot draw its reason for being from scientific sources.  

Impact- Tolerance

Abandoning the quest for objectivity means giving up on dialogue with others – the impact is the worst type of tolerance in which others are irrelevant to one’s own experience

Alcoff 2001 Linda Martín, Professor of Philosophy, Political Science, and Women's Studies at Syracuse University, New Literary History 32.4 (2001) 835-848, Objectivity and Its Politics 

Thus far, such a view may seem tantamount to the epistemological hubris of the view that the objective methods of science can overcome subjectivity. Bacon knew (and more than is often acknowledged) that of course we are profoundly affected by our context, but he argued that this can be overcome with the scientific method of public and repeated testability. 5 Mohanty's call for empiricism is a kind of call for testability, but he has a more profound appreciation of the effect of social situation than any thinker from the Enlightenment: it is this that determines the scope of imagination which in turn delimits the available concepts by which we pursue inquiry. Thus, his account is more hermeneutic than traditionally empiricist. Nonetheless, his account also retains the core impetus behind the dictum of methodological objectivity: to move beyond the individual or local conditions of inquiry to a larger sphere which is likely to pose challenges to the provincial view. Virtually no philosophers today hold that complete neutrality is possible. 6 But the fact that complete detachment from one's subjectivity or particular situation is not possible does not mean that no movement outward is possible. The dictum of methodological objectivity has been more realistically redefined to mean not trancendence, but just this kind of movement outward, a movement which is always engaged in by the self, in which the self is always coming along, as it were, but in which the self seeks a dialogue [End Page 841] with other views, other possibilities, other research programs and conceptual traditions. The kernel of truth in the encouragement of methodological objectivity is that, whatever it aims toward, it is correct in understanding that it is important to move away from the merely subjective, to move beyond individual prejudgment, to consider other points of view and frames of reference. And this is exactly the focus of Mohanty's defense of objectivity in the realm of value: to insist on the move from the individual to the collective, and from the local to larger, more differentiated domains, before any value claim can be considered justified. The force of Mohanty's empiricism is simply to say that one does this in action, so to speak, not just from one's armchair; one does it through inquiry, experimentation, active exploration, and dialogue. Under the guise of epistemological skepticism, with an a priori critique that indifferently rejects all claims to epistemic and political improvement, what is the motivation to move from beyond oneself and one's own doxastic and evaluative inclinations? The motivation to seek out other interpretations or values is reduced to the merely (narrowly construed) aesthetic or political, out of tolerance or the search for new experience, without the overriding sense that one has something to learn about the world from moving beyond one's own frame of reference. The implications of that sort of view for multiculturalism are profound. 

Tolerance is key to prevent fratricidal violence that both makes violence inevitable and prevents political change- IL turning their argument
Richard Wolin, history at City University of New York, 2004 (The Seduction of Unreason, p. 312-313)

The postmodernists, on the other hand, are inconsistent and confused. They bask in the freedoms of political liberalism---to whose institutions they are indebted for their brilliant academic careers---while biting the hand that feeds them. As philosophers of “difference,” they present themselves as advocates of the politically marginalized. Yet the antiliberal rhetorical thrust of their arguments risks undermining the very norms of tolerance that, historically, have provided such groups with the greatest measure of political and legal protection. Were the claims of “difference” to become the “norm,” as postmodernists recommend, our inherited notions of selfhood and community would likely all but collapse. What kind of world would it be in which all forms of identity, both individual and collective, were anathematized to such an extent? In this and other respects the radical claims of difference risk becoming a recipe for epistemological, ethical, and political incoherence. As Michael Walzer observes succinctly, when all is said and done, “isn’t the postmodern project…likely to produce increasingly shallow individuals and a radically diminished cultural life?” Identities shorn of substantive ethical and cultural attachments would conceivably set a new standard of immateriality. It is unlikely that fragmented selves and Bataille-inspired ecstatic communities could mobilize the requisite social cohesion to resist political evil. Here, too, the hazards and dangers of supplanting the autonomous, moral self with an “aesthetic” self are readily apparent. In the standard postmodernist demonlogy, the Enlightenment bears direct historical responsibility for the Gulag and Auschwitz. In the eyes of these convinced misologists, modern totalitarianism is merely the upshot of the universalizing impetus of Enlightenment reason. As Foucault proclaimed, “Raison, c’est la torture.” According to the politics of “difference,” reason is little more than the ideological window dressing for Eurocentrism and its attendant horrors. By making what is different the same or identical, reason, so the argument goes, is implicitly totalitarian. Conservatives hold postmodernists responsible for the latter-day “decline of the West,” accusing them of promoting relativism by undermining the traditional concepts of reason and truth. But they seriously overestimate postmodernism’s impact and influence, which has—happily---largely been confined to the isolated and bloodless corridors of academe. Postmodernism’s debilities lie elsewhere. In an era in which the values of tolerance have been forcefully challenged by the twin demons of integral nationalism and religious fundamentalism, postmodernism’s neo-Nietzschean embrace of political agon remains at odds with democracy’s normative core: the ever-delicate balancing act between private and public autonomy, basic democratic liberties and popular sovereignty. Postmodernists claim they seek to remedy the manifest failings of really existing democracy. Yet, given their metatheoretical aversion to considerations of equity and fairness,accepting such de facto assurances at face value seems unwise. Paradoxically, their celebration of heterogeneity and radical difference risks abetting the neotribalist ethos that threatens to turn the post-communist world order into a congeries of warring fratricidal ethnicities. Differences should be respected. But there are also occasions when they need to be bridged.The only reasonable solution to this problem is to ensure that differences are bounded and subsumed by universalisticprinciples of equal liberty. Ironically, then, the liberal doctrine of “justice as fairness” (Rawls) provides the optimal ethical framework by virtue of which cultural differences might be allowed to prosper and flourish. If consensus equals coercion and norms are inherently oppressive, it would seem that dreams of political solidarity and common humanity are from the outset nothing more than lost cause.  

Impact- Racism

Debating science is key to contest its political applications – the alternative is having no answer to racist scientists

Kitcher, 1998 (Philip, professor of philosophy at the University of California at San Diego and former editor of the journal Philosophy of Science, “A Plea for Science Studies”, A House Built on Sand: Exposing Postmodernist Myths about Science, edited by Noretta Koertge, p. 46)

Suppose that you are worried about the impact of scientific discoveries on human well-being. An immediate corollary is that no general picture that endorses a global skepticism about scientific achievement can be satisfactory.49 For if we are led into blanket constructivism, rejection of notions of reason, evidence, and truth, then there is a terrible irony. The last thing that political liberals want to say about the excesses of pop sociobiology or The Bell Curve is that these ventures are just like the social constructions of Darwin and Einstein50 or that because talk of reason is passé, there's no less reason to believe claims about the genetic determination of criminal behavior than to endorse the double-helical model of DNA. We need the categories of reason, truth, and progress if we are to sort out valuable science from insidious imitations. It has been obvious for about half a century that research yielding epistemic benefits may have damaging consequences for either individuals or even the entire species. Philosophical stories about science have been narrowly focused on the epistemic. Faced with lines of research that have the capacity to alter the environment in radical ways, to transform our self-understanding, and to interact with a variety of social institutions and social prejudices to affect human lives, there is a much larger problem of understanding just how the sciences bear on human flourishing. There seems to be a strand in contemporary Science Studies that responds to this problem by trotting out every argument (however bad) that can be interpreted as debunking the sciences—as if its proponents were frightened of a monster and had resolved to cure their terror by insisting on its unreality.51 Any such strategy is not only inaccurate but also politically jejune. Only by careful analysis of science and its relations to a wide range of human concerns—indeed, only by analysis that comes to terms with the themes in the two clusters—can we hope to start a public dialogue that can be expected to produce a "science for human use."52
You must reject every instance of racism

Joseph Barndt, Minister 1991  (Dismantling Racism) 

To study racism is to study walls. We have looked at barriers and fences, restraints and limitations, ghettos and prisons. The prison of racism confines us all, people of color and white people alike. It shackles the victimizer as well as the victim. The walls forcibly keep people of color and white people separate from each other; in our separate prisons we are all prevented from achieving the human potential that God intends for us. The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust; the effects of uncontrolled power, privilege, and greed, which are the marks of our white prison, will inevitably destroy us as well. But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled. We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom. Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed. You and I are urgently called to join the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down once and for all, the walls of racism.

Impact- War

Criticisms of science are used to justify atrocity- even a former prominent critic agrees

Latour 4 Elected fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Cambridge (Bruno, 2004, “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam?”, Critical Inquiry, V.30, no. 2) MH

In which case the danger would no longer be coming from an excessive confidence in ideological arguments posturing as matters of fact–as we have learned to combat so efficiently in the past–but from an excessive distrust of good matters of fact disguised as bad ideological biases! While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we have now to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always the prisoner of language, that we always speak from one standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can't I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Should I reassure myself by simply saying that bad guys can use any weapon at hand, naturalized facts when it suits them and social construction when it suits them? Should we apologize for having been wrong all along? Should we rather bring the sword of criticism to criticism itself and do a bit of soul-searching here: What were we really after when we were so intent on showing the social construction of scientific facts? Nothing guarantees, after all, that we should be right all the time. There is no sure ground even for criticism.4 Is this not what criticism intended to say: that there is no sure ground anyway? But what does it mean, when this lack of sure ground is taken out from us by the worst possible fellows as an argument against things we cherished? Artificially maintained controversies are not the only worrying sign. What has critique become when a French general, no, a marshal of critique, namely, Jean Baudrillard, claims in a published book that the World Trade Towers destroyed themselves under their own weight, so to speak, undermined by the utter nihilism inherent in capitalism itself–as if the terrorist planes were pulled to suicide by the powerful attraction of this black hole of nothingness?5 What has become of critique when a book can be a best-seller that claims that no plane ever crashed into the Pentagon? I am ashamed to say that the author was French too.6 Remember the good old days when revisionism arrived very late, after the facts had been thoroughly established, decades after bodies of evidence had accumulated? Now we have the benefit of what can be called instant revisionism? The smoke of the event has not yet finished settling before dozens of conspiracy theories are already revising the official account, adding even more ruins to the ruins, adding even more smoke to the smoke. What has become of critique when my neighbor in the little Bourbonnais village where I have my house looks down on me as someone hopelessly naive because I believe that the United States had been struck by terrorist attacks? Remember the good old days when university professors could look down on unsophisticated folks because those hillbillies naively believed in church, motherhood, and apple pies? Well, things have changed a lot, in my village at least. I am the one now who naively believes in some facts because I am educated, while it is the other guys now who are too unsophisticated to be gullible anymore: "Where have you been? Don't you know for sure that the Mossad and the CIA did it?" What has become of critique when someone as eminent as Stanley Fish, the "enemy of promise" as Lindsay Waters calls him, believes he defends science studies, my field, by comparing the law of physics to the rules of baseball?7 What has become of critique when there is a whole industry denying that the Apollo program landed on the Moon? What has become of critique when DARPA uses for its Total Information Awareness project the Baconian slogan Scientia est potentia? Have I not read that somewhere in Michel Foucault? Has Knowledge-slash-Power been co-opted of late by the National Security Agency? Has Discipline and Punish become the bedside reading of Mr. Ridge? Let me be mean for a second: what's the real difference between conspiracists and a popularized, that is a teachable, version of social critique inspired for instance by a too-quick reading of, let's say, a sociologist as eminent as Pierre Bourdieu–to be polite I will stick with the French field commanders? In both cases, you have to learn to become suspicious of everything people say because "of course we all know" that they live in the thralls of a complete illusio on their real motives. Then, after disbelief has struck and an explanation is requested for what is "really" going on, in both cases again, it is the same appeal to powerful agents hidden in the dark acting always consistently, continuously, relentlessly. Of course, we, in the academy, like to use more elevated causes–society, discourse, knowledge-slash-power, fields of forces, empires, capitalism–while conspiracists like to portray a miserable bunch of greedy people with dark intents, but I find something troublingly similar in the structure of the explanation, in the first movement of disbelief and, then, in the wheeling of causal explanations coming out of the deep Dark below. What if explanations resorting automatically to power, society, discourse, had outlived their usefulness, and deteriorated to the point of now feeding also the most gullible sort of critiques?8 Maybe I am taking conspiracy theories too seriously, but I am worried to detect, in those mad mixtures of knee-jerk disbelief, punctilious demands for proofs, and free use of powerful explanation from the social neverland, many of the weapons of social critique. Of course conspiracy theories are an absurd deformation of our own arguments, but, like weapons smuggled through a fuzzy border to the wrong party, these are our weapons nonetheless. In spite of all the deformations, it is easy to recognize, still burnt in the steel, our trade mark: MADE IN CRITICALLAND. 

Impact- Warming

Criticisms of science legitimize right wing takeovers- this prevents pragmatic action to protect the Earth 

Berube, 2011, Michael, Paterno Family Professor in Literature and Director of the Institute for the Arts and Humanities at Pennsylvania State University, where he teaches cultural studies and American literature, “The Science Wars Redux,” http://www.democracyjournal.org/pdf/19/BERUBE.pdf, KHaze

But what of Sokal’s chief post-hoax claim that the academic left’s critiques of science were potentially damaging to the left? That one, alas, has held up very well, for it turns out that the critique of scientific “objectivity” and the insistence on the inevitable “partiality” of knowledge can serve the purposes of climatechange deniers and young-Earth creationists quite nicely. That’s not because there was something fundamentally rotten at the core of philosophical antifoundationalism (whose leading American exponent, Richard Rorty, remained a progressive Democrat all his life), but it might very well have had something to do with the cloistered nature of the academic left. It was as if we had tacitly assumed, all along, that we were speaking only to one another, so that whenever we championed Jean-François Lyotard’s defense of the “hetereogeneity of language games” and spat on Jürgen Habermas’s ideal of a conversation oriented toward “consensus,” we assumed a strong consensus among us that anyone on the side of heterogeneity was on the side of the angels. But now the climate-change deniers and the young-Earth creationists are coming after the natural scientists, just as I predicted—and they’re using some of the very arguments developed by an academic left that thought it was speaking only to people of like mind. Some standard left arguments, combined with the leftpopulist distrust of “experts” and “professionals” and assorted high-and-mighty muckety-mucks who think they’re the boss of us, were fashioned by the right into a powerful device for delegitimating scientific research. For example, when Andrew Ross asked in Strange Weather, “How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called ‘scientists’?,” everyone was supposed to understand that he was referring to alternative medicine, and that his critique of “scientists” was meant to bring power to the people. The countercultural account of “metaphysical life theories” that gives people a sense of dignity in the face of scientific authority sounds good—until one substitutes “astrology” or “homeopathy” or “creationism” (all of which are certainly taken seriously by millions) in its place. The right’s attacks on climate science, mobilizing a public distrust of scientific expertise, eventually led science-studies theorist Bruno Latour to write in Critical Inquiry: [E]ntire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth...while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can’t I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Why, indeed? Why not say, definitively, that anthropogenic climate change is real, that vaccines do not cause autism, that the Earth revolves around the Sun, and that Adam and Eve did not ride dinosaurs to church? At the close of his “Afterword” to “Transgressing the Boundaries,” Sokal wrote: No wonder most Americans can’t distinguish between science and pseudoscience: their science teachers have never given them any rational grounds for doing so. (Ask an average undergraduate: Is matter composed of atoms? Yes. Why do you think so? The reader can fill in the response.) Is it then any surprise that 36 percent of Americans believe in telepathy, and that 47 percent believe in the creation account of Genesis? It can’t be denied that some science-studies scholars have deliberately tried to blur the distinction between science and pseudoscience. As I noted in Rhetorical Occasions and on my personal blog, British philosopher of science Steve Fuller traveled to Dover, Pennsylvania, in 2005 to testify on behalf of the local school board’s fundamentalist conviction that Intelligent Design is a legitimate science. “The main problem intelligent design theory suffers from at the moment,” Fuller argued, “is a paucity of developers.” Somehow, Fuller managed to miss the point—that there is no way to develop a research program in ID. What is one to do, examine fossils for evidence of God’s fingerprints? So these days, when I talk to my scientist friends, I offer them a deal. I say: I’ll admit that you were right about the potential for science studies to go horribly wrong and give fuel to deeply ignorant and/or reactionary people. And in return, you’ll admit that I was right about the culture wars, and right that the natural sciences would not be held harmless from the right-wing noise machine. And if you’ll go further, and acknowledge that some circumspect, well-informed critiques of actually existing science have merit (such as the criticism that the postwar medicalization of pregnancy and childbirth had some ill effects), I’ll go further too, and acknowledge that many humanists’ critiques of science and reason are neither circumspect nor well-informed. Then perhaps we can get down to the business of how to develop safe, sustainable energy and other social practices that will keep the planet habitable. Fifteen years ago, it seemed to me that the Sokal Hoax was making that kind of deal impossible, deepening the “two cultures” divide and further estranging humanists from scientists. Now, I think it may have helped set the terms for an eventual rapprochement, leading both humanists and scientists to realize that the shared enemies of their enterprises are the religious fundamentalists who reject all knowledge that challenges their faith and the free-market fundamentalists whose policies will surely scorch the earth. On my side, perhaps humanists are beginning to realize that there is a project even more vital than that of the relentless critique of everything existing, a project to which they can contribute as much as any scientist—the project of making the world a more humane and livable place. Is it still possible? I don’t know, and I’m not sanguine. Some scientific questions now seem to be a matter of tribal identity: A vast majority of elected Republicans have expressed doubts about the science behind anthropogenic climate change, and as someone once remarked, it is very difficult to get a man to understand something when his tribal identity depends on his not understanding it. But there are few tasks so urgent. About that, even Heisenberg himself would be certain. 

Tech Good—Extinction

Tech is key to solve extinction

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

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

Instrumental rationality does not cause genocide

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

AT: Right Wing Takeover

Debating science is key to check back the right

Nature 10 international weekly science journal (Nature, 9/9/2010, “Science Scorned”, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v467/n7312/full/467133a.html) MH

There is a growing anti-science streak on the American right that could have tangible societal and political impacts on many fronts — including regulation of environmental and other issues and stem-cell research. Take the surprise ousting last week of Lisa Murkowski, the incumbent Republican senator for Alaska, by political unknown Joe Miller in the Republican primary for the 2 November midterm congressional elections. Miller, who is backed by the conservative 'Tea Party movement', called his opponent's acknowledgement of the reality of global warming “exhibit 'A' for why she needs to go”. “The country's future crucially depends on education, science and technology.” The right-wing populism that is flourishing in the current climate of economic insecurity echoes many traditional conservative themes, such as opposition to taxes, regulation and immigration. But the Tea Party and its cheerleaders, who include Limbaugh, Fox News television host Glenn Beck and Sarah Palin (who famously decried fruitfly research as a waste of public money), are also tapping an age-old US political impulse — a suspicion of elites and expertise. Denialism over global warming has become a scientific cause célèbre within the movement. Limbaugh, for instance, who has told his listeners that “science has become a home for displaced socialists and communists”, has called climate-change science “the biggest scam in the history of the world”. The Tea Party's leanings encompass religious opposition to Darwinian evolution and to stem-cell and embryo research — which Beck has equated with eugenics. The movement is also averse to science-based regulation, which it sees as an excuse for intrusive government. Under the administration of George W. Bush, science in policy had already taken knocks from both neglect and ideology. Yet President Barack Obama's promise to “restore science to its rightful place” seems to have linked science to liberal politics, making it even more of a target of the right.  US citizens face economic problems that are all too real, and the country's future crucially depends on education, science and technology as it faces increasing competition from China and other emerging science powers. Last month's recall of hundreds of millions of US eggs because of the risk of salmonella poisoning, and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, are timely reminders of why the US government needs to serve the people better by developing and enforcing improved science-based regulations. Yet the public often buys into anti-science, anti-regulation agendas that are orchestrated by business interests and their sponsored think tanks and front groups. In the current poisoned political atmosphere, the defenders of science have few easy remedies. Reassuringly, polls continue to show that the overwhelming majority of the US public sees science as a force for good, and the anti-science rumblings may be ephemeral. As educators, scientists should redouble their efforts to promote rationalism, scholarship and critical thought among the young, and engage with both the media and politicians to help illuminate the pressing science-based issues of our time. 

The right wing rejects science- climate debate proves

Winship 6/12  senior writing fellow at Demos, former senior writer at "Bill Moyers Journal" on PBS and current president of the Writers Guild of America (Michael, 6/12/2011, “The Perils of Ignoring Ignorance”, http://www.salon.com/news/politics/war_room/2011/06/10/winship_climate_change) MH

A local NPR reporter was talking with Joseph Nicholson, CEO of Red Jacket Orchards in Geneva, New York, up in the neck of the upstate woods where I was born and raised. There’s been a lot more rain than usual, he said. Produce hasn’t been exposed to sufficient "heat units" -- in other words, the sun. "We're going to be at least two weeks behind in harvest or ripening," he said, and if the skies don’t brighten up soon, yields could be down 30 to 35 percent. That’s a lot of lost apples -- and cherries, peaches and plums (although the rhubarb is doing just fine, thanks for asking). As upstate kids we were told -- apocryphally -- that the only part of the world more overcast than us was Poland, so the idea that all these years later it’s cloudier than ever is startling. Is this part of manmade climate change? Republican presidential candidate Rick Santorum sure doesn’t think so. The other day he told Rush Limbaugh "the idea that man… is somehow responsible for climate change is, I think, just patently absurd." He went on to call it a left-wing conspiracy, "just an excuse for more government control of your life… I’ve never been for any scheme or even accepted the junk science behind the whole narrative." Better you should listen to Ram Khatri Yadav, a rice farmer in northeastern India, who recently complained to The New York Times, "It will not rain in the rainy season, but it will rain in the nonrainy season. The cold season is also shrinking." He’s experiencing climate change as a life or death reality. In a June 4 article headlined "A Warming Planet Struggles to Feed Itself," the Times reported, “The great agricultural system that feeds the human race is in trouble… Many of the failed harvests of the past decade were a consequence of weather disasters, like floods in the United States, drought in Australia and blistering heat waves in Europe and Russia. Scientists believe some, though not all, of those events were caused or worsened by human-induced global warming.” For years, scientists believed that the carbon dioxide produced by greenhouse emissions were at least in part beneficial for crops, acting as a fertilizer that helped counterbalance the deleterious effects of climate change. But according to the Times, new research indicates "extra carbon dioxide does act as plant fertilizer, but that the benefits are less than previously believed -- and probably less than needed to avert food shortages." The World Bank estimates that there may be as many 940 million hungry people this year. The international relief agency Oxfam projects already high food prices more than doubling by 2030 with perhaps half of that spike due to climate change. With those increases could come hoarding, gouging, panic buying and food riots like those that led to the overthrow of the Haitian government in 2008. Nor is it just our food supply that has climate change breathing hot and heavy down our collective necks. City and state planners also are examining its impact on urban centers and preparing for the worst. A May 22 Times article notes, "Climate scientists have told city planners that based on current trends, Chicago will feel more like Baton Rouge than a Northern metropolis before the end of this century... New York City, which is doing its own adaptation planning, is worried about flooding from the rising ocean." In Chicago’s case, scientists project that if global carbon emissions continue at their current pace, the Second City would have summers "like the Deep South, with as many as 72 days over 90 degrees before the end of the century. For most of the 20th century, the city averaged fewer than 15… "The city could see heat-related deaths reaching 1,200 a year. The increasing occurrences of freezes and thaws (the root of potholes) would cause billions of dollars’ worth of deterioration to building facades, bridges and roads. Termites, never previously able to withstand Chicago’s winters, would start gorging on wooden frames." Conservatives like Santorum may scoff but the insurance industry is telling cities and states they had better adapt to reality or face ever higher premiums: "The reinsurance giant Swiss Re, for example, has said that if the shore communities of four Gulf Coast states choose not to implement adaptation strategies, they could see annual climate-change related damages jump 65 percent a year to $23 billion by 2030." Of course, it’s the science that right-wingers dismiss as "junk" that could help save us, not that they want to hear that. Researchers are developing strains of rice and wheat more resistant to heat, drought, flood and rising levels of carbon dioxide. That takes cash, another notion to which conservatives are especially adverse. Over the last five years, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has spent $1.7 billion to feed the world but private philanthropy isn’t enough. A year ago, the State Department and the US Agency for International Development began Feed the Future, a global hunger and food security initiative to boost agriculture in 20 desperately poor countries. President Obama has pledged $3.5 billion; so far, Congress has come up with a little more than half of it. We live on a planet where, New York Times reporter Justin Gillis wrote, "Little new land is available for farming, where water supplies are tightening, where the temperature is rising, where the weather has become erratic and where the food system is already showing serious signs of instability." But last month, the House appropriations subcommittee on agriculture, headed by Georgia Republican Jack "I Came from God, Not from a Monkey" Kingston, cut Feed the Future’s budget by thirty percent. How do you like them apples? 

AT: Risk Analysis Bad

Science is critical to accurately assess risk 

Tuathail 00 Gearoid O., Associate Professor of Political Geography – Virginia Tech University, Geopolitics @ Millennium, Paranoid Fantasies and Technological Fundamentalism Amidst the Contradictions of Contemporary Modernity, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/Papers/GeographicaSlovenica2001.pdf
History indicates that the everyday practice of geopolitics is often motivated and given meaning by paranoid fantasies of various sorts. In the twentieth century the paranoid fantasies that informed geopolitics were state-centric and nationalist territorial visions of world domination and control. There is no shortage of paranoid visions of the future at the opening of the twenty first century.  Rather than dismiss all paranoid fantasies as irrational, it is may be worthwhile in the coming century to distinguish between counter-modern ones (usually based on religious and/or nationalist romantic visions) that attempt to impose certitude upon modernity, classic modern fantasies about limitless progress and growth that recycle already bankrupt myths to serve particularistic interests, and reflexively modern visions that sometimes throw the contradictions of the contemporary geopolitical condition into stark relief. The paranoid visions of environmentalists and peace activists today are part of the struggle to imagine and transform the future of modernity. Though these visions sometimes appear fantastic they are far from being crazy. Unlike the paranoid power fantasies and conspiracies that gave  meaning to international politics for much of the twentieth century, visions of increasing  planetary temperatures and rising ocean levels, unfolding global pandemics and irreversible technoscientific manipulations, proliferating weapons of destruction and  deepening vulnerability to potentially catastrophic accidents, can be empirically documented and supported in great scientific detail. As Athansiou remarks about those studying the rising levels toxicity in the environment, ‘the paranoids, it happens, do not have a bad record at all.31

AT: Socially Constructed

Social constructivism confuses fact with opinion and fails to change our standpoint of education- it only legitimizes elites monopolizing information to serve their own needs, causing extinction

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Statements as clear-cut as these are, however, rare in the academic postmodernist literature. More often one finds assertions that are ambiguous but can nevertheless be interpreted (and quite often are interpreted) as implying what the foregoing quotations make explicit: that science as I have defined it is an illusion, and that the purported objective knowledge provided by science is largely or entirely a social construction. For example, Katherine Hayles, professor of English at UCLA and former president of the Society for Literature and Science, writes the following as part of her feminist analysis of uid mechanics: Despite their names, conservation laws are not inevitable facts of nature but constructions that foreground some experiences and marginalize others. . . . Almost without exception, conservation laws were formulated, developed, and experimentally tested by men. If conservation laws represent particular emphases and not inevitable facts, then people living in di erent kinds of bodies and identifying with different gender constructions might well have arrived at di erent models for [fluid] flow. (What an interesting idea: perhaps: people living in different kinds of bodies" will learn to see beyond those masculinist laws of conservation of energy and momentum.) And Andrew Pickering, a prominent sociologist of science, asserts the following in his otherwise-excellent history of modern elementary-particle physics: [G]iven their extensive training in sophisticated mathematical techniques, the preponderance of mathematics in particle physicists' accounts of reality is no more hard to explain than the fondness of ethnic groups for their native language. On the view advocated in this chapter, there is no obligation upon anyone framing a view of the world to take account of what twentieth-century science has to say. But let me not spend time beating a dead horse, as the arguments against postmodernist relativism are by now fairly well known - rather than plugging own writings, let me suggest the superb book by Canadian philosopher of science James Robert Brown, Who Rules in Science?: An Opinionated Guide to the Wars. Suffice it to say that postmodernist writings systematically confuse truth with claims of truth, fact with assertions of fact, and knowledge with pretensions to knowledge - and then sometimes go so far as to deny that these distinctions have any meaning. Now, it's worth noting that the postmodernist writings I have just quoted all come from the 1980s and early 1990s. In fact, over the past decade, academic postmodernists and social constructivists seem to have backed off the most extreme views that they previously espoused. Perhaps I and like-minded critics of postmodernism can take some small credit for this, by initiating a public debate that shed a harsh light of criticism on these views and forced some strategic retreats. But most of the credit, I think, has to be awarded to George W. Bush and his friends, who have shown just where science-bashing can lead in the real world. Nowadays, even sociologist of science Bruno Latour, who spent several decades stressing the so-called “social construction of scientific facts", laments the ammunition he fears he and his colleagues have given to the Republican right-wing, helping them to deny or obscure the scientific consensus on global warming, biological evolution and a host of other issues. 14 He writes: While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we now have to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always prisoners of language, that we always speak from a particular standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. That, of course, is exactly the point I was trying to make back in 1996 about socialconstruction talk taken to subjectivist extremes. I hate to say I told you so, but I did. As did, several years before me, Noam Chomsky, who recalled that in a not-so-distant past, Left intellectuals took an active part in the lively working class culture. Some sought to compensate for the class character of the cultural institutions through programs of workers' education, or by writing best-selling books on mathematics, science, and other topics for the general public. Remarkably, their left counterparts today often seek to deprive working people of these tools of emancipation, informing us that the “project of the Enlightenment" is dead, that we must abandon the “illusions" of science and rationality - a message that will gladden the hearts of the powerful, delighted to monopolize these instruments for their own use.
Science is a comparatively better system of authority than any alternative- their effort to prioritize their alternative, relativistic worldview reinforces bad instances of domination

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 63-64, KHaze

The basic claim of Strange Weather is that science’s authority, status, prestige, and position at the top of the knowledge hierarchy, and the political-cultural-rhetorical hierarchy as well, are both arbitrary and anti-democratic. ‘How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called “scientists”? This claim is not actually argued, as we have seen; it is merely asserted and reiterated throughout via rhetoric: science and rationality, realism and truth are associated with the police, border-patrols, authority, and other such categories. But Ross ignores the obvious crucial facts that (1) some authority is better justified than others as are some forms of expertise, some exercises of control or power, and so on, and (2) there is a reason for the authority and prestige of science, a reason that goes beyond mere habits of deference. To put it bluntly, the reason is that the right answer has more authority than the wrong one. Ross neglects to address this rather important aspect of the question. Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such a history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered. Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a ‘more democratic culture’ it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely, if he did, he would not have written this book- he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept- because he think they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form.

Only science is rooted in empirical evidence based off of reality – other modes of knowledge are subject to personal bias which destroys objectivity 

Benson 8 Ophelia editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Ways of knowing” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2008/ways-of-knowing/ RB

That comes much too close to saying explicitly that religion has a way of knowing, but that’s the very thing religion doesn’t have. It has lots of ways of claiming to know, of pretending to know, of performing an imitation of knowing; but it has no way of actually legitimately knowing. (Tom says exactly that in the paragraph following the quoted passages. I just felt like saying it too.) By implying non-empiricism might have some epistemic merit as a route to objectivity in certain realms, the NAS and other science-promoting organizations miss the biggest selling point for science, or more broadly, intersubjective empiricism: it has no rival when it comes to modeling reality in any domain that’s claimed to exist. The reason is simple but needs to be made explicit: religious and other non-empirical ways of knowing don’t sufficiently respect the distinction between appearance and reality, between subjectivity and objectivity. They are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by perceptual limitations, wishful thinking, uncorroborated intuition, conventional wisdom, cultural tradition, and other influences that may not be responsive to the way the world actually is. Just so – along with the rest of what Tom says about it; it’s hard to excerpt because it’s all so admirably clear and compelling. At any rate – all this is obvious enough and yet it’s kept tactfully veiled in much public discourse simply in order to appease people who are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by wishful thinking among other things. It’s all very unfortunate. The very people who most need to learn to guard against cognitive bias are the ones who are being appeased lest they get ‘offended’ at discovering that. It’s an endless circle of epistemic disability. Faith-based religions and other non-empirically based worldviews routinely make factual assertions about the existence of god, paranormal abilities, astrological influences, the power of prayer, etc. So they are inevitably in the business of representing reality, of describing what they purport to be objective truths, some of which concern the supernatural. But having signed on to the cognitive project of supplying an accurate model of the world, they routinely violate basic epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s consequently no reason to grant them any domain of cognitive competence. Although this might sound arrogant, it’s a judgment reached from the standpoint of epistemic humility. The real arrogance is the routine violation of epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s something so vain, so self-centered, about doing that – as if it’s appropriate to think that our hopes and wishes get to decide what reality is. It’s just decent humility to realize that reality is what it is and that we are not so important or powerful that we can create it or change it with the power of thought.

Constructivist viewpoints are just as arbitrary and self-serving as science- it fails to bring us closer to reality.

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 76-77, KHaze

Here we come back to the skeptical impasse we saw in Chapter 2. The radically skeptical position may be true; the evil demon may be tricking us; there is no way to disprove the possibility. But then that possibility applies across the board. It’s no good saying ‘You’re a brain in a vat and I’m not,’ because it could just as well be the other way around. By the same token it’s no good saying ‘You’re delusional about evidence and the truth-claims you think your evidence warrants, but I’m right about my evidence and the truth-claims I think it warrants.’ Why would that be the case? Why is your view privileged? Philip Kitcher puts it in this way: If the invitation is to throw away all our beliefs, start from scratch, and justify the claim that the objects about which we form perceptual beliefs are as we represent them, then we could not offer our contemporary blend of physics, physiology, and psychology to advance the kind of picture of perception I have sketched. But neither can champions of Science Studies offer any rival picture, even one that uses screens, veils, or cave walls. Descartes launched philosophy on a quest for fundamental justification, and despite the many insight uncovered by him and his brilliant successors, we now know that the problem he posed is insoluble… If the constructivist reminds us that we haven’t shown on the basis of a set of principles that precede the deliverance of empirical science that our scientific opinions are reliable, the right response is to confess that we haven’t. There is no such set of principles that will do that job, but by the same token, no set of principles will establish a constructivist picture.

Science is the best means to create an objective description of reality and break down institutional hierarchies- its critics surrender “truth” to state control and replace logic with incoherent psycho-babble in order to gain support

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p.46-48, KHaze

This penchant for the defiant gesture, for proudly or ‘playfully’ denying reality, is a characteristic move of constructionist, post-modernist, standpoint and other radical theories. The translation of epistemic questions into political ones, and hence of errors and legless theories into political stances, is the rhetorical ploy that makes it work- ‘work,’ that is, in the sense of persuading others. This ‘working’ might seem counterproductive for the Left, given science’s historical role as, in Daniel Dennett’s phrase, the universal acid, the great solvent of tradition (since tradition so often boils down to traditions of who gets to oppress which groups). But there is a kind of logic to it, however flawed. This translation is, in the view of its practitioners, the logical outcome of projects to rethink everything. ‘Everything’ really does mean everything, the thinking goes, so positivists and conventional epistemologists who call a halt, who  try to build walls and patrol borders around science, are selling out and giving up, surrendering to the most pervasive and oppressive power of all. Their skepticism of skepticism is not a cognitive or warranted or logical view but a regressive political failure: cowardice or venality or lack of imagination. Again, the matter is posed in moral and political terms rather than epistemic ones; translated, in short. Critics of standpoint epistemology are called conservative and reactionary, conventional and traditional, thus shifting the terms of the discussion from one of evidence, methodology, logic and accuracy, to one of basic morality. It is assumed (and sometimes explicitly said) that there is a moral imperative to press the interrogation of received wisdom all the way into science itself. It is possible to tease out a kind of explanation for this view- an explanation of why it might make sense in moral and political terms even though it makes no sense in epistemic terms. Two concerns have always loomed large for the New or postmodern Left: liberation and egalitarianism. The rethinking projects have always had a goal increasing liberation and doing away with hierarchies. Science cuts both ways in each endeavor. It is immensely liberating but it is also confining: one is not free to choose the results one desires, or to change or conceal evidence. And it is both egalitarian and hierarchal: it is the career open to talents, so it is the very opposite of hierarchies based on birth, class, race, or gender, but it is also the very essence of meritocracy, in that talent and hard work are required in order to do well, and there is such a thing as doing well. So because science does cut both ways, it is understandable that the Left is divided over these issues. Some of the Left adheres to Enlightenment ideas of rationality and empiricism, and some of it opts for what one might call paradigm-shift egalitarianism and liberation that goes past boundaries and stopping-points which used to be taken for granted. This brand of egalitarianism extends its reach into areas of life where it had not occurred to people to think it was relevant, Until Now. The Until Now note is another that is struck often in postmodernist writing, a self-congratulatory ‘only we have been bold and perceptive enough to see this’ note. This aspect itself does a good deal to explain the roots and motivation of epistemic relativism. In that sense, the counter-intuitiveness, the perversity, the nonsensicality of many of the claims is in fact the point. The idea is that people simply failed to think of Startling Claim X before out of timidity or conformity, or awe of science and authority, or lack of imagination, or simply not being as shrewd and clever as the current generation; therefore the fact that the claim appears outlandish can be taken as merely more of the same timidity and failure of imagination. To the extent that this idea is in effect, it operates as an incentive to make outrageous claims, as opposed to a more usual scholarly incentive to temper such claims. Under the influence of this idea, the more outrageous the claim, the better.

Science can correct social constructions- skepticism grounded in research is key

Krebs 10 Principal of Jesus College, Oxford (John, 2/8/2011, “We might err, but science is self-correcting”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article7018438.ece) MH

This philosophy of science was formally instituted 350 years ago in London by the small band of men, including Christopher Wren and Robert Boyle, who founded the Royal Society, the world’s oldest national academy of science. Their motto, Nullius in verba (“Take nobody’s word for it”) embodies the Royal Society’s founding principle of basing conclusions on observation and experiment rather than the voice of authority. Scientists don’t have all the answers, but they do have a way of finding out, and the fact that our lights come on, our computers compute and our mobile phones phone are among the myriad daily reminders that the scientific way works. You might retort that science and scientists often don’t live up to this ideal. And you would be right. Scientists, like everyone else, have human frailties and are susceptible to fashion and orthodoxy. Nevertheless, over time, science is self-correcting because someone will have the courage to challenge the prevailing view and win the argument, provided he or she has sufficient evidence. There is, of course, no excuse for scientists who over-egg or massage their results, or who underplay the uncertainties in their conclusions. The prevailing view in many areas of science will include significant uncertainties (as with climate change), so challenge is central to the progress of understanding. The claim that Himalayan glaciers would melt in the next 30 years is an example of this self-correction. It was debunked from within the scientific community and not by outside commentators, it does not undermine the core conclusions about man-made global warming, and the mistake that the Chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change made was to dismiss this challenge without studying the evidence. Scepticism is fine but science is not a free-for-all. Whether or not you accept the sceptics’ view should depend on careful weighing of the evidence. Dr Wakefield had no good evidence to support his claim of a link between the MMR vaccine and autism. Equally, the Department of Health’s claim that the “MMR vaccine is perfectly safe” is wrong. No vaccine is perfectly safe, but not vaccinating your children exposes them to a far bigger risk than the tiny risk associated with the vaccine. Given what I have said, it is not surprising that the interaction between science and government can be edgy. Ministers look to their expert advisers for clear-cut answers, a unanimous view, and preferably one that is politically convenient. Scientific advisers are prone to disappoint on all fronts. “I am sorry minister, but science is not clear-cut, what is more, different experts take a different view, and our best advice is to do X” (where X is not a vote winner). When I was asked to advise, in 1996, on whether or not to kill badgers as a way of controlling bovine tuberculosis, I said that without a proper experiment it is not possible to tell whether or not the policy would work. To its credit, the Ministry of Agriculture set up what was perhaps the largest ecological experiment ever carried out in this country. The result showed that killing is not a cost-effective policy, and disappointed farmers. Last year David Nutt, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on the Misuse of Drugs, was sacked by the Home Secretary for being too outspoken about the Government’s rejection of his committee’s advice on the classification of cannabis and Ecstasy. If ministers are going to reject expert advice, they should explain why. What they should definitely not do, as both the Prime Minister and the Home Secretary did in this case, is to announce, before they have received the expert advice, that they have made up their mind. Equally, independent experts should not be gagged by ministers, even if their views are inconvenient. Science, warts and all, is still the best way of finding out, and is absolutely vital in informing government policy. That is why the Government must strongly reaffirm its commitment to freedom of expression for independent scientific advisers. At the same time, if scientists have a right to be heard, they have a responsibility to be scrupulously honest and not to claim more than is justified by the evidence. 

Reality isn’t socially constructed- the mind finds the most objective reality

Bohghossian 1 PhD in philosophy from Princeton, Silver Professor of Philosophy at NYU (Paul, “WHAT IS SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION?”, as.nyu.edu/docs/IO/1153/socialconstruction.pdf) MH

Money, citizenship and newspapers are transparent social constructions because they obviously could not have existed without societies. Just as obviously, it would seem, anything that could have – or that did – exist independently of societies could not have been socially constructed: dinosaurs, for example, or giraffes, or the elementary particles that are supposed to be the building blocks of all matter and that physicists call “quarks.” How could they have been socially constructed if they existed before societies did? Yet when we turn to some of the most prominent texts in the social construction literature, we find an avalanche of claims to the effect that it is precisely such seemingly mind- and society-independent items that are socially constructed. Take Andrew Pickering’s book, Constructing Quarks (1984) . As his title suggests, Pickering’s view seems to be that quarks were socially constructed by scientists in the 1970s when the so-called “Standard Model” was first developed. And the language of the text itself does not disappoint: …the reality of quarks was the upshot of particle physicists’ practice…. But how can this be? If quarks exist – and we are assuming for present purposes that they do – they would have had to have existed before there were any societies. So how could they have been constructed by societies? Perhaps Pickering does not mean what he says; perhaps he intends only to be making a claim about our belief in quarks rather than about the quarks themselves, a thesis we shall also want to examine in due course. Whether or not Pickering intended the worldly claim, however, claims like that seem to be all around us. Here, just for another example, are Bruno Latour and Steve Woolgar on the subject of the facts studied by natural science (Laboratory Life: The Social Construction of Scientific Facts, 1979, pp.180-182): We do not wish to say that facts do not exist nor that there is no such thing as reality….Our point is that “out there ness” is a consequence of scientific work rather than its cause. But it is not easy to make sense of the thought that facts about elementary particles or dinosaurs are a consequence of scientific theorizing. How could scientific theorizing have caused it to be true that there were dinosaurs or that there are quarks? Of course, 4 science made it true that we came to believe that dinosaurs and quarks exist. Since we believe it, we act as though dinosaurs and quarks exist. If we allow ourselves some slightly florid language, we could say that in our world dinosaurs and quarks exist, in much the way as we could say that in the world of Shakespeare’s Hamlet, Ophelia drowns. So, still speaking in this vein, we could say that science made it true that in our world there are dinosaurs and quarks. But all we could coherently mean by this is that science made it true that we came to believe that dinosaurs and quarks exist. And that no one disputes. Despite all the evidence in their favor, these beliefs may still be false and the only thing that will make them true is whether, out there, there really were dinosaurs and there really are quarks. Surely, science cannot construct those things; at best, it can discover them. 

AT: Unethical

Scientific empiricism is the only way to create a coherent system of ethics

Torbjörn Tännsjö 8 Professor and Chair, Practical Philosophy, Stockholm University, Sweden “Truth in Ethics, Truth in Science - Different?” http://www.asianhhm.com/medical_sciences/truth_ethics_science.htm
Typical ethical theories state which actions are right and which actions are wrong and also why they are right and wrong respectively. Two examples of such theories are explained in this article, utilitarianism and the sanctity of life doctrine. According to utilitarianism, an action is right if and only if it maximises the sum-total of well-being in the universe; if it is not right, then it is wrong. And the fact that an action maximises the sum-total of well-being in the universe, if it does, is what makes it right. The sanctity-of-life doctrine (as I here conceive of it) concurs in the idea that one should maximise the sum-total of well-being in the universe, but claims that the end doesn’t justify the means. It is wrong actively and intentionally to kill an innocent human being, even if killing this innocent human being means that the sum-total of well-being in the universe is maximised. The fact that an act is an act of intentional and active killing of an innocent human being (murder), if it is, makes it wrong, irrespective of its consequences. How should we go about if we want to test these and other ethical theories? Some philosophers, of a rationalist bent, have thought that morality can be derived from reason itself, i.e. they have believed that, once we understand each moral theory thoroughly and clearly, we can simply grasp which one is true. Few stick to this belief now-a-days, however, and, I think, wisely so. When we assess putative moral theories, we must proceed in a manner, which is similar to how we assess scientific theories. We have to put our moral hypotheses to test. We test our scientific theories against our observations. In a similar vein, we have to test our moral hypotheses against not observations, but our considered moral intuitions. A moral intuition is an immediate reaction to an action with which one is presented, to the effect that the action is right or wrong. It is ‘immediate’ in the sense that it is not the result of any conscious process of reasoning. I will return to the requirement that our moral intuitions should be considered. A scientific theory that is at variance with (the content of) our observations is rejected. A scientific theory must be empirically adequate. In a similar vein, an ethical theory must give the right answer to moral questions; it must conform to our considered moral intuitions. However, empirical adequacy or conformity with our considered moral intuitions respectively, is just a necessary requirement, it is not a sufficient one. The theory must also, in order to gain support from the observation (intuition), give the best explanation of (the content of) our observations and considered intuitions. This means that it must be general, simple, theoretically fruitful and so forth. Once again, I see no difference here between ethics and science. On a structural level, what goes on in the testing of both moral and scientific theories is the same. And yet, if we look closer to the ethical case, an important difference surfaces: in science we normally rely on real experiments. In ethics we must rest satisfied with thought experiments.

*AT: Science Bias*

AT: Expertism

Debate among non-scientists allows us to check back expert domination and control the horrors of technology 

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

The positive consequences of recognizing that lay citizens are non experts can be seen in the operation of the citizen juries described above. First, because the political phase is concerned with the framing of the debate within the technical phase and developing the appropriate societal response to that debate, the role of citizens is to articulate how scientific and technical innovations are evaluated from a vantage point outside the established institutions and organizations. It is for this reason that the convention that jurors should be non-specialists with regard to the topic being deliberated is usually adopted (see, for example, Renn, 1999; Wakeford et al., 2005). In practice, sampling is done through a combination of ran dom sampling supplemented by more strategic attempts to include specific populations. While the citizens who are recruited to the jury will inevitably have some knowledge of science-in-general (Kerr et al., 1998a,b), their views would tend to be balanced within the group and, in any case, counter-argu ments would be provided by the witnesses. Second, because the jurors are recruited as non-specialists, and the aim is to produce an informed response, then citizen participation cannot be a mass exercise. This is partly because the standard models for mass participation, such as a referendum, will not promote the necessary debate for learning (Evans, 2004) while others models, such as the GM Nation? Debate, are undermined by the self-selection of participants (Horlick Jones et al., 2004). But it is also because of the practical difficulties of acquiring the necessary expertise. Citizen juries demand regular commitments over a period of several months and it is difficult to see how this could be scaled up to include all citizens and, more problematically, all the controversies for which a citizen jury or similar forum might be relevant.37 In such a context, the sampling of the citizen jury method is essential as it allows a representative sample of lay participants hear 'evidence' from a range of experts and analysts, themselves selected to represent a range of different views and stances, and then to render a judgement or judgements that stands as a legitimate representation of the concerns of lay citizens.38 While it is possible to discuss the change in citizen knowledge in terms of the kind of substantive expertise participants acquire, that is not the main purpose of the deliberation. Although one consequence of participation for those citizens who do participate is that they will become more informed about a specific issue, the aim of the jury is to contribute to the political judgements that should not be left to the expert communities act ing alone. In other words, the purpose of citizen juries is not to enable the jurors to develop interactional expertise and become experts in their own right. Instead, it is to enable lay citizens to develop some appreciation of the technical, ethical and other issues involved in order to apply their eta-expertise and do discrimination. Viewed in this way the purpose of citizen participation is far from marginal. The aim is nothing less than to (re) introduce democratically mandated preferences into the framing and conduct of the research activities that take place within the expert/technical phase. As the activist communities realize: What we need to get to is not a new politics of genetics, or human genet ics, or whatever. It's the politics of new technologies ... I think we need to get past the naive idea, which is very intentionally propagated, that technologies don't have politics. As soon as you get to a recognition that they're created in the same way as a policy ... then we can move to a state where we can debate that and bring that under citizen control.39 

Even if science is partially constructed it is not motivated by elitism 

No author, 10 The author cites Stephen Schneider, a professor of biological studies in Stanford “The construction of global warming” http://www.englisharticles.info/2010/05/24/the-construction-of-global-warming/

Climate warming, whatever one concludes about its effect on the earth, is insufficiently understood as a concept that has been constructed by scientists, politicians and others, argues David Demerrit, a lecturer in geography at King’s College London, in an exchange with Stephen H. Schneider, a professor of biological sciences at Stanford University. Many observers consider the phenomenon’s construction — as “a global-scale environmental problem caused by the universal physical properties of greenhouse gases” — to be reductionist, Mr. Demerrit writes. Yet “this reductionist formulation serves a variety of political purposes,” including obscuring the role of rich nations in producing the vast majority of the greenhouse gases. Mr. Demerrit says his objective is to unmask the ways that scientific judgments “have both reinforced and been reinforced by certain political considerations about managing” global warming. Scientific uncertainty, he suggests, is emphasized in a way that reinforces dependence on experts. He is skeptical of efforts to increase public technical knowledge of the phenomenon, and instead urges efforts “to increase public understanding of and therefore trust in the social process through which the facts are scientifically determined.” In response, Mr. Schneider agrees that “the conclusion that science is at least partially socially constructed, even if still news to some scientists, is clearly established.” He bluntly states, however, that if scholars in the social studies of science are to be heard by more scientists, they will have to “be careful to back up all social theoretical assertions with large numbers of broadly representative empirical examples.” Mr. Schneider also questions Mr. Demerrit’s claim that scientists are motivated by politics to conceive of climate warming as a global problem rather than one created primarily by rich nations: “Most scientists are woefully unaware of the social context of the implications of their work and are too naive to be politically conspiratorial.” He says: “What needs to be done is to go beyond platitudes about values embedded in science and to show explicitly, via many detailed and representative empirical examples, precisely how those social factors affected the outcome, and how it might have been otherwise if the process were differently constructed.”

AT: Media Bias

Scientists are immune from media spin- they will work to create consensus and prevent misrepresentations of science

Slayton, 2007, Rebecca, SAGE, Social Studies of Science, “Discursive Choices: Boycotting Star Wars between Science and Politics,” JSTOR, KHaze

As sociologists began to analyze scientific and public knowledge in more egalitarian terms, they began to formulate an interactive and contextual model of communication. Whereas the transmission model assumes one-way information flows from scientists to the public, the interactive model emphasizes that mass communication itself influences scientific research.14 For example, in his account of the cold fusion controversy, Bruce Lewenstein shows that science communication should be seen as a 'web' of interconnected communicative contexts which influence each other non-linearly. In the web model, although the mass media are not a site where scientists reach an authoritative consensus, it may increase inter actions among scientists and motivate them to bring speedier closure to a controversy. Thus the mass media occupy a central rather than a peripheral role in the construction of scientific knowledge (Lewenstein, 1995a).15 Studies in the pedagogical tradition thus tend to identify communicative practices with constraints that structure action, whereas the interactive tradition depicts communicative practices as a set of flexible resources that actors use within local contexts. However, studies in both traditions suggest that communication gives scientists the upper hand in public politics, regardless of whether it is depicted as a constraint or resource. In the pedagogical tradition, this power imbalance occurs because differences between the communicative norms of science and journalism tend to leave journalists at the mercy of the scientific community. As Dunwoody notes, 'while journalists need information from scientists, scientists rarely need what journalists have to offer' (1986: 14). As a result, journalists may fail to expose potentially controversial technology to public scrutiny (Goodell, 1986; Nelkin, 1995). In addition, the interactive tradition has shown that scientists are institutionally well-positioned to mobilize communication as a flexible resource in the political arena. Stephen Hilgartner has elaborated this perspective by analyzing expert advice given by organizations such as the National Academy of Sciences with the metaphor of 'stage management'. Such experts can frame their judgments with universalistic idioms that enhance their authority, obscure uncertainties and disagreements, and foreground certainty and consensus (Hilgartner, 2000). Furthermore, scientists can use the transmission model of communication itself to enhance their authority. By blaming the media for distorting science, scientists can distance themselves from discredited claims, enhancing their apparent epistemological superiority over non-science (Green, 1985; Hilgartner, 1990). Hilgartner suggests that this flexibility is akin to the 'third face of power' or 'the ability to determine the very grounds of the interactions through which agendas are set and outcomes determined ... the linguistic premises upon which the legitimacy of accounts will be judged' (Hilgartner, 1990: n. 6, 535).16 

AT: Finance Bias

Money isn’t the only factor driving scientific research- critics ignore the popularity and complexity

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Hard Science, Soft Science”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.9-11) MH

 Part of the differential ability of scientific disciplines to recruit young talent also deals with an imponderable that Platt did not even consider: the “coolness factor.” While being interested in science will hardly make you popular in high school or even in college, among science nerds it is well understood (if little substantiated by the facts) that doing physics, and in particular particle physics, is much cooler than doing geology, ecology, or, barely mentionable, any of the social sciences— the latter a term that some in academia still consider an oxymoron. The coolness factor probably derives from a variety of causes, not the least of which is the very fact just mentioned that there is more money in physics than in other fields of study, and even the large social impact of a few iconic figures, like Einstein (when was the last time you heard someone being praised for being “a Darwin”?). Another reason mentioned but left unexamined by Platt is the relative complexity of the subject matters of different scientific disciplines. It seems to me trivially true that particle physics does in fact deal with the simplest objects in the entire universe: atoms and their constituents. At the opposite extreme, biology takes on the most complex things known to humanity: organisms made of billions of cells, and ecosystems whose properties are affected by tens of thousands of variables. In the middle we have a range of sciences dealing with the relatively simple (chemistry) or the slightly more complex (astronomy, geology), roughly on a continuum that parallels the popular perception of the divide between hard and soft disciplines. That is, a reasonable argument can in fact be made that, so to speak, physicists have been successful because they had it easy. This is of course by no means an attempt to downplay the spectacular progress of physics or chemistry, just to put it into a more reasonable perspective: if you are studying simple phenomena, are given loads of money to do it, and are able to attract the brightest minds because they think that what you do is really cool, it would be astounding if you had not made dazzling progress! Perhaps the most convincing piece of evidence in favor of a relationship between simplicity of the subject matter and success rate is provided by molecular biology, and in particular by its recent transition from a chemistrylike discipline to a more obviously biological one. Platt wrote his piece in 1964, merely eleven years after James Watson, Francis Crick, and Rosalind Franklin discovered the double-helix structure of DNA. Other discoveries followed at a breathtaking pace, including the demonstration of how, from a chemical perspective, DNA replicates itself; the unraveling of the genetic code; the elucidation of many aspects of the intricate molecular machinery of the cell; and so on. But by the 1990s molecular biology began to move into the new phase of genomics, 5 where high throughput instruments started churning a bewildering amount of data that had to be treated by statistical methods (one of the hallmarks of “soft” science). 

AT: Authors = X Group

In order to be comprehensive, you have to include the perspectives of the un-oppressed

Ellis, 1997 John M., professor of German and dean of the graduate division at the University of California at Santa Cruz, Literature Lost, p. 152-153

The intellectually weakening effects of the exclusion of contrary opinion are bound to be felt most when new fields are created in which virtually everyone has the same political outlook—for example, Women's Studies and Black Studies. A number of recent incidents show that these new departments have become enclaves that shield their members from different points of view. A white professor who had taught black history for many years was suddenly a target of protests and sit-ins by black students demanding that "black experience" be required for the position. Absent here was the appropriately academic notion that a different perspective, one afforded by distance from that experience, might also be useful. A recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education noted many recent incidents of a similar kind. 18 And at an AAUW conference, a self-styled male feminist was attacked and bitterly denounced as a womb envier but barely put up a fight in response.19 As an English-speaking student of German culture, I have been involved in essentially this kind of argument throughout my academic life. Credible departments of German language and literature combine the intimate knowledge of native Germans with the outside perspective of non-Germans; each contributes something that the other cannot, and both are needed. On occasion, we have heard the claim that those with native experience should be given preference in hiring, but such an attitude has generally been recognized as a parochial view that would degrade the quality of thought and scholarship. Sadly, this hitherto largely despised argument threatens to prevail completely in the context of race and gender. The notion that one might see the experience of a victim group in a broader perspective is evidently anathema to many race-gender-class scholars, who perhaps do not wish to have their focus shifted from moral outrage to intellectual understanding.

This argument makes all debate impossible – if your argument is true, everyone is biased by their perspective

Gey, 1996 (Steven G., John W. and Ashley E. Frost Professor of Law, Florida State University College of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law Review Vol. 145, December, No. 2, p. 193-297 “The Case Against Postmodern Censorship Theory” UNT JSTOR)

I mean only to take note of the fact that the postmodernists cannot escape the corrosive effect of their own arguments regarding social constructionism and distorted preferences. If everyone's view of the world is irretrievably distorted by the observer's socially constructed psyche, then no one, including the postmodern critics of present reality, can escape their own distorted perceptions in order to critique society and suggest solutions to our problems. Any suggestions for social reform should be viewed as distorted, the product of cognitive dissonance, and/or generated by "interest-induced beliefs on the part of the beneficiaries of existing practice."99 The status quo is tainted, but then again so is every alternative to the status quo. There is no way out of the logical loop of social constructionism, which suggests that even if (and perhaps especially if) the postmodernists are right, we should be deeply suspicious of proposals that give any group of political actors the unchecked authority to "take private preferences as an object of regulation and control."'

AT: Authors = Male

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

Pinker, 2002, Steven, phD from Harvard in experimental psychology, director of the Center for Cognitive Neuroscience at MIT, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature”, p. 342-343

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

AT: Authors = White

Evolution can be used to support liberal ends – most of our theory was written by one of the Black Panthers as a way to delegitimize the myths of the ruling class

Pinker, 2002, Steven, phD from Harvard in experimental psychology, director of the Center for Cognitive Neuroscience at MIT, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature”, p. 301-302

Chomsky's theory of human nature, though strongly innatist, is innocent of modern evolutionary biology, with its demonstration of ubiquitous con​flicts of genetic interest. These conflicts lead to a darker view of human nature, one that has always been a headache for those with anarchist dreams. But the thinker who first elucidated these conflicts, Robert Trivers, was a left-wing radical as well, and one of the rare white Black Panthers. As we saw in Chapter 6, Trivers viewed sociobiology as a subversive discipline. A sensitivity to con​flicts of interest can illuminate the interests of repressed agents, such as women and younger generations, and it can expose the deception and self-deception that elites use to justify their dominance.511 In that way sociobiology follows in the liberal tradition of Locke by using science and reason to debunk the rationalizations of rulers. Reason was used in Locke's time to question the divine right of kings, and may be used in our time to question the pretension that current political arrangements serve everyone's interests.

AT: Culture Bias

Scientific results aren’t culturally determined – Lysenkoism proves

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 88-89

I believe we can derive the same moral from a much better known case of unambiguously fraudulent research, this one involving the Russian "geneticist" Tro​fim Denisovich Lysenko. Lysenko believed in a bizarre form of Lamarckian theory in which the environment and even human willpower could generate adaptive changes in the heredity of wheat, the better to boost crop production [282]. Lysenko never tested his claims in a rigorous manner. Such numerical data as he did provide were derived from those of his small sample of field trials that happened to produce results congenial to his views. Negative outcomes were not reported. And yet in large measure because of the congruence of his theoretical notions with ruling Marxist dogma he rose to positions of power, including director of the Institute of Genetics, where he was able to force skilled professional geneticists in Stalinist Russia to become Lysenkoists or else be sacked, imprisoned, even shot. Again, one possible conclusion to be drawn from this sad history is that scientific findings are the arbitrary products of the culture to which scientists belong and the social pressures they experience (or succumb to). But on the other hand, the "find​ings" that Lysenko and his cronies imposed on others were soon universally re​jected. Scientists evaluate hypotheses on the basis of concrete evidence and by this standard Lysenkoism did not cut the mustard, in part because others became aware of the agricultural shortfalls that resulted from Lysenko's ideologically based pseu​doscience. As a result, Lysenkoism has unequivocally been consigned to the trash-can. No Russian Lysenkoists still promote this brand of genetics today nor do we in the United States have a free-market version of genetics while researchers in Argentina use their own Latin American variety.

Even if culture contributes to research, scientists are never culturally uniform.  They resolve conflicts using empirical testing, which results in victory for objective reality

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 89

The key point is that on most issues of importance scientists vary in their social and political influences, and in their theoretical orientation, so that uniformity of culturally skewed opinion rarely, if ever, occurs in science. Some Russian geneticists, some of them members of the Communist Party at the time, were willing to put their lives on the line in challenging Lysenkoism on evidentiary grounds [282]. When there are differences of opinion on the validity of competing explanations, scientists eventually reach a consensus by relying primarily on repeated use of the formula "hypothesis-prediction-test" in order to sort out which conclusion is likely to be right and which others can be safely discarded. As a result of this collective self-correcting process, Lysenkoism will not resurface.

*Debating Science Good*

Debate Impact – Activism

Prioritizing science as the objective knowledge standard creates a consensus point for political groups to base their knowledge around- this is key to political activism

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Using experience as the criterion for participation means the traditional participants in 'expert' debates are complemented by new participants, some with scientific backgrounds and some without. In the debates about genetics emerging in the UK, it is clear that several of the more high-profile 'counter expert' groups are led by people with considerable expertise in various aspects of the science. For example, Greenpeace, Gene Watch and Human Genetics Alert all emphasize their technical expertise in scientific disciplines. In addition, our own research has also shown that individuals within social movements also possess substantial technical expertise. Some activists hold higher and even research degrees but many others have acquired significant expertise 'on-the-job', knowing only too well that understanding the science is necessary to legitimate their own contributions: '[One difficulty] was definitely the language, and the feeling that we weren't experts: we had no right to speak on the issue, that they would always beat our argument; all those issues came into it.'16 In approaching genetics, activist groups recognized that they needed to increase their knowledge if they were to engage effectively and set about educating themselves accordingly (cf., Epstein, 1995, 1996). They did this in ways that have much in common with the scientific communities they want to engage with and ultimately challenge: We got together and ... different people in the group wrote essays and did bits of research. So one lass, who's a doctor, did the basics on what genet ics is, to get people au fait with the language. Someone else did one on transgenics, the use of animals in transplants ... but the best thing, [the one] that we were most satisfied with, we met with a group of disabled activists who had already taken action against [the Centre for Life in Newcastle].17 Later on, these essays were brought together in a booklet, which in turn informed a 2-day event attended by the activists and other groups, at which issues around genetics were debated and the collective knowledge of the activist network consolidated.18 Significantly, this attempt to gain substan tive expertise drew upon formal, written knowledge and the informal, tacit knowledge gained through social interactions with experts, including both the technical expertise of campaign groups like Human Genetics Alert and the embodied expertise of the disability rights activists. An indication of the range of groups and organizations that are active in debates around genet ics in the UK, and which we have encountered during our research, is given in Table 2, which shows how groups with different interests and back grounds have converged around genomics and, in particular, issues such as genetic screening and databases. 

Debate Impact – Economy 

Science education good- it’s desperately low now and key to the economy.  Teaching future policymakers is uniquely important- there aren’t enough of them in policymaking

Otto 10 recipient of the IEEE-USA Distinguished Public Service Award, Mensa member, National Merit Scholar (Shawn, 3/19/10, “Omitting a science standard for teaching the nation's students is a big mistake”, http://www.minnpost.com/community_voices/2010/03/19/16770/omitting_a_science_standard_for_teaching_the_nations_students_is_a_big_mistake) MH

On March 10, a panel of educators convened by the nation¹s governors and state school superintendents proposed a uniform set of academic standards for all children in U.S. public schools. The goal of the standards, they said, is to "provide a clear and consistent framework to prepare our children for college and the workforce." Just one problem: There's no science. The standards lay out language arts and math standards, but science — arguably the single most important factor in determining readiness for college and the workforce in the 21st century — and the single most in need of a uniform national standard — is conspicuously absent. One need look no farther than the sponsoring organization to suppose why. The National Governors Association is, by nature, a political animal, and with the controversies stirred up by the religious right over teaching evolution or creationism in science class, it's no wonder they sidestepped the issue, delaying it until an unspecified date. But a proposed national set of school standards that does not include science seems cowardly, and it hurts American credibility and competitiveness in a global economy that is increasingly driven not by language arts, but by science. In fact, over the last half century, more than half of the economic growth of the United States has been driven by science and technology. Nearly two-thirds of U.S. economic activity today is science- and tech-related. Most of the nation's major policy challenges revolve around science. And nearly all of modern health science, which has nearly doubled our life spans over the last two centuries, is based on evolution. Yet we have somehow become paralyzed over teaching science. The National Academies, the Business Roundtable and others have repeatedly pointed out the flight of scientists and engineers to other countries. A recent ranking of the science literacy of school children placed U.S. students 21st, well behind Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic, and only one point ahead of the Slovak Republic. Foreign students are no longer staying to power American intellectual and economic growth to the degree they once were. Now they found universities back home. How can we claim to be preparing our children for college and the workforce if we do not include a standard for science? This Emperor-has-beautiful-clothes approach may be because there are so few people in politics who understand science and engineering enough to value it. Most of them are lawyers, who assiduously avoided science classes in school. Less than 6 percent of members of Congress have any background in it, and that's being generous by including members who were, say, optometrists. Only about 1 percent have a background in the hard sciences. Of governors, if you include veterinarians and people with animal and agronomy science degrees (think ranching and farming), you might get to 10 percent, but in the classic sciences, only Louisiana's Bobby Jindal and Tennessee's Phil Bredesen tout science backgrounds (biology and physics, respectively). This raises the question of what the founding fathers, many of whom were scientists, would make of our current situation. Franklin and Jefferson, especially, would, I suspect, be concerned. "If the people are well informed," Jefferson wrote, "they can be trusted with their own government." One must ask: In an age when the nation's major challenges revolve around science, are our elected leaders well-enough informed to be able to tackle them? By the education standards the governors are proposing, the answer would appear to be "No." 

Science education key to the economy- studies prove

Ghosh 10 economics writer for international business times (Palash, 11/24/2010, “Weak science education threatens U.S. competitiveness and economy”, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/65536/20100924/science-education-research-future.htm) MH

Declining standards in scientific education threatens U.S. competitiveness and the economy, according to a report from the National Academies, a group of leading business and science figures. Released Thursday at a congressional briefing attended by senators and congressmen, the report entitled, "Rising Above the Gathering Storm" updates a 2005 science education report that led to measures to double federal research funding. However, the 2010 document indicates that there has been little improvement in U.S. elementary and secondary technical education since then. (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger )<br>Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Enlarge (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger ) Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Related Articles Google investors fear long battle against Feds Google investors fear long battle against feds Can Google stand up to Federal Trade panel probe or go Microsoft way? Related Topics China Storm Get US Emails&Alerts The latest US business and financial news as well as issues and events Sample The situation, the report states, has "continued to deteriorate in the last five years, and the nation needs a sustained investment in education and basic research to keep from slipping further." "Our nation's outlook has worsened," said former Lockheed Martin chief Norman Augustine, who was part of a panel that compiled the report. Among the findings from the survey: • U.S. mathematics and science education between kindergarten and 12th grade ranks now 48th worldwide. • Almost half (49 percent) of U.S. adults don't know how long it takes the Earth to circle the sun. • China has replaced the U.S. as the world's top high-technology exporter. Get More IBTimes Must Read Protesters take part in a demonstration supporting same-sex marriages outside Sheraton Hotel where U.S. President Obama was attending a function in New York.New York Senate Legalizes Gay Marriage How about the hardware Apple iPhone 5 release date, secret models and more surprises Sponsorship Link As U.S. school achievement scores have stagnated, employers seek qualified workers elsewhere, thereby further hurting America's economic growth. Experts warn of a bleak future for American scientific endeavors. "We have to have a well-educated workforce to create opportunities for young people," said Charles Vest, head of the National Academy of Engineering, a report sponsor. "Otherwise, we don't have a chance." "The current economic crisis makes the link between education and employment very clear," said Steven Newton of the National Center for Science Education. “The outlook for America to compete for quality jobs has further deteriorated … [and] the nation's ability to provide financially and personally rewarding jobs for its own citizens can be expected to decline at an accelerating pace,” the report warned. The government needs to spend more on education and research, the report noted, adding that the $20 billion for research in last year's stimulus package is just a two-year "Band-Aid" that will expire next year. "Failure to support a strong competitiveness program will have dire consequences for the nation," the report adds. 

Debate Impact – Elitism

Our participation in debates over the conclusion of experts checks back elitism and ensures science is used for purposes that only benefit society as a whole

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Accepting activists as experts by virtue of their experience increases the range of voices and views expressed within expert debate, but it also raises a new problem. How is this new, enlarged and more diverse set of experts to be made accountable and subject to scrutiny by the wider society? As STS has shown, the existing structures of research funding and development already involve the envisioning and creation of particular social futures and the maintenance of specific forms of power, reward and stratification (for example, Hughes, 1983; Law, 1986; Bijker et al., 1987; MacKenzie, 1993; Wajcman, 2004). If activists are experts, like scientists, then this argument should also apply to them, with the differences found in the kinds of socio-technical futures that are being proposed. These differences are particularly apparent in the case of genetic research, where groups with broadly similar epistemological claims to expertise differ significantly in their value commitments and concerns. To begin with mainstream science, the perception of genomics is of a research agenda that promises progress and improved quality of life through the pre vention or cure of disease and disability. Thus, for example, developments in genetic science are routinely announced as being orientated towards the cure of diseases, including cancer, Alzheimer's and diabetes. The appeal of such arguments to the wider society can be seen in the public support for charities such as Cancer Research UK, Breakthrough Breast Cancer and Diabetes UK. Perhaps because of this dependence on donors to fund its activities, medical research charities have to take their public perception seriously; organizations such as the Association for Medical Research Charities have evolved in order to reinforce the case made by the scientific establishment. As their spokesperson explained: We don't think it's appropriate any longer for the anti groups to use very emotive arguments, and us to try and explain in scientific terms what are the potential medical benefits. I mean, that again is a sort of cross dialogue. What we're saying is, you know, this is to save patients' lives, or prevent human suffering, and to do that we will discuss patients, who have actually got case notes and people have got their photographs and stuff. It's something, I think, the scientific community has been reluctant to do, because, you know, it's emotions, and that's not what the scientific com munity are about. As patient groups, we do [it for them].23 In contrast, the critical activist communities see the same scientific and technological innovations as threats to social and economic justice, and thus as developments that need to be resisted if existing inequalities are not to be reproduced or made worse. From this perspective, genetic testing and screening are typically seen as a new form of eugenics. Perhaps unsurprisingly, many of those currently concerned with patenting and other medical research involving genomics were also involved in the earlier protests against the development of genetically modified crops. As such, they tend see the roll-out of genetic science to medical applications as continuing existing trends of control, commodification and domination. Within the UK, one group explained how their concerns about the setting up of a ded icated genetic research centre, the Centre for Life at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, was motivated by their unease over genetically mod ified (GM) crops: We had a pre-existing group which formed on crops and genetics and when we heard about the Centre for Life coming to Newcastle we thought we had to do something ... At the time we weren't very sure what it was ... [or] which ethical issues were going to be in the forefront, so we spent quite a lot of time just casting about for ideas really for what to do. We felt it was our responsibility to do something.24 In this way, existing concerns and capacity were used as the foundation for developing a new, but related, set of activities. Significantly, the activists are clear - perhaps more so than the scientific establishment - that they are working not only to challenge specific applications, but also to change the institutional structures that define the problems to which these technologies appear to be the solution. Thus: I mean, what is the problem? ... you basically have an approach to medicine and health care which has been developed entirely focused on expanding the profits of an industry. ... But it doesn't in any way address the needs of the poor and, in fact, it moves development of medicines and so forth away from addressing the real problems that the world has; whether it's, you know, the sort of awful diseases like malaria or African Aids [or] cholera.25 As such, campaigners want to draw attention not just to the technical issues of risk and reductionism within genomic science - whether genetic tests really predict individual futures, and so on - but also to the ways in which existing institutions favour the status quo and marginalize other perspectives: ... you have Foresight committees, who are deciding the research priori ties for new technologies, which weigh up all the UK government's money for research that's going on, and that's made up of a group of academics and industrialists. Already you have got an industrial loading there ... and they're making decisions on how we fund the technologies that actually frame our future.26 Taking more experts seriously has two consequences. On one hand, it has the potential to improve the scrutiny of technical knowledge by subjecting it to a more wide-ranging peer review. On the other, it also has the potential to articulate within the public sphere an equally detailed debate about the social, political and institutional priorities that are inevitably bound up with the production of technical knowledge (cf, Latour, 2004). Viewed this way, the nature of expert debate and the limits of the technical phase become much clearer. While expert debate can usefully try to develop robust knowl edge about, for example, the relative importance of genetic and environ mental factors in the development of specific diseases, there is more to deciding whether or not this is the right question to be asking in the first place. Understanding the limits of expert debate questions the priority given to 'facts' because technical issues are always debated within a broader social context. The important decisions are thus not just the technical ones, but also the socio-technical ones that frame the debate. There is no a priori reason to assume that existing experts and elites are the best bodies for making such decisions. Indeed, as Sheila Jasanoff (2003: 397-98) has written: 'Public engagement is needed in order to test and contest the framing of the issues that experts are asked to resolve. Without such critical supervision, experts have often found themselves offering irrelevant advice on wrong or misguided questions.' Questions of resource allocation, social justice and future possibilities are not matters for experts alone. Instead, they are more legitimately located within the political institutions of the wider society (even if, in practice, this appears to be a responsibility they are reluctant to accept). As such, the appropriate participants in such decisions are no longer the experts but the non-expert citizens in the society who will be affected by them.27 

Debate Impact- Political Manipulation

Science doesn’t exclude non-expert political groups- their dedication towards following the established rules for research enhances public confidence in Science 

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Although many activists may not possess formal certificates to validate their claims to expertise, they have, as a result of their prolonged engagement with a particular debate or controversy, developed substantial interactional expertise in these areas. That they do develop such expertise is evidenced by the sustained and detailed technical critiques made by activist groups in which they use peer-reviewed scientific literature to, for example, question the link between genetic information and the subsequent development of many common diseases implied by the proponents of genetic testing.19 Finally, it is important to remember that the activist and scientific communities do not exist in separate universes. Activists, in particular, monitor scientific innovations in a range of ways. In some cases, specialist organizations do the hard work of tracking research and policy. In other cases, continued personal contact with the scientific community provides a valuable resource through which 'insider' knowledge filters back to the wider network. Expert-activists thus act as 'boundary shifters' (Pinch & Trocco, 2002), moving between different social networks and, sometimes, crossing these boundaries in unexpected places: I've got lots of informal ties with kind of- well, activists, scientists doing stuff at the [Research Institute], people in my old lab doing medical genetics. I'm 838 Social Studies of S also a life model as well and a lot of biologists and medics like to draw, and especially when they get older, because, they've always wanted to draw and paint. So, you know, they've headed labs and stuff all their lives and [then] they retire and keep a hand in at the lab and draw. And so I get kind of ... chatting to these people, you know, you mention some place and he goes 'Oh yes, I used to be director of that!'20 This constant networking, dissemination and research is a key part of what activists do, and viewed this way the activist community is much like the scientific community - networks are very close, ties are invariably personal, the production and circulation of texts is endemic and there are regular meetings where membership is displayed and confirmed.21 There are also strategic attempts to organize and influence politicians and research hinders, with the European Science Social Forum that formed during the European Social Forum meeting at London in October 2004 being a notable example.22 Recognizing these similarities provides a rationale for a more inclusive approach to expert debates in which questions relating to risk or safety could be addressed in terms that meet both the standards of mainstream science and the concerns of those citizens and stakeholders most directly affected. Clearly this process will take considerable time, so recognizing a question as an expert/technical one does not solve the immediate problem of what the regulatory response should be. Nonetheless, including additional expert representation within the long-term decision-making should go some way to ensuring public confidence in any recommendations that do emerge as these statements should no longer be seen as the product of a single interest group. 

Debate Impact – Science Education

Maintaining the credibility and trustworthiness of science is the only means to attract future adults to the scientific community 

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

When faced with this kind of asserted information, one can occasionally evaluate its truth directly. But in some domains, including much of science, direct evaluation is difficult or impossible. Few of us are qualified to assess claims about the merits of string theory, the role in mercury in the etiology of autism, or the existence of repressed memories. So rather than evaluating the asserted claim itself, we instead evaluate the claim's source. If the source is deemed trustworthy, people will believe the claim, often without really understanding it. As our colleague Frank Keil has discussed, this sort of division of cognitive labor is essential in any complex society, where any single individuals will lack the resources to evaluate all the claims that he or she hears. This is the case for most scientific beliefs. Consider, for example, that most adults who claim to believe that natural selection can explain the evolution of species are confused about what natural selection actually is—when pressed, they often describe it as a Lamarckian process in which animals somehow give birth to offspring that are better adapted to their environments. Their belief in natural selection, then, is not rooted in an appreciation of the evidence and arguments. Rather, this scientifically credulous sub-population are deferring to the people who say that this is how evolution works. They trust the scientists. This deference to authority isn't limited to science; the same process holds for certain religious, moral, and political beliefs as well. In an illustrative recent study, subjects were asked their opinion about a social welfare policy, which was described as being endorsed either by Democrats or by Republicans. Although the subjects sincerely believed that their responses were based on the objective merits of the policy, the major determinant of what they thought of the policy was in fact whether or not their favored political party was said to endorse it. More generally, many of the specific moral intuitions held by members of a society appear to be the consequence, not of personal moral contemplation, but of deference to the views of the community. Adults thus rely on the trustworthiness of the source when deciding which asserted claims to believe. Do children do the same? Recent studies suggest that they do; children, like adults, have at least some capacity to assess the trustworthiness of their information sources. Four- and five-year-olds, for instance, know that adults know things that other children do not (like the meaning of the word "hypochondriac"), and when given conflicting information about a word's meaning from a child and from an adult, they prefer to learn from the adult. They know that adults have different areas of expertise, that doctors know about fixing broken arms and mechanics know about fixing flat tires. They prefer to learn from a knowledgeable speaker than from an ignorant one, and they prefer a confident source to a tentative one. Finally, when five year-olds hear about a competition whose outcome was unclear, they are more likely to believe a character who claimed that he had lost the race (a statement that goes against his self-interest) than a character who claimed that he had won the race (a statement that goes with his self-interest). In a limited sense, then, they are capable of cynicism. 

Americans are becoming increasingly skeptical of the credibility of science- undermining the claims of non-scientific alternatives causes a larger deference to scientific inquiry

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 

Policymaking- Link/Impact

Accepting the truth given to us by established systems is key to social cohesion- this promotes union and allows us to focus on more important matters

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 4-5, KHaze

Nevertheless, it may be that the basic idea- that the truth is what the higher authorities say it is, rather than what it is independent of any human – had its effect on habits of thought over all those tears. The notion that certain special humans can decide what truth is entails believing that human decision has some sort of transformative effect on reality, bestowing truth or withholding it; such a belief may foster other kinds of epistemic confusion. Thus, for instance it is still a very popular thought that, whatever the truth may be, the important thing is that everyone should be on the same page; that social cohesion and peace are much more important for everyone’s wellbeing an smooth functioning than are truth and free enquiry. On this view, truth is a political matter rather than an epistemic one. It is what it is good for the community to believe, not (necessarily) what corresponds to some state of affairs in the world or some mind-independent object. This system or method is still popular not only because it promotes unity but also perhaps because it frees up a lot of energy. Letting the higher authorities, whether autocrat or majority opinion, do our denying for us saves us large amounts of time and effort, allowing us to get on with other things- earning a living, having fun, improving the world, smelling the flowers. The thought “Reverend X says that’s wrong’ or ‘Our Leader says that’s an Enemy-idea’ can be a highly effective bypass or shunting device to deflect our muscle and brain power to work or reproduction.

Impact- Policymaking

Debates and facts based on evidence are the best means to ground policy- political groups will manipulate information in the absence of empirical checks to control populations and start aggressive wars

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Rather, my concern that public debate be grounded in the best available evidence is, above all else, ethical. To illustrate the connection I have in mind between epistemology and ethics, let me start with a fanciful example: Suppose that the leader of a militarily powerful country believes, sincerely but erroneously, on the basis of flawed “intelligence", that a smaller country possesses threatening weapons of mass destruction; and suppose further that he launches a preemptive war on that basis, killing tens of thousands of innocent civilians as “collateral damage". Aren't he and his supporters ethically culpable for their epistemic sloppiness? I stress that this example is fanciful. All the available evidence suggests that the Bush and Blair administrations first decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein, and then sought a publicly presentable pretext, using dubious or even forged “intelligence" to “justify" that pretext and to mislead Congress, Parliament and the public into supporting that war. 34 Which brings me to the last, and in my opinion most dangerous, set of adversaries of the evidence-based worldview in the contemporary world: namely, propagandists, public-relations, hacks and spin doctors, along with the politicians and corporations who employ them - in short, all those whose goal is not to analyze honestly the evidence for and against a particular policy, but is simply to manipulate the public into reaching a predetermined conclusion by whatever technique will work, however dishonest or fraudulent.

*Transhumanism*

2AC Transhumanism Science Mod

Critique of science stifles transition to democratic transhumanism

RAMAN 2009 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Feb 6, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10697/Default.aspx)

Science is in a similar situation now. Postmodernist critiques are to science what Berkeley's Analyst was to eighteenth century calculus, only on a much grander scale.  Some of the criticisms against science may be valid up to a point at the philosophical level. Many scientists also feel that their status in society has been adversely affected by postmodernism. Thus T. Theocharis and M. Psimopoulos wrote in Nature (329, 0ctober 1987): "Having lost their monopoly in the production of knowledge, scientists have also lost their privileged status in society. Thus the rewards to the creators of science's now ephemeral and disposable theories are currently being reduced to accord with their downgraded and devalued work, and with science's diminished ambitions." It is not clear who else is producing new knowledge. In anything, serious and significant scientific work at the Salk Institute or in any of the countless laboratories and research centers in the world has not been affected in any way by the publication of Latour's book. Productive work in physics has been going one even after Feyerabend's diatribe against method. Calls for returning to Vedic science and astrology notwithstanding, modern scientific research institutions devoted to high energy physics, radio astronomy, neuroscience, information technology and virtually every branch of modern investigation are flourishing in India. Even while decrying Western hegemony, American imperialism, and Western culture, Iranian physicists are taking fission cross sections, calcium channels, and quantum mechanics quite seriously. Most working scientists ignore philosophical vituperations against science, against its lack of universality, its inadequacy in claims of objectivity, etc. They regard these as the work of modern scholastics who write books and present papers at conferences, utilizing every contrivance generated by the science which postmodernism does not tire of castigating in all conceivable ways. To borrow a phrase from show business, they say, "the science must go on!" So each and every day, thousands of practicing scientists work in laboratories and research centers all over the world, exploring further the secrets of matter and energy and the universe at large, searching for new planets in distant star systems, measuring temperature variations all over the world, searching for the causes intractable diseases, looking deeper into how neurons fire and why, experimenting at extremely low temperatures, figuring out how gravity can be unified with the three other fundamental fields, constructing thinking machines, and doing a thousand other exciting and impacting things in the face of which all scholarly postmodern declamations against science seem like mere noises.

Critiquing technology kills billions of people—the environmental crisis is real, but we need more technology, not less—transhumanism breaks all the limits to a new ecologically healthy world

Bostrom 3 PhD from the London School of Economics  (Nick, 2003, “Transhumanism FAQ”, http://www.paulbroman.com/myspace/Transhumanism_FAQ.txt) \

Population increase is an issue we would ultimately have to come to grips with even if healthy life-extension were not to happen. Leaving people to die is an unacceptable solution. A large population should not be viewed simply as a problem. Another way of looking at the same fact is that it means that many persons now enjoy lives that would not have been lived if the population had been smaller. One could ask those who complain about overpopulation exactly which people’s lives they would have preferred should not have been led. Would it really have been better if billions of the world’s people had never existed and if there had been no other people in their place? Of course, this is not to deny that too-rapid population growth can cause crowding, poverty, and the depletion of natural resources. In this sense there can be real problems that need to be tackled. How many people the Earth can sustain at a comfortable standard of living is a function of technological development (as well as of how resources are distributed). New technologies, from simple improvements in irrigation and management, to better mining techniques and more efficient power generation machinery, to genetically engineered crops, can continue to improve world resource and food output, while at the same time reducing environmental impact and animal suffering. Environmentalists are right to insist that the status quo is unsustainable. As a matter of physical necessity, things cannot stay as they are today indefinitely, or even for very long. If we continue to use up resources at the current pace, without finding more resources or learning how to use novel kinds of resources, then we will run into serious shortages sometime around the middle of this century. The deep greens have an answer to this: they suggest we turn back the clock and return to an idyllic pre-industrial age to live in sustainable harmony with nature. The problem with this view is that the pre-industrial age was anything but idyllic. It was a life of poverty, misery, disease, heavy manual toil from dawn to dusk, superstitious fears, and cultural parochialism. Nor was it environmentally sound – as witness the deforestation of England and the Mediterranean region, desertification of large parts of the middle east, soil depletion by the Anasazi in the Glen Canyon area, destruction of farm land in ancient Mesopotamia through the accumulation of mineral salts from irrigation, deforestation and consequent soil erosion by the ancient Mexican Mayas, overhunting of big game almost everywhere, and the extinction of the dodo and other big featherless birds in the South Pacific. Furthermore, it is hard to see how more than a few hundred million people could be maintained at a reasonable standard of living with pre-industrial production methods, so some ninety percent of the world population would somehow have to vanish in order to facilitate this nostalgic return. Transhumanists propose a much more realistic alternative: not to retreat to an imagined past, but to press ahead as intelligently as we can. The environmental problems that technology creates are problems of intermediary, inefficient technology, of placing insufficient political priority on environmental protection as well as of a lack of ecological knowledge. Technologically less advanced industries in the former Soviet-bloc pollute much more than do their advanced Western counterparts. High-tech industry is typically relatively benign. Once we develop molecular nanotechnology, we will not only have clean and efficient manufacturing of almost any commodity, but we will also be able to clean up much of the mess created by today’s crude fabrication methods. This would set a standard for a clean environment that today’s traditional environmentalists could scarcely dream of.

Debate Key

Debate is a key to promote the pragmatic attitude of transhumanism

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)

Another transhumanist priority is to put ourselves in a better position to make wise choices about where we are going. We will need all the wisdom we can get when negotiating the posthuman transition. Transhumanists place a high value on improvements in our individual and collective powers of understanding and in our ability to implement responsible decisions. Collectively, we might get smarter and more informed through such means as scientific research, public debate and open discussion of the future, information markets[8], collaborative information filtering[9]. On an individual level, we can benefit from education, critical thinking, open-mindedness, study techniques, information technology, and perhaps memory- or attention-enhancing drugs and other cognitive enhancement technologies. Our ability to implement responsible decisions can be improved by expanding the rule of law and democracy on the international plane. Additionally, artificial intelligence, especially if and when it reaches human-equivalence or greater, could give an enormous boost to the quest for knowledge and wisdom. Given the limitations of our current wisdom, a certain epistemic tentativeness is appropriate, along with a readiness to continually reassess our assumptions as more information becomes available. We cannot take for granted that our old habits and beliefs will prove adequate in navigating our new circumstances. Global security can be improved by promoting international peace and cooperation, and by strongly counteracting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Improvements in surveillance technology may make it easier to detect illicit weapons programs. Other security measures might also be appropriate to counteract various existential risks. More studies on such risks would help us get a better understanding of the long-term threats to human flourishing and of what can be done to reduce them. Since technological development is necessary to realize the transhumanist vision, entrepreneurship, science, and the engineering spirit are to be promoted. More generally, transhumanists favor a pragmatic attitude and a constructive, problem-solving approach to challenges, preferring methods that experience tells us give good results. They think it better to take the initiative to “do something about it” rather than sit around complaining. This is one sense in which transhumanism is optimistic. (It is not optimistic in the sense of advocating an inflated belief in the probability of success or in the Panglossian sense of inventing excuses for the shortcomings of the status quo.)

Timeframe Key

Every day we don’t embraces transhumanism kills 150,000 people. We must take an immediate step to shift to this worldview towards all individuals, not simply elites

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)

Wide access. It is not enough that the posthuman realm be explored by someone. The full realization of the core transhumanist value requires that, ideally, everybody should have the opportunity to become posthuman. It would be sub-optimal if the opportunity to become posthuman were restricted to a tiny elite. There are many reasons for supporting wide access: to reduce inequality; because it would be a fairer arrangement; to express solidarity and respect for fellow humans; to help gain support for the transhumanist project; to increase the chances that you will get the opportunity to become posthuman; to increase the chances that those you care about can become posthuman; because it might increase the range of the posthuman realm that gets explored; and to alleviate human suffering on as wide a scale as possible. The wide access requirement underlies the moral urgency of the transhumanist vision. Wide access does not argue for holding back. On the contrary, other things being equal, it is an argument for moving forward as quickly as possible. 150,000 human beings on our planet die every day, without having had any access to the anticipated enhancement technologies that will make it possible to become posthuman. The sooner this technology develops, the fewer people will have died without access. Consider a hypothetical case in which there is a choice between (a) allowing the current human population to continue to exist, and (b) having it instantaneously and painlessly killed and replaced by six billion new human beings who are very similar but non-identical to the people that exist today. Such a replacement ought to be strongly resisted on moral grounds, for it would entail the involuntary death of six billion people. The fact that they would be replaced by six billion newly created similar people does not make the substitution acceptable. Human beings are not disposable. For analogous reasons, it is important that the opportunity be become posthuman is made available to as many humans as possible, rather than having the existing population merely supplemented (or worse, replaced) by a new set of posthuman people. The transhumanist ideal will be maximally realized only if the benefits of technologies are widely shared and if they are made available as soon as possible, preferably within our lifetime.

*Religious Right Takeover*

2ac Religious Right Takeover Mod

Science allows us to check the religious right 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 19-20 RB

Religious moderation springs from the fact that even the least educated person among us simply knows more about certain matters than anyone did two thousand years ago—and much of this knowledge is incompatible with scripture. Having heard something about the medical discoveries of the last hundred years, most of us no longer equate disease processes with sin or demonic possession. Having learned about the known distances between objects in our universe, most of us (about half of us, actually) find the idea that the whole works was created six thousand years ago (with light from distant stars already in transit toward the earth) impossible to take seriously. Such concessions to modernity do not in the least suggest that faith is compatible with reason, or that our religious traditions are in principle open to new learning: it is just that the utility of ignoring (or "reinterpreting") certain articles of faith is now overwhelming. Anyone being flown to a distant city for heart-bypass surgery has conceded, tacitly at least, that we have learned a few things about physics, geography, engineering, and medicine since the time of Moses. So it is not that these texts have maintained their integrity over time (they haven't); it is just that they have been effectively edited by our neglect of certain of their passages. Most of what remains— the "good parts"—has been spared the same winnowing because we do not yet have a truly modern understanding of our ethical intuitions and our capacity for spiritual experience. If we better understood the workings of the human brain, we would undoubtedly discover lawful connections between our states of consciousness, our modes of conduct, and the various ways we use our attention. What makes one person happier than another? Why is love more conducive to happiness than hate? Why do we generally prefer beauty to ugliness and order to chaos? Why does it feel so good to smile and laugh, and why do these shared experiences generally bring people closer together? Is the ego an illusion, and, if so, what implications does this have for human life? Is there life after death? These are ultimately questions for a mature science of the mind. If we ever develop such a science, most of our religious texts will be no more useful to mystics than they now are to astronomers.
Ignoring evidence allows religion to create major war- this results in extinction 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 25-26 RB

Our world is fast succumbing to the activities of men and women who would stake the future of our species on beliefs that should not survive an elementary school education. That so many of us are still dying on account of ancient myths is as bewildering as it is horrible, and our own attachment to these myths, whether moderate or extreme, has kept us silent in the face of developments that could ultimately destroy us. Indeed, religion is as much a living spring of violence today as it was at any time in the past. The recent conflicts in Palestine (Jews v. Muslims), the Balkans (Orthodox Serbians v. Catholic Croatians; Orthodox Serbians v. Bosnian and Albanian Muslims), Northern Ireland (Protestants v. Catholics), Kashmir (Muslims v. Hindus), Sudan (Muslims v. Christians and animists), Nigeria (Muslims v. Christians), Ethiopia and Eritrea (Muslims v. Christians), Sri Lanka (Sinhalese Buddhists v. Tamil Hindus), Indonesia (Muslims v. Timorese Christians), and the Caucasus (Orthodox Russians v. Chechen Muslims; Muslim Azerbaijanis v. Catholic and Orthodox Armenians) are merely a few cases in point. In these places religion has been the explicit cause of literally millions of deaths in the last ten years. These events should strike us like psychological experiments run amok, for that is what they are. Give people divergent, irreconcilable, and untestable notions about what happens after death, and then oblige them to live together with limited resources. The result is just what we see: an unending cycle of murder and cease-fire. If history reveals any categorical truth, it is that an insufficient taste for evidence regularly brings out the worst in us. Add weapons of mass destruction to this diabolical clockwork, and you have found a recipe for the fall of civilization.What can be said of the nuclear brinkmanship between India and Pakistan if their divergent religious beliefs are to be "respected"? There is nothing for religious pluralists to criticize but each country's poor diplomacy—while, in truth, the entire conflict is born of an irrational embrace of myth. Over one million people died in the orgy of religious killing that attended the partitioning of India and Pakistan. The two countries have since fought three official wars, suffered a continuous bloodletting at their shared border, and are now poised to exterminate one another with nuclear weapons simply because they disagree about "facts" that are every bit as fanciful as the names of Santa's reindeer. And their discourse is such that they are capable of mustering a suicidal level of enthusiasm for these subjects without evidence. Their conflict is only nominally about land, because their incompatible claims upon the territory of Kashmir are a direct consequence of their religious differences. Indeed, the only reason India and Pakistan are different countries is that the beliefs of Islam cannot be reconciled with those of Hinduism. From the point of view of Islam, it would be scarcely possible to conceive a way of scandalizing Allah that is not perpetrated, each morning, by some observant Hindu. The "land" these people are actually fighting over is not to be found in this world. When will we realize that the concessions we have made to faith in our political discourse have prevented us from even speaking about, much less uprooting, the most prolific source of violence in our history?

1ar Religious Right Link

The religious right corrupts policy making 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 153-154 RB

COMPARED with the theocratic terrors of medieval Europe, or those that persist in much of the Muslim world, the influence of religion in the West now seems rather benign. We should not be misled by such comparisons, however. The degree to which religious ideas still determine government policies—especially those of the United States—presents a grave danger to everyone. It has been widely reported, for instance, that Ronald Reagan perceived the paroxysms in the Middle East through the lens of biblical prophecy. He went so far as to include men like Jerry Falwell and Hal Lindsey in his national security briefings.1 It should go without saying that theirs are not the sober minds one wants consulted about the deployment of nuclear weaponry. For many years U.S. policy in the Middle East has been shaped, at least in part, by the interests that fundamentalist Christians have in the future of a Jewish state. Christian "support for Israel" is, in fact, an example of religious cynicism so transcendental as to go almost unnoticed in our political discourse. Fundamentalist Christians support Israel because they believe that the final consolidation of Jewish power in the Holy Land—specifically, the rebuilding of Solomon's temple—will usher in both the Second Coming of Christ and the final destruction of the Jews.2 Such smiling anticipations of genocide seem to have presided over the Jewish state from its first moments: the first international support for the Jewish return to Palestine, Britain's Balfour Declaration of 1917, was inspired, at least in part, by a conscious conformity to biblical prophecy.3 These intrusions of eschatology into modern politics suggest that the dangers of religious faith can scarcely be overstated. Millions of Christians and Muslims now organize their lives around prophetic traditions that will only find fulfillment once rivers of blood begin flowing from Jerusalem. It is not at all difficult to imagine how prophecies of internecine war, once taken seriously could become self-fulfilling.

Religious doctrines threat the foundation of science by undermining the need for evidence and perverting what constitutes “facts”- reject blind faith is key to empirical science 

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

 When analyzing religion, a few distinctions are perhaps in order. For starters, religious doctrines typically have two components: a factual part, consisting of a set of claims about the universe and its history; and an ethical part, consisting of a set of prescriptions about how to live. In addition, all religions make, at least implicitly, epistemological claims concerning the methods by which humans can obtain reasonably reliable knowledge of factual or ethical matters. These three aspects of each religion obviously need to be evaluated separately. Furthermore, when discussing any set of ideas, it is important to distinguish between the intrinsic merit of those ideas, the objective role they play in the world, and the subjective reasons for which various people defend or attack them. (Alas, much discussion of religion fails to make these elementary distinctions: for instance, confusing the intrinsic merit of an idea with the good or bad e ects that it may have in the world.) Tonight I want to address only the most fundamental issue, namely, the intrinsic merit of the various religions' factual doctrines. And within that, I want to focus on the epistemological question - or to put it in less fancy language, the relationship between belief and evidence. After all, those who believe in their religion's factual doctrines presumably do so for what they consider to be good reasons. So it's sensible to ask: What are these alleged good reasons? Each religion makes scores of purportedly factual assertions about everything from the creation of the universe to the afterlife. But on what grounds can believers presume to know that these assertions are true? The reasons they give are various, but they ultimately boil down to one: because our holy scriptures say so. But how, then, do we know that our holy scriptures are free from error? Because the scriptures themselves say so. Theologians specialize in weaving elaborate webs of verbiage to avoid saying anything quite so bluntly, but this gem of circular reasoning really is the epistemological bottom line on which all “faith" is grounded. In the words of Pope John Paul II: \By the authority of his absolute transcendence, God who makes himself known is also the source of the credibility of what he reveals." 26 It goes without saying that this begs the question of whether the texts at issue really were authored or inspired by God, and on what grounds one knows this. “Faith" is not in fact a rejection of reason, but simply a lazy acceptance of bad reasons. “Faith" is the pseudo-justification that some people trot out when they want to make claims without the necessary evidence.

Religious doctrine will unite to block scientific development

Blackford 2009 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)

Before I do so, however, I must point out that Peters and I both have biases. He writes as a Lutheran theologian, whereas I am an outspoken atheist. All the same, while I have certain anti-religious leanings, I am not so ignorant as to imagine that Abrahamic theology is a featureless monolith. Even within Christianity, there are many theological schools, disputes, and emphases, and it would be churlish to presume that nothing good can ever come out of any of them. It would certainly be mistaken to lump the ideas of, say, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin or Reinhold Niehbuhr or Martin Luther King with those of, say, Fred Phelps or Jerry Falwell or Joseph Ratzinger. Christian theology is (like transhumanism) a rich and complex field; it may sometimes be weakened by its internal divisions and debates, but (again like transhumanism) it is sometimes strengthened by its ferment of ideas. With all that duly noted, Peters seems disingenuous when he argues that Judeo-Christian theology welcomes change and will not oppose transhumanist aspirations. He does not support this claim with any empirical study—or even with an impressionistic overview—of the views of actual theologians. Rather, he refers to passages from the Old and New Testaments that might be said to presume the value of novelty. In Isaiah 43:19, God is represented as saying, "I am about to do a new thing." In Revelation 21:5, God says, "See, I am making all things new." 5 These verses are obviously open to interpretation, like all passages in the Abrahamic holy books, but let's concede that they exalt the idea of transformation, of making things new, at least when the transformation is for the better. But no one denies that the Abrahamic monotheisms allow a positive place for change. Of course they do. Even the most vulgar forms of Christian fundamentalism value individual transformation when the recipient of salvation is "born again", and they look forward to comprehensive eschatological transformation at the end of days, when the current order of things will be overturned and ultimately annihilated by divine intervention. Christianity has traditionally displayed a linear rather than cyclical view of time and history, with time's arrow pointing to the ultimate triumph of good over evil. But none of this entails that all, or even most, Christian leaders and theologians would countenance the technological boosting of human capacities that transhumanists advocate. Changes of those kinds might well be regarded by many leaders and theologians as hubristic, or otherwise morally impermissible, and as fair (perhaps even urgent) targets for political suppression. Later in his article, Peters points out that Christian hospitals are not opposed to advanced technology; on the contrary, they use it extensively for patient care. 6 No doubt they do, but what follows from this? It by no means follows that Christian leaders and theologians have tended, in the past, to favor new technologies that assist medicine or alter bodily functioning. The widespread historical opposition to anesthesia and the contraceptive pill are good examples to consider. The Catholic Church still views the use of contraceptive technologies, such as condoms or the Pill, as a sin against the God-given natural order: an impermissible suppression of the human genitals' proper functions. 7 Against that background, it is not necessarily a "mistake" to fear that some or many Christian leaders and theologians will have grave reservations about technologies that could enhance human capacities beyond merely healthy functioning. Whatever the range of Christian views, Peters might reply, the correct theological position is one that holds enhancement of human capacities to be at least permissible. Perhaps so, but Peters is trying to reassure transhumanists that Christian theology will not, in fact, create roadblocks for them. That, of course, does not depend upon which theological views, if any, may—all things considered—actually be correct, but on which views are well positioned to exert political influence. Viewed in this way, transhumanist fears of religious roadblocks are perfectly rational.

Religious Right War Impact

This causes oppression and nuclear war

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 14 RB

Our situation is this: most of the people in this world believe that the Creator of the universe has written a book. We have the misfortune of having many such books on hand, each making an exclusive claim as to its infallibility. People tend to organize themselves into factions according to which of these incompatible claims they accept—rather than on the basis of language, skin color, location of birth, or any other criterion of tribalism. Each of these texts urges its readers to adopt a variety of beliefs and practices, some of which are benign, many of which are not. All are in perverse agreement on one point of fundamental importance, however: "respect" for other faiths, or for the views of unbelievers, is not an attitude that God endorses. While all faiths have been touched, here and there, by the spirit of ecumenicalism, the central tenet of every religious tradition is that all others are mere repositories of error or, at best, dangerously incomplete. Intolerance is thus intrinsic to every creed. Once a person believes—really believes—that certain ideas can lead to eternal happiness, or to its antithesis, he cannot tolerate the possibility that the people he loves might be led astray by the blandishments of unbelievers. Certainty about the next life is simply incompatible with tolerance in this one. Observations of this sort pose an immediate problem for us, however, because criticizing a person's faith is currently taboo in every corner of our culture. On this subject, liberals and conservatives have reached a rare consensus: religious beliefs are simply beyond the scope of rational discourse. Criticizing a person's ideas about God and the afterlife is thought to be impolitic in a way that criticizing his ideas about physics or history is not. And so it is that when a Muslim suicide bomber obliterates himself along with a score of innocents on a Jerusalem street, the role that faith played in his actions is invariably discounted. His motives must have been political, economic, or entirely personal. Without faith, desperate people would still do terrible things. Faith itself is always, and everywhere, exonerated. But technology has a way of creating fresh moral imperatives. Our technical advances in the art of war have finally rendered our religious differences—and hence our religious beliefs—antithetical to our survival. We can no longer ignore the fact that billions of our neighbors believe in the metaphysics of martyrdom, or in the literal truth of the book of Revelation, or any of the other fantastical notions that have lurked in the minds of the faithful for millennia— because our neighbors are now armed with chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons. There is no doubt that these developments mark the terminal phase of our credulity. Words like "God" and "Allah" must go the way of "Apollo" and "Baal," or they will unmake our world.

Religious Right Liberty Impact

Religious right curtail personal liberties

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 158-159 RB

Behaviors like drug use, prostitution, sodomy, and the viewing of obscene materials have been categorized as "victimless crimes." Of course, society is the tangible victim of almost everything human beings do—from making noise to manufacturing chemical waste— but we have not made it a crime to do such things within certain limits. Setting these limits is invariably a matter of assessing risk. One could argue that it is, at the very least, conceivable that certain activities engaged in private, like the viewing of sexually violent pornography, might incline some people to commit genuine crimes against others.21 There is a tension, therefore, between private freedom and public risk. If there were a drug, or a book, or a film, or a sexual position that led 90 percent of its users to rush into the street and begin killing people at random, concerns over private pleasure would surely yield to those of public safety. We can also stipulate that no one is eager to see generations of children raised on a steady diet of methamphetamine and Marquis de Sade. Society as a whole has an interest in how its children develop, and the private behavior of parents, along with the contents of our media, clearly play a role in this. But we must ask ourselves, why would anyone want to punish people for engaging in behavior that brings no significant risk of harm to anyone? Indeed, what is startling about the notion of a victimless crime is that even when the behavior in question is genuinely victimless, its criminality is still affirmed by those who are eager to punish it. It is in such cases that the true genius lurking behind many of our laws stands revealed. The idea of a victimless crime is nothing more than a judicial reprise of the Christian notion of sin. IT is no accident that people of faith often want to curtail the private freedoms of others. This impulse has less to do with the history of religion and more to do with its logic, because the very idea of privacy is incompatible with the existence of God. If God sees and knows all things, and remains so provincial a creature as to be scandalized by certain sexual behaviors or states of the brain, then what people do in the privacy of their own homes, though it may not have the slightest implication for their behavior in public, will still be a matter of public concern for people of faith.22 

Every invasion of freedom must be rejected

Sylvester Petro,  professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, p. 480.

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 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 Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes 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.

AT: Creationism

Their argument props up unsound theories like creationism and global warming denial

 Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 4: Blame the Media?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.91) MH 

 One of the doctrines adopted by many news media during the past several years, and which has been much criticized by scientists, among others, is the idea that there are often two sides to a given story and that they ought to be equally represented as a matter of fairness. Even a moment of reflection will readily show the flimsiness of such a “fair and balanced” treatment: first of all, in many instances of scientific (not to mention political) debate there actually is a more nuanced landscape than a simple yes or no dichotomy. For instance, in the case of global warming even the best scientific models available produce a variety of possible outcomes, about the likelihood of which there is intense and legitimate debate. Second, however, it should also be obvious that not all alternative positions are equally deserving of public attention and that therefore they should not be presented as equivalent opinions about which “you decide.” There is no scientific controversy about evolution versus creationism, and the fact that half of the American public rejects the scientific findings in this area is an interesting, and worrisome, social phenomenon, but certainly not a measure of scientific uncertainty! If the news media are to play a truly informative role with the public they should present more than just a collection of allegedly equally valid ideas; they should also do the hard work of investigating them, to help the public filter the few golden nuggets from the ocean of nonsense that will otherwise bury any intelligent social discourse.

Warming outweighs nuclear war

Ryskin 3 (Gregory, Department of Chemical Engineering, Northwestern University, Illinois, “Methane-driven oceanic eruptions and mass extinctions” Geology 31(9): 741-744, dml)

The consequences of a methane-driven oceanic eruption for marine and terrestrial life are likely to be catastrophic. Figuratively speaking, the erupting region ‘‘boils over,’’ ejecting a large amount of methane and other gases (e.g., CO2, H2S) into the atmosphere, and flooding large areas of land. Whereas pure methane is lighter than air, methane loaded with water droplets is much heavier, and thus spreads over the land, mixing with air in the process (and losing water as rain). The air methane mixture is explosive at methane concentrations between 5% and 15%; as such mixtures form in different locations near the ground and are ignited by lightning, explosions2 and conflagrations destroy most of the terrestrial life, and also produce great amounts of smoke and of carbon dioxide. Firestorms carry smoke and dust into the upper atmosphere, where they may remain for several years (Turco et al., 1991); the resulting darkness and global cooling may provide an additional kill mechanism. Conversely, carbon dioxide and the remaining methane create the greenhouse effect, which may lead to global warming. The outcome of the competition between the cooling and the warming tendencies is difficult to predict (Turco et al., 1991; Pierrehumbert, 2002). Upon release of a significant portion of the dissolved methane, the ocean settles down, and the entire sequence of events (i.e., development of anoxia, accumulation of dissolved methane, the metastable state, eruption) begins anew. No external cause is required to bring about a methane-driven eruption—its mechanism is self-contained, and implies that eruptions are likely to occur repeatedly at the same location. Because methane is isotopically light, its fast release must result in a negative carbon isotope excursion in the geological record. Knowing the magnitude of the excursion, one can estimate the amount of methane that could have produced it. Such calculations (prompted by the methane-hydrate-dissociation model, but equally applicable here) have been performed for several global events in the geological record; the results range from 1018 to 1019 g of released methane (e.g., Katz et al., 1999; Kennedy et al., 2001; de Wit et al., 2002). These are very large amounts: the total carbon content of today’s terrestrial biomass is ;2 3 1018 g. Nevertheless, relatively small regions of the deep ocean could contain such amounts of dissolved methane; e.g., the Black Sea alone (volume ;0.4 3 1023 of the ocean total; maximum depth only 2.2 km) could hold, at saturation, ;0.5 3 1018 g. A similar region of the deep ocean could contain much more (the amount grows quadratically with depth3). Released in a geological instant (weeks, perhaps), 1018 to 1019 g of methane could destroy the terrestrial life almost entirely. Combustion and explosion of 0.75 x 1019 g of methane would liberate energy equivalent to 108 Mt of TNT, ;10,000 times greater than the world’s stockpile of nuclear weapons, implicated in the nuclear winter scenario (Turco et al., 1991).
**SECURITY**

Perm

WE SHOULD STUDY SPECIFIC SOLUTIONS TO SPECIFIC PROBLEMS–THE CRITIQUE OF SECURITY CONSIGNS US TO ACADEMIC IRRELEVANCE AND MAKES POLITICAL CHANGE IMPOSSIBLE.  ONLY THE PERMUTATION SOLVES THIS

WALT 1991 (Stephen, Professor at the University of Chicago, International Studies Quarterly 35)

Yet the opposite tendency may pose an even greater danger. On the whole, security studies have profited from its connection to real-world issues; the main advances of the past four decades have emerged from efforts to solve important practical questions. If security studies succumbs to the tendency for academic disciplines to pursue “the trivial, the formal, the methodological, the purely theoretical, the remotely historical–in short, the politically irrelevent” (Morgenthau, 1966:73), its theoretical progress and its practical value will inevitably decline. In short, security studies must steer between the Scylla of political opportunism and the Charybdis of academic irrelevance. What does this mean in practice? Among other things, it means that security studies should remain wary of the counterproductive tangents that have seduced other areas of international studies, most notably the “post-modern” approach to international affairs (Ashley, 1984; Der Derian and Shapiro, 1989, Lapid, 1989). Contrary to their proponents’ claims, post-modern approaches have yet to demonstrate much value for comprehending world politics; to date, these works are mostly criticism and not much theory. As Robert Keohane has noted, until these writers “have delineated...a research programe and shown...that it can illuminate important issues in world politics, they will remain on the margins of the field” (Keohane, 1988:392). In particular, issues of war and peace are too important for the field to be diverted into a prolix and self-indulgent discourse that is divorced from the real world. CONTINUES... Because scientific disciplines advance through competition, we should not try to impose a single methodological monolith upon the field. To insist that a single method constitutes the only proper approach is like saying that a hammer is the only proper tool for building a house. The above strictures are no more than a warning, therefore; progress will be best served by increased dialogue between different methodological approaches (Downs, 1989).

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

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

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

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

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

Realism Inevitable

Attempts to eliminate the security paradox fail—human nature makes realism inevitable.

Morgenthau, 98. Winter, Hans, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of American Foreign Policy at the University of Chicago. Naval War College Review 51.1, p. 16, ebsco.

This is another example of the belief that the difficulties which confront us, the risks which threaten us, the liabilities which we must face in international affairs are the result of some kind of ephemeral, unique configuration; that if you do away with the latter you will have done away with the liabilities, the risks, and the difficulties as well. This belief is mistaken; for it is the very essence of historic experience that whenever you have disposed of one danger in foreign policy another one is going to raise its head. Once we had disposed of the Axis as a threat to American security, we were right away confronted with a new threat: the threat of the Soviet Union. I daresay if we could, by some kind of miracle, do away tomorrow with the threat which emanates from the Soviet Union, we would very soon be confronted again with a new threat--and perhaps from a very unexpected quarter. At the foundation of the realist's approach to foreign policy there is the conviction that the struggle for power on the international scene--as the struggle for power on all levels of social interaction--is not the result of some historic accident, of some passing social, constitutional, legal, or economic configuration (think, for instance, of the utopian expectations of Marxism), but that it is part and parcel of human nature itself; that the aspirations for power are innate in human nature; that it is futile to search for a mechanical device with which to eliminate those aspirations; that the wise approach to political problems lies in taking the perennial character of those aspirations for granted--in trying to live with them, to redirect them into socially valuable and beneficial channels, to transform them, to civilize them. This is as much as a man can do with this psychological and social heritage, which he cannot escape. In other words, a realistic approach to foreign policy starts with the assumption that international politics is of necessity a struggle for power; that the balance of power, for instance, is not the invention of some misguided diplomats but is the inevitable result of a multiplicity of nations living with each other, competing with each other for power, and trying to maintain their autonomy. Now let me turn to some practical problems which illustrate the characteristics of realism in foreign policy as over against the utopian or idealistic approach. Take, again, the balance of power. The balance of power, you may say, is for foreign policy what the law of gravity is for nature; that is, it is the very essence of foreign policy. I remember very well that when I used the term “balance of power” at the beginning of my academic career in the early 30's I met with an unfavorable reaction. “Balance of power” was then a kind of dirty word--something which respectable scholars would not use, at least not in an affirmative sense. It was something not to be investigated, not to be practiced; it was something to be abolished. I remember again very well a lecture I gave in Milwaukee (I think it was in 1944) in which I made the point I just made: that when the war was over there would of necessity be a new balance of power, a new set of problems which we would have to solve--and that more likely than not it would be the Soviet Union which would raise the problems. Many in the audience seemed to believe that I was a kind of Fascist agent who was trying to perpetuate an evil that they were just in the process of getting rid of.

Reps = Irrelevant

Representations of state action cannot change realism, and even if they could, we have no way of knowing if they new system would be any better.  

Mearsheimer, 95 – Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1995 (John, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, p. 91-2)

The most revealing aspect of Wendt’s discussion is that he did not respond to the two main charge leveled against critical theory in “False Promise.” The first problem with critical theory is that although the theory is deeply concerned with radically changing state behavior, it says little about how change comes about. The theory does not tell us why particular discourses become dominant and other fall by the wayside. Specifically, Wendt does not explain why realism has been the dominant discourse in world politics for well over a thousand years, although I explicitly raised the question in “False Promise” (p. 42). Moreover, he shed no light on why the time is ripe for unseating realism, nor on why realism is likely to be replaced by a more peaceful, communitarian discourse, although I explicitly raised both questions. Wendt’s failure to answer these questions has important ramifications for his own arguments. For example, he maintains that if it is possible to change international political discourse and alter state behavior, “then it is irresponsible to pursue policies that perpetuate destructive old orders [i.e., realism], especially if we care about the well-being of future generation.” The clear implication here is that realists like me are irresponsible and do not care much about the welfare of future generations. However, even if we change discourses and move beyond realism, a fundamental problem with Wendt’s argument remains: because his theory cannot predict the future, he cannot know whether the discourse that ultimately replaces realism will be more benign than realism. He has no way of knowing whether a fascistic discourse more violent than realism will emerge as the hegemonic discourse. For example, he obviously would like another Gorbachev to come to power in Russia, but a critical theory perspective, defending realism might very well be the more responsible policy choice.   

Predictions Good/AT: Insecurity Inevitable

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

Kurasawa 2004 (Constellations Volume 11 Number 4, 2004) 

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

Abandoning Security Fails 

Moving away from security creates new challengers and increases the risk of war

Doran, 99  (Charles, Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, Survival, 1999, Summer, p. 148-9, proquest)

The conclusion, then, is that the probability of major war declines for some states, but increases for others. And it is very difficult to argue that it has disappeared in any significant or reliable or hopeful sense. Moreover, a problem with arguing a position that might be described as utopian is that such arguments have policy implications. It is worrying that as a thesis about the obsolescence of major war becomes more compelling to more people, including presumably governments, the tendency will be to forget about the underlying problem, which is not war per se, but security. And by neglecting the underlying problem of security, the probability of war perversely increases: as governments fail to provide the kind of defence and security necessary to maintain deterrence, one opens up the possibility of new challenges. In this regard it is worth recalling one of Clauswitz's most important insights: A conqueror is always a lover of peace. He would like to make his entry into our state unopposed. That is the underlying dilemma when one argues that a major war is not likely to occur and, as a consequence, one need not necessarily be so concerned about providing the defences that underlie security itself. History shows that surprise threats emerge and rapid destabilising efforts are made to try to provide that missing defence, and all of this contributes to the spiral of uncertainty that leads in the end to war.

Abandoning security fails -–- all that will happen is that non-realist will be removed from office

Kavka ’87  (Gregory S., Prof – UC Irvine, Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence, p. 86-87)

The lesson of the kidney case seems to be that one can, at most,  actively impose substantially lesser risks or harms on other innocent people to protect oneself. Can this lesson be applied to national as well as individual self-defense? One might contend that it cannot be, appealing for support to the hallowed ought-implies-can principle. According to that principle agents, including nations, can only be obligated to act in ways they are capable of acting. But, it may be suggested, nations are literally incapable of refraining from taking steps believed to be necessary for national defense, even if these impose horrible risks or harms on outside innocents. For any government that failed to undertake the requisite defensive actions (e.g., any government that abandoned nuclear deterrence) would be quickly ousted and replaced by a government willing to under take them.

No Solvency

Abandoning realism doesn’t eliminate global violence—alternative worldviews will be just as violent or worse

O'Callaghan, 02  (Terry, lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 79-80)

In fact, if we explore the depths of George's writings further, we find remarkable brevity in their scope, failing to engage with practical issues beyond platitudes and homilies. George, for example, is concerned about the violent, dangerous and war-prone character of the present international system. And rightly so. The world is a cruel and unforgiving place, especially for those who suffer the indignity of human suffering beneath tyrannous leaders, warrior states, and greedy self-serving elites. But surely the problem of violence is not banished from the international arena once the global stranglehold of realist thinking is finally broken? It is important to try to determine the levels of violence that might be expected in a nonrealist world. How will internecine conflict be managed? How do postmodernists like George go about managing conflict between marginalized groups whose "voices" collide? It is one thing to talk about the failure of current realist thinking, but there is absolutely nothing in George's statements to suggest that he has discovered solutions to handle events in Bosnia, the Middle East, or East Timor. Postmodern approaches look as impoverished in this regard as do realist perspectives. Indeed, it is interesting to note that George gives conditional support for the actions of the United States in Haiti and Somalia "because on balance they gave people some hope where there was none" (George, 1994:231). Brute force, power politics, and interventionism do apparently have a place in George's postmodem world. But even so, the Haitian and Somalian cases are hardly in the same intransigent category as those of Bosnia or the Middle East. Indeed, the Americans pulled out of Somalia as soon as events took a turn for the worse and, in the process, received a great deal of criticism from the international community. Would George have done the same thing? Would he have left the Taliban to their devices in light of their complicity in the events of September 11? Would he have left the Somalians to wallow in poverty and misery? Would he have been willing to sacrifice the lives of a number of young men and women (American, Australian, French, or whatever) to subdue Aidid and his minions in order to restore social and political stability to Somalia? To be blunt, I wonder how much better off the international community would be if Jim George were put in charge of foreign affairs. This is not a fatuous point. After all, George wants to suggest that students of international politics are implicated in the trials and tribulations of international politics. All of us should be willing, therefore, to accept such a role, even hypothetically. I suspect, however, that were George actually to confront some of the dilemmas that policymakers do on a daily basis, he would find that teaching the Bosnian Serbs about the dangers of modernism, universalism and positivism, and asking them to be more tolerant and sensitive would not meet with much success. True, it may not be a whole lot worse than current realist approaches, but the point is that George has not demonstrated how his views might make a meaningful difference. Saying that they will is not enough, especially given that the outcomes of such strategies might cost people their lives. Nor, indeed, am I asking George to develop a "research project" along positivist lines. On the contrary, I am merely asking him to show how his position can make a difference to the "hard cases" in international politics. My point is thus a simple one. Despite George's pronouncements, there is little in his work to show that he has much appreciation for the kind of moral dilemmas that Augustine wrestled with in his early writings and that confront human beings every day. Were this the case, George would not have painted such a black-and- white picture of the study of international politics. 

No Solvency (History Proves)

History concludes negative—even if western intervention has caused suffering, it also saved far more people than it hurt and is vital to human liberation

Kors, 01  (Alan, professor of history at University of Pennsylvania and senior fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Orbis, Summer, ebsco)

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

Security Good – (AT: Impossible)
Promotion of security is an ethical responsibility of government. Total security is impossible but limited security avoids a hell on earth. 

Elshtain ‘3  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Pol. Ethics – U. Chicago, “Just War Against Terror: The Burden of American Power in a Violent World”, p. 46-48)

IN THE IMMEDIATE AFTERMATH of September  11, I said to a friend, "Now we are reminded of what governments  are for." The primary responsibility of government is to provide  basic security—ordinary civic peace. St. Augustine calls this form of  earthly peace tranquillitas ordinis. This is not the perfect peace promised  to believers in the Kingdom of God, the one in which the lion lies down  with the lamb. On this earth, if the lion lies down with the lamb, the  lamb must be replaced frequently, as Martin Luther opined with his  characteristic mordant wit. 1 Portions of the U.S. Constitution refer  specifically to security and public safety. "To ensure domestic tranquillity"  was central to what the new order being created after the American  Revolution was all about. None of the goods that human beings cherish,  including the free exercise of religion, can flourish without a measure  of civic peace and security.  What good or goods do I have in mind? Mothers and fathers raising  their children; men and women going to work; citizens of a great city  making their way on streets and subways; ordinary people flying to  California to visit the grandchildren or to transact business with colleagues—  all of these actions are simple but profound goods made  possible by civic peace. They include the faithful attending their  churches, synagogues, and mosques without fear, and citizens—men  and women, young and old, black, brown, and white—lining up to  vote on Election Day.  This civic peace is not the kingdom promised by scripture that awaits  the end time. The vision of beating swords into plowshares and spears  into pruning hooks, of creating a world in which "nation shall not lift up  sword against nation, neither shall they learn war anymore," is connected  with certain conditions that will always elude us. That vision presupposes  that all persons are under one law. But our condition of  pluralism and religious diversity alone precludes the rule of one law.  Moreover, our condition of fallibility and imperfection precludes a  world in which discontents never erupt.  That said, the civic peace that violence disrupts does offer intimations  of the peaceable kingdom. If we live from day to day in fear of  deadly attack, the goods we cherish become elusive. Human beings are  fragile creatures. We cannot reveal the fullness of our being, including  our deep sociality, if airplanes are flying into buildings or snipers are  shooting at us randomly or deadly spores are being sent through the  mail. As we have learned so shockingly, we can neither take this civic  peace for granted nor shake off our responsibility to respect and promote  the norms and rules that sustain civic peace.  We know what happens to people who live in pervasive fear. The condition  of fearfulness leads to severe isolation as the desire to protect oneself  and one's family becomes overwhelming. It encourages harsh  measures because, as the political theorist Thomas Hobbes wrote in his  1651 work Leviathan, if we live in constant fear of violent death we are  likely to seek guarantees to prevent such. Chapter 13 of Hobbes's great  work is justly renowned for its vivid depiction of the horrors of a "state  of nature," Hobbes's description of a world in which there is no ordered  civic peace of any kind. In that horrible circumstance, all persons have the  strength to kill each other, "either by secret machination, or by confederacy  with others." The overriding emotion in this nightmarish world is  overwhelming, paralyzing fear, for every man has become an enemy to  every other and men live without other security, that what their own strength, and their  own invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition, there is no  place for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain, and consequently  no Culture of the Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities  that may be imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no  Instruments of moving, and removing such things as require much  force; no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no  Arts; no Letters; no Society; and which is worst of all, continuall feare,  and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty,  brutish, and short. 2  This is Hobbes's famous, or infamous, war of all against all.

Security Good - VTL

Being is impossible without security.

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)

The ordinary civic peace that terrorist violence disrupts and attempts to  destroy offers intimations of eschatological peace; it is a good to be cherished and  not to make light of. It is a good we charge our public officials with maintaining.  If we live from day to day in fear of deadly attack, the other goods we cherish  become more difficult. Human beings are fragile, soft-shelled creatures. We cannot  reveal the fullness of our being, including our deep sociality, if airplanes are  flying into buildings and cities become piles of rubble composed in part of the  mangled bodies of victims. We can neither take this civic peace for granted—  as we have learned so shockingly—nor shake off our responsibility for helping  to respect and to promote the norms and rules whose enforcement is constitutive  of civic peace. Augustine taught us that we should not spurn worldly vocations,  including the tragic vocation of the judge—tragic, because he or she can  never know with absolute certainty whether punishment is being meted out to  the guilty and not the innocent. But we depend on judges and others to uphold  a world of responsibility, a world in which people are not permitted to “devour  one another like fishes,” in Augustine’s pithy phrase.  Public officials are charged with protecting a people. As those extraordinary  firemen in New York City said, simply: “It’s my job.” The same holds for  our military: it is their job, and it is our sons and daughters who do it. Another  vital dimension of the just-war tradition is to limit—by its sanctioning a rightfully  constituted military—all freelance, opportunistic, and individualistic violence.  Responding justly to injustice is a tall order, for it means that it is better to  risk the lives of one’s own combatants than to intentionally kill “enemy” noncombatants.  It is often difficult to separate combatants from noncombatants, but  try one must. The restraints internal to the just-war tradition encode the notion  of limits to the use of force. Many of these rules and stipulations have been incorporated  into international agreements, including several Geneva Conventions.  During and after a conflict, we assess the conduct of a war-fighting nation by how  its warriors conducted themselves. Did they rape and pillage? Were they under  careful rules of engagement or was it a free-for-all? Was every attempt made to  limit civilian casualties in the knowledge that, in time of war, civilians are invariably  going to fall in harm’s way? It is unworthy of the solemn nature of these matters  to respond cynically or naively to such attempts to limit damage. As the theologian  Oliver O’Donovan put it at the time of Desert Storm: just ask yourself  whether you would rather have been a citizen of Berlin in 1944 or a citizen of  Baghdad during the Persian Gulf War? The answer is obvious, as every effort  was made in American targeting strategy to avoid civilian targets during the later  conflict.

Security Good – Peace

Debates about threats in the academic world result in better policy-making—real threats can be confronted and risks can be weighed. 

Walt 91 – Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1991 (Stephen, INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, p.  229-30)

A recurring theme of this essay has been the twin dangers of separating the study of security affairs from the academic world or of shifting the focus of academic scholarship too far from real-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come, and states will continue to acquire military forces for a variety of purposes. Unless one believes that ignorance is preferable to expertise, the value of independent national security scholars should be apparent. Indeed, history suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster, because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stopped in time. As in other areas of public policy, academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well placed to evaluate current programs, because they face less pressure to support official policy. The long-term effects of academic involvement may be even more significant: academic research can help states learn from past mistakes and can provide the theoretical innovations the produce better policy choices in the future. Furthermore, their role in training the new generation of experts gives academics an additional avenue of influence. 

Risk in the international system is inevitable—the goal should be to weigh the impacts of action vs inaction in the face of a particular threat.  

Harvard Nuclear Study Group 83 (Living with Nuclear Weapons, p.16-7)

When President John F. Kennedy was shown irrefutable evidence of the Soviet missile emplacement – U-2 photographs of the missile bases in Cube – he and his advisors discussed the matter for six days before deciding on an American response to the challenge.  The decision, to place a naval blockade around the island, was not a risk-free response. This, Kennedy honestly admitted to the nation the night of October 22, 1962: My fellow citizens, let no one doubt this is a difficult and dangerous effort on which we have set out. No one can foresee precisely what course it will take… But the great danger of all would be to do nothing. Why did the president believe that “to do nothing” about the missiles in Cuba would be an even greater danger than accepting the “difficult and dangerous” course of the blockade? He accepted some risk of war in the long run, by discouraging future Soviet aggressive behavior. Inaction might have led to an even more dangerous future. This the president also explained that night in his address to the nation: [This] sudden, clandestine decision to station weapons for the first time outside Soviet soil – is a deliberate provocative and unjustified change in the status quo which cannot be accepted by this country if our courage and our commitments are ever to be trusted by either friend or foe. The 1930’s taught us a clear lesson: Aggressive conduct, if allowed to grow unchecked and unchallenged, ultimately leads to war. The American government managed the 1962 crisis with skill and restraint – offering a compromise to the Soviets and giving them sufficient time to call back their missile-laden ships, for example – and the missiles were withdrawn from Cuba. The president carefully supervised American military actions to ensure that his orders were not misunderstood. He did not push his success too far or ignore the real risks of war. The point here is not, to make the blockade a model for American action in the future: different circumstances may call for different policies. Rather the point is to underline the persistence of risk in international affairs. Every proposed response to the Soviet action – doing nothing, enforcing the blockade, or invading Cuba – entailed some risk of nuclear war. Kennedy’s task – and we think his success – was to weigh accurately the risks entailed in each course and decide on policy accordingly.     
Security Good – Escalation

Confronting threats early prevents escalation—WWII proves.   

Yoon 03 – Professor of International Relations at Seoul National University; former Foreign Minister of South Korea – 2003(Young-Kwan, “Introduction: Power Cycle Theory and the Practice of International Relations”, International Political Science Review 2003; vol. 24; p. 7-8)
In history, the effort to balance power quite often tended to start too late to protect the security of some of the individual states. If the balancing process begins too late, the resulting amount of force necessary to stop an aggressor is often much larger than if the process had been started much earlier. For example, the fate of Czechoslovakia and Poland showed how non-intervention or waiting for the “automatic” working through of the process turned out to be problematic. Power cycle theory could also supplement the structure-oriented nature of the traditional balance of power theory by incorporating an agent-oriented explanation. This was possible through its focus on the relationship between power and the role of a state in the international system. It especially highlighted the fact that a discrepancy between the relative power of a state and its role in the system would result in a greater possibility for systemic instability. In order to prevent this instability from developing into a war, practitioners of international relations were to become aware of the dynamics of changing power and role, adjusting role to power. A statesperson here was not simply regarded as a prisoner of structure and therefore as an outsider to the process but as an agent capable of influencing the operation of equilibrium. Thus power cycle theory could overcome the weakness of theoretical determinism associated with the traditional balance of power. The question is often raised whether government decision-makers could possibly know or respond to such relative power shifts in the real world. According to Doran, when the “tides of history” shift against the state, the push and shove of world politics reveals these matters to the policy-maker, in that state and among its competitors, with abundant urgency. (2) The Issue of Systemic Stability Power cycle theory is built on the conception of changing relative capabilities of a state, and as such it shares the realist assumption emphasizing the importance of power in explaining international relations. But its main focus is on the longitudinal dimension of power relations, the rise and decline of relative state power and role, and not on the static power distribution at a particular time. As a result, power cycle theory provides a significantly different explanation for stability and order within the international system. First of all, power cycle theory argues that what matters most in explaining the stability of the international system or war and peace is not the type of particular international system (Rosecrance, 1963) but the transformation from one system to another. For example, in the 1960s there was a debate on the stability of the international system between the defenders of bipolarity such as Waltz (1964) and the defenders of multi-polarity such as Rosecrance (1966), and Deutsch and Singer (1964). After analyzing five historical occasions since the origin of the modern state system, Doran concluded that what has been responsible for major war was not whether one type of system is more or less conducive to war but that instead systems transformation itself led to war (Doran, 1971). A non-linear type of structural change that is massive, unpredicted, devastating to foreign policy expectation, and destructive of security is the trigger for major war, not the nature of a particular type of international system. 

Threats = Real

Threats real—default to expert consensus

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

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

Some states are genuine threats. 

Kydd 97 – Professor of Political Science of California, Riverside, SECURITY STUDIES, Autumn 1997 p. 154

As for the Second World War, few structural realists will make a sustained case the Hitler was genuinely motivated by a rational pursuit of security for Germany and the other German statesmen would have responded in the same way to Germany’s international situation. Even Germen generals opposed Hitler’s military adventurism until 1939; it is difficult to imagine a less forceful civilian leader overruling them and leading Germany in an oath of conquest. In the case of the cold war, it is again difficult to escape the conclusion that the Soviet Union was indeed expansionist before Gorbachev and not solely motivated by security concerns. The increased emphasis within international relations scholarship on explaining the nature and origins of aggressive expansionists states reflects a growing consensus that aggressive states are at the root of conflict, not security concerns. 

No Impact To Securitization

The security dilemma doesn’t apply to situations where states pose genuine threats

Schweller, 96  (Randall, professor of political science at Ohio State, Security Studies, Spring, p. 117-118)

The crucial point is that the security dilemma is always apparent, not real. If states are  arming for something other than security; that is, if aggressors do in fact exist, then it is no  longer a security dilemma but rather an example of a state or a coalition mobilizing for the  purpose of expansion and the targets of that aggression responding and forming alliances to  defend themselves. Indeed, Glenn Snyder makes this very important point (disclaimer?) in his discussion of the security dilemma and alliance politics: “Uncertainty about the aims of others is inherent in structural anarchy.  If a state clearly reveals itself as an expansionist, however, the alliance that forms against it is not self defeating as in the prisoners’ dilemma (security dilemma) model” 89  That is, if an expansionist state exists, there is no security dilemma/spiral model effect.  Moreover, if all states are relatively sure that none seeks expansion, then the security dilemma similarly fades away.  It is only the misplaced fear that others harbor aggressive designs that drive the security dilemma. 

Empirically, responses to threats don’t create self-fulfilling prophesies—conveying weakness is more likely to spur aggression

Jervis, 76  (Robert, professor of political science at Columbia University, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, p. 84)

Spiral and deterrence theories thus contradict each other at every point.  They seem to be totally different conceptions of international relations claiming to be unconditionally applicable.  If this were true, it would be important to gather evidence that would disconfirm at least one of them. 53  A look at the basic question of the effects of the application of negative sanctions makes it clear that neither theory is confirmed all the time.  There are lots of cases in which arms have been increased, aggressors deterred, significant gains made, without setting off spirals.  And there are also many instances in which the use of power and force has not only failed or even left the state worse off than it was originally (both of these outcomes can be explained by deterrence theory), but has led to mutual insecurity and misunderstanding that harmed both sides.  Evidence Against the Spiral Model  The most obvious embarrassment to the spiral model is posed when an aggressive power will not respond in kind to conciliation.  Minor concessions, the willingness to treat individual issues as separate from the basic conflict, and even an offer to negotiate can convince an aggressor that the status quo power is weak. Thus in 1903 Russia responded to British ex-pressions of interest in negotiating the range of issues that divided them by stiffening her position in the Far East, thus increasing the friction that soon led to the Russo-Japanese War. 54 Whatever the underlying causes of Anglo-German differences before World War I, once the naval race was under way the kaiser interpreted any hesitancy in the British build-ing as indicating that, as he had predicted, the British economy could not stand the strain. As he read a dispatch describing a debate on naval esti- mates in Parliament in which more attention was paid to the costs of the program than to the two-power standard, the kaiser scribbled in the mar-gin: “They respect our firm will, and must bow before the accomplished fact [of the Gennan naval program]! Now further quiet building.” 55  And, as events of the 1930s show, once an aggressor thinks the defenders are weak, it may be impossible to change this image short of war. Unambig-uous indicators of resolve are infrequent, and the aggressor is apt to think that the defender will back down at the last minute. Concessions, made in the incorrect belief that the other is a status quo power are especially apt to be misinterpreted if the other does not under- stand that the state's policy is based on a false image. The spiral theorists have made an important contribution by stressing the serious conse-quences that flow from the common situation when a status quo power does not realize that others see it as aggressive, but they have ignored the other side of this coin. Aggressors often think that their intentions are obvious to others and therefore conclude that any concessions made to them must be the result of fear and weakness. Thus, by the time of Mu-nich, Hitler seems to have believed that the British realized his ambitions were not limited to areas inhabited by Germans and concluded that Chamberlain was conciliatory not because he felt Germany would be sated but because he lacked the resolve to wage a war to oppose Ger-man domination of the Continent. Since Hitler did not see that British policy rested on analysis of German intentions that was altered by the seizure of the non-German parts of Czechoslovakia he could not under-stand why British policy would be different in September 1939 than it had been a year earlier. 56 Even when the adversary aims for less than domination, concessions granted in the context of high conflict will lead to new demands if the adversary concludes that the state's desire for better relations can be ex-ploited. Thus Germany increased her pressure on France in the first Moroccan crisis after the latter assumed a more conciliatory posture and fired the strongly anti-German foreign minister. Similar dynamics pre-ceded the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian war. More recently. the United States responded to Japanese concessions in the fall of 1941 not by making counter-concessions, but by issuing more extreme demands.  Less frequently, even a status quo power may interpret conciliation as indicating that the other side is so weak that expansion is possible at little risk. As Herman Kahn notes, prophecies can be self-denying. To trust a person and place him in a position where he can make gains at your expense can awaken his acquisitiveness and lead him to behave in an untrustworthy manner.57 Similarly, a state’s lowered level of arms can tempt the other to raise, rather than lower, its forces. For example, the United States probably would not have tried to increase NATO's canven-tional forces in the 1960s were it not for the discovery that the Soviet Union had fewer troops than had been previously believed, thereby bringing within grasp the possibility of defending West Europe without a resort to nuclear weapons. It is also possible that the Soviets drastically increased their misslle forces in the late 1960s and early 1970s not only because of the costs of remaining in an inferior position but also because they thought the United States would allow them to attain parity. 

Changing discourse doesn’t eliminate security dilemmas

Copeland, 00  (Dale, professor of government at University of Virginia, International Security 25:2, Fall 2000, ingenta)

Although the road ahead for Wendt’s neoconstructivism is still long, Social  Theory of International Politics provides a solid constructivist vehicle for travel-ing it. The book allows scholars to differentiate clearly between truly material  and ideational explanations, and between accounts that emphasize the role of  states as actors and those that incorporate transnational forces and divisions  within polities. It has reinforced the importance of diplomacy as a tool for re-ducing high levels of misunderstanding that can impede cooperation. Yet by  bracketing off domestic processes, Wendt has overlooked the irony of  constructivism: that the mutability of human ideational structures at the do-mestic level reinforces leaders’ great uncertainty about future intentions at the  interstate level. The security dilemma, with all its implications, is real and per-vasive. It cannot be talked away through better discursive practices. It must be  faced. 

Survival Politics Good

Future-oriented politics are key to prevent extinction from technology. Even if technological power is the cause we should explicitly plan and expose possibilities for human extinction.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 108-110)

But to return to our subject: Modern megatechnology contains both of the threats we have named—that of physical annihilation and that of existential impoverishment: the former by means of its unquestionably negative potential for catastrophe (such as atomic war), the latter by means of its positive potential for manipulation. Examples of this manipulation, which can lead to our ethical powerlessness, are the automation of all work, psychological and biological behavior control, various forms of totalitarianism, and—probably most dangerous of all—the genetic reshaping of our nature. Finally, as far as environmental destruction is concerned—i.e., not a sudden nuclear apocalypse but a gradual one by means of a completely peaceful technology in the service of humanity— the physical threat itself becomes an existential one if the end result is global misery that allows only for an imperative of naked survival devoid of all feeling of ethical responsibility. With this, we return to the other desideratum for the grounding of an ethics for the future in a technological age: the factual knowledge afforded by "futurology." We said earlier that this knowledge must awaken the right feelings in us in order to motivate us to act with responsibility. A few words are appropriate here about this emotional side of a vision of the future called for by ethics. If we first think, as we cannot help but do, of the fate man has imposed on the planet, a fate staring at us out of the future, then we are right to feel a mixture of fear and guilt: fear because what we see ahead is something terrible; guilt because we are conscious of our own causal role in bringing it about. But can something frightful, which will not affect us but those who come much later, frighten us? Even watching a tragedy on the stage can do this, as we know. This analogy adds to our "fear" and anticipatory "pity" for later generations damned in advance, yet we do not have the consolation afforded by a stage drama that this is mere fiction; the reality of futurology's warning denies us that. Above all, however, its accusation that future generations are our victims makes the selfish distancing of our feelings, which something remote otherwise permits, morally impossible for us. Our horror at what the future holds cries out to us: "That must not be! We must not permit that! We must not bring that about!" An unselfish fear of what will eventuate long after us, anticipatory remorse on its account, and shame on our own account overcome us as sheer reflexes triggered by decency and by solidarity with our species. Here no metaphysical sanction is even necessary, yet it is anticipated in these reflexes and finds in those spontaneous feelings a natural ally for its demands. For this very reason the dismal conclusions of scientific futurology ought to be widely disseminated. In the end, then, it is the "ontological imperative," discussed earlier, of man's "ought-to-be," whether clearly recognized or dimly perceived, which absolutely forbids us to have the contemptible attitude of "after us the deluge." Given the validity of this imperative (which many surely can agree upon without any philosophical substantiation), the responsibility we bear because of our power becomes a compelling law. The role of power in this entire context is complicated and in part paradoxical. On the one hand, it is the cause of the catastrophe we fear; on the other, the sole means of its possible prevention. This prophylaxis demands massive application of the same knowledge which is the source of our fateful power. By struggling against the effects of this power, we are strengthening its roots. Fear of our power has taken the place of the natural euphoria that once accompanied its possession, its enjoyment, and above all its self-engendered growth. It is no longer nature, as formerly, but our power over it which now fills us with fear— for the sake of nature and for our own sakes. Our power has become our master instead of our servant. We must now gain control over it. We have not yet done so, even though our power is entirely the result of our knowledge and our will. Knowledge, will, and power are collective, and therefore control of them must also be collective: it can come only from forces within the public sector. In other words, it must be political, and that requires in the long run a broad, grass-roots consensus.''

AT: Environmental Security Bad

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

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

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

Environmental securitization is necessary to accurately represent the link between climate and conflict

Mazo 10 – PhD in Paleoclimatology from UCLA

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

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

Mazo 10 – PhD in Paleoclimatology from UCLA

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

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

AT: Exceptionalist Violence/Control
Security doesn't entail violent exceptionalism. We should allow violent responses to prevent fundamental violent rights without seeking to create a world of mini-Americas.

Elshtain ‘8  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Politics Ethics – U. Chicago, and Chair in Foundations of American Freedom – Georgetown U., American Behavioral Scientist, “Etzioni on Religion: Challenging the Warrior/Preacher’ Faultline”, 51:9, May, Sage)

What does security first entail? Etzioni answers: freedom from deadly violence,  maiming, and torture. Where is this security lacking? Primarily in failed states,  newly liberated states, and the Middle East. The United States knows this empirically  but has resisted the implications of this knowledge. Etzioni is not alone in making  the observation that it is very difficult to build the institutions of civil society and  to institute and sustain constitutionalism in situations in which people live in deadly  fear of random violence and assault. Michael Ignatieff has made similar arguments.  So have I (Elshtain, 2003). So have many others. If asked, most people just want to  go about their daily lives without being killed. Granted. But how to achieve this end?  What do we do—we, the United States? Our first move, argues Etzioni, should be a  pledge to forgo coercive regime change.  What would such a pledge accomplish? I can imagine that it would dishearten  many who oppose dictatorial regimes, such as Saddam Hussein who had turned his  country into an abattoir, and who hope for help in overthrowing such a regime: This  was certainly the case with Iraqis in exile that I encountered whose rallying cry was  “I will see you in a free Iraq.” Should the United States, in the name of realism or  idealism, really put that card on the table? Do we want the future Stalins and Hitlers  and Saddams—and there will be more—to know that they are completely safe from  coercive force at the hands of the United States or a coalition of states acting under  the new international norm—“the responsibility to protect”—which lifts up the  possibility of intervention to try to stop or limit systematic, egregious, and continuing  violence? What about undermining from within—that, too, is part of regime  change over the long haul. Looking back, would Etzioni rule U.S. assistance through  the National Endowment for Democracy to Solidarnosc or Civic Forum and other  democracy initiatives in the old Soviet Union illegitimate? How could we desert  people who have staked so much in that way? I’m not clear on this score. You can  foment a CIA plot, probably bungled, to take out a leader, although we abandoned  that a long time ago. But material and moral assistance to internal dissidents is something  else. Surely that cannot and should not be ruled out a priori: It is the right thing  to do and it surely can be seen as contributing to our security overall. So if we have  set aside monies to help dissidents whose overall aim is to bring about regime  change in Iran, should such efforts be abandoned? Again, many brave people have  signed on. They know that down the path Ahmadinejad has forged lies, madness, and  carnage, internally and externally, and we see it happening now. When a leader organizes  a Holocaust Deniers Conference as one of his first acts of statescraft, you know  you aren’t exactly dealing with a stable statesman. So it is possible that a regime  change may be at the end of that road, if not an explicit goal at the outset. Besides  that, I don’t think such pledges would mean very much. Would it be like a treaty  obligation? Probably not. So it would be the revocable policy of one administration,  easily reversed by another. For me that’s a good thing, not a bad thing, but why get  tangled up in this way?  Wouldn’t it be better to say that regime change is never a first option, that the  primary agents of transformation are people internal to a country, that all measures  short of such a drastic one to stop violations of the sort adumbrated must be undertaken,  and so on? We didn’t state that regime change was our aim in WWII but the  idea that we should have stopped short of dislodging Hitler is clearly preposterous.  This is an extreme case, to be sure, and such cases make not only bad law but bad  argument. But I presume you take my point. Don’t articulate in advance everything  you are going to do or not do: Do put all your cards on the table. Never a good idea  in the world of diplomacy.  Where I’m going with this is that one can have a principled foreign policy that doesn’t  part company with many of the staples of realist statecraft but combines imperatives  from realism and idealism in creative ways. Perhaps one could think of a  “minimalist universalism”—we have no intention, and it couldn’t be done if we tried,  to alter domestic regimes wholesale and create mini-Americas all over the place. No,  but minimally decent states; that isn’t too much to ask for. States where no group is  targeted for slaughter. States where a few fundamental freedoms are respected. And so  on. So Etzioni’s (2007) security first must be parsed as we demonstrate what all we  group under the rubric of security. There is no need to begin with the assumption that  Etzioni rightly scores that civil liberties and security requirements are antithetical.  As is always the case with an Etzioni text, there is much good, common sense  along the way. A certain modesty is better than brash overreach. It may be prudent  in an occupation, such as Iraq, to keep many elements of the old regime—such as  the Iraqi Army, as many have by now concluded—in place rather than to disband  these forces entirely. If one finds oneself in an Iraq-type situation, efforts at reconstruction  should be organized systematically and triaged: What is most critical?  Moderately urgent? Not terribly urgent? This would provide some coherence where  there has been little. Our efforts at reconstruction, he insists, common-sensically,  have been too slapdash and have thereby alienated many who were initially our  enthusiastic supporters and now are disillusioned.  Supporting basic freedoms and liberties doesn’t mean one should attack countries  that are basically our allies but face horribly difficult decisions about what to do with  internal threats from al-Qaeda-type entities:We shouldn’t simultaneously say we want  them with us to fight terrorism and then attack them if they aren’t doing it exactly our  way. (This leaves out exactly how far we are prepared for our allies to go, but I demur  for now on pushing this further.) I’m pleased that Etzioni (2007) agrees that we should  pressure regimes that can be pressured to pass laws that guarantee freedom of the press  and lay the groundwork for constitutionalism. “None of these changes amounts to anything  like overthrowing the regime,” Etzioni tells us (p. 57). But he is certainly shrewd  enough to realize that this is not how the “bad guys” are going to construe it. They will  howl if any American official says anything critical at all. And given that people internal  to many of the societies in question do not have open access to sources that offer  more open and accurate information about the state of things, we should not assume  that the fundamental legitimacy of U.S. foreign policy in the eyes of others that Etzioni  hopes will be an outgrowth of security first will follow.

AT: Insecurity Inevitable

Securing world order is possible

Lieber and Alexander 2005 (Keir and Gerard “Waiting for Balancing: Why the World is not Pushing Back” International Security 30.1, projectmuse)

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

AT: Security = Social Construct

Literature and psychological bias runs towards threat deflation- we are the opposite of paranoid

Schweller 4 [Randall L. Schweller, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at The Ohio State University, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing,” International Security 29.2 (2004) 159-201, Muse] 

Despite the historical frequency of underbalancing, little has been written on the subject. Indeed, Geoffrey Blainey's memorable observation that for "every thousand pages published on the causes of wars there is less than one page directly on the causes of peace" could have been made with equal veracity about overreactions to threats as opposed to underreactions to them.92 Library shelves are filled with books on the causes and dangers of exaggerating threats, ranging from studies of domestic politics to bureaucratic politics, to political psychology, to organization theory. By comparison, there have been few studies at any level of analysis or from any theoretical perspective that directly explain why states have with some, if not equal, regularity underestimated dangers to their survival. There may be some cognitive or normative bias at work here. Consider, for instance, that there is a commonly used word, paranoia, for the unwarranted fear that people are, in some way, "out to get you" or are planning to do oneharm. I suspect that just as many people are afflicted with the opposite psychosis: the delusion that everyone loves you when, in fact, they do not even like you. Yet, we do not have a familiar word for this phenomenon. Indeed, I am unaware of any word that describes this pathology (hubris and overconfidence come close, but they plainly define something other than what I have described). That noted, international relations theory does have a frequently used phrase for the pathology of states' underestimation of threats to their survival, the so-called Munich analogy. The term is used, however, in a disparaging way by theorists to ridicule those who employ it. The central claim is that the naïveté associated with Munich and the outbreak of World War II has become an overused and inappropriate analogy because few leaders are as evil and unappeasable as Adolf Hitler. Thus, the analogy either mistakenly causes leaders [End Page 198] to adopt hawkish and overly competitive policies or is deliberately used by leaders to justify such policies and mislead the public. A more compelling explanation for the paucity of studies on underreactions to threats, however, is the tendency of theories to reflect contemporary issues as well as the desire of theorists and journals to provide society with policy- relevant theories that may help resolve or manage urgent security problems. Thus, born in the atomic age with its new balance of terror and an ongoing Cold War, the field of security studies has naturally produced theories of and prescriptions for national security that have had little to say about—and are, in fact, heavily biased against warnings of—the dangers of underreacting to or underestimating threats. After all, the nuclear revolution was not about overkill but, as Thomas Schelling pointed out, speed of kill and mutual kill.93 Given the apocalyptic consequences of miscalculation, accidents, or inadvertent nuclear war, small wonder that theorists were more concerned about overreacting to threats than underresponding to them. At a time when all of humankind could be wiped out in less than twenty-five minutes, theorists may be excused for stressing the benefits of caution under conditions of uncertainty and erring on the side of inferring from ambiguous actions overly benign assessments of the opponent's intentions. The overwhelming fear was that a crisis "might unleash forces of an essentially military nature that overwhelm the political process and bring on a war thatnobody wants. Many important conclusions about the risk of nuclear war, and thus about the political meaning of nuclear forces, rest on this fundamental idea."94 Now that the Cold War is over, we can begin to redress these biases in the literature. In that spirit, I have offered a domestic politics model to explain why threatened states often fail to adjust in a prudent and coherent way to dangerous changes in their strategic environment. The model fits nicely with recent realist studies on imperial under- and overstretch. Specifically, it is consistent with Fareed Zakaria's analysis of U.S. foreign policy from 1865 to 1889, when, he claims, the United States had the national power and opportunity to expand but failed to do so because it lacked sufficient state power (i.e., the state was weak relative to society).95 Zakaria claims that the United States did [End Page 199] not take advantage of opportunities in its environment to expand because it lacked the institutional state strength to harness resources from society that were needed to do so. I am making a similar argument with respect to balancing rather than expansion: incoherent, fragmented states are unwilling and unable to balance against potentially dangerous threats because elites view the domestic risks as too high, and they are unable to mobilize the required resources from a divided society. The arguments presented here also suggest that elite fragmentation and disagreement within a competitive political process, which Jack Snyder cites as an explanation for overexpansionist policies, are more likely to produce underbalancing than overbalancing behavior among threatened incoherent states.96 This is because a balancing strategy carries certain political costs and risks with few, if any, compensating short-term political gains, and because the strategic environment is always somewhat uncertain. Consequently, logrolling among fragmented elites within threatened states is more likely to generate overly cautious responses to threats than overreactions to them. This dynamic captures the underreaction of democratic states to the rise of Nazi Germany during the interwar period.97 In addition to elite fragmentation, I have suggested some basic domestic-level variables that regularly intervene to thwart balance of power predictions.

**SHAPIRO**

2AC AT: Shapiro

Shapiro can’t explain the causes of war

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 395-396)
Michael Shapiro's work begins with one of the clearer delineations of genealogy and a reading of the Homeric myth of Ulysses in successive renditions, going through Dante, Jon Elster, Adorno, and Kafka. He charts the shifts from an impoverished neoclassical utilitarian calculus in Elster to a more enabling critical reading by Adorno, and finally a genealogical rendition via Kafka. There is a clear sign here that genealogy is postdialectical, as he notes: "While critical theory in general ... base their readings of the reification of the self on a model of authentic model of intelligibility, within the genealogical perspective, all models of intelligibility are appropriations, the momentary fixing of the resultants of contending forces that could have spawned an endless variety of coherences within which the 'real' can be identified." (RP: 29) In other words, all knowledge practices work to discipline ambiguity and are thus complicitous with the exercise of power. One of the (ironic) aspects of Shapiro's essays is that precisely because they are not locked into a dialogue with North American international theory, they are able to offer a diverse and richer series of terra in which textual practices are investigated. This makes the work approximate that of a dispassionately erudite social critic rather than one caught in the interstices of academic turf-battles. Describing a palpable shift in the process of economic valuation in (post)modern times, Shapiro argues that the traditional Marxian "anthropology of need" (RP: 57) no longer suffices in ascribing value to commodities when consumption, far from being a solitary act, is a social and communal act permeated by the gaze and desire of others for that same commodity. Employing this insight, Shapiro proceeds to reread Isak Dinesen's Babette's Feast (both the book and the movie) in a fashion that truly denaturalizes the work and renders the familiar remarkable. In successive chapters he points out how often narratives employ supposedly nonfiction works of liberal political science (which tells us more about the authors' biases than about the US political landscape), while the fiction of a De Lillo, unburdened by the desire to remake politics in a particular image, offers a more compelling rendition of the same. In a comment very apropos of a United States in which successive administrations have been harping on the theme of "competitiveness," Shapiro notes: The contemporary discourse on the economy deflects attention away from the recent decade of transference of wealth dramatically upward by emphasizing dangers to our system of productivity as a whole. A state that under a recent administration has encouraged predatory capital, attacked organized labor, and deepened the impact of inequality by disqualifying economic victims from welfare payments emphasizes domestic weaknesses in a system as a whole in such things as failures of the educational system to develop the intellectual requisites for reproducing an effective and loyal labor force and threats to the general economy from other nations whom it charges with unfair trade exclusions. (RP: 111) Talking about the representation of war in the video age, Shapiro echoes the point made by Der Derian regarding the narrowing of space and time between the signifier and the signified but, in contrast to Der Derian's emphasis on alienation, suggests that this could lead to a more informed public, one that could exercise greater invigilation over foreign policy as the latter moved into "an altered representational economy that it [the state] could not fully control." (RP: 120) On the contrary, as my later discussion of the Gulf War will show, alienation, strict spin-control by the Pentagon and a willing media, and a despairingly complicitous public are all equally likely to be the results of war in the video age. In the final chapter, a take on Stanley Elkin's book, Terminations, Shapiro argues that a liberatory life and politics are possible only if one does not allow the impending fact of death to immobilize us. The central insight is that of Georges Bataille, "To solve political problems becomes difficult for those who allow anxiety alone to pose them." (RP: 140) Shapiro, following Elkin, argues that death itself has come to be disciplined in numerous discourses in modern times, with the result that we operate out of a very linear, quantitative and vacuous concept of (life)time. In contrast, by mocking these conventional discourses of death and finitude, Shapiro (via Elkin) argues for exuberantly privileging the present through the cultivation of an "ethic of temporality." (RP: 155) 

**SPANOS**

Cede the Political

Spanos’s rejection of humanism marginalizes his theory and makes leftist coalition impossible.
Perkin, 93 – Associate Professor of English at Saint Mary's University – 1993 (J. Russell Perkin, Postmodern Culture 3.3, “Theorizing the Culture Wars,” Project Muse).

My final criticism is that Spanos, by his attempt to put all humanists into the same category and to break totally with the tradition of humanism, isolates himself in a posture of ultraleftist purity that cuts him off from many potential political allies, especially when, as I will note in conclusion, his practical recommendations for the practical role of an adversarial intellectual seem similar to those of the liberal pluralists he attacks. He seems ill-informed about what goes on in the everyday work of the academy, for instance, in the field of composition studies. Spanos laments the "unwarranted neglect" (202) of the work of Paulo Freire, yet in reading composition and pedagogy journals over the last few years, I have noticed few thinkers who have been so consistently cited. Spanos refers several times to the fact that the discourse of the documents comprising The Pentagon Papers was linked to the kind of discourse that first-year composition courses produce (this was Richard Ohmann's argument); here again, however, Spanos is not up to date. For the last decade the field of composition studies has been the most vigorous site of the kind of oppositional practices The End of Education recommends. The academy, in short, is more diverse, more complex, more genuinely full of difference than Spanos allows, and it is precisely that difference that neoconservatives want to erase.  By seeking to separate out only the pure (posthumanist) believers, Spanos seems to me to ensure his self-marginalization. For example, several times he includes pluralists like Wayne Booth and even Gerald Graff in lists of "humanists" that include William Bennett, Roger Kimball and Dinesh D'Souza. Of course, there is a polemical purpose to this, but it is one that is counterproductive. In fact, I would even question the validity of calling shoddy and often inaccurate journalists like Kimball and D'Souza with the title "humanist intellectuals." Henry Louis Gates's final chapter contains some cogent criticism of the kind of position which Spanos has taken. Gates argues that the "hard" left's opposition to liberalism is as mistaken as its opposition to conservatism, and refers to Cornel West's remarks about the field of critical legal studies, "If you don't build on liberalism, you build on air" (187). Building on air seems to me precisely what Spanos is recommending. 

Spanos’s theory has no real-world applcations. 
Lewandowski, 94 - Associate Professor and Philosophy Program Coordinator at The University of Central Missouri – 1994 (Joseph D. Lewandowsi, Philosophy and Social Criticism, “Heidegger, literary theory and social criticism,” ed. David M. Rasmussen, P. 119)

Spanos rightly rejects the 'textuality' route in Heidegger and Criticism precisely because of its totalizing and hypostatizing tendencies. Nevertheless, he holds on to a destructive hermeneutics as disclosure. But as I have already intimated, disclosure alone cannot support a critical theory oriented toward emancipation. I think a critical theory needs a less totalizing account of language, one that articulates both the emphatic linguistic capacity to spontaneously disclose worlds - its innovative 'worlding' possibilities - and its less emphatic, but no less important, capacity to communicate, solve problems in and criticize the world. The essential task of the social critic - and any literary theory that wants to be critical - is to couple world disclosure with problem-solving, to mediate between the extra-ordinary world of 'textuality' and the everyday world of 'texts'. In this alternative route, literary theory may become the kind of emancipatory oriented critical theory it can and should be.

No Alt

Spanos does not sufficiently connect his genealogy to specific policy recommendations—the alternative fails to influence the real world. 
Lewandowski, 94 - Associate Professor and Philosophy Program Coordinator at The University of Central Missouri – 1994 (Joseph D. Lewandowsi, Philosophy and Social Criticism, “Heidegger, literary theory and social criticism,” ed. David M. Rasmussen, P. 115-116)

The point to be made here is that Heidegger's politics are not the only (or necessarily the largest) obstacle to coupling him with critical theory. Hence much of Spanos's energetic defense of Heidegger against his 'humanist detractors' (particularly in his defiant concluding chapter, 'Heidegger, Nazism, and the "Repressive Hypothesis": The American Appropriation of the Question') is misdirected. For as McCarthy rightly points out, 'the basic issues separating critical theory from Heideggerean ontology were not raised post hoc in reaction to Heidegger's political misdeeds but were there from the start. Marcuse formulated them in all clarity during his time in Freiburg, when he was still inspired by the idea of a materialist analytic of Dasein' (p. 96, emphasis added). In other words, Heidegger succumbs quite readily to an immanent critique. Heidegger's aporias are not simply the result of his politics but father stem from the internal limits of his questioning of the 'being that lets beings be', truth as disclosure, and destruction of the metaphysical tradition, all of which divorce reflection from social practice and thus lack critical perspective. Spanos, however, thinks Foucault can provide an alternative materialist grounding for an emancipatory critical theory that would obviate the objections of someone such as Marcuse. But the turn to Foucault is no less problematic than the original turn to Heidegger. Genealogy is not critical in any real way. Nor can it tame or augment what Spanos calls Heidegger's 'overdetermination of the ontological site'. Foucault's analysis of power, despite its originality, is an ontology of power and not, as Spanos thinks, a 'concrete diagnosis' (p. 138) of power mechanism. Thus it dramatizes, on a different level, the same shortcomings of Heidegger's fundamental ontology. The 'affiliative relationship' (p. 138) that Spanos tries to develop between Heidegger and Foucault in order to avoid the problem Marcuse faced simply cannot work. Where Heidegger ontologizes Being, Foucault ontologizes power. The latter sees power as a strategic and intentional but subjectless mechanism that 'endows itself' and punches out 'docile bodies', whereas the former sees Being as that neutered term and no-thing that calls us. Foucault (like Spanos) never works out how genealogy is emancipatory, or how emancipation could be realized collectively by actual agents in the world. The 'undefined work of freedom' the later Foucault speaks of in 'What Is Enlightenment?' remained precisely that in his work.4 The genealogy of power is as much a hypostatization as is fundamental ontology: such hypostatizations tend to institute the impossibility of practical resistance or freedom. In short, I don't think the Heideggerian 'dialogue' with Foucault sufficiently tames or complements Heidegger, nor does it make his discourse (or Foucault's, for that matter) any more emancipatory or oppositional. Indeed, Foucault's reified theory of power seems to undermine the very notion of 'Opposition', since there is no subject (but rather a 'docile' body) to do the resisting (or, in his later work, a privatized self to be self-made within a regime of truth), nor an object to be resisted. As Said rightly points out in The World, the Text, and the Critic, 'Foucault more or less eliminates the central dialectic of opposed forces that still underlies modern society' (p. 221, emphasis added). Foucault's theory of power is shot through with false empirical analyses, yet Spanos seems to accept them as valid diagnoses. Spanos fails to see, to paraphrase Said's criticisms of Foucault's theory of power, that power is neither a spider's web without the spider, nor a smoothly functioning diagram (p. 22l).   

Alt Fails

Spanos’s rejection of objective truth removes any way to measure the theory’s emancipatory effects.
Lewandowski, 94 - Associate Professor and Philosophy Program Coordinator at The University of Central Missouri – 1994 (Joseph D. Lewandowsi, Philosophy and Social Criticism, “Heidegger, literary theory and social criticism,” ed. David M. Rasmussen, P. 117-118)

But radicalized or not, Spanos's trading of any possibility of 'determinate truth' for Heideggerian disclosure as eventing of truth/untruth robs his critical theory of the necessary yardstick needed to measure 'emancipation'. Heidegger's disclosure is a cryptonormative truth; it is an event before which any critical judgment necessarily fails. Disclosure is not a process of inquiry, but rather a revealing/concealing that befalls or overtakes us. In his eagerness to draw out the enabling features and 'post'-humanist dimension of Heidegger's disclosure, Spanos fails to see the inevitable and internal limits to truth as disclosure.  Gadamer encounters similar problems, despite his keen insights, when he holds on to a Heideggerian disclosure that too often undermines the power of critical reflection. And the postmodern Italian philosopher Gianni Vattimo encounters a related problem when he attempts to take leave of modernity and proclaim a liberating postmodernity via Heidegger's disclosure.  But while a purely aesthetic theory interested in 'textuality' can quite justifiably be grounded in truth as disclosure (as American deconstruction or Vattimo's il pensiero debole is), a truly critical theory interested in emancipation simply cannot: some types of 'emancipation' are false and need to be rejected. Texts may very well 'disclose' worlds in the same way that, say, the Greek temple does for Heidegger. But a genuinely critical theory needs to be able to say what worlds are better or worse for actual agents in actual worlds - a need, I might add, that Spanos is constantly aware of and typifies in his denunciation of American imperialism in Vietnam (and elsewhere) in Heidegger and Criticism.  

Humanism Good

Humanist reforms are more effective than totalizing critique. 
Good, 01 - Professor of English at the University of British Columbia – 2001 (Graham Good, Humanism betrayed, P. 7)

Liberal humanism, in my view, offers a more cogent critique of capitalist society because it generally accepts capitalism as an economic system that is more productive and efficient than the alternatives. Yet liberal humanism seeks to limit capitalism's social and cultural effects by preserving certain spheres - politics, art, education - as having a limited autonomy from the imperatives of the market. This attitude of partial acceptance and partial critique is much more realistic and effective, for example, in protesting the commercialization of the university, or in preserving artistic standards, than the total rejection of "late-capitalist society" that is common among academic pseudoradicals. Total opposition is more readily co-opted by the system because it forms a mirror image. If the system is all-powerful, how can Theorists explain the possibility or acceptability of their own opposition to it? This problem is usually evaded; but when it is confronted, a doctrine of "necessary complicity" is often evoked. If you disbelieve in your own autonomy as an individual, you must be liable in dark moments to suspect that you are actually working for the system. Resistance to the system is part of the system. Total rejection flips into total acceptance and opens the way for a personal exploitation of the academic system. Political correctness covers up careerist realpolitik.  

Vietnam Good – Commies

Communism was spreading in Vietnam – it had to be stopped.
Podhoretz, 82 – adviser to the US Information Agency and laureate of the Presidential Medal of Freedom – 1982 (Norman Podhoretz, Why We Were in Vietnam, P. 11)

Indeed, for many people whose original support of American intervention in Vietnam had been based on memories of Munich, Vietnam not only replaced it but canceled it out. To such people - the lesson of Munich had been that an expansionist totalitarian power could not be stopped by giving in to its demands and that limited resistance at an early stage was the only way to avoid full-scale war later on. Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain, returning to England from the conference in Munich at which Nazi Germany's claims over Czechoslovakia had been satisfied, triumphantly declared that he was bringing with him "peace in our time." But as almost everyone would later agree, what he had actually brought with him was the-certainty of a world war to come-a war that Winston Churchill, the leading critic of the policy of appeasement consummated at Munich, would later call "unnecessary." According to Churchill, if a line had been drawn against Hitler from the beginning, he would have been forced to back away, and the sequence of events that led inexorably to the outbreak of war would have been interrupted. Obviously, Vietnam differed in many significant ways from Central Europe in the late 1930s. But there was one great similarity that overrode these differences in the minds of many whose understanding of such matters had been shaped by the memory of Munich. "I'm not the village idiot," Dean Rusk, who was Secretary of State first under Kennedy and then under Johnson, once exploded. "I know Hitler was an Austrian and Mao is a Chinese…But that is common between the two situations is - - the phenomenon -of aggression."  In-other words, in Vietnam now as in central Europe then, a totalitarian political force - Nazism then, Communism now-was attempting to expand the area under its control. A relatively limited degree of resistance then would have precluded the need for massive resistance afterward.  This was the lesson of Munich, and it had already been applied successfully in Western Europe in the forties and Korea in the fifties.  Surely it was applicable to Vietnam.   

Vietnam Good – Heg/Democracy

Vietnam was crucial for American hegemony and democracy promotion. 
Podhoretz, 82 – adviser to the US Information Agency and laureate of the Presidential Medal of Freedom – 1982 (Norman Podhoretz, Why We Were in Vietnam, P. 19-20)

Thus, on June 1, 1956, two years after delivering Schlesinger's favorite speech, Kennedy spoke before the American Friends of Vietnam on "America's Stake in Vietnam." By this time the French had been defeated, and Vietnam had been partitioned under a set of agreements negotiated in Geneva, with a Communist regime under Ho Chi Minh established in the North and a non-Communist government under Ngo Dinh Diem set up in the South. According to the Geneva agreements, Vietnam was to be unified under a government to be elected in 1956, but Kennedy declared that "neither the United States nor Free Vietnam [was] ever going to be a party to an election obviously stacked and subverted in advance" by the Communists of the North and their agents and allies in the South.  To Kennedy, Vietnam represented "the cornerstone of the Free World in Southeast Asia," the keystone to the arch, the finger in the dike. Burma, Thailand, India, Japan, the Philippines and obviously Laos and Cambodia . . . would be threatened if the red tide of Communism overflowed into Vietnam. " This was the first of the four reasons Kennedy g ve for "America's stake in Vietnam." The second was that Vietnam represented "a proving ground for democracy in Asia…the alternative to Communist dictatorship. If this democratic experience fails, if some one million refugees have fled the totalitarianism of the North only to find neither freedom nor security in the South, then weakness, not strength, will characterize the meaning of democracy in the minds of still more Asians." It was, Kennedy said, an experiment we could not "afford to permit to fail." The third reason was that Vietnam, in addition to representing, a test of democracy in Asia, also represented "a test of American responsibility and determination" there. Characterizing the United States as the "godparents" of "little Vietnam" and Vietnam as "our offspring" ("We presided at its birth, we gave assistance to its life, we have helped to shape its future"), Kennedy concluded that if Vietnam were to fall "victim to any of the perils that threaten its existence-Communism, political anarchy, poverty and the rest," we would be held responsible and our prestige in Asia would "sink to a new low." Finally (and most prophetically), America's stake in Vietnam was "a very selfish one" in the sense that "American lives and American dollars" would inevitably have to be expended if "the apparent security which has increasingly characterized that area I under the leadership of President Diem" were to be jeopardized.

Vietnam Good – Russia Nuke War

Containment of Vietnam was necessary to prevent nuclear war with Russia.
Podhoretz, 82 – adviser to the US Information Agency and laureate of the Presidential Medal of Freedom – 1982 (Norman Podhoretz, Why We Were in Vietnam, P. 22-23)

The answer was unclear. On the one hand, the most authoritative and highly articulated public statement of the assumptions behind containment, the famous article by the then Director of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff, George F. Kennan (published in 1947 in Foreign Affairs, under the pseudonym "Mr. X"), could only be read to imply that in principle at least containment was global in scope. "The main element," said Kennan, "of any United States policy toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies by the adroit and vigilant application of counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geographical and political points, corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy.”  Nor did Kennan leave any doubt as to the relation between local Communist parties and the Soviet Union: the duty of "all good Communists" everywhere in the world, he wrote, "is the support and promotion of Soviet power, as defined in Moscow." l 2 Yet on the other hand, three years later, Kennan's boss, Truman's Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, seemed to suggest that the United States did not regard the independence of South Korea as a vital interest." This the Soviet Union, the Chinese, and the North Koreans evidently all took as a signal that the forcible extension of Communist rule to the South would not be met by the application of American counterforce. It seems unlikely that Acheson, who as much as any one individual was the father of containment-"present," as he put it in the title of his memoirs, 'bt the creationw-really intended to send such a signal. But whether there was a misunderstanding here or a lastminute change of mind, the invasion of South Korea on June 25, 1950, triggered an immediate American response. Only two days after the outbreak of the war, President Truman declared that "the attack upon Korea makes it plain beyond all doubt that 4 Communism has passed beyond the use of subversion to conquer independent nations and will now use armed invasion and war." l4 Not only was the United States now extending the principles of containment from Europe to Asia, then; it was going even further in practice. 

**SPEAKING FOR OTHERS**

SFO Good - General

Speaking for others is necessary when the other needs representation. 

Alcoff, 92 (Linda, Cultural Critique, Winter 1991-92, pp. 5-32, Professor of Philosophy, Women's Studies and Political Science and currently the Director of Women's Studies at Syracuse University, http://www.alcoff.com/content/speaothers.html)

However, while there is much theoretical and practical work to be done to develop such alternatives, the practice of speaking for others remains the best possibility in some existing situations. An absolute retreat weakens political effectivity, is based on a metaphysical illusion, and often effects only an obscuring of the intellectual's power. Therefore, in the remainder of this paper I will ask, how can we lessen the dangers of speaking for? In rejecting a general retreat from speaking for, I am not advocating a return to an un-self-conscious appropriation of the other, but rather that anyone who speaks for others should only do so out of a concrete analysis of the particular power relations and discursive effects involved. I want to develop this point through elucidating four sets of interrogatory practices that are meant to help evaluate possible and actual instances of speaking for. In list form they may appear to resemble an algorithm, as if we could plug in an instance of speaking for and factor out an analysis and evaluation. However, they are meant only to suggest a list of the questions that should be asked concerning any such discursive practice. These are by no means original: they have been learned and practiced by many activists and theorists. 

Speaking for others is necessary to empower the silence and have a real political impact.

Sells 97 (Laura, Instructor of Speech Communication at Louisiana State University, “On Feminist Civility:
Retrieving the Political in the Feminist Public Forum”, this paper was presented at a Roundtable on "Public Speaking and the Feminist Public Sphere: Doing Difference Differently," at the Western States Communication Association conference, 1997.) //khirn

In her recent article, "The Problems of Speaking For Others," Linda Alcoff points out the ways in which this retreat rhetoric has actually become an evasion of political responsibility. Alcoff's arguments are rich and their implications are many, but one implication is relevant to a vital feminist public forum. The retreat from speaking for others politically dangerous because it erodes public discourse. First, the retreat response presumes that we can, indeed, "retreat to a discrete location and make singular claims that are disentangled from other's locations." Alcoff calls this a "false ontological configuration" in which we ignore how our social locations are always already implicated in the locations of others. The position of "not speaking for others" thus becomes an alibi that allows individuals to avoid responsibility and accountability for their effects on others. The retreat, then, is actually a withdrawal to an individualist realm, a move that reproduces an individualist ideology and privatizes the politics of experience. As she points out, this move creates a protected form of speech in which the individual is above critique because she is not making claims about others. This protection also gives the speaker immunity from having to be "true" to the experiences and needs of others. As a form of protected speech, then, "not speaking for others" short-circuits public debate by disallowing critique and avoiding responsibility to the other. Second, the retreat response undercuts the possibility of political efficacy. Alcoff illustrates this point with a list of people--Steven Biko, Edward Said, Rigoberta Menchu--who have indeed spoken for others with significant political impact. As she bluntly puts it, both collective action and coalition necessitate speaking for others.

Speaking for others is justified – it brings the collective experience of the group into perspective.

Marino 5 [Lauren, “Speaking for Others”,Macalester Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 14 [2005], Iss. 1, Art. 4

http://digitalcommons.macalester.edu/philo/vol14/iss1/4] //khirn

We return to the intuitive response to the struggle of oppressed groups: have the group speak for itself. Speaking becomes a type of agency in which I construct myself because contrary to a Cartesian self, selves do not exist prior to or separate from language. To lose my speech is to lose myself. The oppressed have the ability to communicate with each other and through their language game they are able to discuss their struggle with one another. Sharing languages games enables the oppressed to a specific, limited dimension of power. Their language game will always fail to communicate their struggle to those who have not been initiated into it. They have direct access to the experience of oppression and their agency, but they can only reach their own group. Those on the margin cannot reach those in the center. On the other hand, those in the center, the elites, share a language that can reach the majority of society. It is a language game they are familiar with and can use adeptly. However, they do not have the experience with or access to the language game of the oppressed. They have the power to use their language but nothing to say. The catch-22 is the choice between a group who embodies the agency and the dimensions of political struggle against oppression without a way to communicate it to the larger community, and a group with the language to reach society but is ignorant of the political struggle. There lies a need for a synergy between the experience of the oppressed on the margins and the language game of those in the center. The synergy requires a speaker who comes from the oppressed but has knowledge of the language game of the center. Such a person could incorporate the experience of the oppressed into a new language game that could be accessed by those in power. The concern is what is lost and sacrificed in translation. If the language games are so disparate that initiation in one, offers no insight into the rules of the other, than there is doubt that translation can be done at all. If translation cannot be done, the best to be hoped for is cooption forcing the margins into the mainstream. What then is the solution? I agree with bell hooks that the oppressed mist celebrate their position on the margins. The oppressed should not try to move into the center but appreciate their counterculture. The  oppressed must produce intellectuals so that the dominated can speak to the dominating. The idea goes back to Antonio Gramsci’s concept of the organic intellectual.7 The elites are indoctrinated in the ruling ideology and have an investment in the current order. No matter how progressive their politics may be, the elite will always be the elite. Their investment in the current social order precludes offers of true systemic change. Gramsci writes of the need for the working class to develop its own intellectuals who are organically tied to their class. This argument is similar to hooks’ argument. The margin must produce organic intellectuals. It might be thought that these organic intellectuals should translate between language games. But as hooks points out, using “the oppressor’s language” is not adequate because it cannot articulate the experience of the oppressed. Yet, it is the only language game the oppressing can play. Organic intellectuals affect the center from the margins if they are able to incorporate multiple voices in the texts they create. 

SFO Good - Policymaking

The alternative fails – speaking for others is a prerequisite for successful policymaking.

Alcoff, 92 (Linda, Cultural Critique, Winter 1991-92, pp. 5-32, Professor of Philosophy, Women's Studies and Political Science and currently the Director of Women's Studies at Syracuse University, http://www.alcoff.com/content/speaothers.html)

 In her autobiographical book Menchu opens with the claim that her story is "not only my life, it's also the testimony of . . . all poor Guatemalans. My personal experience is the reality of a whole people" (1).Thus, throughout the book she asserts that she is speaking not only for her family and her community of Quiche Indians, but for all of the 33 other Indian communities of Guatemala, who speak different languages and have different customs and beliefs than the Quiche. She explains their situation with force and eloquence, and decisively refutes any "hierarchy of civilizations" view that would render her agrarian culture as inferior and therefore responsible for its own destruction. As a representative of the Fourth World, she offers a vivid critique of the genocidal practices from which these groups of people are still suffering.l Menchu's words have helped publicize the situation in Guatemala, raise money for the revolution, and bring pressure against the Guatemalan and U.S. governments who have committed the massacres in collusion. The point of this example is not to argue that for Menchu there is no problem of speaking for others. She herself is very aware of the dangers and instructively recounts how this problem was addressed in the revolutionary movement of the Indians. Attempts were made to train each resistance activist to perform all the necessary tasks, from building traps for the soldiers, to learning how to use a rifle, to going to the city for help. Structures of general training as opposed to specialization were emphasized in order to reduce the vulnerability of the movement to the death or betrayal of specific individuals. This was also the reason Menchu went to the city to become a house servant in order to learn Spanish: so the Quiche would no longer have to rely on others to represent their situation. (In many cases translators were paid by the government or landowners purposefully to mistranslate the Quiche words.) Also, she speaks with wry humor about a group of progressive Europeans who came to Guatemala and tried to help her village with new farming products. The village was not interested: the Europeans' assessment of what they needed was off the mark. Menchu and her family maintained friendly relations with the Europeans but patiently resisted their interpretations of the village's needs. Thus, Menchu cannot be constructed as a "naive" speaker unaware of the dangers and difficulties of speaking for others; she and her compafieros are well aware of the dangers since they have so often been the unhappy recipients of malicious or wellintentioned but wrongheaded attempts by others to speak for them. Yet instead of retreating from speaking for others, Menchu and her compaiieros devised methods to decrease the dangers. And despite the significant and complex differences between the many Indian communities in Guatemala, she has not flinched from the opportunity to speak on behalf of all of them. Trebilcot's version of the retreat response needs to be looked at separately because she agrees that an absolute prohibition of speaking for would undermine political effectiveness. She applies her prohibition against the practice only within a lesbian feminist community. So it might be argued that the retreat from speaking for others can be maintained without sacrificing political effectivity if it is restricted to particular discursive spaces. Why might one advocate such a retreat? Trebilcot holds that speaking for and attempting to persuade others inflicts a kind of discursive violence on the other and her beliefs. Given that interpretations and meanings are discursive constructions made by embodied speakers, Trebilcot worries that attempting to persuade or speak for another will cut off that person's ability or willingness to engage in the constructive act of developing meaning. Since no embodied speaker can produce more than a partial account, everyone's account needs to be encouraged (that is, within a specified community, which for Trebilcot is the lesbian community). There is much in Trebilcot's discussion with which I agree. I certainly agree that in some instances speaking for others constitutes a violence and should be stopped. But there remains a problem with the view that, even within a restricted, supportive community, the practice of speaking for others can be abandoned. This problem is that Trebilcot's position, as well as a more general retreat position, presumes an ontological configuration of the discursive context that simply does not obtain. In particular, it assumes that one can retreat into one's discrete location and make claims entirely and singularly based on that location that do not range over others, that one can disentangle oneself from the implicating networks between one's discursive practices and others' locations, situations, and practices. (In other words, the claim that I can speak only for myself assumes the autonomous conception of the self in Classical Liberal theory-that I am unconnected to others in my authentic self or that I can achieve an autonomy from others given certain conditions.) But there is no neutral place to stand free and clear in which one's words do not prescriptively affect or mediate the experience of others, nor is there a way to decisively demarcate a boundary between one's location and all others. Even a complete retreat from speech is of course not neutral since it allows the continued dominance of current discourses and acts by omission to reinforce their dominance. As my practices are made possible by events spatially far from my body so too my own practices make possible or impossible practices of others. The declaration that I "speak only for myself" has the sole effect of allowing me to avoid responsibility and accountability for my effects on others; it cannot literally erase those effects. 

**STATE KS**

Perm

The state is merely the product of choices by citizens – Transformative measures such as the Perm solve back all offense 
Bensaid, 2k5 (Daniel professor at the University of Paris VIII and leading member
of the Ligue Commiuniste Revolutionnaire, "Change the World without
taking power?…or… Take Power to change the world?," online:
http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/IMG/pdf/ChangeTheWorld.pdf CS) 
Yet this way of taking sides by crying out is not enough. It is also necessary to be able to give an account of the great disillusionment of the last century. Why did all those cries, those millions of cries, repeated millions of times over, not only leave capital’s despotic order standing but even leave it more arrogant than ever? Holloway thinks he has the answer. The worm was in the apple; that is, the (theoretical) vice was originally nestled inside the emancipatory virtue: statism was gnawing away at most variants of the workers’ movement from the beginning. Changing the world by means of the state thus constituted in his eyes the dominant paradigm of revolutionary thought, which was subjected from the 19th century on to an instrumental, functional vision of the state. The illusion that society could be changed by means of the state flowed (Holloway says) from a certain idea of state sovereignty. But we have ended up learning that ‘we cannot change the world through the state’, which only constitutes ‘a node in a web of power relations’ (8). This state must not be confused in fact with power. All it does is define the division between citizens and non-citizens (the foreigner, the excluded, Gabriel Tarde’s man ‘rejected by the world’ or Arendt’s pariah). The state is thus very precisely what the word suggests: ‘a bulwark against change, against the flow of doing’, or in other words ‘the embodiment of identity’ (9). It is not a thing that can be laid hold of in order to turn it against those who have controlled it until now, but rather a social form, or, more accurately, a process of formation of social relations: ‘a process of statification of social conflict’ (10). Claiming to struggle by means of the state thus leads inevitably to defeating oneself. Stalin’s ‘statist strategies’ thus do not for Holloway constitute in any sense a betrayal of Bolshevism’s revolutionary spirit, but its complete fulfilment: ‘the logical outcome of a state-centred concept of social change’ (11). The Zapatista challenge by contrast consists of saving the revolution from the collapse of the statist illusion and at the same time from the collapse of the illusion of power

Anarchy = Extinction

Collapse of the nation state causes extinction.

Rubin, 08. 1/9/, Dani, Earth Editor for PEJ News. “Beyond Post-Apocalyptic Eco-Anarchism,” http://www.pej.org/html/modules.php?op=modload&name=News&file=article&sid=7133&mode=thread&order=0&thold=0.

Unlike twenty-five years ago, increasingly, people are adopting the anarcho-apocalyptic, civilization-must-fall-to-save-the-world attitude. It is a fairly clean and tight worldview, zealously bulletproof, and it scares me. I want the natural world, the greater community of life beyond our species, with all its beautiful and terrifying manifestations, and its vibrant landscapes to survive intact – I think about this a lot. A quick collapse of global civilization, will almost certainly lead to greater explosive damage to the biosphere, than a mediated slower meltdown. When one envisions the collapse of global society, one is not discussing the demise of an ancient Greek city-state, or even the abandonment of an empire like the Mayans. The end of our global civilization would not only result in the death of six billion humans, just wiping nature’s slate clean. We also have something like 5,000 nuclear facilities spread across the planet’s surface. And this is just one obvious and straightforward fact cutting across new radical arguments in favor of a quick fall. We have inserted ourselves into the web of life on planet Earth, into its interstitial fibers, over the last 500 years. We are now a big part of the world’s dynamic biological equation set – its checks and balances. If we get a “fever” and fall into social chaos, even just considering our non-nuclear toys laying about, the damage will be profound. It will be much more devastating than our new visionaries of post-apocalyptic paradise have prophesized. If one expands upon current examples of social chaos that we already see, like Afghanistan or Darfur, extrapolating them across the globe, encompassing Europe, Asia, North and South America, and elsewhere, then one can easily imagine desperate outcomes where nature is sacrificed wholesale in vain attempts to rescue human life. The outcomes would be beyond “ugly”; they would be horrific and enduring. That is why I cannot accept this new wave of puritanical anarcho-apocalyptic theology. The end-point of a quick collapse is quite likely to resemble the landscape of Mars, or even perhaps the Moon. I love life. I do not want the Earth turned barren. I think that those who are dreaming of a world returned to its wilderness state are lovely, naive romantics – dangerous ones.  Imagine 100 Chernobyl’s spewing indelible death. Imagine a landscape over-run with desperate and starving humans, wiping out one ecosystem after another. Imagine endless tribal wars where there are no restraints on the use of chemical and biological weapons. Imagine a failing industrial infrastructure seeping massive quantities of deadly toxins into the air, water and soil. This is not a picture of primitive liberation, of happy post-civilized life working the organic farm on Salt Spring Island. 

State Good – Checks Cap

The state is necessary to check the free market. 

Kamiya 97 (Gary, Executive Editor, “Smashing the State,” Salon.com, The Brainwave Project, January 20, 1997, http://www.salon.com/jan97/state2970120.html)

Perhaps the most depressing thing about libertarianism is its almost unconscious aversion to the notion that in a representative democracy, we are the government. Of course, our democracy is plagued with big-money corruption and a thousand other problems, but when a significant percentage of people begin to think of government as "them," democracy itself is in trouble. There is a discomforting family resemblance between libertarianism and the militia movement.  The libertarian insistence on seeing government as a malevolent or at best obstructionist external force fails to acknowledge its organic, changing nature. Government does, of course, set policy and attempt to dictate the course of events, but much of what it does is respond to, and referee, conflicts in society. Far from being a reified Other, government exists precisely to grapple -- through the instrument of law -- with issues that individuals cannot resolve by themselves. The libertarian failure to recognize the flexibility of law gives a scholastic, how-many-angels-can-dance-on-the-head-of-a-pin quality to many of its arguments. When property rights clash with environmental rights, for example, who adjudicates? Government does, through law: No libertarian solution would produce a different framework. Government will not resolve those problems to the liking of all interested parties -- but neither would any other process. We have big government in large part because we live in an enormously complex society -- because we have big problems.  Libertarians are fond of saying the regulatory welfare state is somehow a continuation of despotic power -- as if there were a historical thread running between the Sun King and Sweden's social democracy. This tendentious view, verging on paranoia, is not only ahistorical, it ignores the role modern governments play in moderating corporate power.

State = Humanitarian

The political state is increasingly taking a more humanitarian approach—empirics prove. 

Held 99—Graham Wallas Professor of Political Science and Co-Director at the Center for the Study of Global Governance

(David, “Global Transformations: Politics, Economics, and Culture”, Stanford University Press, 1999, Google Books)//AW

The American Convention on Human Rights, along with other regional conventions, contains clear echoes of Article 21 of the Universal Declaration as well as of Article 25 of the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, while the European Convention on Human Rights is most explicit in connecting democracy with state legitimacy, as is the statue of the Council of Europe, which makes a commitment to democracy a condition of membership. Although such commitments often remain fragile, they further signal the beginnings of a new approach to the concept of legitimate political power in international law; that is to say, they entrench in international law the notion that a legitimate political power must be, on the one hand, a form of political power that is accountable to the members of the political community in which it is embedded and, on the other, a promoter of fundamental human rights. The challenge to the legal efficacy of state sovereignty is evidenced further in the recognition of the necessity to uphold certain rights of distinctive minority groups, or of persons belonging to such groups (see Crawford and Marks, 1998). Since 1989 concerns about interethnic conflict have created an urgent sense that specific minorities need protection. In 1992 the United Nations General Assembly adopted a Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities. Proclaiming that states ‘shall protect the existence and national, cultural, religious and linguistic identity of minorities,’ the Declaration sets out rights for members of minorities to be able to participate effectively in cultural, religious, social and public life’. While the Declaration is not yet legally binding, it is widely regarded as establishing a future trajectory of international law. In other contexts, the impetus to secure protection for minority rights is particularly noteworthy. Within the Council of Europe, a Charter for Regional and Minority Languages and a Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities have been elaborated. Moreover, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (the OSCE) has adopted a series of instruments affirming minority rights and has founded the office of High Commissioner for National Minorities to provide ‘early warning’ and ‘early action’ with respect to ‘tensions involving national minority issues’ (Crawford and Marks, 1998, pp.76-7). These developments are important signs of the shift away from the Westphalian, state-centric focus in international law to what amounts to a new tendency for the delimitation of state sovereignty. A final telling example to be mentioned in this context is the erosion of the traditional view that humanitarian intervention to prevent grave violations of human rights is unacceptable simply because it infringes the principle of national sovereignty. This is evidence in UN-sponsored interventions in Iraq, Somalia and Bosnia. For instance, UN Security Council resolution 688 (5 April 1991), which legitimized the notion of safe havens for Kurds within Iraq, ‘broke new ground in the degree to which it involved the Security Council in taking a stand against a state’s ill treatment of its own people’ (Greenwood, 1993, p.36). As a consequence, the traditional priority accorded to state sovereignty over humanitarian demands is being reconsidered. Of course, the impact of this reconsideration is unevenly experienced across the globe. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to hold that ‘there is now an area of domestic conduct in regard to human rights…that is under the scrutiny of international law. This does not issue a general licence for intervention…But it does expose the internal regimes of all the members of international society to the legitimate appraisal of their peers’ (Vincent, 1986, p.152). And it is reasonable to hold that, as Crawford and Marks remark, ‘international law, with its enlarging normative scope, extend write and growing institutionalization, exemplifies the phenomenon of globalization’ (1998, .p82). 

State k2 Movements

Turning away from the state prevents mobilization for good causes.

Goble 98 (Paul, Publisher of RFE/RL, “THE CONSEQUENCES OF DEPOLITICIZATION,” Radio Free Europe, October 12, 1998, http://www.friends-partners.org/friends/news/omri/1998/10/981012I.html(opt,mozilla,unix,english,,new), accessed July 07)

First, as people turn away from the state as the source of support, they inevitably care less about what the state does and are less willing to take action to assert their views. That means that neither the state nor the opposition can mobilize them to take action for or against anything. As a result, the opposition cannot easily get large numbers of people to demonstrate even if the opposition is taking positions that polls suggest most people agree with. And the government cannot draw on popular support even when it may be doing things that the people have said they want. That means that the size of demonstrations for or against anything or anyone are an increasingly poor indicator of what the people want or do not want the state to do. Second, precisely because people are focusing on their private lives and taking responsibility for them, they are likely to become increasingly upset when the state attempts to intervene in their lives even for the most benign purposes, particularly if it does so in an ineffective manner. Such attitudes, widespread in many countries and important in limiting the power of state institutions, nonetheless pose a particular danger to countries making the transition from communism to democracy. While those views help promote the dismantling of the old state, they also virtually preclude the emergence of a new and efficient one. As a result, these countries are often likely to find themselves without the effective state institutions that modern societies and economies require if they are to be well regulated. And third, countries with depoliticized populations are especially at risk when they face a crisis. The governments cannot count on support because people no longer expect the governments to be able to deliver. 

2AC: Institutionalized Ethics Good

Institutionalization of ethics is vital. Only the liberal state can reconcile our obligations to the other while creating a space for compassion and justice to flourish.

Fagana ‘9 (Madeleine, PhD Candidate in Int’l Pol. Dept. – Aberystwyth U., Contemporary Political Theory, “The Inseperability of Ethics and Politics: Rethinking the Third in Emmanuel Levinas”, 8, doi:10.1057/cpt.2008.20)

However, we can never live up to what the Other demands of us. We can never fulfil our responsibilities, never be assured that we have taken the responsible course of action, 'done the right thing'. The demands of the Other upon us are already infinite, because we are charged even with their responsibilities to Others, and we are always confronted also with our infinite responsibilities to the Third.    If the face-to-face, my complete responsibility to the Other, is necessarily a one-on-one situation, the presence of a Third immediately moves relations into a different realm, for in absolute responsibility to the first person I betray my duty to the second, and so on. The Third for Levinas creates a problem for the idea of infinite responsibility in the face-to-face relation: 'responsibility for the Other [...] is troubled and becomes a problem when a third party enters' (2004, p. 157).    If the Third is immediate, this problematization of responsibility is immediate. What this shift in focus does is to emphasize the way in which we are always obligated to one Other and to all the other Others, the generality, rules, institutions and norms. These demands are, necessarily, incompatible, because responding to the one Other via duty, rules or law is immediately to do violence to their alterity by approaching them as an instance of a type and to deny the immediacy of the face and its demands. This is, emphatically, not to say that the general, universal, rules, norms, law and so on have no place in Levinas's thought. Nor are they in any way secondary. What is key about Levinas's approach is the interpenetration of the general and the particular – he is concerned with 'Totality and Infinity' [emphasis added] rather than a hierarchy or choice between the two terms, as suggested by Dooley (2001, p. 43).    The Third means that our obligations are not clear; we can never fulfil them because the infinite responsibility we have to the Other and to the Third are necessarily completely incompatible because of the excessive nature of these responsibilities. We are, then, always irresponsible in any attempt to be responsible. The difficulty arises in the fact that there is always more than one Other or that the Other is not a unitary self-identical subject, which means that any taking up of responsibility in response to one Other is necessarily a dereliction of duty with regard to another Other. It is also, by extension, a dereliction of duty to the generality of rules and norms which would adjudicate between the claims of the Other and the other Others. We are in this sense always turning away from the face of the Other, sacrificing them and reneging on our responsibility to them, in part because what is demanded of us is infinite and excessive but also because the demand itself and the structure of the way that demands are relayed to us are always impossible because the Third is already there, in the demand, in the face of the Other. And, importantly, this impossibility is not a limit, weakness, or oversight in Levinas's work. It is the very fact that the call of the Other does not determine a particular response and that it is always in competition with the incompatible calls of other Others and provides no way of adjudicating between these demands that means that the possibility of responsibility, rather than the violence of an obsession with the one Other, or a clear knowledge of what we should do, is maintained.    Further, Levinas's approach of aligning responsibility with the choice to respond to the Other as face rather than in a totalizing way means that even in some hypothetical face-to-face relationship without the Third, 'being responsible' would not be possible. In a face-to-face without the Third there would be no possibility of decision and as such no possibility of responsibility. It is the possibility of the approach of proceeding from universality, entering into a totalizing relation with the Other that conditions the possibility of the response not being pre-determined; we could approach the face as face or we could approach it in a totalizing way. This possibility of there being a decision only happens when the Third enters (otherwise we would be completely commanded and our response determined by the face of the one Other), so the element of choice that Levinas seems to see as necessary for responsibility, or goodness, is only possible with the Third; it would not be possible to be responsible in this sense in the face-to-face. In the face-to-face we would know what to do, our obligations would be clear. But the Third is always already there in the face, our obligations are never clear, and rather than making responsibility impossible it is this which conditions its possibility. Responsibility (in terms of a responsible response rather than in terms of obligation) as a concept only makes sense with an appreciation of the Third in Levinas's work. It is the Third which conditions the possibility of responding in some un-predetermined way, of responding responsibly, but the Third simultaneously makes this responsibility impossible because there is no response which could meet my responsibilities to both the Other and the Third.    It is in this sense that Levinas must be seen as confronting an aporia of responsibility and in this sense that he does not attempt to offer a way out of the aporia, not because of a failure of his theorizing at this point, but through an acknowledgement that it is the aporia itself, and perhaps its foregrounding and recognition, which conditions the possibility of responsibility. As such, the idea of Levinas's face-to-face relation as providing the horizon or grounding for thinking about responsibility and politics becomes problematic.  Problematizing Ethics and Politics: The Ethico-Political    This interpenetration of the responsible and the irresponsible in the figure of the Third is mirrored in Levinas's discussion of ethics and politics. Levinas is sometimes read as calling for a critique or disruption of the political in the name of the ethical (Critchley, 1992, p. 223; Simmons, 1999, p. 98; Critchley, 2004, p. 182; Thomson, 2005, p. 101). Similarly, the idea of the passage or movement from ethics to knowledge, the Other to the Third and so on characterizes much of the debate regarding Levinas's political utility (Critchley, 1992, p. xiv; Simmons, 1999, p. 96). However, this approach relies on a distinction, both categorical and temporal, between these realms, which I do not think is to be found in much of Levinas's work. His understanding of ethics and politics, charity and justice is, I argue, more complex than this separation suggests and can be more usefully characterized by the idea of the ethico-political.    Levinas's approach to politics concerns the need to create institutions, rules, universalizable and generalizable structures as required by the Third. It also encompasses a more traditional, concrete understanding of politics, addressing issues such as the state and democracy, although these issues arise out of the same concerns.    It is justice that demands institutionalization and politics for Levinas. He is definite about the requirement for justice, which for him is in the realm of the general, abstract and universalizable: 'Justice is necessary, that is, comparison, coexistence, contemporaneousness, assembling, order, thematisation, the visibility of faces' (Levinas, 2004, p. 157). Justice is, he argues, the only way to regulate relations with other Others, the mechanism by which the claims of Others are compared and judged. Justice, as calculation and legislation, plays an important role: 'against the persecution which targets Others and especially those close by, one has to have recourse to justice' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 100).    Justice is necessary because of the Third, immediately present in the face of the Other. In approaching the Other, 'A third party is also approached; and the relationship between the neighbour and the third party cannot be indifferent to me when I approach. There must be a justice among noncomparable ones' (Levinas, 2004, p. 16). The demand for responsibility to the Third, and in this to a multiplicity of Others, requires that what may seem initially a commitment to infinite responsibility to one Other is in fact in Levinas's work an argument that there must be a comparison between incomparables.    It is this comparison and calculation, in the form of justice, that makes charity or responsibility possible among many Others: 'justice and the just state constitute the forum enabling the existence of charity within the human multiplicity' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 230). However, it is also this calculation and comparison which threatens this possibility, if separated from a continued concern with the infinite responsibility of the face-to-face (as discussed below).    Levinas's introduction of the Third then requires a consideration of justice, which demands politics. The Third means that justice and comparison are required, in the name of infinite responsibility, and it is the state which institutionalizes this necessity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 66); 'This multiplicity of human beings must be organised, calculated. I can cede my responsibility within a society organised in a State, in justice'. The state is not put forward as purely positive or negative, as ethical or unethical (although these categories are themselves problematic in this context). The Third both extends and limits our responsibility and this very difficulty is reflected in the state and in institutions. It is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 67), 'necessary in order to make comparisons, judge, have institutions and juridical procedures, which are necessary'. However, as well as being necessary, the state is unavoidably violent, as all limits to infinite responsibility to one singular Other are violent: 'You find [...] the necessity of the state. Violence, of course, in relation to the charity rendered necessary precisely by the charity inspired by the face of the neighbour' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). The state both supplements and denies the 'work of interpersonal responsibility' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). As such, the state or institutionalization are not necessarily a corruption of some ethical relationship which needs to be interrupted in the name of that relationship; the relationship between ethics, charity and politics or justice is more complex than this.    Levinas is however concerned with an approach which separates politics and justice out from concerns of charity. Although charity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 181) is impossible without justice and the state, justice is 'warped' without charity. It is in this sense that Levinas criticizes the state and justice, as problematic when approached as sufficient in, or legitimized by, themselves. Again, this is a reflection of the aporia of the ethico-political relation, the insufficiency of either the face-to-face or the relation to the Third to the demands of responsibility. Justice, taken by itself, inseparable from formalized and sedimented institutions or the 'pure' politics criticized above 'risks causing us to misrecognise the face of the other man' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 223). The judgement required by justice is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 115), violent, in that it transforms faces into "[O]bjective and plastic forms, into figures which are visible but defaced, the appearing of men, of individuals, who are unique but restituted to their genera. With intentions to scrutinise and acts to remember."    It is in response to this (unavoidable) violence that Levinas argues that 'love must always watch over justice', in order to provide a foil to its possible totalizing tendencies, to negotiate the violence done in its name (although in the name of another violence aimed at the Third) (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 169). Justice is for Levinas an impossible concept, precisely because of its position with regard to the competing demands of the Other and the Third. Justice, Levinas argues, 'remains justice only in a society where there is no distinction between those close and those far off, but in which there remains the impossibility of passing by the closest' (2004, p. 159). Justice is then in a sense the very impossibility at the heart of the ethico-political relation whereby we are under obligation both to the immediate absolute demand of the Other and to the generality, rules and norms which adjudicate between Others.    The complexity of the relationship between justice and charity is what complicates Levinas's approach to politics and the state. Levinas does not see all politics as totalizing, as inimical to a concern with the ethical. What, I argue, Levinas is concerned to emphasize is the danger in some kind of idea of pure politics, of generalization, univeralization, a concern only with the Third in an abstract sense: 'Politics left to itself bears a tyranny within itself; it deforms the I and the Other who have given rise to it, for it judges them according to universal rules, and thus as in absentia' (Levinas, 2005, p. 300). For him, this approach does not make sense, in the same way that a 'pure' ethics does not. Politics is always already about a negotiation between the Other and the Third, always already the ethico-political.    Levinas contrasts the liberal state with a totalizing state arguing that one leaves space for charity and the interpersonal where the other attempts to bring everything within 'pure' politics or institutionalization. Although Levinas's commitment to the liberal state is problematic, even (or especially) on his own terms, this question of the relative merits of various types of state is not central to this stage of the argument being made here.1 Levinas's work on the liberal state is relevant in this context because of the way he uses it to highlight the importance of charity within justice, in contrast to the totalitarian state which he sees as an attempt at closing down this dimension of charity and the interpersonal but which, importantly, always fails in this task. His discussion of the totalizing state also acts to illustrate his concern with the fragility of charity in the face of totalizing 'pure' justice and politics. Whether Levinas is correct in his approach to various forms of state does not impact on the conclusions regarding the relationship between justice and charity in his work.    Levinas suggests that the liberal state recognizes, at least to an extent, the impossibility of the concept of 'pure' politics. Because the state is an institutionalization of the aporetic ethico-political interpersonal relationship it contains within itself contradictory elements, and so an openness: space for the personal and the institutional and an acknowledgement of the singular and particular as that which demands the universal and general and the liberal state recognizes this. For Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 69) there is 'an appeal to mercy behind justice' in the liberal state, an acknowledgement of the duty we have to the Other at the same time as our duties to the Third and the generality, that is, to justice. The state is viewed not as a result of some 'war of all against all', a limitation of violence, but rather as a tool to control and limit our excessive responsibilities (Levinas, 1985, p. 80). A state which recognizes this has the possibility, for Levinas, of not excluding charity, it is an acknowledgement of 'the presence of the singular in the universal' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 69).

The ethical obligation to aid the other demands use of the state to engage violence.

Delhom ‘9 (Pascal, Phil. – U. Flensburg, in “Levinas in Jerusalem: Phenomology, Ethics, Politics, Aesthetics”, Ed. Joelle Hansel, p. 80-82)

Nevertheless, according to Levinas it would be wrong to separate the  domain of ethical responsibility and of political action. Certainly, the  claim of justice concerns primarily the justice of my actions for others.  The first question of justice is: “What do I have to do with justice?” But  my claim to justice cannot be reduced to my own actions. Its meaning  cannot be reduced to the limitation of my own violence. In a world in  which there is violence, wars and oppression, it is not enough to assist  the victims and to be attentive to their suffering. One has to put an end  to violence against human beings, or at least one has to try to reduce it.  What do I have to do if a third person hurts my neighbour? I cannot  oblige the victim to forgive, for according to Levinas8 this would be  an exhortation to human sacrifice. Nor can I command the person  who is hurting my neighbour not to do this, because an ethical com-  mandment cannot come from outside of the relationship. But I also  cannot be indifferent to the injury of the one who is being hurt. What  do I have to do? In an interview published in De Dieu qui vient à  l’Idée, Levinas says: “It is the third party who is the source of justice,  and hence of justified repression: the violence suffered by the third  party justifies using violence to put an end to the other’s violence.”9  The necessity of using violence to put an end to the other’s violence  against the third person is the ethical foundation of the necessity of the  State. For repressive violence cannot only and not even primarily be  mine, except perhaps in special cases of immediate defence of the person  attacked. Self-defence is problematic for Levinas, but the defence  of the other might justify my violence in cases which are similar to  cases of self-defence. But these cases are exceptional and have to  remain the exception. Generally, repressive violence has to be that of a  State.  There is here a certain proximity to Thomas Hobbes in the thinking  of Emmanuel Levinas. Even if the necessity of a State is based  upon a claim to justice and presupposes the brotherhood and sisterhood  of human beings, the state must react with violence to the violence  of human beings. Levinas writes: “Already the City, whatever its  order, guarantees the right of humans against their fellow-creatures,  imagined as still in a state of nature, men as wolves to other men, as  Hobbes would have had it. Although Israel sees itself born of an irreducible  fraternity, it is not ignorant of the temptation, within itself and  surrounding it, of war between all.”10  As I said, there is here a certain proximity between Levinas and  Hobbes, but there is also a decisive difference: for Hobbes, the necessity  of the State is a consequence of everyone’s fear of their own death  and of a rational and reasonable decision to live in a commonwealth in  order to protect their own lives. For Levinas, the necessity of the State  is for me a consequence of my fear of the death of my neighbour. It is a  consequence of my claim to justice for my neighbour and for the third  person for whom I am responsible before any contract and covenant.  The question of justice does not arise after the conclusion of the contract  as it does for Hobbes. On the contrary, the claim to justice is prior  to any contract and to the State and founds the necessity of the State.  For this reason, institutions and the State should be in the service of  justice and not beyond it. And the state should be evaluated and  judged according to its justice.

XT: Institutionalized Ethics Good
Institutional ethics is vital to mediate competing ethical demands.

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

However, it is impossible to have a face-to-face relationship with  each member of humanity. Those far away can only be reached indirectly.  Thus, the appearance of the Third extends the an-archical  responsibility for the Other into the realm of the said, ushering in the  latent birth of language, justice and politics.  The an-archical relationship with the Other is the pre-linguistic  world of the saying. Language is unnecessary to respond to the Other.  The Third, however, demands an explanation. ‘In its frankness it [language]  refuses the clandestinity of love, where it loses its frankness and  meaning and turns into laughter or cooing. The third party looks at me  in the eyes of the Other – language is justice.’38 The appearance of the  Third also opens up the dimension of justice. Judgements must be made.  The ego must compare incomparable Others. ‘It is consequently necessary  to weigh, to think, to judge, in comparing the incomparable. The  interpersonal relation I establish with the Other, I must also establish  with other men.’39 Therefore, Levinas distinguishes the ethical relationship  with the Other from justice which involves three or more people.40  Finally, the Third introduces the realm of politics. The ego’s infinite  responsibility must be extended to all humanity, no matter how far off.  Ethics must be universalized and institutionalized to affect the others.  To the extent that someone else’s Face brings us in relation with a third  party, My metaphysical relation to the Other is transformed into a We, and  works toward a State, institutions and laws which form the source of universality.  41

Political institutions are key to ethics. They’re essential to secure peace.

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

Levinas’ critique of the foundations of political thought changes the  very nature of politics. A politics based on the battle between autonomous  selves, like Hobbes’, is a negative politics whose primary purpose  is to constrain individual desires. Levinas, on the other hand, insists that  politics must have a positive role. Politics must serve ethics.  The occidental ethic always proceeds from the fact that the other is a limitation  for me. Hobbes says you can come directly to philosophy from this  mutual hatred. Thus we could attain a better society without love for the  other, in which the other is taken into account. That would be a politics  that could lead to ethics. I believe, on the contrary, that politics must be  controlled by ethics: the other concerns me.32  Although Levinas is suspicious of the Western political tradition, his  thought is not apolitical as some have charged. His philosophy begins  and ends with politics. For example, Peperzak argues that ‘the point of  orientation and the background of all other questions’ in Totality and  Infinity is ‘the question of how the violence that seems inherent to all  politics (and thus also to history) can be overcome by true peace’.33 Politics  is also a necessary step that Levinas’ ethical thought must take. Just  as the an-archical saying requires the ontological said, an-archical ethics  requires politics. The mutually interdependent relationship between the  saying and the said serves as the paradigm for the relationship between  ethics and politics. Ethics, which is a manifestation of the saying, has  been traditionally subordinated by politics, a manifestation of the said.  A resuscitation of the ethical is needed to check the political. However,  the political should not be abandoned. Ethics requires the political to be  universalized into laws and institutions.

**TERROR TALK**

Terrorism = Real Threat

Terrorism is a real threat – ignoring that reality risks annihilation.

Peters, 6 (Ralph, retired Army Officer, The Weekly Standard, "The Counterrevolution in Military Affairs; Fashionable thinking about defense ignores the great threats of our time," 2-6-2006, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/006/649qrsob.asp, AFM) 

Living in unprecedented safety within our borders and lacking firsthand knowledge of the decay beyond, honorable men and women have convinced themselves that Osama bin Laden's professed goals of driving the United States from the Middle East and removing corrupt regional governments are what global terror is all about. They gloss over his ambition of reestablishing the caliphate and his calls for the destruction of Israel as rhetorical effects--when they address them at all. Yet, Islamist fanatics are more deeply committed to their maximalist goals than to their lesser ones--and their unspoken ambitions soar beyond logic's realm. Religious terrorists are committed to an apocalypse they sense within striking distance. Their longing for union with god is inseparable from their impulse toward annihilation. They seek their god in carnage, and will go on slaughtering until he appears to pat them on the back. A dangerous asymmetry exists in the type of minds working the problem of Islamist terrorism in our government and society. On average, the "experts" to whom we are conditioned to listen have a secular mentality (even if they go to church or synagogue from habit). And it is a very rare secular mind that can comprehend religious passion--it's like asking a blind man to describe the colors of fire. One suspects that our own fiercest believers are best equipped to penetrate the mentality--the souls--of our Islamist enemies, although those believers may not be as articulate as the secular intellectuals who anxiously dismiss all possibilities that lie outside their theoretical constructs.

Terrorism is inherently evil—the war on terror is correct

Schultz 04 (William F, executive director of Amnesty International USA, “Human rights and the evil of terrorism”, UU World, February, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa4071/is_200402/ai_n9347594/?tag=content;col1)

Nothing can excuse atrocities such as these. No appeal to cultural differences can excuse the husband. No pursuit of a political agenda can explain away the actions of the minister. Evil is real, and it is very important to call it by its name. When President Bush labeled those who terrorized Americans on September II, 2001, "evildoers," he was absolutely right, and his instinct to avenge their deaths was, too. Human rights are designed to make the world a safer place and to help stop people from doing evil things. Terrorists may sincerely think that what they are doing is good, but advocates of human rights have no problem agreeing with the president: Terrorist acts are evil, and terrorists must be punished. 

UQ – Heg Solving Terrorism Now

We control uniqueness—History shows a trend away from the amorphous violence they critique

Tomkins 06 (Richard, consumer industries editor of the Financial Times, “Goodbye, cruel world”, Financial Times, 2/4, http://search.ft.com/nonFtArticle?sortBy=datearticle&page=77&queryText=egypt&y=0&javascriptEnabled=true&id=060204001016&x=0)
Is it possible that children in today's western, developed world are growing up among people who are kinder, more considerate, more tolerant and more peaceable towards one another? Are we actually becoming, well, nicer? This may seem an odd thing to ask considering the nastiness of recent events: September 11, the carnage in Iraq, the sadistic and degrading treatment meted out by US guards to prisoners at Abu Ghraib and the al-Qaeda bombings around the world. And never mind the big, headline-hitting news. At an everyday level, many of us may find ourselves complaining about the decline in good manners and the growth of rudeness: the door not held open or the refusal to give up a bus seat to those in need. Or we may argue that capitalism's emphasis on the pursuit of self-interest has led to an increase in selfish individualism, as in the reluctance to take care of elderly relatives or pay higher taxes to help the poor. Plus, why is there is still so much crime? Perhaps some offences have recently declined but in Britain, as in other countries, the number of police officers employed and people in prison keeps increasing. Meanwhile, our lives are made miserable by the seemingly remorseless rise in petty crime and anti-social behaviour: the litter, graffiti, vandalism and abusive language. How nice is that? If you take the long view, however, you would surely have to acknowledge that people have become a lot less violent towards one another than they once were. In the developed world, we no longer engage in human sacrifice, heretics are no longer burned at the stake and rulers are no longer able to have people beheaded at will. Civil war, slavery, torture and capital punishment, all once prevalent in the west, have become unusual or have disappeared. More recently, western society has witnessed enormous progress towards equality for people who were once the victims of oppression or discrimination; notably women, racial minorities and homosexuals. Sexism, racism, homophobia and other such discriminatory attitudes may not yet have been eliminated but the fact that they are now widely seen as repugnant shows how much society has changed since the days, not so long ago, when such attitudes were regarded as perfectly normal. On a related theme, possibly because of women's increasing power and participation in public life, western society has become more feminised; that is to say, stereotypical male attributes such as aggressiveness, stoicism and cold, hard reason are out of favour, while stereotypically female qualities such as empathy, nurturing and intuitiveness are in. We see this in corporate culture where companies once happy to be feared as corporate bullies now try to outdo one another in showing how considerate and caring they are; we see it in the way the interests of scientific and industrial progress are increasingly measured against the welfare of people, animals, plants and the environment; we see it in the demise of the stiff upper lip and the rise of therapy culture with its emphasis on expressing one's feelings. And we see it in people's much greater kindness to children, which is where we came in. At 86, the British philosopher Mary Midgley has probably been around long enough to note any recent signs of moral progress, at least in Britain. Does she think people are getting nicer? "There have been ups and downs, but I think it is true that there has been an improvement in what one may call humane common sense about prejudice; that people are finding themselves more able to deal with people unlike themselves." She thinks this has been particularly evident in the past 50 years, partly because of the great social shake-up of the second world war which brought people from different jobs and social backgrounds together and which afterwards led to a sense that the world must be changed for the better. Still, ideas about equality and tolerance go back much further than that, Midgley says. Many were products of the Enlightenment and have just taken time to broaden beyond the educated elite. "Damn it, a lot of it is Christianity," she says. "These are old ideals. Some of them were there with the Greeks. They were terribly keen on equality so long as it was only the equality of the male Athenian citizen, but they did a great job of giving that fellow equality. "It's a long, long process, but the extension it has made in the past half century - from the intellectuals to everybody else - is what we are struck by now." 

We control uniqueness—violence is declining due to interconnectedness and creation of non-zero sum global systems

Tomkins 06 (Richard, consumer industries editor of the Financial Times, “Goodbye, cruel world”, Financial Times, 2/4, http://search.ft.com/nonFtArticle?sortBy=datearticle&page=77&queryText=egypt&y=0&javascriptEnabled=true&id=060204001016&x=0)
Science writer Matt Ridley, whose books include The Origins of Virtue: Human Instincts and the Evolution of Co-operation, says it has often occurred to him that human beings seem to be on a one-way ratchet to greater intolerance of cruelty, whether to people or animals. While once we had slavery and gladiators, he notes, people now gasp "Oh, the poor thing!" if you say you are going to shoot a rabbit in your garden. "But I suspect that in our everyday office politics, we're just as bitchy or political as we ever were," Ridley says. "The difference is that my office politics ends up in a frightful row and me getting steamed up whereas the office politics of Henry VI ended up with a lot of people dead in [the Battle of] Wakefield. In that sense, we're getting nicer. But instinctually, we're just as nasty. We're just not allowed to express it as violently." Can we even go as far as agreeing we are less outwardly violent? By the end of the 20th century, with its two world wars, the Holocaust, the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the totalitarianism of Stalin and Mao, it would have been easy to believe that, in modern times, human beings had only grown in their propensity to kill. But James L. Payne, a political scientist and writer in the US who has made a study of the history of human violence, insists we are less savage than we were. In his self-published book, A History of Force, Payne argues that, over time, we have become far less inclined to use the sword, the gallows or the torture chamber to get what we want out of other people. We only think the 20th century was bloodier than the ones that went before because it is fresher in our collective memory and we have the shocking statistics to tell us how many lives were lost. But war and other violence killed a far larger percentage of the world's population in earlier centuries, when nearly every country believed its duty was to expand through military conquest, and new rulers routinely slaughtered defeated peoples. So, if we really are becoming less violent, yet evolution is not the reason, what should take the credit? Religion? Well, as Ridley points out, people may say Christianity is about being nice but in the beginning it was extraordinarily brutal and intolerant. Just look at all the violence and vengefulness in the Old Testament with its approving accounts of people smiting and slaughtering one another. Indeed, according to the Bible, some of the most horrifying massacres were carried out in the name of God: ("And it came to pass, that at midnight the Lord smote all the firstborn in the land of Egypt... " Exodus 12:29.) R. Elisabeth Cornwell, an evolutionary psychologist who divides her time between the University of Colorado and Scotland's University of St Andrews, says: "It wasn't religion that made the difference. It was the philosophical reasoning of the Enlightenment that made the huge change and increased the 'nice' behaviour of human beings, and then religion just had to follow. That's what happened in the west, and in places where the Enlightenment did not occur, you didn't have that big change in religion." For his part, Payne believes violence is declining because people around the world have gradually been grasping the truth that it does not pay. For example, as the British radicals Richard Cobden and John Bright argued in the 19th century, a country that needs copper can acquire it from abroad much more cheaply through trade than through military conquest and occupation. "The fact is, the use of force tends to be an inefficient and counter-productive way of achieving your goals," Payne says - a notable exception being when you have to use it in self-defence. This idea seems to echo a core proposition of Nonzero: The Logic of Human Destiny, by science writer Robert Wright. In this book, Wright explores the idea that the peoples of the world are becoming increasingly interdependent because they are engaged in so-called non-zero-sum games. Unlike zero-sum games where one person's victory is at someone else's expense, non-zero-sum games do not have winners and losers. Instead, as in economic exchanges that benefit both parties, these games produce win-win outcomes in which both parties gain - or, in cases such as nuclear warfare, lose-lose outcomes in which both sides end up worse off. Thanks to developments in transport and information technology, Wright says, peoples around the world have increasingly been drawn into networks of exchange that produce win-win outcomes. "We have been forced by the dynamics of history to become more tolerant of, and concerned about, people farther and farther away from ourselves geographically, culturally, ethnically and religiously because, more and more, our fortunes are intertwined with theirs," Wright says. To that extent, niceness is a product of enlightened self- interest.  

Language k2 Winning WOT

Labeling terrorist as such is key to fighting the war on terror.

Ganor, 01  (Boaz, Director of the International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism “Defining Terrorism,” http://www.ict.org.il/articles/define.htm, May 16)

We face an essential need to reach a definition of terrorism that will enjoy wide international agreement, thus enabling international operations against terrorist organizations. A definition of this type must rely on the same principles already agreed upon regarding conventional wars (between states), and extrapolate from them regarding non-conventional wars (betweean organization and a state). The definition of terrorism will be the basis and the operational tool for expanding the international community’s ability to combat terrorism. It will enable legislation and specific punishments against those perpetrating, involved in, or supporting terrorism, and will allow the formulation of a codex of laws and international conventions against terrorism, terrorist organizations, states sponsoring terrorism, and economic firms trading with them. At the same time, the definition of terrorism will hamper the attempts of terrorist organizations to obtain public legitimacy, and will erode support among those segments of the population willing to assist them (as opposed to guerrilla activities). Finally, the operative use of the definition of terrorism could motivate terrorist organizations, due to moral or utilitarian considerations, to shift from terrorist activities to alternative courses (such as guerrilla warfare) in order to attain their aims, thus reducing the scope of international terrorism. The struggle to define terrorism is sometimes as hard as the struggle against terrorism itself. The present view, claiming it is unnecessary and well-nigh impossible to agree on an objective definition of terrorism, has long established itself as the “politically correct” one. It is the aim of this paper, however, to demonstrate that an objective, internationally accepted definition of terrorism is a feasible goal, and that an effective struggle against terrorism requires such a definition. The sooner the nations of the world come to this realization, the better.

War on Terror Good

Terrorist ideology is the root cause, not language—only the war on terror solves.

Epstein 05 (Alex, analyst at the Ayn Rand Institute, BA in Philosophy from Duke University, “Fight the Root of Terrorism With Bombs, Not Bread”, San Fransisco Chronicle, 8/14, http://www.aynrand.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=11243&news_iv_ctrl=1021)

In light of the recent suicide bombings in London, and the general inability of the West to prevent terrorist attacks, there is much talk about fighting the "root cause" of terrorism. The most popular argument is that terrorism is caused by poverty. The United Nations and our European and Arab "allies" repeatedly tell us to minimize our military operations and instead dole out more foreign aid to poor countries--to put down our guns and pick up our checkbook. Only by fighting poverty, the refrain goes, can we address the "root cause" of terrorism.  The pernicious idea that poverty causes terrorism has been a popular claim since the attacks of September 11. U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan has repeatedly asked wealthy nations to double their foreign aid, naming as a cause of terrorism "that far too many people are condemned to lives of extreme poverty and degradation." Former Secretary of State Colin Powell agrees: "We have to put hope back in the hearts of people. We have to show people who might move in the direction of terrorism that there is a better way." Businessman Ted Turner also concurs: "The reason that the World Trade Center got hit is because there are a lot of people living in abject poverty out there who don't have any hope for a better life."   Indeed, the argument that poverty causes terrorism has been central to America’s botched war in Iraq--which has focused, not on quickly ending any threat the country posed and moving on to other crucial targets, but on bringing the good life to the Iraqi people.   Eliminating the root of terrorism is indeed a valid goal--but properly targeted military action, not welfare handouts, is the means of doing so.    Terrorism is not caused by poverty. The terrorists of September 11 did not attack America in order to make the Middle East richer. To the contrary, their stated goal was to repel any penetration of the prosperous culture of the industrialized "infidels" into their world. The wealthy Osama bin Laden was not using his millions to build electric power plants or irrigation canals. If he and his terrorist minions wanted prosperity, they would seek to emulate the United States--not to destroy it.   More fundamental, poverty as such cannot determine anyone's code of morality. It is the ideas that individuals choose to adopt which make them pursue certain goals and values. A desire to destroy wealth and to slaughter innocent, productive human beings cannot be explained by a lack of money or a poor quality of life--only by anti-wealth, anti-life ideas. These terrorists are motivated by the ideology of Islamic Fundamentalism. This other-worldly, authoritarian doctrine views America's freedom, prosperity, and pursuit of worldly pleasures as the height of depravity. Its adherents resent America's success, along with the appeal its culture has to many Middle Eastern youths. To the fundamentalists, Americans are "infidels" who should be killed. As a former Taliban official said, "The Americans are fighting so they can live and enjoy the material things in life. But we are fighting so we can die in the cause of God."   The terrorists hate us because of their ideology--a fact that filling up the coffers of Third World governments will do nothing to change. What then, can our government do? It cannot directly eradicate the deepest, philosophical roots of terrorism; but by using military force, it can eliminate the only "root cause" relevant in a political context: state sponsorship of terrorism. The fundamentalists' hostility toward America can translate into international terrorism only via the governments that employ, finance, train, and provide refuge to terrorist networks. Such assistance is the cause of the terrorist threat--and America has the military might to remove that cause. It is precisely in the name of fighting terrorism at its root that America must extend its fist, not its hand. Whatever other areas of the world may require U.S. troops to stop terrorist operations, we must above all go after the single main source of the threat--Iran. This theocratic nation is both the birthplace of the Islamic Fundamentalist revolution and, as a consequence, a leading sponsor of terrorism. Removing that government from power would be a potent blow against Islamic terrorism. It would destroy the political embodiment of the terrorists' cause. It would declare America's intolerance of support for terrorists. It would be an unequivocal lesson, showing what will happen to other countries if they fail to crack down on terrorists within their borders. And it would acknowledge the fact that dropping bombs, not food packages, is the only way for our government to attack terrorism at its root.  

Violence Good – Solves Terrorism

Terrorists are inherently evil—The war on terror and spread of democracy are the only ways to prevent extinction

Netanyahu 02 (Binyamin, Prime Minister of Israel, 4/27, http://www.aish.com/ci/s/48898622.html)

Do not be fooled by the apologists of terror.  These apologists tell us that the root cause of terrorism is the deprivation of national and civic rights, and that the way to stop terror is to redress the supposed grievances that arise from this deprivation.  But the root cause of terrorism, the deliberate targeting of civilians, is not the deprivation of rights. If it were, then in the thousands of conflicts and struggles for national and civil rights in modern times we would see countless instances of terrorism. But we do not.  Mahatma Gandhi fought for the independence of India without resorting to terrorism. So too did the peoples of Eastern Europe in their struggle to bring down the Berlin Wall. And Martin Luther King's campaign for equal rights for all Americans eschewed all violence, much less terrorism.  If the deprivation of rights is indeed the root cause of terrorism, why did all these people pursue their cause without resorting to terror? Put simply, because they were democrats, not terrorists. They believed in the sanctity of each human life, were committed to the ideals of liberty, and championed the values of democracy.  But those who practice terrorism do not believe in these things. In fact, they believe in the very opposite. For them, the cause they espouse is so all-encompassing, so total, that it justifies anything. It allows them to break any law, discard any moral code and trample all human rights in the dust. In their eyes, it permits them to indiscriminately murder and maim innocent men and women, and lets them blow up a bus full of children.  There is a name for the doctrine that produces this evil. It is called totalitarianism.  Indeed, the root cause of terrorism is totalitarianism. Only a totalitarian regime, by systemically brainwashing its subjects, can indoctrinate hordes of killers to suspend all moral constraints for the sake of a twisted cause.  That is why from its inception totalitarianism has always been wedded to terrorism -- from Lenin to Stalin to Hitler to the ayatollahs to Saddam Hussein, right down to Osama bin Laden and Yasser Arafat.  Those who fight as terrorists rule as terrorists. It is not merely that the goals of terrorists do not justify the means they choose, it is that the means they choose tell us what their true goals are. Osama bin Laden is not seeking to defend the rights of Muslims but to murder as many Americans as possible, and ultimately to destroy America. Saddam Hussein is not seeking to defend his people but to subjugate his neighbors. Arafat is not seeking to build a state but to destroy a state; the many massacres of Jews he sponsors tells us what he would do to all the Jews of Israel if he had enough power.  Those who fight as terrorists rule as terrorists. People who deliberately target the innocent never become leaders who protect freedom and human rights. When terrorists seize power, they invariably set up the darkest of dictatorships -- whether in Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan or Arafatistan.  In short, the reason why some resort to terror and others do not is not any absence of rights, but the presence of a tyrannical mindset. The totalitarian mind knows no limits. The democratic mind sets them everywhere.  The essential steps to defeat international terrorism are being courageously undertaken by President Bush. By declaring that terrorism is never justified, and by deterring or destroying those regimes that support terror, President Bush has bravely charted a course that will lead the free world to victory.  But to assure that this evil does not re-emerge a decade or two from now, we must not merely uproot terror but also plant the seeds of freedom. Only under tyranny can a terrorist mindset be widely cultivated. It cannot breed in a climate of democracy and freedom.  The open debate of ideas and the respect for human life that are the foundation of all free societies are a permanent antidote to the poison that the terrorists seek to inject into the minds of their recruits.  That is why it is imperative that once the terrorist regimes in the Middle East are swept away, the free world, led by America, must begin to build the institutions of pluralism and democracy in their place. This will not happen overnight, and it is not likely to result in liberal, Western-style democracies. But given an option between Turkish-style freedom and Iranian-style tyranny, the choice is clear.  We simply can no longer allow parts of the world to remain cloistered by fanatic militancies. Such militancies, once armed with nuclear weapons, could destroy our civilization. We must begin immediately to encourage the peoples of the Arab and Islamic world to embrace the idea of pluralism and the ideals of freedom -- for their sake, as well as ours. 

Criticism is useless at this time – we must confront terrorists that are determined to destroy us.

Peters, 04 (Ralph, retired U.S. Army intelligence officer, Parameters, “In Praise of Attrition.” Summer, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_2_34/ai_n6082901/pg_1 AFM)

Trust me. We don't need discourses. We need plain talk, honest answers, and the will to close with the enemy and kill him. And to keep on killing him until it is unmistakably clear to the entire world who won. When military officers start speaking in academic gobbledygook, it means they have nothing to contribute to the effectiveness of our forces. They badly need an assignment to Fallujah. Consider our enemies in the War on Terror. Men who believe, literally, that they are on a mission from God to destroy your civilization and who regard death as a promotion are not impressed by elegant maneuvers. You must find them, no matter how long it takes, then kill them. If they surrender, you must accord them their rights under the laws of war and international conventions. But, as we have learned so painfully from all the mindless, leftwing nonsense spouted about the prisoners at Guantanamo, you are much better off killing them before they have a chance to surrender.

We have heard no end of blather about network-centric warfare, to the great profit of defense contractors. If you want to see a superb--and cheap example of "net-war," look at al Qaeda. The mere possession of technology does not ensure that it will be used effectively. And effectiveness is what matters.

Militaristic solutions foster long term peace – only killing terrorists can solve terrorism

Peters, 04 (Ralph, retired U.S. Army intelligence officer, Parameters, “In Praise of Attrition.” Summer, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_2_34/ai_n6082901/pg_1 AFM)

It is not enough to materially defeat your enemy. You must convince your enemy that he has been defeated. You cannot do that by bombing empty buildings. You must be willing to kill in the short term to save lives and foster peace in the long term. This essay does not suppose that warfare is simple: "Just go out and kill' era." Of course, incisive attacks on command networks and control capabilities, well-considered psychological operations, and humane treatment of civilians and prisoners matter profoundly, along with many other complex factors. But at a time when huckster contractors and "experts" who never served in uniform prophesize bloodless wars and sterile victories through technology, it's essential that those who actually must fight our nation's wars not succumb to the facile theories or shimmering vocabulary of those who wish to explain war to our soldiers from comfortable offices. It is not a matter of whether attrition is good or bad. It's necessary. Only the shedding of their blood defeats resolute enemies. Especially in our struggle with God-obsessed terrorists--the most implacable enemies our nation has ever faced there is no economical solution. Unquestionably, our long-term strategy must include a wide range of efforts to do what we, as outsiders, can to address the environmental conditions in which terrorism arises and thrives (often disappointingly little--it's a self-help world). But, for now, all we can do is to impress our enemies, our allies, and all the populations in between that we are winning and will continue to win.

The only way to do that is through killing. The fifth edition of the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary defines to "attrit" as to "wear down in quality or quantity by military attrition." That sounds like the next several years, at least, of the War on Terror. The same dictionary defines "attrition" as "the gradual wearing down of an enemy's forces in sustained warfare." Indeed, that is exactly what we shall have to do against religious terrorists. There is no magic maneuver waiting to be plotted on a map. While sharp tactical movements that bring firepower to bear will bring us important successes along the way, this war is going to be a long, hard slog. The new trenches are ideological and civilizational, involving the most fundamental differences human beings can have--those over the intentions of God and the roles of men and women. In the short term, we shall have to wear down the enemy's forces; in the longer term, we shall have to wear down the appeal of his ideas. Our military wars of attrition in the 21st century will be only one aspect of a vast metaphysical war of attrition, in which the differences between the sides are so profound they prohibit compromise.
As a result of our recent wars and lesser operations, we have the best-trained, best-led, best-equipped, and most experienced ground forces in the world in our Army and Marine Corps. Potential competitors and even most of our traditional allies have only the knowledge of the classroom and the training range, while we have experience of war and related operations unparalleled in our time. We have the most impressive military establishment, overall, in military history. Now, if only we could steel ourselves to think clearly and speak plainly: There is no shame in calling reality by its proper name. We are fighting, and will fight, wars of attrition. And we are going to win them.

Terrorists aren’t going to give up – pacifism only invites aggression

Hawks, 1 (Chuck Hawks, political scientist, “How To Defeat Terrorism: Pacifism Or Guns?” October. http://www.chuckhawks.com/defeat_terrorism.htm)

After some thought I have concluded that for pacifist tactics to succeed, at the minimum, the following conditions must pertain. One, the pacifist's opponents must be rational (capable of understanding the logic of the pacifist's position). Two, the opponents must have moral values and ideals that are not inimical to the pacifist's. Three, the opponents must respect basic human rights. And four, the pacifist's opponents must not necessarily equate non-violence with weakness. Looking at our historical pacifist models, Jesus was a rabbi saving souls and teaching people in the (Jewish) culture in which he was raised. Dr. King was a Christian minister leading a movement for the rights of his people in the (American) culture in which he was raised. And Gandhi was leading his people in their struggle for independence from the British (a rational and moral people with a long democratic tradition of self-rule). The fundamental ingredients for successful pacifism were in place in all three instances. Of the three historical examples, I am most familiar with the American Civil Rights movement of the 1950's and early 1960's, because it took place during my lifetime, and because I gave it my support. In that case, the American population was literate and well educated, basically rational, and had a long democratic tradition. Furthermore, all of the participants were Americans and were raised in the same culture, there was widespread respect for human rights, the Judeo/Christian ethic was the cultural norm, and virtually no one wanted violence. Also, in that case, the vast majority of Caucasian Americans had (and have) no desire to oppress Negro Americans. All of the conditions required for successful pacifism were indeed fulfilled.
Unfortunately, at least one (and usually more) of the required conditions are always missing when opposing totaliarian regimes (due to the nature of totaliarian regimes). Nor can they be present in any struggle against international terrorism (the fundamental tenents of terrorism preclude points two and three). In fact, none of the requisite conditions for successful pacifism are fufilled in the present struggle against Islamic terrorists. Throughout history, pacifism and non-violence has encouraged those with a totalitarian bent (whether religious or secular) to ever-greater crimes against their own people, their neighbors, and the rest of humanity. They have historically interpreted it as weakness, which they invariably attempt to exploit for their own demented purposes. This is clear from the writings and statements of modern totalitarian leaders. For example: The vast majority of European Jews responded non-violently to the Nazi pogrom. They went peacefully to the concentration camps, and ultimately to their deaths, a fact that has puzzled historians for years. This pacifistic approach did nothing to slow down the "Final Solution," and in fact increased its efficiency. Which is the history behind the slogan popular in modern Israel: "Never again!" Another example: Non-violence was simply not a viable option when the forces of the Imperial Japanese Empire attacked the US, the UK, and their allies in December of 1941. Had the Western Allies not resisted with armed force, the Japanese would clearly have gone on to occupy, and exploit by force, all of Southeast Asia and the entire Pacific basin, as well as China. Had they not been opposed by armed force Germany, Japan, and the other Axis nations would have eventually built a power base that made them literally unstoppable. War was the only viable way to prevent this and, with 20-20 hindsight, clearly the correct decision. (Paradoxically, had the Axis succeeded in world domination, international terrorism would probably not be a problem today. Axis [state] terrorism would have systematically executed all of the dissidents in the occupied territories, and long since crushed the independent states of the Middle East. The entire region would be under the boot heel of the Axis, and the people there would be slaves. Terrorism is effective only where there are moral and innocent people to terrorize.) The United States of America had, until the events of 11 September 2001, largely ignored terrorism. This was especially true during the 8 years of the Clinton Administration. You could even make the argument that the terrorist acts of 11 September 2001 were, at least in part, the result of President Clinton's legacy of inaction. The Clinton Administration took no effective action when the al Qaeda terrorist organization attacked the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, killing 224 people, and again did nothing when al Qaeda attacked the United States Ship Cole. Both of those assaults were ipso-facto declarations of war, acts that historically require a declaration of war from the aggrieved state. But the Clinton Administration chose not to take decisive action. At the end of his administration, in a move cynically designed to garner Puerto Rican votes for Hillary Clinton's senate bid, President Clinton pardoned 16 terrorists convicted of bombing attacks against New York city, over the vociferous objections of the entire law enforcement community. President Clinton evidently believed that terrorists would leave America alone if America did not respond to, even forgave, terrorist provocation. Clearly, American restraint did not convince the al Qaeda terrorists to leave America alone. (Neither, for that matter, did America's repeated attempts to save Moslem people from violence and starvation in various parts of the world.) The leaders and members of al Qaeda did not become more amenable to reason, their ethics and morality did not improve, they steadfastly rejected the concept of human rights, and they did not abandon violence. (Unlikely in any case, as their "culture" views pacifism as weakness.) Instead, they were emboldened to greater acts of terrorism, which resulted in the suicide attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. These fanatics have stated that, If they could, they would kill everyone in America and every American anywhere in the world to achieve their goals. (Interestingly, this would include almost all American Muslims, who are not proper "fundamentalists" by al Qaeda standards.) The notorious al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden, among others, has made this clear in his speeches and recent statements. So have the leaders of the totalitarian theocracy in Afghanistan known as the Taliban, who support al Qaeda and international terrorism.
Personally, I have serious reservations about the practicality of any "war" against intangibles, whether poverty, drugs, or terrorism. But, one way or another, I am convinced that international terrorists and the regimes that support them must be rooted out and brought to justice--which means killed--because they will not stop killing us. 

2AC: Framework/Alt Turn

Their argument and framework actually creates a reality where terrorism flourishes.  The affirmative is the logical ally of Islamist extremists – it is utopian and absolutely incapable of countering terrorism 

Peters, 06 (Ralph, retired Army Officer, The Weekly Standard, "The Counterrevolution in Military Affairs; Fashionable thinking about defense ignores the great threats of our time," 2-6-2006, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/006/649qrsob.asp AFM) 

Many of us have struggled to grasp the unreasonable, even fanatical anti-Americanism in the global media--including the hostility in many news outlets and entertainment forums here at home. How can educated men and women, whether they speak Arabic, Spanish, French, or English, condemn America's every move, while glossing over the abuses of dictators and the savagery of terrorists? Why is America blamed even when American involvement is minimal or even nonexistent? How has the most beneficial great power in history been transformed by the international media into a villain of relentless malevolence?

There's a straightforward answer: In their secular way, the world's media elites are as unable to accept the reality confronting them as are Islamist fundamentalists. They hate the world in which they are forced to live, and America has shaped that world.

It isn't that the American-wrought world is so very bad for the global intelligentsia: The freedom they exploit to condemn the United States has been won, preserved, and expanded by American sacrifices and America's example. The problem is that they wanted a different world, the utopia promised by socialist and Marxist theorists, an impossible heaven on earth that captured their imagination as surely as visions of paradise enrapture suicide bombers. The global media may skew secular, but that doesn't protect them against alternative forms of faith. Europeans, for example, have discarded a belief in God as beneath their sophistication--yet they still need a Satan to explain their own failures, just as their ancestors required devils to explain why the milk soured or the herd sickened. Today, America has replaced the horned, cloven-footed Lucifer of Europe's past; behind their smug assumption of superiority, contemporary Europeans are as superstitious and irrational as any of their ancestors: They simply believe in other demons.
One of the most perverse aspects of anti-Americanism in the global media and among the international intelligentsia is that it's presented as a progressive, liberal movement, when it's bitterly reactionary, a spiteful, elitist revolt against the empowerment of the common man and woman (the core ethos of the United States). Despite their outward differences, intellectuals are the logical allies of Islamist extremists--who are equally opposed to social progress and mass freedom. Of course, the terrorists have the comfort of religious faith, while the global intelligentsia, faced with the death of Marxism and the triumph of capitalism, has only its rage.

Human beings are hard-wired for faith. Deprived of a god, they seek an alternative creed. For a time, nationalism, socialism, Marxism, and a number of other-isms appeared to have a chance of working--as long as secular intellectuals rejected the evidence of Stalin's crimes or Mao's savagery (much as they overlook the brutalities of Islamist terrorists today). The intellectuals who staff the global media experienced the American-made destruction of their secular belief systems, slowly during the Cold War, then jarringly from 1989 to 1991. The experience has been as disorienting and infuriating to them as if we had proved to Muslim fanatics that their god does not exist.

America's triumph shames the Middle East and Europe alike, and has long dented the pride of Latin America. But the brotherhood of Islamist terrorists and the tribe of global intellectuals who dominate the media are the two groups who feel the most fury toward America. The terrorists dream of a paradise beyond the grave; intellectuals fantasized about utopias on earth. Neither can stomach the practical success of the American way of life, with its insistence on individual performance and its resistance to unearned privilege. For the Islamists, America's power threatens the promises of their faith. For world-intellectuals, America is the murderer of their most precious fantasies. Is it any wonder that these two superficially different groups have drifted into collusion? The suicide bomber may be the weapon of genius of our time, but the crucial new strategic factor is the rise of a global information culture that pretends to reflect reality, but in fact creates it. Iraq is only the most flagrant example of the disconnect between empirical reality and the redesigned, politically inflected alternative reality delivered by the media. This phenomenon matters far more than the profiteers of the revolution in military affairs can accept--the global information sphere is now a decisive battleground. Image and idea are as powerful as the finest military technologies. We have reached the point (as evidenced by the first battle of Falluja) where the global media can overturn the verdict of the battlefield. We will not be defeated by suicide bombers in Iraq, but a chance remains that the international media may defeat us. Engaged with enemies to our front, we try to ignore the enemies at our back--enemies at whom we cannot return fire. Indeed, if anything must be profoundly reevaluated, it's our handling of the media in wartime. We have no obligation to open our accounts to proven enemies, yet we allow ourselves to be paralyzed by platitudes.

This doesn't mean that all of the media are evil or dishonest. It means we need to have the common sense and courage to discriminate between media outlets that attempt to report fairly (and don't compromise wartime secrets) and those whose track records demonstrate their hostility to our national purposes or their outright support for terrorists.
We got it right in World War II, but today we cannot count on patriotism among journalists, let alone their acceptance of censorship boards. Our own reporters pretend to be "citizens of the world" with "higher loyalties," and many view patriotism as decidedly down-market. Obsessed with defending their privileges, they refuse to accept that they also have responsibilities as citizens. But after journalistic irresponsibility kills a sufficient number of Americans, reality will force us to question the media's claim that "the public has a right to know" every secret our government holds in wartime. 

**UTIL/CALCULATIVE THOUGHT**

Calculative Thought Good—Campbell 

Our ethical obligation to secure justice demands calculative thought—the alternative is the continuation of violence and oppression

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 46-7)

That undecidability resides within the decision, Derrida argues, "that justice exceeds law and calculation, that the unpresentable exceeds the determinable cannot and should not serve as alibi for staying out of juridico-political battles, within an institution or a state, or between institutions or states and others."9' Indeed, "incalculable justice requires us to calculate." From where does this insistence come? What is behind, what is animating, these imperatives? It is both the character of infinite justice as a heteronomic relationship to the other, a relationship that because of its undecidability multiplies responsibility, and the fact that "left to itself, the incalculable and giving (donatrice) idea of justice is always very close to the bad, even to the worst, for it can always be reappropriated by the most perverse calculation."92 The necessity of calculating the incalculable thus responds to a duty, a duty that inhabits the instant of madness and compels the decision to avoid "the bad," the "perverse calculation," even "the worst." This is the duty that also dwells with deconstruction and makes it the starting point, the "at least necessary condition," for the organization of resistance to totalitarianism in all its forms. And it is a duty that responds to practical political concerns when we recognize that Derrida names the bad, the perverse, and the worst as those violences "we recognize all too well without yet having thought them through, the crimes of xenophobia, racism, anti-Semitism, religious or nationalist fanaticism." Furthermore, the duty within the decision, the obligation that recognizes the necessity of negotiating the possibilities provided by the impossibilities of justice, is not content with simply avoiding, containing, combating, or negating the worst violence-though it could certainly begin with those strategies. Instead, this responsibility, which is the responsibility of responsibility, commissions a "utopian" strategy. Not a strategy that is beyond all bounds of possibility so as to be considered "unrealistic," but one which in respecting the necessity of calculation, takes the possibility summoned by the calculation as far as possible, "must take it as far as possible, beyond the place we find ourselves and beyond the already identifiable zones of morality or politics or law, beyond the distinction between national and international, public and private, and so on."94 As Derrida declares, "The condition of possibility of this thing called responsibility is a certain experience and experiment of the possibility of the impossible: the testing of the aporia from which one may invent the only possible invention, the impossible invention."95 This leads Derrida to enunciate a proposition that many, not the least of whom are his Habermasian critics, could hardly have expected: "Nothing seems to me less outdated than the classical emancipatory ideal. We cannot attempt to disqualify it today, whether crudely or with sophistication, at least not without treating it too lightly and forming the worst complicities." 6

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

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 50-51)

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

Calculation Inevitable

Calculation is inevitable – reinterpretation is key. 

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

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

Util Precedes Ethics

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

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

Consequences must be evaluated – moral rights and wrongs are based on consequences.  

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

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

K2 equality

Maximizing all lives is the only way to affirm equal and unconditional human dignity

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

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

More ev

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

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

K2 Politics

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

K2 Heg

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

Must Weigh risks

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

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

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

At: Justifies Hiroshima

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

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

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

**VALUE TO LIFE**

2AC: Yes VTL

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

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

Bernstein ‘2 (Richard J., Vera List Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research, “Radical Evil: A Philosophical Interrogation”, p. 188-192)

This is precisely what Jonas does in The Phenomenon of Life, his rethinking of the meaning of organic life. He tealizes that his philosophical project goes against many of the deeply embedded prejudices and dogmas of contemporary philosophy. He challenges two well-entrenched dogmas: that there is no metaphysical truth, and that there is no path from the "is" to the "ought". To escape from ethical nihilism, we must show that there is a metaphysical ground of ethics, an objective basis for value and purpose in being itself. These are strong claims; and, needless to say, they are extremely controversial. In defense of Jonas, it should be said that he approaches this task with both boldness and intellectual modesty. He frequently acknowledges that he cannot "prove" his claims, but he certainly believes that his "premises" do "more justice to the total phenomenon of man and Being in general" than the prevailing dualist or reductionist alternatives. "But in the last analysis my argument can do no more than give a rational grounding to an option it presents as a choice for a thoughtful person — an option that of course has its own inner power of persuasion. Unfortunately I have nothing better to offer. Perhaps a future metaphysics will be able to do more." 8 To appreciate how Jonas's philosophical project unfolds, we need to examine his philosophical interpretation of life. This is the starting point of his grounding of a new imperative of responsibility. It also provides the context for his speculations concerning evil. In the foreword to The Phenomenon of Life, Jonas gives a succinct statement of his aim. Put at its briefest, this volume offers an "existential" interpretation of biological facts. Contemporary existentialism, obsessed with man alone, is in the habit of claiming as his unique privilege and predicament much of what is rooted in organic existence as such: in so doing, it withholds from the organic world the insights to be learned from the awareness of self. On its part, scientific biology, by its rules confined to the physical, outward facts, must ignore the dimension of inwardness that belongs to life: in so doing, it submerges the distinction of "animate" and "inanimate." A new reading of the biological record may recover the inner dimension — that which we know best -- for the understanding of things organic and so reclaim for psycho-physical unity of life that place in the theoretical scheme which it had lost through the divorce of the material and the mental since Descartes. p. ix) Jonas, in his existential interpretation of bios, pursues "this underlying theme of all of life in its development through the ascending order of organic powers and functions: metabolism, moving and desiring, sensing and perceiving, imagination, art, and mind — a progressive scale of freedom and peril, culminating in man, who may understand his uniqueness anew when he no longer sees himself in metaphysical isolation" (PL, p. ix). The way in which Jonas phrases this theme recalls the Aristotelian approach to bios, and it is clear that Aristotle is a major influence on Jonas. There is an even closer affinity with the philosophy of nature that Schelling sought to elaborate in the nineteenth century. Schelling (like many post- Kantian German thinkers) was troubled by the same fundamental dichotomy that underlies the problem for Jonas. The dichotomy that Kant introduced between the realm of "disenchanted" nature and the realm of freedom leads to untenable antinomies. Jonas differs from both Aristotle and Schelling in taking into account Darwin and contemporary scientific biology. A proper philosophical understanding of biology must always be compatible with the scientific facts. But at the same time, it must also root out misguided materialistic and reductionist interpretations of those biological facts. In this respect, Jonas's naturalism bears a strong affinity with the evolutionary naturalism of Peirce and Dewey. At the same time, Jonas is deeply skeptical of any theory of evolutionary biology that introduces mysterious "vital forces" or neglects the contingencies and perils of evolutionary development.' Jonas seeks to show "that it is in the dark stirrings of primeval organic substance that a principle of freedom shines forth for the first time within the vast necessity of the physical universe" (PL 3). Freedom, in this broad sense, is not identified exclusively with human freedom; it reaches down to the first glimmerings of organic life, and up to the type of freedom manifested by human beings. " 'Freedom' must denote an objectively discernible mode of being, i.e., a manner of executing existence, distinctive of the organic per se and thus shared by all members but by no nonmembers of the class: an ontologically descriptive term which can apply to mere physical evidence at first" (PL 3). This coming into being of freedom is not just a success story. "The privilege of freedom carries the burden of need and means precarious being" (PL 4). It is with biological metabolism that this principle of freedom first arises. Jonas goes "so far as to maintain that metabolism, the basic stratum of all organic existence, already displays freedom — indeed that it is the first form freedom takes." 1 ° With "metabolism — its power and its need — not-being made its appearance in the world as an alternative embodied in being itself; and thereby being itself first assumes an emphatic sense: intrinsically qualified by the threat of its negative it must affirm itself, and existence affirmed is existence as a concern" (PL 4). This broad, ontological understanding of freedom as a characteristic of all organic life serves Jonas as "an Ariadne's thread through the interpretation of Life" (PL 3). The way in which Jonas enlarges our understanding of freedom is indicative of his primary argumentative strategy. He expands and reinterprets categories that are normally applied exclusively to human beings so that we can see that they identify objectively discernible modes of being characteristic of everything animate. Even inwardness, and incipient forms of self; reach down to the simplest forms of organic life. 11 Now it may seem as if Jonas is guilty of anthropomorphism, of projecting what is distinctively human onto the entire domain of living beings. He is acutely aware of this sort of objection, but he argues that even the idea of anthropomorphism must be rethought. 12 We distort Jonas's philosophy of life if we think that he is projecting human characteristics onto the nonhuman animate world. Earlier I quoted the passage in which Jonas speaks of a "third way" — "one by which the dualistic rift can be avoided and yet enough of the dualistic insight saved to uphold the humanity of man" (GEN 234). We avoid the "dualistic rift" by showing that there is genuine continuity of organic life, and that such categories as freedom, inwardness, and selfhood apply to everything that is animate. These categories designate objective modes of being. But we preserve "enough dualistic insight" when we recognize that freedom, inwardness, and selfhood manifest themselves in human beings in a distinctive manner. I do not want to suggest that Jonas is successful in carrying out this ambitious program. He is aware of the tentativeness and fallibility of his claims, but he presents us with an understanding of animate beings such that we can discern both continuity and difference.' 3 It should now be clear that Jonas is not limiting himself to a regional philosophy of the organism or a new "existential" interpretation of biological facts. His goal is nothing less than to provide a new metaphysical understanding of being, a new ontology. And he is quite explicit about this. Our reflections [are] intended to show in what sense the problem of life, and with it that of the body, ought to stand in the center of ontology and, to some extent, also of epistemology. . . The central position of the problem of life means not only that it must be accorded a decisive voice in judging any given ontology but also that any treatment of itself must summon the whole of ontology. (PL 25) The philosophical divide between Levinas and Jonas appears to be enormous. For Levinas, as long as we restrict ourselves to the horizon of Being and to ontology (no matter how broadly these are conceived), there is no place for ethics, and no answer to ethical nihilism. For Jonas, by contrast, unless we can enlarge our understanding of ontology in such a manner as would provide an objective grounding for value and purpose within nature, there is no way to answer the challenge of ethical nihilism. But despite this initial appearance of extreme opposition, there is a way of interpreting Jonas and Levinas that lessens the gap between them. In Levinasian terminology, we can say that Jonas shows that there is a way of understanding ontology and the living body that does justice to the nonreducible alterity of the other (l'autrui). 14 Still, we might ask how Jonas's "existential" interpretation of biological facts and the new ontology he is proposing can provide a metaphysical grounding for a new ethics. Jonas criticizes the philosophical prejudice that there is no place in nature for values, purposes, and ends. Just as he maintains that freedom, inwardness, and selfhood are objective modes of being, so he argues that values and ends are objective modes of being. There is a basic value inherent in organic being, a basic affirmation, "The Yes' of Life" (IR 81). 15 "The self-affirmation of being becomes emphatic in the opposition of life to death. Life is the explicit confrontation of being with not-being. . . . The 'yes' of all striving is here sharpened by the active `no' to not-being" (IR 81-2). Furthermore — and this is the crucial point for Jonas — this affirmation of life that is in all organic being has a binding obligatory force upon human beings. This blindly self-enacting "yes" gains obligating force in the seeing freedom of man, who as the supreme outcome of nature's purposive labor is no longer its automatic executor but, with the power obtained from knowledge, can become its destroyer as well. He must adopt the "yes" into his will and impose the "no" to not-being on his power. But precisely this transition from willing to obligation is the critical point of moral theory at which attempts at laying a foundation for it come so easily to grief. Why does now, in man, that become a duty which hitherto "being" itself took care of through all individual willings? (IR 82). We discover here the transition from is to "ought" — from the self-affirmation of life to the binding obligation of human beings to preserve life not only for the present but also for the future. But why do we need a new ethics? The subtitle of The Imperative of Responsibility — In Search of an Ethics for the Technological Age — indicates why we need a new ethics. Modern technology has transformed the nature and consequences of human ac-tion so radically that the underlying premises of traditional ethics are no longer valid. For the first time in history human beings possess the knowledge and the power to destroy life on this planet, including human life. Not only is there the new possibility of total nuclear disaster; there are the even more invidious and threatening possibilities that result from the unconstrained use of technologies that can destroy the environment required for life. The major transformation brought about by modern technology is that the consequences of our actions frequently exceed by far anything we can envision. Jonas was one of the first philosophers to warn us about the unprecedented ethical and political problems that arise with the rapid development of biotechnology. He claimed that this was happening at a time when there was an "ethical vacuum," when there did not seem to be any effective ethical principles to limit ot guide our ethical decisions. In the name of scientific and technological "progress," there is a relentless pressure to adopt a stance where virtually anything is permissible, includ-ing transforming the genetic structure of human beings, as long as it is "freely chosen." We need, Jonas argued, a new categorical imperative that might be formulated as follows: "Act so that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life"; or expressed negatively: "Act so that the effects of your action are not destructive of the future possibility of such a life"; or simply: "Do not compromise the conditions for an indefinite continuation of humanity on earth"; or again turned positive: "In your present choices, include the future wholeness of Man among the objects of your will." (IR 11)

XT: Yes VTL

Always an inherent value to life

Phyllis Coontz, 01, Associate Professor in the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs at the University of Pittsburgh.  2001 (Journey of Community Health Nursing, 18(4). “Transcending the Suffering of AIDS.” JSTOR) In the 1950s, psychiatrist and theorist Viktor Frankl ( 1963) described an existential theory of purpose and meaning in life. Frankl, a long-time prisoner i n a concentration camp, related several instances of transcendent states that he experienced in the midst of that terrible suffering using his own experiences and observations. He believed that these experiences allowed him and others to maintain their sense of dignity and self-worth. Frankl (1969) claimed that transcendence occurs by giving to others, being open to others and the environment, and coming to accept the reality that some situations are unchangeable. He hypothesized that life always has meaning for the individual; a person can always decide how to face adversity. Therefore, self-transcendence provides meaning and enables the discovery of meaning for a person (Frankl, 1963). Expanding Frankl's work, Reed (1991b) linked self-transcendence with mental health. Through a developmental process individuals gain an increasing understanding of who they are and are able to move out beyond themselves despite the fact that they are experiencing physical and mental pain. This expansion beyond the self occurs through introspection, concern about others and their well-being, and integration of the past and future to strengthen one's present life (Reed, 1991 b).  

**VIOLENCE K**

Violence Inevitable

Violence is inevitable – it’s inherent in nature

Saunders, 98 (Cat Saunders, PhD in psychotherapy, “Violence, Pacifism, and War.” October, http://drcat.org/dchh/html/violence.htm AFM)

Like it or not, violence is part of nature and it’s a part of human nature. Frankly, our puny human outbursts–and even our wars–are minor in comparison to earthquakes, volcanoes, sunspot eruptions, and supernova explosions. Nature is full of violence! It dances at every level of existence. Conception, for instance, is a violent act. The sperm violates the integrity of the egg in order to merge with it and create life. Another more obvious act of violence is eating. All of us, vegetarians included, must kill to survive. As Thich Nhat Hanh says in Present Moment, Wonderful Moment: This plate of food, so fragrant and appetizing, also contains much suffering. It’s futile to deny that violence is necessary for life. It makes more sense to be aware of this fact and to be responsible in relation to it. Unfortunately, there is so much fear of irresponsible violence that all violence is often judged to be wrong. As a result, many people think that part of their own primal nature is wrong–the part that could kill if one’s life is threatened. No part of human nature is wrong, even the violent or destructive part. Everyone has the capacity to be violent and destructive. Everyone! One of my heroes, Elisabeth Kübler-Ross, tells the story of Golda, who survived Maidanek, one of Hitler’s most notorious death camps. Kübler-Ross visited Maidanek after World War II, in the hope of gaining some understanding of the horrors committed there.

Violence Good – Human Rights
Pacifism appeases evil – violent solutions are critical to solve widespread violation of human rights

Root, 01 (Damon W. Root, contributing writer at the Objectivist Center, “Against Pacifism.” http://www.objectivistcenter.org/showcontent.aspx?ct=420&h=54 AFM)

In 1941, with Hitler’s war machine furiously hacking Western civilization to bits, George Orwell famously observed that "objectively, the pacifist is pro-Nazi." Today, as Islamic fascists like Osama bin Laden, Al Qaeda and the Taliban struggle to bring the world under another yoke of vicious, anti-Semitic totalitarianism, our own anti-war activists inform anyone who will listen that "an eye for an eye makes the world go blind." Since these folks would apparently rather see Islamic fascism run free than have America vigorously engage her enemies, let’s consider just what sort of world the modern pacifist is objectively in favor of. Afghanistan, under the Taliban, is literally a hell on earth. Women and girls are deprived of every imaginable civil, social, political, and economic liberty. Their humanity itself is under brutal attack, every minute of every day. According to Human Rights Watch, Taliban officials "beat women on the streets for dress code violations and for venturing outside the home without the company of a close male relative." Amnesty International reports that "women who wear nail varnish could have their fingers chopped off." Forbidden to speak with or visit any male who is not a close relative (including doctors and dentists), women and girls regularly go without basic medical attention. In addition, the Taliban have banned music, films, television, playing cards, and other forms of entertainment. Musical instruments and books have been seized and burned. Civil liberties like freedom of speech and religion are repressed by force. For example, the punishment for converting to Christianity or Judaism, professing these religions, or distributing their literature, is death.
Amnesty International describes how two men convicted of sodomy "were placed under a wall of dried mud which was bulldozed upon them." In Kabul, an unmarried man convicted of premarital sex received 100 lashes with a leather strap. Had he been married, "the punishment would have been death by stoning," the report states.

With each passing day, similar accounts of misogyny and oppression come pouring in. Kim Candy, President of the National Organization for Women, observes that "when such extremism is allowed to flourish anywhere in the world, none of us is safe." Confront the moral relativists who infest our college campuses and progressive institutions with these unspeakable events, however, and they respond with juvenile slogans like "one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter." In New York City, popular graffiti artist and left-wing dissident De La Vega has a statement hanging in his gallery that reads "Osama, whether right or wrong, is a fighter for freedom." Following the logic of this idiocy, we should elevate Hitler’s holocaust and South Africa’s apartheid into noble ideals simply because some illiterate thugs were willing to shed blood on their behalf. Thankfully, we do nothing of the sort. Just what sort of freedom do people like De La Vega think bin Laden and the Taliban are fighting for? Freedom to throw acid in the faces of unveiled women? Freedom to torture and murder gays, Jews, and atheists? Anyone suggesting a similarity between the values of Martin Luther King and Mullah Omar ought to put down the placard, quit the protest, and hide their head in shame. The Islamic fascists have brought nightmare to life in their own lands, while their ideology calls for its export. To profess pacifism in the face of such horror is to appease evil itself.
.
Violence Good – Prevents Greater Wars Later

The U.S. must be heavy handed in dealing with the world’s problems – the alternative is worse militarism in other areas and violence of a comparatively greater magnitude

Hanson, 01 (Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Professor Emeritus at California University, Fresno, Ph.D. from Stanford, “At War – What are we made of?” National Review Magazine, October 1. http://www.victorhanson.com/articles/hanson100101.html. AFM)

The United States finally entered the First World War because of the nation's lingering outrage over a few hundred floating bodies from the sunken ocean liner Lusitania, which was torpedoed during Germany's unrestricted submarine warfare. More than two decades later, we declared war against the Japanese Empire after 2,400 of our sailors were surprised and killed on a Sunday morning at Pearl Harbor. In the aftermath of each attack, the United States did not seek the sanction of world opinion. Instead, it unleashed the dogs of war, precipitously so against countries that had promised and delivered death to our people. In the days after Pearl Harbor, a dazed American public saw newsreels of victorious Japanese shouting "Banzai!" with arms outstretched on conquered American outposts. What terrible foes, we thought, to hate us so-so adroit at surprising us, so successful at killing despite our defenses. Yet the generation of our fathers was not impressed by either images or rhetoric. In response, a rather innocent and unprepared nation in less than 60 months left both Germany and Japan in smoldering ruins. Both fascism and Japanese militarism were incinerated and have not plagued the world for over a half-century. On September 11, the United States was attacked in a similar way. The only difference between Pearl Harbor and the assaults on the Pentagon and World Trade Center is one of magnitude. Ours now is the far greater loss. No enemy in our past, neither Nazi Germany nor Imperial Japan, killed so many American civilians and brought such carnage to our shores as the suicidal hijackers who crashed the very citadels of American power in our nation's two greatest cities. It may well be that more Americans died on the 11th than fell at Gettysburg or Antietam, or in fact on any other single day in American history. Surely, by any fair measure, we should now be at war. But are we, and shall we be? This generation of Americans is now at a crossroads. We must decide whether we shall continue to be the adolescent nation that frets over the trivial and meaningless while our enemies plot death under our very noses, or our fathers' children-who accept the old, the sad truth that "the essence of war is violence, and moderation in war is imbecility." The voices of our therapeutic culture will be heard. Indeed, they already have. We all know the old litany of inaction and self-loathing. Such seething hatred is inevitable, we are told, given our world swagger, and is the bothersome price of global activism. Should not we look inward, others will remind us, to examine why so many despise us so much?-as if people who practice neither democracy nor religious tolerance nor equality are our moral superiors. And are not these isolated terrorists emissaries of a new war that we do not understand and for which we are ill equipped?-as if we, the greatest military power in the history of civilization, cannot fathom the unchanging and eternal nature of blood and iron. Is not our support of democratic Israel the source of our calamity?-as if we should abandon the only democratic island in a sea of fanaticism and autocracy. As in the case of the Marine barracks in Lebanon, the Lockerbie airliner downing, the slaughter of our servicemen in Saudi Arabia, and so on, we know well the vocabulary of prevarication practiced by our political and media pundits. We shall "track down and punish" the terrorists; we must "bring to justice the perpetrators," who can "run but not hide"; we will "act swiftly and deliberately," but of course at all times "soberly and judiciously." Etc. Then will follow the old nostrums: Europe must be consulted, moderate Arab states entreated, the U.N. petitioned. Few will confess that we are in our own outright bloody war against tyranny, intolerance, and theocracy, an age-old fight against medieval foes who despise modernity, liberalism, and freedom, and all the hope that they bring. But Americans now must ignore the old lie, because at last they also know the new truth: Despite the braggadocio of past years, we have in fact done nothing-and so invited war onto our shores. Worse still, we have disguised that nothing in the rhetoric of the criminal-justice system, as if these enemy warriors were local misguided felons to be handed over to our courts. Our diplomatic experts could keep us in comfortable stasis with the usual whispers about the consequences of "polarizing" the Arab world or "radicalizing" moderate societies-folk perhaps such as the Palestinians who were celebrating on the 11th in their streets over news that thousands of bodies lay strewn in ours. Worse even still, after the launching of a few impotent cruise missiles, we could go on cloaking that nothing in the immoral vocabulary that we are too civilized to punish evil, or perhaps too comfortable or too sophisticated to kill killers. And so Americans die; they are forgotten; and we do nothing-hoping that our enemies will at least do their awful work on our distant ships or barracks rather than at our doorsteps. Yes, we are at a great juncture in American history. We can go to battle, as we did in the past-hard, long, without guilt, apology, or respite, until our enemies are no more. It was our fathers who passed on to us that credo and with it all that we hold dear. And so just as they once did, we too must confront and annihilate these killers and the governments that have protected and encouraged them. Only that way can we honor and avenge our dead and keep faith that they have not died in vain. Only with evil confronted and crushed can we ensure that our children might still some day live, as we once did, in peace and safety.

Violence Good – Iran
Militaristic solutions are the only way to contain Iran – complacency only delays an inevitable war with more casualties

Podhoretz, 07 (Norman Podhoretz, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Case for Bombing Iran.” Commentary Magazine, June 2007, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/cm/main/viewArticle.html?id=10882&page=all AFM)

It was thanks to Munich that “appeasement” became one of the dirtiest words in the whole of our political vocabulary. Yet appeasement had always been an important and entirely respectable tool of diplomacy, signifying the avoidance of war through the alleviation of the other side’s grievances. If Hitler had been what his eventual victims imagined he was—that is, a conventional statesman pursuing limited aims and using the threat of war only as a way of strengthening his bargaining position—it would indeed have been possible to appease him and thereby to head off the outbreak of another war. 

But Hitler was not a conventional statesman and, although for tactical reasons he would sometimes pretend otherwise, he did not have limited aims. He was a revolutionary seeking to overturn the going international system and to replace it with a new order dominated by Germany, which also meant the political culture of Nazism. As such, he offered only two choices: resistance or submission. Finding this reality unbearable, the world persuaded itself that there was a way out, a third alternative, in negotiations. But given Hitler’s objectives, and his barely concealed lust for war, negotiating with him could not conceivably have led to peace. It could have had only one outcome, which was to buy him more time to start a war under more favorable conditions. As most historians now agree, if he had been taken at his own word about his true intentions, he could have been stopped earlier and defeated at an infinitely lower cost.

Which brings us back to Ahmadinejad. Like Hitler, he is a revolutionary whose objective is to overturn the going international system and to replace it in the fullness of time with a new order dominated by Iran and ruled by the religio-political culture of Islamofascism. Like Hitler, too, he is entirely open about his intentions, although—again like Hitler—he sometimes pretends that he wants nothing more than his country’s just due. In the case of Hitler in 1938, this pretense took the form of claiming that no further demands would be made if sovereignty over the Sudetenland were transferred from Czechoslovakia to Germany. In the case of Ahmadinejad, the pretense takes the form of claiming that Iran is building nuclear facilities only for peaceful purposes and not for the production of bombs.

But here we come upon an interesting difference between then and now. Whereas in the late 1930’s almost everyone believed, or talked himself into believing, that Hitler was telling the truth when he said he had no further demands to make after Munich, no one believes that Ahmadinejad is telling the truth when he says that Iran has no wish to develop a nuclear arsenal. In addition, virtually everyone agrees that it would be best if he were stopped, only not, God forbid, with military force—not now, and not ever. 

But if military force is ruled out, what is supposed to do the job? 

Well, to begin with, there is that good old standby, diplomacy. And so, for three-and-a-half years, even pre-dating the accession of Ahmadinejad to the presidency, the diplomatic gavotte has been danced with Iran, in negotiations whose carrot-and-stick details no one can remember—not even, I suspect, the parties involved. But since, to say it again, Ahmadinejad is a revolutionary with unlimited aims and not a statesman with whom we can “do business,” all this negotiating has had the same result as Munich had with Hitler. That is, it has bought the Iranians more time in which they have moved closer and closer to developing nuclear weapons. 

Then there are sanctions. As it happens, sanctions have very rarely worked in the past. Worse yet, they have usually ended up hurting the hapless people of the targeted country while leaving the leadership unscathed. Nevertheless, much hope has been invested in them as a way of bringing Ahmadinejad to heel. Yet thanks to the resistance of Russia and China, both of which have reasons of their own to go easy on Iran, it has proved enormously difficult for the Security Council to impose sanctions that could even conceivably be effective. At first, the only measures to which Russia and China would agree were much too limited even to bite. Then, as Iran continued to defy Security Council resolutions and to block inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that it was bound by treaty to permit, not even the Russians and the Chinese were able to hold out against stronger sanctions. Once more, however, these have had little or no effect on the progress Iran is making toward the development of a nuclear arsenal. On the contrary: they, too, have bought the Iranians additional time in which to move ahead.

Since hope springs eternal, some now believe that the answer lies in more punishing sanctions. This time, however, their purpose would be not to force Iran into compliance, but to provoke an internal uprising against Ahmadinejad and the regime as a whole. Those who advocate this course tell us that the “mullocracy” is very unpopular, especially with young people, who make up a majority of Iran’s population. They tell us that these young people would like nothing better than to get rid of the oppressive and repressive and corrupt regime under which they now live and to replace it with a democratic system. And they tell us, finally, that if Iran were so transformed, we would have nothing to fear from it even if it were to acquire nuclear weapons.

Once upon a time, under the influence of Bernard Lewis and others I respect, I too subscribed to this school of thought. But after three years and more of waiting for the insurrection they assured us back then was on the verge of erupting, I have lost confidence in their prediction. Some of them blame the Bush administration for not doing enough to encourage an uprising, which is why they have now transferred their hopes to sanctions that would inflict so much damage on the Iranian economy that the entire populace would rise up against the rulers. Yet whether or not this might happen under such circumstances, there is simply no chance of getting Russia and China, or the Europeans for that matter, to agree to the kind of sanctions that are the necessary precondition. 

_____________ 

At the outset I stipulated that the weapons with which we are fighting World War IV are not all military—that they also include economic, diplomatic, and other nonmilitary instruments of power. In exerting pressure for reform on countries like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, these nonmilitary instruments are the right ones to use. But it should be clear by now to any observer not in denial that Iran is not such a country. As we know from Iran’s defiance of the Security Council and the IAEA even while the United States has been warning Ahmadinejad that “all options” remain on the table, ultimatums and threats of force can no more stop him than negotiations and sanctions have managed to do. Like them, all they accomplish is to buy him more time. 
In short, the plain and brutal truth is that if Iran is to be prevented from developing a nuclear arsenal, there is no alternative to the actual use of military force—any more than there was an alternative to force if Hitler was to be stopped in 1938. 

Since a ground invasion of Iran must be ruled out for many different reasons, the job would have to be done, if it is to be done at all, by a campaign of air strikes. Furthermore, because Iran’s nuclear facilities are dispersed, and because some of them are underground, many sorties and bunker-busting munitions would be required. And because such a campaign is beyond the capabilities of Israel, and the will, let alone the courage, of any of our other allies, it could be carried out only by the United States.* Even then, we would probably be unable to get at all the underground facilities, which means that, if Iran were still intent on going nuclear, it would not have to start over again from scratch. But a bombing campaign would without question set back its nuclear program for years to come, and might even lead to the overthrow of the mullahs.

Iran will eat up the affirmative’s approach to the world – soft approaches will result in war

Rubin, 07 (Michael Rubin, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, “Don’t Blink, Don’t Back Down,” 7-2-2007, http://www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,pubID.26420/pub_detail.asp AFM)

It may be comforting to believe that, with diplomacy, Washington and Tehran can resolve their differences. But it is dangerous and naïve. Democracy in Iran is a charade, and factionalism between hard-liners and reformers is a sideshow. Iranians elect a president, but absolute power resides with the supreme leader who rules for life. Because sovereignty resides not with the people, but with God, popular will is irrelevant. What the parliament believes doesn't matter. The Revolutionary Guards, chosen for their loyalty and discipline, answer to the supreme leader. His appointees crush dissent.

What should Washington do? It should not engage. Diplomacy absent Iranian sincerity is dangerous. Between 2000 and 2005, the height of Iran's reformist period, European Union trade with Tehran tripled. Rather than reform, the regime invested the hard currency into its ballistic missile and covert nuclear program. Today, Iran uses engagement to spin its centrifuges and run the clock. The United States wants Tehran to stop its nuclear program. Iranians want democracy, not theocracy. Here, interests converge. Although military action can delay Tehran's nuclear program, it cannot stop it. The real danger isn't Iran's bomb, however, but the regime that would wield it. While Europe embraces the China model of trade and dialogue, the Supreme Leader looks to Tiananmen Square. So should Washington. Rather than fund outside groups, Washington should invest in a template for change. No one knew ahead of time the Chinese student who stopped a line of tanks; the important thing was he had the space to emerge. U.S. policy should create such space. Independent labor would make the regime more accountable to its people. Unions could force the regime to invest in schools, not centrifuges. Independent media and communications could let a real civil society to emerge. This takes money. Those denouncing U.S. funding are not the imprisoned student and labor activists, but reformists loyal to theocracy, and gullible pundits. Tehran's crackdown on dissent predates U.S. support for civil society. And the Iranian overreaction shows both its vulnerability and the efficacy of U.S. pressure.
Iranian proliferation causes nuclear terrorism

Podhoretz, 07 (Norman Podhoretz, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Case for Bombing Iran.” Commentary Magazine, June 2007, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/cm/main/viewArticle.html?id=10882&page=all AFM)

As in the realm of foreign affairs, if this much can be accomplished under present circumstances, what might not be done if the process were being backed by Iranian nuclear blackmail? Already some observers are warning that by the end of the 21st century the whole of Europe will be transformed into a place to which they give the name Eurabia. Whatever chance there may still be of heading off this eventuality would surely be lessened by the menacing shadow of an Iran armed with nuclear weapons, and only too ready to put them into the hands of the terrorist groups to whom it is even now supplying rockets and other explosive devices.  And the United States? As would have been the case with Finlandization, we would experience a milder form of Islamization here at home. But not in the area of foreign policy. Like the Europeans, confronted by Islamofascists armed by Iran with nuclear weapons, we would become more and more hesitant to risk resisting the emergence of a world shaped by their will and tailored to their wishes. For even if Ahmadinejad did not yet have missiles with a long enough range to hit the United States, he would certainly be able to unleash a wave of nuclear terror against us. If he did, he would in all likelihood act through proxies, for whom he would with characteristic brazenness disclaim any responsibility even if the weapons used by the terrorists were to bear telltale markings identifying them as of Iranian origin. At the same time, the opponents of retaliation and other antiwar forces would rush to point out that there was good reason to accept this disclaimer and, markings or no markings (could they not have been forged?), no really solid evidence to refute it.

Violence Good – Terrorism, Iran, North Korea

Blanket calls to end the “cycle of violence” merely fuel it – only violence can deal with threats like terrorism, Iran and North Korea

Sowell, 6 (Thomas Sowell, Senior fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution, “A ‘cycle’ of nonsense,” 7-18-2006, http://jewishworldreview.com/cols/sowell071806.asp AFM)

Now that Israel has responded to rocket attacks and the abduction of its soldiers by terrorists by making military strikes into areas controlled by those terrorists, much of our media are deploring another "cycle of violence" in the Middle East. 
For reasons unknown, some people seem to regard verbal equivalence as moral equivalence — and the latter as some kind of badge of broadmindedness, if not intellectual superiority. 
Therefore, when Palestinian terrorists ("militants" in politically correct Newspeak) attack Israel and then Israel responds with military force, that is just another "cycle of violence" in the Middle East to some people. 
The "cycle" notion suggests that each side is just responding to what the other side does. But just what had Israel done to set off these latest terrorist acts? It voluntarily pulled out of Gaza, after evacuating its own settlers, and left the land to the Palestinian authorities. 
Terrorists then used the newly acquired land to launch rockets into Israel and then seized an Israeli soldier. Other terrorists in Lebanon followed suit. The great mantra of the past, "trading land for peace," is now thoroughly discredited, or should be. 
But facts mean nothing to people who are determined to find equivalence, whether today in the Middle East or yesterday in the Cold War. 
Since all things are the same, except for the differences, and different except for the similarities, nothing is easier than to create verbal parallels and moral equivalence, though some people seem to pride themselves on their ability to do such verbal tricks. 
Centuries ago, Thomas Hobbes said that words are wise men's counters but that they are the money of fools. 
Regardless of fashionable rhetoric, there is no Middle East "peace process" any more than trading "land for peace" has been a viable option. Nor is a Palestinian "homeland" a key to peace. 
During all the years when Arab countries controlled the land now proposed for a Palestinian homeland, there was no talk about any such homeland. Only after Israel took control of that territory as a result of the 1967 war was it suddenly sacred as a Palestinian homeland. 
There is no concession that will bring lasting peace to the Middle East because the terrorists and their supporters are not going to be satisfied by concessions. The only thing that will satisfy them is the destruction of Israel. 
Pending that, they will inflict as much destruction and bloodshed on the Israelis as they can get away with at any given time. This brutal reality is not going to vanish through verbal sleight of hand. 
The terrorists have spoken in words and in deeds, including suicide bombers. They have what Churchill once described in the Nazis as "currents of hatred so intense as to sear the souls of those who swim upon them." 
We saw that on 9/11 — or should have seen it. But many, especially among the intelligentsia, are determined not to see it. 

Of all the Western democracies, only two have no choice but to depend on their own military forces for their survival — the United States and Israel. The rest have for more than half a century had the luxury of depending on American military forces in general and the American nuclear deterrent in particular. 
People who have long been sheltered from mortal dangers can indulge themselves in the belief that there are no mortal dangers. Nuclear weapons in the hands of Iran or North Korea — and, through them, in the hands of hate-filled terrorists — may be all that will finally wake up such people. But that may be tragically too late. 
Those who keep calling for an end to the "cycle of violence" are what make such violence more likely. "World opinion" in general and the United Nations in particular can always be counted on to counsel "restraint" in response to attacks and "negotiations" in response to lethal threats. 
What that means is that those who start trouble will have a lower price to pay than if those they attacked were free to go all out in their counter-attack. Lowering the price to be paid by aggressors virtually guarantees more aggression. 

Violence Good – Saves Lives
Violent solutions are the only way to save the most lives

Carter, 01 (Laren, part-time free-lance writer and Producer Advocate, October 4, “Pacifism Empowers Terrorism.” Capitalism Magazine. http://www.capmag.com/article.asp?id=1128. AFM)

Pacifists think that by pretending that violence doesn't exist, eventually it won't. This is not just silly; it is a vicious, deadly lie. Aggression cannot be defeated by rewarding it. Organizers of "Don't turn tragedy into a war" rallies across the country would have Americans believe that the proper response to the murder of thousands of innocent lives is a candlelight vigil and impromptu poetry readings. This is mass suicide. It is an invitation to the Hitlers, the Stalins, the Attilas, and the Bin Ladens of the world to slaughter the American people and to gut their corpses.
Implicit in the pacifist's drivel is the implication: "may the worst man win." Only two types of people can accept a philosophy like this: a fiend or a fool. A fiend hates everyone, including himself, and so doesn't care if the "worst man" wins. A fool believes that if he smiles sheepishly at Adolf Hitler, Hitler will suddenly change his mind and decide to take-up knitting. They are both wrong, and they are both evil, [because in both cases such a policy can only lead to the destruction of the good.]

Violence Good – Solves War
Resisting war is useless – military deterrence provides an opportunity to expand peace

Futterman, 95 (J.A.H., Researcher at Lawrence Libermore Lab,  Obscenity and Peace : Mediations on the Bomb http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html AFM)

Internationally, peace requires empowerment of some groups that seem eager to earn the hatred of the civilized world — like the Palestinians. Now that nuclear deterrence and economic necessity have combined to bring about more freedom, empowerment, and therefore peace in Europe, the Middle East is one of the next hot-spots for triggering a nuclear war. In order to have peace, the world must empower the Palestinians to determine their political and economic destiny, while at the same time it must deter them from warring with Israel. Such empowerment and deterrence will require the active involvement of the Islamic nations who thus far have been unwilling to empower the Palestinians to engage in much beyond stone-throwing and terrorism. May the Palestinians awaken to how they have been used by their brethren.

So we need to make peace, at home and abroad. Before you demonstrate to make your town a nuclear-free zone or to stop nuclear testing, [12] consider what you can do to enlarge someone's freedom, or to help them obtain the power to determine a better life for themselves. In other words, rather than fight against nuclear weapons or even against war, try making peace.
Meanwhile, I do what I can to make waging unlimited war dangerous, and preparation for it expensive. I can provide palliative treatment, but you, physicians/patients, must heal yourselves. Or to put it more bluntly, as long as we continue to express our human nature in disenfranchising, disempowering ways, we will cling to armament -- nuclear or worse -- to distance ourselves from our own nearness to war.

The threat of nuclear annihilation is necessary to avert war. Realism means nations will ALWAYS reach for the most destructive weaponry

Futterman, 95 (J.A.H., Researcher at Lawrence Libermore Lab,  Obscenity and Peace : Mediations on the Bomb http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html AFM)

Some people argue that the goal of civilization is to raise our children so that wars don't happen. Unfortunately, we've had civilization for six thousand years, and our history has been as dysfunctional as our families. The only thing that's ever made us pause in our societal "addiction" to war is nuclear weaponry, and the realization that the next big war may kill us all.  But if war is humanity's heroin, nuclear weaponry is its methadone. That is, the treatment has potentially dangerous side effects. I am partly referring to the doctrine of deterrence by Mutual Assured Destruction, MAD. It is MAD, because it is intrinsically unstable, as those who lived through the Cuban Missile Crisis may recall. The Strategic Defense Initiative, (or Star Wars) was an attempt to move toward something more stable, and its successor, the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), may in time succeed, provided it is managed as a research program rather than as a political football. But even a successful BMD will not make the world stable against massively destructive war -- it will merely make it more stable than it is now. BMD is a technical fix that does not address the real cause of the instability. 
As long as war is the ultimate arbiter of international disputes, nations will arm themselves with ultimate weapons. And that means, that if something worse than nuclear weapons can be discovered and developed, it will be. And then we will find something worse than that, and so on perhaps until we, ourselves, prematurely punctuate the end of our universe with as big a bang as the one which began it. Nuclear weapons may actually be giving us a chance to learn to get along with each other before we get something really dangerous, a kind of world-historical warning shot.[8] The problem is not nuclear weapons, the problem is war.  Yes I know -- I sound like the NRA, "Guns don't kill people. People kill people." I'm making a different argument. If you take a gun from a homicidal individual, he or she will usually not invent and build something worse. Nations will, whether or not you take away their nuclear weapons.

Non Violence Couldn’t Solve the Holocaust

Examples of non-violent resistance to the Nazis too small scale to be considered as an effective historical example.  

Futterman, 91 (JAH, Livermore lab researcher, 1995, Mediation of the Bomb, online, http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke0.html)

The Nazis, who with their "Master Race" ideology admitted only so-called "Aryans" to the category of human, provide an example counter to that of the British. There were some successful acts of non-violent confrontation against the Nazis, like King Christian of Denmark's public declaration that he would wear the yellow star if it were introduced in his country. He did so in response to the Nazi practice of ordering Jews to wear yellow-starred armbands so that the Nazis could more easily isolate them from their surrounding society. That many Danes followed their king's example helped camouflage many Jews until they could escape to Sweden in fishing boats. [5] Now this resistance worked partly because the Nazis considered the Danes to be "Aryans" like themselves. Had the Poles tried the same thing, the Nazis would have been perfectly happy to use the event as an excuse for liquidating more Poles. Rather than awaken the Nazis' moral sense, non-violent confrontation on the part of the Poles would probably have enabled the Nazis to carry out their agenda in Poland more easily. The other reason these acts succeeded was that overwhelming violence of the Allies had stretched the Nazi forces too thin to suppress massive action by a whole populace, and eventually deprived the Nazis of the time they needed to find other ways to carry out their "final solution." In other words, non-violence resistance alone would have been very slow to work against the Nazis, once they had consolidated their power. And while it slowly ground away at the evil in the Nazi soul, how many millions more would have died, and how much extra time would have been given to Nazi scientists trying to invent atomic bombs to go on those V-2 rockets? The evil of Nazism may well have expended itself, but perhaps after a real "thousand-year Reich," leaving a world populated only by blue-eyed blondes. In other words, if the world had used non-violence alone against the Nazis, the results may have been much worse those of the war.[6] 

Violence k2 Peace

Non violence does not work against most enemies—genocide and mass murder will result. 
Rummel, 81 (R.J., professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, The Just Peace, http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkil1s/TJP.CHAP 10.HTM)
Now, peacemaking is not necessarily the best and most immediate response to conflict. Doubtlessly, some conflicts are unnecessary, some needlessly intense and long-lasting. But some also are a real and unavoidable clash, the only means through which one, as a partisan, can protect or further vital interests and achieve a more satisfactory and harmonious just peace. For example, war against Hitler’s Germany from 1939 to 1945 cost millions lives, but it prevented the greater misery, the terror, the executions, the cold-blooded murders which probably would have occurred had Hitler consolidated his control of Europe and subjugated the Soviet Union. We always can end a conflict when we want by surrender. But some ideas are more important than peace: Dignity. Freedom. Security. That is, peace with justice--a just peace. There is another relevant qualification. The term "peacemaking" is well established, and I used it accordingly. Unfortunately, the verb "make" can imply that peace is designed and constructed, as a house is planned and erected brick by brick or a road engineered and built. This implication is especially seductive in this age when society is seen as manmade (rather than having evolved),9 and many believe that communities should be centrally planned and managed. But peace is not constructed like a bridge. Peace emerges from the balancing of individual mental fields. What the leaders of a group or nation honestly believe, actually want, truly are willing to get, are really capable of achieving are unknown to others--and perhaps only partially to themselves. Nonetheless only they can best utilize the information available to them to justly satisfy their interests. For a third party to try to construct and enforce an abstract peace imposed on others is foolhardy. Such a peace would be uncertain, forestall the necessary trial-and-error balancing of the parties themselves, and perhaps even create greater conflict later. The best peace is an outcome of reciprocal adjustments among those involved. At most, peacemaking should ease the process. A final qualification. Pacifists believe that violence and war cannot occur if people laid down their arms and refused to fight. But this ignores unilateral violence. Under threat, a state or government may try to avoid violence by submission. The result may be enslavement, systematic execution, and elimination of leaders and "undesirables." The resulting genocide and mass murder may ultimately end in more deaths than would have occurred had people fought to defend themselves. I agree that in some situations nonviolence may be an effective strategy for waging conflict,10 as in the successful Black civil rights demonstrations of the 1960s in America; or the successful nonviolent, civil disobedience movement for Indian independence from Britain begun by Mahatma Gandhi in 1922. In some situations refusal to use violence may avoid unnecessary escalation and ease peacekeeping. However, there are also conflicts, especially involving actual or potential tyrants, despots, and other such oppressors, in which nonviolence cannot buy freedom from violence by others or a just resolution of a dispute. Then a down payment on such a peace requires public display of one's capability and a resolve to meet violent aggression in kind.

AT: Deterrence Solves Iran
Iran won’t be deterred from war – ideology overwhelms self-interest

Podhoretz, 07 (Norman Podhoretz, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Case for Bombing Iran.” Commentary Magazine, June 2007, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/cm/main/viewArticle.html?id=10882&page=all AFM)

But listen to what Bernard Lewis, the greatest authority of our time on the Islamic world, has to say in this context on the subject of deterrence: 

MAD, mutual assured destruction, [was effective] right through the cold war. Both sides had nuclear weapons. Neither side used them, because both sides knew the other would retaliate in kind. This will not work with a religious fanatic [like Ahmadinejad]. For him, mutual assured destruction is not a deterrent, it is an inducement. We know already that [Iran’s leaders] do not give a damn about killing their own people in great numbers. We have seen it again and again. In the final scenario, and this applies all the more strongly if they kill large numbers of their own people, they are doing them a favor. They are giving them a quick free pass to heaven and all its delights. 

Nor are they inhibited by a love of country: 

We do not worship Iran, we worship Allah. For patriotism is another name for paganism. I say let this land [Iran] burn. I say let this land go up in smoke, provided Islam emerges triumphant in the rest of the world. 

These were the words of the Ayatollah Khomeini, who ruled Iran from 1979 to 1989, and there is no reason to suppose that his disciple Ahmadinejad feels any differently. 

Still less would deterrence work where Israel was concerned. For as the Ayatollah Rafsanjani (who is supposedly a “pragmatic conservative”) has declared: 

If a day comes when the world of Islam is duly equipped with the arms Israel has in possession. . . application of an atomic bomb would not leave anything in Israel, but the same thing would just produce damages in the Muslim world. 

AT: Iran Strikes = Retaliation

Iranian aggression is inevitable – stemming their nuclear programs should take precedent

Podhoretz, 07 (Norman Podhoretz, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Case for Bombing Iran.” Commentary Magazine, June 2007, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/cm/main/viewArticle.html?id=10882&page=all AFM)

The opponents of bombing—not just the usual suspects but many both here and in Israel who have no illusions about the nature and intentions and potential capabilities of the Iranian regime—disagree that it might end in the overthrow of the mullocracy. On the contrary, they are certain that all Iranians, even the democratic dissidents, would be impelled to rally around the flag. And this is only one of the worst-case scenarios they envisage. To wit: Iran would retaliate by increasing the trouble it is already making for us in Iraq. It would attack Israel with missiles armed with non-nuclear warheads but possibly containing biological and/or chemical weapons. There would be a vast increase in the price of oil, with catastrophic consequences for every economy in the world, very much including our own. The worldwide outcry against the inevitable civilian casualties would make the anti-Americanism of today look like a love-fest. 

I readily admit that it would be foolish to discount any or all of these scenarios. Each of them is, alas, only too plausible. Nevertheless, there is a good response to them, and it is the one given by John McCain. The only thing worse than bombing Iran, McCain has declared, is allowing Iran to get the bomb.  And yet those of us who agree with McCain are left with the question of whether there is still time. If we believe the Iranians, the answer is no. In early April, at Iran’s Nuclear Day festivities, Ahmadinejad announced that the point of no return in the nuclearization process had been reached. If this is true, it means that Iran is only a small step away from producing nuclear weapons. But even supposing that Ahmadinejad is bluffing, in order to convince the world that it is already too late to stop him, how long will it take before he actually turns out to have a winning hand?  If we believe the CIA, perhaps as much as ten years. But CIA estimates have so often been wrong that they are hardly more credible than the boasts of Ahmadinejad. Other estimates by other experts fall within the range of a few months to six years. Which is to say that no one really knows. And because no one really knows, the only prudent—indeed, the only responsible—course is to assume that Ahmadinejad may not be bluffing, or may only be exaggerating a bit, and to strike at him as soon as it is logistically possible. 

**VIRILIO**

Speed Impact Turn

Speed is good—we must accelerate warfare to win the war on terrorism and reduce casualties on both sides

PETERS 2006 (Ralph, fmr US intelligence officer and best-selling author, Never Quit the Fight, 154-156)

Real atrocities aren’t required.  Everything American soldiers do is portrayed as an atrocity.  World opinion is outraged, no matter how judiciously we fight.  With each passing day—sometimes with each hour—the pressure builds on our government to halt combat operations, to offer the enemy a pause, to negotiate…in essence, to give up.  We saw it in Fallujah, where slow-paced tactical success led only to cease-fires that comforted the enemy and gave the global media time to pound us even harder.  Those cease-fires were worrisomely reminiscent of the bombing halts during the Vietnam War—except that everything happens faster now.  Even in Operation Desert Strom, the effect of images trumped reality and purpose.  The exaggerated carnage of the “highway of death” north from Kuwait City led us to stop the war before we had sufficiently punished the truly guilty—Saddam’s Republican Guard and the regime’s leadership.  We’re still paying for that mistake.  In Fallujah, we allowed a bonanza of hundreds of terrorists and insurgents to escape us—despite promising that we would bring them to justice.  We stopped because we were worried about what already hostile populations might think of us.  The global media disrupted the U.S. and Coalition chains of command.  Foreign media reporting even sparked bureaucratic infighting within our own government.  The result was a disintegration of our will—first from decisive commitment to worsening hesitation, then to a “compromise” that returned Sunni-Arab Ba’athist officers to power.  That deal not only horrified Iraq’s Kurds and Shi’a Arabs, it inspired expanded attacks by Muqtada al Sadr’s Shi’a thugs hoping to rival the success of the Sunni-Arab murderers at Fallujah.  We could have won militarily.  Instead, we surrendered politically and called it a success.  Our enemies won the information war.  We literally didn’t know what hit us.  The implication for tactical combat—war at the bayonet level—is clear: We must direct our doctrine, training, equipment, organization, and plans toward winning low-level fights much faster—before the global media can do what enemy forces cannot do and stop us short.  We can still win the big campaigns.  But we’re apt to lose thereafter, in the dirty end-game fights.  We have to speed the kill.  For two decades, our military has concentrated on deploying forces swiftly around the world, as well as on fighting fast-paced conventional wars—with the positive results we saw during Operation Iraqi Freedom.  But at the infantry level, we’ve lagged behind—despite the unrivaled quality of our troops.  We’ve concentrated on critical soldier skills but ignored the emerging requirements of battle.  We’ve worked on almost everything except accelerating urban combat—because increasing the pace is dangerous and very hard to do.  Now we have no choice.  We must learn to strike much faster at the ground-truth level, to accomplish the tough tactical missions at speeds an order of magnitude faster than in past conflicts.  If we can’t win the Fallujahs of the future swiftly, we will lose them.  Our military must rise to its responsibility to reduce the pressure on the National Command Authority—in essence, the president—by rapidly and effectively executing orders to root out enemy resistance or nests of terrorists.  To do so, we must develop the capabilities to fight within the “media cycle,” before journalists sympathetic to terrorists and murderers can twist the facts and portray us as the villains.  Before the combat encounter is politicized globally.  Before allied leaders panic.  And before such reporting exacerbates bureaucratic rivalries within our own system.  Fighting faster at the dirty-boots level is going to be tough. As we develop new techniques, we’ll initially see higher casualties in the short term, perhaps on both sides.  But we should have learned long ago, if we are not willing to face up to casualties sooner, the cumulative tally will be much, much higher later.  We’re bleeding in Iraq now because a year ago we were unwilling even to shed the blood of our enemies.  The Global War on Terror is going to be a decades-long struggle.  The military will not always be the appropriate tool to apply.  But when a situation demands a military response, our forces must bring to bear such focused, hyperfast power that our enemies are overwhelmed and destroyed before hostile cameras can defeat us.  If we do not learn to kill very, very swiftly, we will continue to lose slowly.
Tech Impact Turns

Critiquing the social forces around technology encourages Luddism and rejection of progress—they throw out the good with the bad

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
First, left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies. Technologies do not determine power relations, they merely create new terrains for organizing and struggle. Most new technologies open up new possibilities for both expanded liberty and equality, just as they open new opportunities for oppression and exploitation. Since the technologies will most likely not be stopped, democrats need to engage with them, articulate policies that maximize social benefits from the technologies, and find liberatory uses for the technologies. If biotechnology is to be rejected simply because it is a product of capitalism, adopted in class society, then every technology must be rejected. The mission of the Left is to assert democratic control and priorities over the development and implementation of technology. But establishing democratic control over technological innovation is not the same as Luddism. In fact, to the extent that advocates for the democratic control of technology do not guarantee benefits from technology, and attempt to suppress technology altogether, they will lose public support.
Technological advancement solves its own impact—accelerated progress will make us more likely to prevent accidents

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  
http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/68/)

Superintelligence is an example of a technology that seems especially worth promoting because it can help reduce a broad range of threats. Superintelligent systems could advise us on policy and make the progress curve for nanotechnology steeper, thus shortening the period of vulnerability between the development of dangerous nanoreplicators and the deployment of effective defenses. If we have a choice, it seems preferable that superintelligence be developed before advanced nanotechnology, as superintelligence could help reduce the risks of nanotechnology but not vice versa. Other technologies that have wide risk-reducing uses include intelligence augmentation, information technology, and surveillance. These can make us smarter individually and collectively or make enforcement of necessary regulation more feasible. A strong prima facie case therefore exists for pursuing these technologies as vigorously as possible. Needless to say, we should also promote non-technological developments that are beneficial in almost all scenarios, such as peace and international cooperation.

We have already developed maximum capacity for destruction—further progress can only be good

WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
This line of thinking is further reinforced when we consider that there is a limit to the downside of creating posthumans, at least relatively speaking. That is, one of the traditional concerns about increasing knowledge is that it seems to always imply an associated risk for greater destructive capacity. One way this point is made is in terms of ‘killing capacity’: muskets are a more powerful technology than a bow and arrow, and tanks more powerful than muskets, and atomic bombs even more destructive than tanks. The knowledge that made possible these technical advancements brought a concomitant increase in capacity for evil. Interestingly, we have almost hit the wall in our capacity for evil: once you have civilization destroying weapons there is not much worse you can do. There is a point in which the one-upmanship for evil comes to an end—when everyone is dead. If you will forgive the somewhat graphic analogy, it hardly matters to Kennedy if his head is blown off with a rifle or a cannon. Likewise, if A has a weapon that can kill every last person there is little difference between that and B’s weapon which is twice as powerful. Posthumans probably won’t have much more capacity for evil than we have, or are likely to have shortly. So, at least in terms of how many persons can be killed, posthumans will not outstrip us in this capacity. This is not to say that there are no new worries with the creation of posthumans, but the greatest evil, the destruction of civilization, is something which we now, or will soon, have. In other words, the most significant aspect that we should focus on with contemplating the creation of posthumans is their upside. They are not likely to distinguish themselves in their capacity for evil, since we have already pretty much hit the wall on that, but for their capacity for good.

Speed is good—every minute of technological delay kills a million people

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/72/)
From this perspective, an improvement to the human condition is a change that gives increased opportunity for individuals to shape themselves and their lives according to their informed wishes. Notice the word “informed”. It is important that people be aware of what they choose between. Education, discussion, public debate, critical thinking, artistic exploration, and, potentially, cognitive enhancers are means that can help people make more informed choices. Transhumanists hold that people are not disposable. Saving lives (of those who want to live) is ethically important. It would be wrong to unnecessarily let existing people die in order to replace them with some new “better” people. Healthspan-extension and cryonics are therefore high on the transhumanist list of priorities. The transhumanist goal is not to replace existing humans with a new breed of super-beings, but rather to give human beings (those existing today and those who will be born in the future) the option of developing into posthuman persons. The non-disposability of persons partially accounts for a certain sense of urgency that is common among transhumanists. On average, 150,000 men, women, and children die every day, often in miserable conditions. In order to give as many people as possible the chance of a posthuman existence – or even just a decent human existence – it is paramount that technological development, in at least some fields, is pursued with maximal speed. When it comes to life-extension and its various enabling technologies, a delay of a single week equals one million avoidable premature deaths – a weighty fact which those who argue for bans or moratoria would do well to consider carefully. (The further fact that universal access will likely lag initial availability only adds to the reason for trying to hurry things along.)

Speed is good—every day of technological progress we lose denies perfection to 150,000 people

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Wide access. It is not enough that the posthuman realm be explored by someone. The full realization of the core transhumanist value requires that, ideally, everybody should have the opportunity to become posthuman. It would be sub-optimal if the opportunity to become posthuman were restricted to a tiny elite. There are many reasons for supporting wide access: to reduce inequality; because it would be a fairer arrangement; to express solidarity and respect for fellow humans; to help gain support for the transhumanist project; to increase the chances that you will get the opportunity to become posthuman; to increase the chances that those you care about can become posthuman; because it might increase the range of the posthuman realm that gets explored; and to alleviate human suffering on as wide a scale as possible. The wide access requirement underlies the moral urgency of the transhumanist vision. Wide access does not argue for holding back. On the contrary, other things being equal, it is an argument for moving forward as quickly as possible. 150,000 human beings on our planet die every day, without having had any access to the anticipated enhancement technologies that will make it possible to become posthuman. The sooner this technology develops, the fewer people will have died without access. Consider a hypothetical case in which there is a choice between (a) allowing the current human population to continue to exist, and (b) having it instantaneously and painlessly killed and replaced by six billion new human beings who are very similar but non-identical to the people that exist today. Such a replacement ought to be strongly resisted on moral grounds, for it would entail the involuntary death of six billion people. The fact that they would be replaced by six billion newly created similar people does not make the substitution acceptable. Human beings are not disposable. For analogous reasons, it is important that the opportunity be become posthuman is made available to as many humans as possible, rather than having the existing population merely supplemented (or worse, replaced) by a new set of posthuman people. The transhumanist ideal will be maximally realized only if the benefits of technologies are widely shared and if they are made available as soon as possible, preferably within our lifetime.
Space Impact Turn

Social change is hopeless if we resist technology—embrace the space program to revitalize the Left

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
Third, Left Luddism is boring and depressing; it has no energy to inspire movements to create a new and better society. The Left was built by people inspired by millenial visions, not by people who saw a hopeless future of futile existential protest. Most people do not want to live in a future without telecommunications, labor-saving devices, air travel and medicine. The Next Left needs to rediscover its utopian imagination if it is to renew itself, reconnect with the popular imagination, and remain relevant. The Next Left needs visionary projects worthy of a united transhuman world, such as guaranteeing health and longevity for all, eliminating work, and colonizing the Solar System.
Doesn’t Turn Case

Even if some technologies fail this doesn’t mean the plan will—tech change is good even if it’s only partial

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/88/)
Success in the transhumanist endeavor is not an all-or-nothing matter. There is no “it” that everything hinges on. Instead, there are many incremental processes at play, which may work better or worse, faster or more slowly. Even if we can’t cure all diseases, we will cure many. Even if we don’t get immortality, we can have healthier lives. Even if we can’t freeze whole bodies and revive them, we can learn how to store organs for transplantation. Even if we don’t solve world hunger, we can feed a lot of people. With many potentially transforming technologies already available and others in the pipeline, it is clear that there will be a large scope for human augmentation. The more powerful transhuman technologies, such as machine-phase nanotechnology and superintelligence, can be reached through several independent paths. Should we find one path to be blocked, we can try another one. The multiplicity of routes adds to the probability that our journey will not come to a premature halt.
Virilio = Insane

Virilio’s theory is flawed – his analogies are flawed and he makes incoherent, baseless statements

Sokal and Bricmont 98 – *Professor of Physics at NYU AND **Belgian theoretical physicist, philosopher of science and a professor at the Université catholique de Louvain (December 1998, Alan and Jean, “Fashionable Nonsense: Postmodern Intellectuals' Abuse of Science”, Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data, pg. 169-170) MGM

The writings of Paul Virilio revolve principally around the themes of technology, communication, and speed. They contain a plethora of references to physics, particularly the theory of relativity. Though Virilio's sentences are slightly more meaningful than those of Deleuze-Guattari, what is presented as "science" is a mixture of monumental confusions and wild fantasies. Furthermore, his analogies between physics and social questions are the most arbitrary imaginable, when he does not simply become intoxicated with his own words. We confess our sympathy with many of Virilio's political and social views; but the cause is not, alas, helped by his pseudo-physics. 

Let us start with a minor example of the astonishing erudition vaunted by Le Monde:

Recent MEGALOPOLITAN hyperconcentration (Mexico City, Tokyo ... ) being itself the result of the increased speed of economic exchanges, it seems necessary to reconsider the importance of the notions of ACCELERATION and DECELERATION (what physicists call positive and negative velocities [vitesses positive et negative selon les physiciens]) ... (Virilio 1995, p. 24, capitals in the original 220)

Here Virilio mixes up velocity (vitesse) and acceleration, the two basic concepts of kinematics (the description of motion), which are introduced and carefully distinguished at the beginning of every introductory physics course. 221 Perhaps this confusion isn't worth stressing; but for a purported specialist in the philosophy of speed, it is nonetheless a bit surprising. 

Proof that Virilio is Insane

Here is Virilio, comparing women to space exploration…

Wilbur, Professor, Vancouver Island University, 94 (Shawn, “Dromologies: Paul Virilio: Speed, Cinema, and the End of the Political State,” http://records.viu.ca/~soules/media301/dromologies.htm)
Virilio explains portions of his dromological narrative in terms of the development of "vehicles," although he uses this term in rather novel ways. At various times, Virilio speculates on the "first vehicle," which he most often identifies with "woman." Both in sexual intercourse, when "mounted" by man, or in the relation of support characteristic, he believes, of the human heterosexual couple, the woman in some sense "carries" the man. The couple constitues the simplest "war machine." Of course, since every mode of carriage brings along its own accident, we should note here then "little death" of orgasm as the fatal accident of this particular vehicular relationship. Beyond this are more conventional forms of vehicles, beginning with the riding animal and beast of burden and extending through various wheeled, tracked and winged forms, then becoming strange again as various telecommunications forms begin to "carry" us afar in a variety of ways. That many of these earlier forms of communication techniques were in fact vehicular technologies only becomes more obvious in an era where we take certain forms of tele-presence for granted. The obvious differences in these modes of transportation point to essential changes in the world, as it is organized by vectors of time-space-speed. We can fairly easily trace the "conquest of space" that involves an acceleration form the nearly static travelling of sexual intercourse to the escape velocity of spacecraft. It is harder to comprehend the subsequent "conquest of time" which telepresence, "live" satellite braodcast, and other "technologies of ubiquity" have nearly accomplished. When the time of transportation or transmission is relative, depending not on distance but on where you want to go, distant points become both nearer and sooner than those closer in strictly spatial terms. Virilio argues that what we are left with is finally only speed, the ability to manipulate the space-time matrix. This certainly seems to be the case in the virtual spaces of the internet, where speed of transmission--and the consequent ability to process greater "bandwidth"--has become the guiding criteria for nearly all hardware and software development decisions.

**WALKER**

2AC AT: Walker

Social movements fail—either devolve into violence or assume a flawed model of identity.

Lene Hansen, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Copenhagen, 1997. (The Future of International Relations, edited by Iver B. Neumann and Ole Wæver. Page 328.)

Walker distinguishes between critical social movements and conventional or reactionary ones. Critical movements have a consciousness of the way means and ends are dialectically related, they are not (only) concerned with state power as are conventional movements, are not closed, inward, backward-looking, nor annihilating histories as do the reactionary movements. Finally they explicitly reject violence (Walker 1988a: 78-9, ). One has to wait until p. 111 in the celebration of critical social movements before the temptations for these movements are listed. They might romanticize the will of the people (a trap that One World, Many worlds itself is not wholly successful in avoiding); second, mistake the interests of particular groups for universal interests; and third, ignore the conflicts of interest that can arise between social movements. One World, Many Worlds tends to oppose people to states, and critical social movements to elites. Critical social movements can potentially rearticulate political identity in ways which question the identity provided by the sovereignty, and they appear therefore as a or sometimes even the positive actor. But making a dichotomization of state versus people goes against Walker's own theoretical account of the principle of state sovereignty which argues that the major reason why the principle of state sovereignty is so powerful is because it answers the question of political identity, it 'tells us who we are', 'tells the people who they are', and it ties state, people and political identity together. When 'the state' is restricted to purely institutional, governmental definition, and people and political identity are located outside the state, it becomes difficult to understand why the sovereign state has been such a long-lasting principle, as it is no longer answering the decisive question of political identity. The account of critical movements can be criticized on several points. First, despite the attempt to define them as 'distinguishable in part by their capacity to recognize and act creatively upon connections among structures, processes, and peoples that do not enter significantly into the calculations of conventional political actors or that are denied by movements of a more reactionary character' (Walker 1988a: 3), there is in the end no way to decide whether a movement is critical or not, except by Walker's declara​tion of its status. Equally, who 'the people' are seems to have little status outside Walker's own choice. It is also difficult to see why critical move​ments should have a higher knowledge about the world, and their own action in it, than, for instance, nationalistic movements? And why is it necessary that a critical movement should have a knowledge about the whole, know 'that to challenge a specific dam is to challenge the economic, political, social, and cultural assumptions of a whole society' (Walker 1988a: 67)? In Walker's defense it should be added, however, that he recently warned against 'a romantic strategy of "listening to the move​ments" '; he seems in other words to be moving towards a more critical perspective on the critical movements (Walker 1994a: 674 

The alt fails without a roadmap—specific strategies are key to mobilizing change.

Richard Smoke, professor of political science, and Willis Harman, president of the Institute of Noetic Sciences. 1987. (Paths to peace: exploring the feasibility of sustainable peace, pg 75)

We dwell on this point, which may perhaps seem obvious, for a reason: In the 1980s there is a widespread absence of this kind of conviction with respect to either the abolition of the global nuclear threat or to operational peace. People wish for these things, but many lack conviction that they are achievable, at least in the foreseeable future. We believe that the widespread absence of this belief in real possibility is one of the most important hindrances to actual progress toward these goals. The problem here is a circular one. If definite and visible progress were being made toward these goals, the belief in their possibility would be more widespread. That belief would in turn motivate many talented individuals to work on these challenges—the result of which would probably be further progress! Instead, the contemporary absence of clear progress discourages individuals from such work, thus contributing to the absence of progress. This current situation is a "vicious circle." We will pay particular attention in this chapter to the feasibility of developing a conviction, held emotionally as well as intellectually, that we really can achieve peace—thus converting the "vicious circle" to a "virtuous circle." The presence of such a belief would motivate serious, optimistic, forward-looking work that could accomplish much. Toward the Belief in Possibility How might a real belief in the possibility of peace be attained? Most people seem to need an image of how peace could be achieved. Theories or ideas—about, say, a future world system—are not enough. General concepts such as our nine paths to peace are not enough. People need a "picture" of the world in the not-distant future that shows, concretely, the goal achieved or being achieved. Experimentation shows that a plausible image of a task accomplished or being accomplished is much more powerful in convincing people of the real possibility than theories and concepts alone are. As one researcher explains the effect of this image, "People who have felt helpless in the face of the nuclear confrontation between the superpowers and for whom a weapon-free world simply is not thinkable have found themselves not only able to picture a demilitarized social order, but to visualize strategies they never thought of before to achieve it."6

**WEST/IMPERIALISM GOOD**

West Good – This Round Key

West good: not perfect, but comparatively better for happiness and freedom. Even if they win their framework of being intellectuals, we must celebrate and teach Western values in this debate round for Western civilization to survive

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 354-355)

The fruits of that civilization have been an unprecedented ability to modify the remediable causes of human suffering, to give great agency to utility and charity alike; to give to each individual a degree of choice and freedom unparalleled in ail of human history; to offer a means of overcoming the station in life to which one was born by the effort of one's labor, mind, and will. A failure to understand and to teach that accomplishment would be its very betrayal. To the extent that Western civilization survives, then, the hope of the world survives to eradicate unnecessary suffering; to speak a language of human dignity, responsibility, and rights linked to a common reality: to minimize the depredations of the irrational, the unexamined, the merely prejudicial in our lives: to understand the world in which we find ourselves, and. moved by interest and charity, to apply that knowledge for good. The contest, then, is between the realists and the antirealists, and the triumph of the West ultimately depends on its outcome. The failure to assess the stakes of the struggle between the West and its communist adversary always came from either a pathological self-hatred of one's own world or at the least, from a gross undervaluation of what the West truly represented in the history of mankind. The West has altered the human relationship to nature from one of fatalistic helplessness to one of hopeful mastery. It has made possible a human life in which biological atavism, might be replaced by cultural value, the rule of law, individuation, and growing tolerance. It also created an intellectual class irrationally devoted to an adversarial stance. That adversarial view of the West, in the past generation at least, had become a neo-Gramscian and thus nee-Marxist one in which the West was seen as an unparalleled source of the arbitrary assignment of restrictive and life-stultifying roles. The enemies of the West—for some, in practice; for others, increasingly in the ideal—represented an active make-believe that supposedly cast grave doubt upon the West's claim of enhancing freedom, dignity, and opportunity. With the triumph of the West in reality, and with the celebration of Marxism and the Third World shown more and more to have been truly delusional, the adversarial intellectual class appears to be retreating into ideologies and philosophies that deny the very concept of reality itself. One sees this in the growing strength in the humanities and social sciences of critical theories that view all representations of the world as mere text and fiction. When the world of fact can be twisted to support this or that side of delusion (as in astrology or parapsychology'), pathology tries to appropriate what it can of the empirical. When the world of fact manifestly vitiates the very foundations of pathological delusion, then it is the claim of facticity or reality per se that must be denied. This is what we now may expect: the world having spoken, the intellectual class, the left academic wing of it above all, may appropriate a little postcommunist chaos to show how merely relative a moral good the defeat of Stalin's heirs has been. If it does so, however, it will assail the notion of reality itself. In Orwell's 1984, it was the mark of realistic, totalitarian power to make its subjects say that all truth was not objective but political—"a social construction,'' as intellectuals would say now—and that, in the specific case, 2 + 2 = 5. By 2004, making students in the humanities and social sciences grant the equivalent of 2 + 2 = 5 will be the goal of adversarial culture. They will urge that all logical—and, one should add, inferential—inductive truths from experience are arbitrary, mere social constructions. The West Has Indeed Sur ived—So Far The ramifications of that effort will dominate the central debates of the humanities in the generation to come. Until there is a celebration and moral accounting of the historical reality of "The Triumph of the West," that "triumph" will be ephemeral indeed. Academic culture has replaced the simplistic model that all culture was functional, a model that indeed could not account for massive discontents or revolutionary change, let alone for moral categories, by the yet more astonishing and absurd model that virtually all culture is dysfunctional. Whole disciplines now teach that propositions are to be judged by their therapeutic value rather than by their inductive link to evidence until, in the final analysis, feeling good about saying something determines the truth-value of what is said. Understanding human weakness, however, the West has always believed that it is precisely when we want to believe something self-gratifying that we must erect barriers of experiment, rigor, and analysis against our self-indulgence and our propensity for self-serving error. The human ability to learn from experience and nature, so slighted in current humanistic theory, is not merely an object of cultural transmission, let alone of social control, but an evolutionary triumph of the species, indeed, a triumph on which our future ultimately depends. There is nothing more desperate than helplessness, and there is no more inveterate cause of helplessness than the inability to affect and mitigate the traumas of our lives. If the role of both acquired knowledge and the transmission and emendation of the means of acquiring knowledge is only a "Western" concern, then it is a Western concern upon which human fate depends. In the current academic climate of indoctrination, tendentiousness, and fantasy, the independence of critical intellect and the willingness to learn open-mindedly from experience of a reality independent of the human will are the greatest hopes of our civilization. Has Western civilization survived? That is, has a human relationship to the world based upon the assumption of a knowable reality-, reason, and a transcendent value of human dignity and responsibility survived? Has a will to know oneself and the world objectively survived? Has a recognition of human depravity and the need to limit the power of men over men survived? I do not think that free men and women will abandon that hard-won shelter from chaos, ignorance, parochial tribalism, irrationalism, and, ultimately, helplessness. Has Western civilization survived, its principle of reality justified and intact? Yes, indeed, though it requires constant defense. The demand for perfection is antinomian, illogical, and empirically absurd. The triumph of the West is flawed but real. While everyone else around you weeps, recall Alexander Ushakov and celebrate the fall of the Soviet threat as he celebrated the fall of Grenada. Then recall how everything depends on realism in our understanding, and rejoin the intellectual struggle. 

West Inevitable – Knowledge Production

West inevitable: resilient and constantly produces new and better forms of knowledge production to respond to crises

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 348-349)

The view that Western civilization has ended has had various incarnations, with the most sensitive souls of many epochs imagining themselves to be the last bearers of the Western torch. One needs perspective in such things. The question, in many ways, was more compelling when Athens fell: when Christian Rome was sacked by barbarians: when the Norsemen ravaged settled Europe when feudal warlords reigned unchecked; when, at the end of the first millennium, all signs indicated a divine disfavor that seemed to presage the end of the world when the Black Death of the fourteenth century left, soul and society without mooring. Indeed, imagine the question posed to Catholic and Protestant apologists of the sixteenth century, viewing each other’s religion as the Antichrist and seeing Western Christendom rent first in two and then into a multitude of competing sects. How fragile, if not spent. The Nest seemed during, the religious civil wars culminating in the devastation of the Thirty Years' War. There were lamentations in profusion during the Terror of the French Revolution and the decades of revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars that followed, and again, with gravitas. There were the inward and outward sermons on the West uttered on the slaughterfields of World War 1, and at Auschwitz, and in the gulag. The West is resilient beyond all seeming possibility, and something gives it that resiliency. The West has survived its barbarians without and—more dreadful yet—its own barbaric offspring within. If it could outlast Attila the Hun and the armed ideologies of the Third Reich and Stalin's Russia, it surely can outlast Jacques Derrida, Stanley Fish, and Michel Foucault. At each moment of seeming dissolution, there were diverse profound voices that compellingly analyzed the depths to which we had fallen: the almost infinite remove we were from any light: the loss of something that we never could recover—and yet the West survived. There was something about its mind and spirit. Greece fell, but its philosophers conquered the minds of the Romans who conquered its soil, and its conceptual categories still organize our understanding of reality and knowledge. Rome fell, but its language became the lingua franca and thus the definitional universe of Christendom, while its history became the great drama by which to understand the glory and the baseness of political life. The barbarian tribes believed that they had conquered Rome, but Rome in greater part had conquered them. Their descendants called their realm the Holy Roman Empire, terms that were not, until much later, bereft of meaning. When the Norsemen came, learning fled to monasteries, and that learning and even those monasteries eventually conquered the Norse, whose Norman descendants in Britain founded universities that live to this day. It is the last thing that any frightened monk taking desperate shelter in the eighth century ever could have imagined. The Thirty Years' War seemed to sensitive and moral observers the end of civilization, but its battles are mostly forgotten, and what is it that remains of the seventeenth century? Bacon, Galileo, Descartes, Hobbes, Pascal, Bayle, Boyle, Fenelon, Harvey, Huyghens, Newton, Locke. Louis XIV is a tourist attraction at Versailles: his wars changed precious little. The conceptual revolution of the West, however, changed a great deal in that same century. It arose from the very dynamics of the West's models of learning-disputation, accounting for appearances, refining inductive and deductive logic-now linked to expanded education and printing. What happened in the minds of the graduates of Europe's Christian universities changed the human relationship to nature, to knowledge, to the rights of inquiry and conscience, and to political and economic life. The Christian West kept the traditions of the Greek mind alive, and thus, through its own debates, it overthrew the presumptive authority of the past in matters of natural knowledge and its application. The West believed that we were not cast fatally adrift in this world, but that we could learn new things and that we could alter the sorry scheme of experience closer to the heart's desire for knowledge, order, and well-being. It was not Faust, who dreamed of occult knowledge that would make him a demigod, but Bacon, who commanded that knowledge proceed from humility and charity, who becarne the prophet of the great scientific revolution of the West. Louis XIV is a statue; Bacon is a living force wherever the West touches minds. 

Western Rationality Good

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

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

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

Alt Links to the K: Uses Western Epistemology

Postmodern critiques of Western epistemology contradict themselves—they must inevitably take part in what they claim to oppose

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 349-351)

It is odd that conservatives question whether Western civilization has survived the twentieth century at the very time that so many academics on the cultural Left define that civilization as a singular hegemon that stands astride the globe. What, after all, is the "multiculturalism" so ardently but desperately proclaimed in higher education but the belief that there is a hegemonic Western civilization that, unchallenged, frames all issues and provides almost all modes of understanding? For the so-called multiculturalists, the question is not whether what they see without complexity as Western civilization will survive into the twenty-first century, but whether anything other than Western civilization will so survive. What do they mean by the hegemony of the West? It is not physical colonialism and imperialism that concern them anymore. No, they see as far more ominous what they term the cultural colonialism and imperialism of the West, a triumphant colonialism of the mind by a civilization that believes in universal categories that transcend itself. The West believes its values to be accessible to all human souls. The West believes its science to be a method bv which ail human beings everywhere can rise above ignorance, superstition, helplessness, and prejudice. The West believes that there are rights and obligations that belong to humanity qua humanity, beyond the power of governments and political wills. Conservatives despair at the disappearance of the West: the cultural Left despairs at its transcendent success. There are profound ironies about the multiculturalists, so many of which testify to the dynamism and inescapable appeal of precisely that Western civilization to whose dismemberment they are in theory committed. In theory, they are all moral relativists, but in reality, they tend to sound like Biblical prophets, calling power to categorical moral duty, or like traditional Western social critics who in this case have not thought out either their facts or their logic terribly well. Their self-contradictions betray their inability to escape from the civilization they claim so to despise. In their epistemology, they are the third-rate heirs of the Greek skeptics and historians—without, to their shame, even knowing that fact. Their assaults upon dogmatism, at their best, never rise above the level of the subtleties and paradoxes handed down to us by Sextus Empiricus, chronicler and compiler of the Greek skeptical tradition. The works of Sextus Empiricus were best sellers during the sixteenth century and widely translated in the seventeenth. I lis writings intellectually delighted European men of letters, including clerics, many of whom embraced him as a tonic antidote to the pride of human reason. Many philosophers modified their views of the claims of metaphysics in the face of such skepticism. The West has always been concerned with the limits of reason and knowledge, the role of received prejudice and custom, the appropriateness or arrogance of its metaphysical conclusions, and the phenomenon of paradox. Indeed, the West has authored the formal exposition and mental fireworks of such concerns. The heirs of the least subtle forms of that tradition do not even know their parentage. It was the Greeks and their heirs—not any postmodern critics of postcolonialism—who obsessed so creatively about the role of King Nomas, of received opinion, of education and prejudgment, and of the seeming relativity of values, beliefs, and taste to time, place, and accident of birth. Montesquieu, in the eighteenth century, was profoundly struck by the malleability of the human condition and by the relativity of what might seem the most foundational aspects of human existence to geography, time, and historical vicissitudes. He also saw, however, what our current social constructionists do not see: that as undeniable as that malleability may be, there is a natural reality that underlies, conditions, and sets limits to it, and that the relationship of human malleability and natural reality is a proper subject of deep objective study. For Montesquieu, certain forms of human association may persist for a wide variety of reasons—including terror and despotism— but there is a real human nature and a set of real human needs, and these will out toward their true ends because there is an ultimate reality in which our human forms nave consequences. Postmodern canon, despite its proclaimed alienation from Western thought and values, derives not from any non-Western culture, but from the internal debates of the West and the products of its educational vitality: from Marcuse, Gramsci, Marx, Hegel, and Rousseau—from, in short, the debates that the West has always had with itself. Postmodernists, when the issue is involuntary female circumcision, for example, seek asylum in America for the victims of such customary rites, citing notions of legal equality and of universal human dignity, not their alleged commitments to the relativity of all human values and cultures. They seek tenure at universities with medieval traditions of what the West called "philosophical liberty." In the first and in the final analysis, so-called multiculturalists are simply Western radicals, in the Western radical tradition, with the most imperial, dogmatic, and absolutist aspirations of all. Further, they are the beneficiaries of the Western commitment to intellectual debate instead of coerced intellectual conformity in the Republic of Letters. They are the beneficiaries of the Western tradition, from Aristotle's insistence that we overcome all possible arguments against our beliefs, to the medieval insistence upon seek contra objections in formal disputations, to Mill's insistence that beliefs untested by free criticism are no longer truly alive. The radical dissenters are thus the unwitting and ungrateful beneficiaries of the West's own philosophical pluralism, and, indeed, of its constant extension. The current barbarians within also remind us that the West is, again and again, the author of its own worst follies and abuses, compared to most of which the postmodernists pale into virtual insignificance. We are the authors of our own religious wars and persecutions, our own enthusiastic superstitions, our own conquests of lands and peoples over which and whom we had no rights, our own ultimate nightmares of National or Leninist Socialism, which drowned our world in blood unimaginable in any century but the twentieth, and which truly threatened to bring this civilization to an awful end. We have had the will, however, to learn from depravity and from reality, and to bear ultimate witness to the higher sides of our being. What civilization has ever engaged in more searing analysis and soul searching of its own sins? Having defeated the National Socialists and the communists within, the bearers of the best of this civilization have reason for a moment of optimistic pride. 

Alt Bad: Introverted/Ignorant

The alt relies on an introverted, self-contained view of the West that masks the wrongs of imperialism

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 402-403)
What is particularly compelling about the critique of postmodernist positions on subjectivity that emanates from writers such as Spivak and hooks is the fact that they connect it explicitly to the self-contained view of the West that informs many of these works. Thus, whereas Foucault's meticulous genealogies of the micropolitics of power in discursive practices have had such a tremendous impact, his work itself geopolitically isolates the West and is completely oblivious to a whole history of imperialism that surely has much to do with the very practices that he investigates. In this context, Spivak notes: I am suggesting ... that to buy a self-contained version of the West is to ignore its production by the imperialist project. Sometimes it seems as if the very brilliance of Foucault's analysis of the centuries of European imperialism produces a miniature version of the heterogeneous phenomenon: management of space—but by doctors; development of administrations—but in asylums; considerations of the periphery—but in terms of the insane, prisoners and children. The clinic, the asylum, the prison, the university—all seem to screen allegories that foreclose a reading of the broader narratives of imperialism. . . . "One can perfecdy well not talk about something because one doesn't know much about it," Foucault might murmur [Power/Knowledge p. 66]. Yet, we have already spoken of the sanctioned ignorance that every critic of imperialism must chart.40 If these works argue for the necessity of strategically essentializing identity or subjectivity, critical international theorists are by no means completely blind to the issue. It is more a matter of emphasis: focused on a critique of the essentialist conceits and the unitary notion of sovereignty that characterizes international theory, critical theorists seem to underestimate the implications for people interested in retaining a notion of political subjectivity. In this regard, Ashley and Walker note that a political essentializing of subjectivity may be necessary for others in their struggles. They eschew a blanket decrying any notion of subjectivity when they note: It would have been far better to have respected the paradoxical reality of one's local situation, a reality that radically subverts all pretenses that one's situation might be bounded, clearly represented, and represented as a paradigm for the strategic situation of others. Respecting this reality would not lead to any kind of introversion, imperial conceit, or smug indifference to others' circumstances. Least of all would it lead to passivity. It would instead encourage a patient labor of listening and questioning that seeks to explore possible connections between the strategic situations of others and one's own, always sensitive to the problem of expanding the space and resources by which the ongoing struggle for freedom may be undertaken there as well as here.41 Unfortunately, it is a fact that many of the thinkers and authors who have formed the inspirational core of critical international theory can be charged precisely with what Ashley and Walker describe as "introversion, imperial conceit, or smug indifference to others' circumstances." I am thinking here of Baudrillard, Lyotard, Chantal Mouffe, Julia Kristeva, Gilles Deleuze, and Foucault, as far as their attitudes and statements regarding the Third World are concerned.42 It is difficult to imagine a more appropriate location for an explicit discussion of these imperial conceits than the discipline of international relations. 

AT: West Exclusive

Enlightenment/Western values aren’t exclusive to Western peoples or universal – multiple historical examples

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 31-32

The belief that enlightenment values are somehow intrinsically “western” is surely parochial and most likely racist. Just as money, the division of labor, and class conflict can be found in precapitalist cultures like Egypt, Greece, and Rome, so is it the case that liberal and cosmopolitan values usually identified with western thinking in general and the Enlightenment in particular were expressed in any number of nonwestern societies—including the three great civilizations of India, China, and Islam40—by religious figures like Mohammed and the Buddha; political leaders from Cyrus the Great, who allowed each nation to choose its religion and keep its customs, to the sixteenth-century leader Akbar who condemned slavery and the immolation of widows; and philosophers like Plotinus, Avicenna, Averroes, who highlighted the cosmological elements of the classical heritage and generated a tradition that extended from Giordano Bruno over Spinoza and Leibniz to Ernst Bloch. Amid the civil wars and religious conflicts of the premodern world, enough reflective people of compassion, appalled by religious fanaticism and the devastation of war insisted upon fairness and the rule of law, and highlighted the sanctity of the individual conscience and the plight of the lowly and the insulted. In a fine essay,41 Amartya Sen has made western intellectuals aware of what we should have been more aware of from the beginning: nonwestern and premodern thinkers had also emphasized the “pursuit of reason” rather than “the reliance on tradition.” The idea of progress, of making the solutions to conflict more civilized, is not simply a western idea. This does not mean that all regions and nations embraced the idea of progress—along with its liberal, egalitarian, and cosmopolitan implications— or that all will ever do so to the same degree. This is not the venue in which to examine the complex reasons why capitalism and the modern notion of progress were generated in the West. But it is necessary to emphasize that progress and enlightenment values are not the preserve of a geographic entity. 42 Intellectual tendencies that seek to promote such an understanding of progress have existed within diverse cultures and manifold traditions, and these have something to offer for the vision of a liberated society. It would be the height of arrogance, for example, to suggest that a Chinese tradition harking back three thousand years is somehow invalidated by the philosophical efforts of a small minority of European intellectuals writing between 1650 and 1800 or to deny that Gandhi could justify his vision of a multi-ethnic, democratic order from within his own religious understanding. The belief that achieving a genuine consensus on moral issues calls upon all participants in the discourse to think through arguments in the same way is absurd. The quest for humanitarian values has taken many paths in the past and it will do so, again, in the future. 

U.S. =/= Empire

The U.S. mischaracterized as an empire—reciprocal economic partnerships and democratic agreements are the norm. 

Ikenberry, 04. Professor of Geopolitics. G. John Ikenberry. “Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004. 

Is the United States an empire? If so, Ferguson's liberal empire is a more persuasive portrait than is Johnson's military empire. But ultimately, the notion of empire is misleading -- and misses the distinctive aspects of the global political order that has developed around U.S. power. The United States has pursued imperial policies, especially toward weak countries in the periphery. But U.S. relations with Europe, Japan, China, and Russia cannot be described as imperial, even when "neo" or "liberal" modifies the term. The advanced democracies operate within a "security community" in which the use or threat of force is unthinkable. Their economies are deeply interwoven. Together, they form a political order built on bargains, diffuse reciprocity, and an array of intergovernmental institutions and ad hoc working relationships. This is not empire; it is a U.S.-led democratic political order that has no name or historical antecedent.To be sure, the neoconservatives in Washington have trumpeted their own imperial vision: an era of global rule organized around the bold unilateral exercise of military power, gradual disentanglement from the constraints of multilateralism, and an aggressive effort to spread freedom and democracy. But this vision is founded on illusions of U.S. power. It fails to appreciate the role of cooperation and rules in the exercise and preservation of such power. Its pursuit would strip the United States of its legitimacy as the preeminent global power and severely compromise the authority that flows from such legitimacy. Ultimately, the neoconservatives are silent on the full range of global challenges and opportunities that face the United States. And as Ferguson notes, the American public has no desire to run colonies or manage a global empire. Thus, there are limits on American imperial pretensions even in a unipolar era. Ultimately, the empire debate misses the most important international development of recent years: the long peace among great powers, which some scholars argue marks the end of great-power war. Capitalism, democracy, and nuclear weapons all help explain this peace. But so too does the unique way in which the United States has gone about the business of building an international order. The United States' success stems from the creation and extension of international institutions that have limited and legitimated U.S. power.

Hegemony doesn’t equate to empire—other nations can choose to disengage from US security guarantees. 

Ikenberry, 04. Professor of Geopolitics. G. John Ikenberry. “Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004. 

Johnson also offers little beyond passing mention about the societies presumed to be under Washington's thumb. 

Domination and exploitation are, of course, not always self-evident. Military pacts and security partnerships are clearly part of the structure of U.S. global power, and they often reinforce fragile and corrupt governments in order to project U.S. influence. But countries can also use security ties with the United States to their own advantage. Japan may be a subordinate security partner, but the U.S.-Japan alliance also allows Tokyo to forgo a costly buildup of military capacity that would destabilize East Asia. Moreover, countries do have other options: they can, and often do, escape U.S. domination simply by asking the United States to leave. The Philippines did so, and South Korea may be next. The variety and complexity of U.S. security ties with other states makes Johnson's simplistic view of military hegemony misleading.

Global pluralism makes empire impossible—the US has influence but not the control described by the negative. 

Zelikow, 03 “Transformation of National Security” Philip Zelikow. Professor of History and Public Affairs, University of Virginia. National Interest, Summer 2003, pg. 18-10 Lexis). 

But these imperial metaphors, of whatever provenance, do not enrich our understanding; they impoverish it. They use a metaphor of how to rule others when the problem is how to persuade and lead them. Real imperial power is sovereign power. Sovereigns rule, and a ruler is not just the most powerful among diverse interest groups. Sovereignty means a direct monopoly control over the organization and use of armed might. It means direct control over the administration of justice and the definition thereof. It means control over what is bought and sold, the terms of trade and the permission to trade, to the limit of the ruler's desires and capacities. In the modern, pluralistic world of the 21st century, the United States does not have anything like such direct authority over other countries, nor does it seek it. Even its informal influence in the political economy of neighboring Mexico, for instance, is far more modest than, say, the influence the British could exert over Argentina a hundred years ago. The purveyors of imperial metaphors suffer from a lack of imagination, and more, from a lack of appreciation for the new conditions under which we now live. It is easier in many respects to communicate images in a cybernetic world, so that a very powerful United States does exert a range of influences that is quite striking. But this does not negate the proliferating pluralism of global society, nor does it suggest a will to imperial power in Washington. The proliferation of loose empire metaphors thus distorts into banal nonsense the only precise meaning of the term imperialism that we have. The United States is central in world politics today, not omnipotent. Nor is the U.S. Federal government organized in such a fashion that would allow it to wield durable imperial power around the world-it has trouble enough fashioning coherent policies within the fifty United States. Rather than exhibiting a confident will to power, we instinctively tend, as David Brooks has put it, to "enter every conflict with the might of a muscleman and the mentality of a wimp." We must speak of American power and of responsible ways to wield it; let us stop talking of American empire, for there is and there will be no such thing.

The US focuses on spreading democracy- their claims of empire are outdated.

Boot, 03 (“Neither new nor nefarious: the liberal empire strikes back” Max Boot, fellow of the Council of foreign relations, Current History, Vol. 102, Iss. 667; pg. 361 Nov. 2003. Pro Quest)

If the Europeans, with their long tradition of colonialism, have found the price of empire too high, what chance is there that Americans, whose country was born in a revolt against empire, will replace the colonial administrators of old?

Not much. The kind of imperial missions that the United States is likely to undertake today are very different. The Europeans fought to subjugate "natives"; Americans will fight to bring them democracy and the rule of law. (No one wants to put Iraq or Afghanistan permanently under the Stars and Stripes.) European rule was justified by racial prejudices; American interventions are justified by self-defense and human rights doctrines accepted (at least in principle) by all signatories to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. European expeditions were unilateral; American missions are usually blessed with international approval, whether from the United Nations, NATO, or simply an ad hoc coalition. Even the US intervention in Iraq this year, widely held to be "unilateral," enjoys far more international support (and hence legitimacy) than, say, the French role in Algeria in the 1950s.

Multilateralism an inevitable check on the possibility of empire. 

Zelikow, 03 “Transformation of National Security” Philip Zelikow. Professor of History and Public Affairs, University of Virginia. National Interest, Summer 2003, pg. 18-10 Lexis).

Everything that America does in the world is done multilaterally. That emphatically includes the policies the Bush Administration considers most important, and even those that are the most "military" in character. The global war against terrorism is being conducted through an elaborate, often hidden, network of multilateral cooperation among scores of governments. A large number of players are interacting on intelligence, law enforcement, military action, air transportation, shipping, financial controls and more. Ongoing military operations in Afghanistan involve several countries, and were multilateral even at the height of American military activity, as the United States relied heavily on relationships with Pakistan, Russia, three Central Asian governments and a variety of Afghan factions. The caricature of the administration's unilateralism usually rests on the recitation of a by now standard list of diplomatic actions that some other governments did not like (Kyoto, the International Criminal Court and so on). Some of these disagreements were handled in a style and manner that seemed insensitive or simply maladroit. Unfortunately, too, the caricature of the administration's unilateralism is willingly fed by some U.S. officials and unofficial advisers who relish the chance to play the role of the truth teller lancing foreign obfuscations. Sometimes they overplay the part, sensing the license they get from working for a plain-spoken president.

Regional Powers = Worse

Criticizing Western “imperialism” obscures more insidious practices by regional powers

Shaw, 2 (Martin Shaw, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era, 4-7-2002, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm AFM)

It is fashionable in some circles, among which we must clearly include the organizers of this conference, to argue that the global era is seeing 'a new imperialism' - that can be blamed for the problem of 'failed states' (probably among many others). Different contributors to this strand of thought name this imperialism in different ways, but novelty is clearly a critical issue. The logic of using the term imperialism is actually to establish continuity between contemporary forms of Western world power and older forms first so named by Marxist and other theorists a century ago. The last thing that critics of a new imperialism wish to allow is that Western power has changed sufficiently to invalidate the very application of this critical concept. Nor have many considered the possibility that if the concept of imperialism has a relevance today, it applies to certain aggressive, authoritarian regimes of the non-Western world rather than to the contemporary West.  In this paper I fully accept that there is a concentration of much world power - economic, cultural, political and military - in the hands of Western elites. In my recent book, Theory of the Global State, I discuss the development of a 'global-Western state conglomerate' (Shaw 2000). I argue that 'global' ideas and institutions, whose significance characterizes the new political era that has opened with the end of the Cold War, depend largely - but not solely - on Western power. I hold no brief and intend no apology for official Western ideas and behaviour. And yet I propose that the idea of a new imperialism is a profoundly misleading, indeed ideological concept that obscures the realities of power and especially of empire in the twenty-first century. This notion is an obstacle to understanding the significance, extent and limits of contemporary Western power. It simultaneously serves to obscure many real causes of oppression, suffering and struggle for transformation against the quasi-imperial power of many regional states. I argue that in the global era, this separation has finally become critical. This is for two related reasons. On the one hand, Western power has moved into new territory, largely uncharted -- and I argue unchartable -- with the critical tools of anti-imperialism. On the other hand, the politics of empire remain all too real, in classic forms that recall both modern imperialism and earlier empires, in many non-Western states, and they are revived in many political struggles today. Thus the concept of a 'new imperialism' fails to deal with both key post-imperial features of Western power and the quasi-imperial character of many non-Western states. The concept overstates Western power and understates the dangers posed by other, more authoritarian and imperial centres of power. Politically it identifies the West as the principal enemy of the world's people, when for many of them there are far more real and dangerous enemies closer to home. I shall return to these political issues at the end of this paper.

Terrorism Must Be Confronted

Pointing out flaws with imperialism is not enough—there are real threats posed by terrorism that the alternative must be able to solve. 

Gitlin, 06 - Professor of Journalism and Sociology at Columbia University - 2006(Todd, The Intellectuals And The Flag, p. 151)

During the Bush years intellectuals have had their work cut out for them exposing the arrogance of empire, piercing its rationalizations, identifying its betrayal of patriotic traditions. But all that said, serious questions remained about what intellectuals of the left wanted: What was to be done about fighting the jihadists and improving democracy’s chances? What roles made sense for the United States, the United Nations, NATO, or anyone else? What was required of governments, nongovernmental organizations, foundations, and private initiatives? Given that the Iraq War had been ill advised, what should be done next about Iraq and Iraqis? About such questions many intellectuals of the left were understandably perplexed—and sometimes evasive. Foreign policy wasn’t “their problem.” Their mode was critical and back-glancing, not constructive and prospective. It was useful to raise questions about the purposes of U.S. bases abroad, for example. It was satisfying, but not especially useful, to think that the questions answered themselves. So the intellectuals’ evasion damaged what might have been their contribution to the larger debate that the country needed—and still needs—on its place in the world and how it protects itself. Liberal patriots would refuse to be satisfied with knee-jerk answers but would join the hard questions as members of a society do—members who criticize in behalf of a community of mutual aid, not marginal scoffers who have painted themselves into a corner. Liberal patriots would not be satisfied to reply to consensus truculence with rejectionist truculence. They would not take pride in their marginality. They would consider what they could do for our natural allies, democrats abroad. They would take it as their obligation to illuminate a transformed world in which al Qaeda and its allies are not misinterpreted as the current rein-carnations of the eternal spirit of anti-imperialism. They would retain curiosity and resist that hardening of the categories that is a form of self-protection against the unprecedented.

Imperialism Good

America is objectively the best model for the future – unconditionally denouncing imperialism promotes relativism that encourages inaction in the face of injustice

Rothkopf 97 – *adjunct professor of international affairs at Columbia

 (David, “In Praise of Cultural Imperialism?”, Foreign Policy no. 107 (Summer 1997) pg 38-53, JSTOR, dml)

Many observers contend that it is distasteful to use the opportunities created by the global information revolution to promote American culture over others, but that kind of relativism is as dangerous as it is wrong. American culture is fundamentally different from indigenous cultures in so many other locales. American culture is an amalgam of influences and approaches from around the world. It is melded-consciously in many cases into a social medium that allows individual freedoms and cultures to thrive. Recognizing this, Americans should not shy away from doing that which is so clearly in their economic, political, and security interests and so clearly in the interests of the world at large. The United States should not hesitate to promote its values. In an effort to be polite or politic, Americans should not deny the fact that of all the nations in the history of the world, theirs is the most just, the most tolerant, the most willing to constantly reassess and improve itself, and the best model for the future. At the same time, Americans should not fall under the spell of those like Singapore's Lee Kuan Yew and Malaysia's Mahathir bin-Mohamad, who argue that there is "an Asian way," one that non-Asians should not judge and that should be allowed to dictate the course of events for all those operating in that corner of the world. This argument amounts to self-interested political rhetoric. Good and evil, better and worse coexist in this world. There are absolutes, and there are political, economic, and moral costs associated with failing to recognize this fact. Repression is not defensible whether the tradition from which it springs is Confucian, Judeo-Christian, or Zoroastrian. The repressed individual still suffers, as does society, and there are consequences for the global community. Real costs accrue in terms of constrained human creativity, delayed market development, the diversion of assets to enforce repression, the failure of repressive societies to adapt well to the rapidly changing global environment, and the dislocations, struggles, and instability that result from these and other factors. Americans should promote their vision for the world, because failing to do so or taking a "live and let live" stance is ceding the process to the not always-beneficial actions of others. Using the tools of the Information Age to do so is perhaps the most peaceful and powerful means of advancing American interest. If Americans now live in a world in which ideas can be effectively exported and media delivery systems are powerful, they must recognize that the nature of those ideas and the control of those systems are matters with which they should be deeply concerned. Is it a threat to U.S. interests, to regional peace, to American markets, and to the United States's ability to lead if foreign leaders adopt models that promote separatism and the cultural fault lines that threaten stability? It certainly is. Relativism is a veil behind which those who shun scrutiny can hide. Whether Americans accept all the arguments of Huntington or not, they must recognize that the greater the cultural value gaps in the world, the more likely it is that conflict will ensue. The critical prerequisite for gaining the optimum benefits of global integration is to understand which cultural attributes can and should be tolerated-and, indeed, promoted-and which are the fissures that will become fault lines.

Imperialism is less violent than the alternative – this evidence is comparative

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)
One question that arises today is whether the major successor-state to the Soviet bloc, the Russian Federation, has escaped the quasi-imperial mode of rule in which its predecessor was mired. It is difficult for anyone who examines post-Soviet Russia to argue that this 'nation-state' is not, in important respects, a truncated version of the historic Soviet and indeed Russian empires. As Chechnya shows, Russian rule over peripheral regions remains highly contested and repressive. However the same questions arise with the other major non-Western centres of 'national' state power that have been consolidated since 1945, not only China and other remaining Communist states, but also major non-Communist, often pro-Western 'nation-states' ranging from India and Pakistan to Indonesia and Turkey. Despite significant differences in their political regimes, and despite their different relations to the Cold War and the post-Cold War West, it is striking that in all cases there are highly unequal relations between centres and peripheries, mired in authoritarianism of different kinds. It is plausible to argue that contemporary non-Western state forms suffer from similar disadvantages, as forms of state power, compared to the West, from which the Soviet Union suffered. I have tried to summarise these differences in Table 2. What is particularly important to note is that the tendency in Western state entities is for quasi-imperial contradictions to be increasingly controlled in ways that prevent extensive violence. National/regional conflicts have been largely contained, with only limited violence, e.g. in Canada (Quebec), Belgium (Flanders/Wallonia), UK (N. Ireland, Scotland, Wales), Spain (Basque country, Catalonia), Italy, etc. If anything, the tendencies are for state and paramilitary leaders to seek political solutions, even if these are not always successful and criminalisation tends to reinforce low-level paramilitarism. In contrast, in what I am calling quasi-imperial nation-states, conflicts between state power and secessionist/autonomist movements in the peripheries are much more likely to become violent. There are some cases, in relatively prosperous and relatively pro-Western states, where there have been serious and partially attempts to manage these contradictions in political ways: e.g. the peaceful splitting of Czechoslovakia, and the avoidance of all-out war in South Africa between the ANC, the apartheid regime and Inkatha. It is possible now that the peace process between the new Fox administration and the Zapatistas will avoid continuing violence in Mexico; even that the long-standing war between Turkey and the PKK has come to a conclusion and will lead to genuine reform. However it is clear that the problem of empire is deep-rooted in many quasi-imperial nation-states, and not only the largest, as Table 3 shows: many of these states are rooted in historic empires, and conflicts have long histories; and these are states in which earlier crises of empire, involving revolutionary change, have led to reproductions of imperial power in new forms. Furthermore, it can be argued that because of deep-rooted, imperial and authoritarian modes of power (both Communist and anti-Communist) democratic change in quasi-imperial nation-states throws up contradictions that are often managed by state violence. In these states, rulers do not see democracy as involving real recognition of minority rights, still less the possibility of secession. Likewise, traditions of political struggle are often not democratic, but highly militarised, and oppositional movements often (but not always) look to violent means of change.

XT: Imperialism Good

American imperialism should be embraced – it has been the greatest force for good in the world 

Boot, 3 (Max, Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, "American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label," 5-18-2003, www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf, JMP)

 

The greatest danger is that we won't use all of our power for fear of the ''I'' word -- imperialism. When asked on April 28 on al-Jazeera whether the United States was ''empire building,'' Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reacted as if he'd been asked whether he wears women's underwear. ''We don't seek empires,'' he replied huffily. ''We're not imperialistic. We never have been.'' 

That's a fine answer for public consumption. The problem is that it isn't true. The United States has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the 19th century, what Jefferson called the ''empire of liberty'' expanded across the continent. When U.S. power stretched from ''sea to shining sea,'' the American empire moved abroad, acquiring colonies ranging from Puerto Rico and the Philippines to Hawaii and Alaska. While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name.  Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views.  The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad.  That's all for the good. But there are also some worrisome signs. Bush asked for only $2.5 billion from Congress for rebuilding Iraq, even though a study from the Council on Foreign Relations and the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy estimates that $25 billion to $100 billion will be needed.  Iraq's oil revenues and contributions from allies won't cover the entire shortfall. The president should be doing more to prepare the U.S. public and Congress for a costly commitment. Otherwise, Iraqis quickly could become disillusioned about the benefits of liberation. 

The cost of our commitment will be measured not only in money but also in troops. While Bush and Rumsfeld have wisely eschewed any talk of an early ''exit strategy,'' they still seem to think that U.S. forces won't need to stay more than two years. Rumsfeld even denied a report that the U.S. armed forces are planning to open permanent bases in Iraq. If they're not, they should be. That's the only way to ensure the security of a nascent democracy in such a rough neighborhood.  Does the administration really imagine that Iraq will have turned into Switzerland in two years' time? Allied rule lasted four years in Germany and seven years in Japan. American troops remain stationed in both places more than 50 years later. That's why these two countries have become paragons of liberal democracy. It is crazy to think that Iraq -- which has less of a democratic tradition than either Germany or Japan had in 1945 -- could make the leap overnight. 

The record of nation-building during the past decade is clear: The United States failed in Somalia and Haiti, where it pulled out troops prematurely. Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan show more promise because U.S. troops remain stationed there. Afghanistan would be making even more progress if the United States and its allies had made a bigger commitment to secure the countryside, not just Kabul.

If we want Iraq to avoid becoming a Somalia on steroids, we'd better get used to U.S. troops being deployed there for years, possibly decades, to come. If that raises hackles about American imperialism, so be it. We're going to be called an empire whatever we do. We might as well be a successful empire. 
Imperialism is good: the defeat of Nazism and the promotion of democracy are proof.

Boot, 03 “American Imperialism? No need to run away from Label” Max Boot, Senior fellow of the Council of foreign relations, USA Today, May 6, 2003. http://66.102.1.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&q=cache:sP5soPyDtzAJ:www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf+author:max+author:boot).

Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of  unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the  Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during  the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such  as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to  countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they  were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the  U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive

of our goal  of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free  speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is  committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't  hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. 

Imperialism Good – Satellites

Oppressive governments are trying to limit out satellite access – we should increase it to spread the awesomeness of capitalism

Rothkopf 97 – *adjunct professor of international affairs at Columbia

 (David, “In Praise of Cultural Imperialism?”, Foreign Policy no. 107 (Summer 1997) pg 38-53, JSTOR, dml)

France and Canada have both passed laws to prohibit the satellite dissemination of foreign - meaning American-content across their borders and into the homes of their citizens. Not surprisingly} in many other countries - fundamentalist Iran communist China, and the closely managed society of Singapore-central governments have aggressively sought to restrict the software and programming that reach their citizens Their explicit objective is to keep out American and other alien political views, mores, and, as it is called in some parts of the Middle East, "news pollution." In these countries, the control of new media that give previously closed or controlled societies virtually unlimited access to the outside world is a high priority. Singapore has sought to filter out certain things that are available over the Internet essentially processing all information to eliminate pornography. China has set up a "Central Leading Group" under the State Planning Commission and the direct supervision of a vice premier to establish a similar system that will exclude more than just what might be considered obscene. These governments are the heirs of King Canute, the infamous monarch who set his throne at the sea's edge and commanded the waves to go backward. The Soviet Union fell in part because a closed society cannot compete in the Information Age. These countries will fare no better. They need look no further than their own elites to know this. In China, while satellite dishes are technically against the law, approximately one in five citizens of Beijing has access to television programming via a dish, and almost half of the people of Guangzhou have access to satellite-delivered programming. Singapore, the leading entrepot of Southeast Asia, is a hub in a global network of business centers in which the lives of the elites are virtually identical. Business leaders in Buenos Aires, Frankfurt, Hong Kong, Johannesburg, Istanbul, Los Angeles, Mexico City, Moscow, New Delhi, New York, Paris, Rome, Santiago, Seoul, Singapore, Tel Aviv, and Tokyo all read the same newspapers, wear the same suits, drive the same cars, eat the same food, fly the same airlines, stay in the same hotels, and listen to the same music. While the people of their countries remain divided by culture, they have realized that to compete in the global marketplace they must conform to the culture of that marketplace. The global marketplace is being institutionalized through the creation of a series of multilateral entities that establish common rules for international commerce. If capital is to flow freely, disclosure rules must be the same, settlement procedures consistent, and redress transparent. If goods are also to move unimpeded, tariff laws must be consistent, customs standards harmonized, and product safety and labeling standards brought into line. And if people are to move easily from deal to deal, air transport agreements need to be established, immigration controls standardized, and commercial laws harmonized. In many ways, business is the primary engine driving globalization, but it would be a mistake conclude that the implications of globalization will be limited primarily to the commercial arena. In politics, for example, as international organizations arise to coordinate policy among many nations on global issues such as trade, the environment, health, development, and crisis management, a community of international bureaucrats is emerging. These players are as comfortable operating in the international environment as they would be at home, and the organizations that they represent in effect establish glob al standards and expectations-facilitating the progress of globalization. The community of nations increasingly accepts that such supranational entities are demanded by the exigencies of the times; with that acceptance also comes a recognition that the principal symbol of national identity – namely sovereignty-must be partially ceded to those entities. The United States in particular seems to have problems with this trend. For example, the United States was involved in creat ing the World Trade Organization and now undermines its effectiveness by arbitrarily withdrawing from its efforts to blunt the effects of the Helms-Burton act. Still, the recognition that sometimes there are inter ests greater than national interests is a crucial step on the path to a more peaceful, prosperous world.

AT: Imperialism = Oppression

Turn – imperialism is key to liberation from the actual oppressors

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)

It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims. The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent. In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.

AT: War

Turn – interventionism prevents larger wars

Shaw 1 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Return of the good war?,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/104shaw.htm, dml)

The West's lack of interest in fighting wars, good or bad, has deep roots in both state and society. Western military power is internationalised, in NATO and other alliances, but it is still largely responsive to national political constituencies. The complications of multinational politics are great, although not insuperable, as we saw over Kosovo. National differences are compounded by larger fractures in Western politics. The US wants Europe to be more self-sufficient but not too independent. Europe on the other hand wants to be more independent, but is not sure if it can be self-sufficient in military terms. Many in Japan want a greater military role but others defend the pacifist lessons of 1945. Thus although the unified West can wage war, it is not likely to do so very often. In all three corners of the Western triangle, despite different historic experiences of military involvement, there is a common mistrust of war. Half a century without major war (but still-strong memories of 1939-45), a series of military-technological revolutions, the development of rich, complacent societies with developed media and democratic institutions - all have compounded to an understandable reluctance to commit lives in battle, especially when 'national' interests are not perceived to be at stake. Of course, there is considerable evidence that people do care about distant atrocities. It is often governments that do not want to take the risks with public opinion that war involves. The sad paradox of these constraints is that they don't make war impossible - but they do help make it late and take forms that don't help victims. In short, the unwillingness to contemplate war helps turn the wars the West does fight into bad wars, as we can see in Kosovo. The West's reluctance to confront Serbia left Albanians feeling betrayed, contributed to the rise of the KLA, and was a reason why the late 1990s crisis developed in the first place. The West's avoidance of conflict during the war of Serbia and the KLA, from early 1998 to early 1999, meant that by the time it intervened, maybe two thousand people were already dead and a quarter of a million displaced. The persistence with negotiations, after it was clear that Milosevic had no serious interest in them, allowed Serbian forces in Kosovo to be strengthened. Most disastrously, an air-only war gave Serbian forces impunity, as well as a pretext, to initiate the programme of massacres, terror and expulsion of March 1999. And finally, an exclusively aerial campaign inevitably meant that, as Milosevic failed to blink, more civilian targets came within range.

Failure to intervene in conflicts and extend American influence comparatively increases the likelihood of war

Shaw 1 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Return of the good war?,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/104shaw.htm, dml)

A simple conclusion would be that the benefits of Western peace could be universalised through further wars. But since the costs of major war are unacceptable, worldwide pacification must involve imaginative efforts to create wider networks without the historic accompaniment of violence. The unified West's unprecedented military superiority over all-comers, based on its commanding economic, social and ideological advantages, offers a historic opportunity to create worldwide political institutions with real legitimacy. During the first post-Cold War decade, these opportunities have often been squandered. No Western leaders gave serious time to the kind of ambitious Marshall Plan Mark II that might have helped save the Soviet Union some of its descent into poverty and violence. No one, even today, is prepared to invest heavily in the development of global institutions that might entrench human rights, democracy and social welfare worldwide. Contrary to the misplaced criticisms of the Western left, democracy and human rights have hardly been imposed by Western states on an unwilling world. Rather, it is oppressed minorities and democracy campaigners in the non-Western world who have made the running. Western politicians have responded too little, too late, when the level of atrocity has come to threaten their own credibility. A sticking-plaster mentality of crisis-management may save the world from new big wars, and patch up a few of the worst sores of small ones. It condemns millions, however, to suffer and die in these conflicts for the foreseeable future. Too little, too late also means that in the end the West has to fight wars like the Gulf and Kosovo, that might be avoided by clearer-sighted political action at an earlier stage. We may not always be able to prevent war. But better politics are not only a prerequisite for good war. They could even be an alternative to it.

Turn – criticizing imperialism justifies revolutionary violence

Hollander 2 – Prof. Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Massachussetts, Amherst

(Paul, “The resilience of the adversary culture,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_2002_Summer/ai_87720938/pg_7/?tag=content;col1, dml)

This smaller generation of "peace activists" today also resembles earlier ones in that they appear to be not so much opposed to all wars but only those waged by the United States. Given their conviction that American society is a profoundly unjust system, any war its government may wage has to be inexcusable. However, should there appear on the horizon some new "national liberation movement" or militant cause that uses a congenial and idealistic rhetoric, this putative devotion to peace would vanish and be replaced by support for the new, liberating and authentic revolutionary violence (Chiapas? Shining Path? Maoists in Nepal?).
AT: Oppression

Turn – imperialism is key to liberation from the actual oppressors

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)

It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims. The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent. In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.

**ZIZEK**

2AC: Violence Turn

Zizek concedes failure of the revolution is inevitable – the only “gain” is fascist violence

Kirsch 8

(Adam, senior editor of the new republic, December, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/article/books/the-deadly-jester)

This ontology of revolution raises some questions. On several occasions, Žižek describes the "utopian" moment of revolution as "divine." In support of this notion he adduces Walter Benjamin on "divine violence." "The most obvious candidate for 'divine violence,'" he writes in Violence, "is the violent explosion of resentment which finds expression in a spectrum that ranges from mob lynchings to revolutionary terror." It is true that Benjamin did, in his worst moments, endorse revolutionary violence in these terms. But for Benjamin, who had a quasi-mystical temperament, the divine was at least a real metaphysical category: when he said divine, he meant divine. For Žižek, who sometimes employs religious tropes but certainly does not believe in religion, "divine" is just an honorific--a lofty way of justifying his call for human sacrifices. "In the revolutionary explosion as an Event," Žižek explains in In Defense of Lost Causes, "another utopian dimension shines through, the dimension of universal emancipation which, precisely, is the excess betrayed by the market reality which takes over 'the day after'--as such, this excess is not simply abolished, dismissed as irrelevant, but, as it were, transposed into the virtual realm." But if utopia is destined to remain virtual--if Robespierre is always followed by Bonaparte, and Lenin by Stalin--why should actual lives be sacrificed to it? Would it not be wiser to seek this "dimension," this "divinity," bloodlessly, outside politics, by means of the imagination? But what if it is not the utopia that appeals to Žižek, but the blood and the sacrifice? That is certainly the impression he gives with his strange misreading of Benjamin's most famous image. In Violence, Žižek cites the passage in Benjamin's "Theses on the Philosophy of History" that was inspired by Paul Klee's Angelus Novus: "This is how one pictures the angel of history. His face is turned toward the past. Where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one single catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage and hurls it in front of his feet. The angel would like to stay, awaken the dead, and make whole what has been smashed. But a storm is blowing in from Paradise; it has got caught in his wings with such a violence that the angel can no longer close them. The storm irresistibly propels him into the future to which his back is turned, while the pile of debris before him grows skyward. This storm is what we call progress." The moral sublimity of this image, which has made it a touchstone for so many postwar thinkers, lies in Benjamin's opposition between the violence of history and the ineffectual but tireless witness of the angel. Violence lies in the nature of things, but the angel, who is the always-imminent messiah, resists this nature absolutely: his one desire is to "make whole what has been smashed." Yet here is Žižek's response to Benjamin: "And what if divine violence is the wild intervention of this angel?" What if "from time to time he strikes back to restore the balance, to enact a revenge"? Benjamin's point could not be more completely traduced: if the angel struck back, he would no longer be the angel. He would have gone over to the side of the "progress" that kills. That is not Benjamin's side, but it is Žižek's. And in his recent writings, as the actual--or, in his Heideggerian terminology, the "ontic"--possibility of revolution recedes, its "ontological" importance has increased. No, the Revolution will not bring the millennium. As a historical science, Marxism is false. Divine violence "strikes from out of nowhere, a means without an end." And yet "one should nevertheless insist that there is no 'bad courage.'" The courage displayed in the Revolution is its own justification, it is the image of the utopia it cannot achieve. "The urge of the moment is the true utopia." Žižek is hardly the only leftist thinker who has believed in the renovating power of violence, but it is hard to think of another one for whom the revolution itself was the acte gratuite. For the revolutionary, Žižek instructs in In Defense of Violence, violence involves "the heroic assumption of the solitude of a sovereign decision." He becomes the "master" (Žižek's Hegelian term) because "he is not afraid to die, [he] is ready to risk everything." True, "democratic materialism furiously rejects" the "infinite universal Truth" that such a figure brings, but that is because "democracy as a rule cannot reach beyond pragmatic utilitarian inertia ... a leader is necessary to trigger the enthusiasm for a Cause." In sum, "without the Hero, there is no Event"--a formula from a video game that Žižek quotes with approval. He grants that "there is definitely something terrifying about this attitude--however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom." There is a name for the politics that glorifies risk, decision, and will; that yearns for the hero, the master, and the leader; that prefers death and the infinite to democracy and the pragmatic; that finds the only true freedom in the terror of violence. Its name is not communism. Its name is fascism, and in his most recent work Žižek has inarguably revealed himself as some sort of fascist. He admits as much in Violence, where he quotes the German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk on the "re-emerging Left-Fascist whispering at the borders of academia"--"where, I guess, I belong." There is no need to guess. Žižek endorses one after another of the practices and the values of fascism, but he obstinately denies the label. Is "mass choreography displaying disciplined movements of thousands of bodies," of the kind Leni Riefenstahl loved to photograph, fascist? No, Žižek insists, "it was Nazism that stole" such displays "from the workers' movement, their original creator." (He is willfully blind to the old and obvious conclusion that totalitarian form accepts content from the left and the right.) Is there something fascist about what Adorno long ago called the jargon of authenticity--"the notions of decision, repetition, assuming one's destiny ... mass discipline, sacrifice of the individual for the collective, and so forth"? No, again: "there is nothing 'inherently fascist'" in all that. Is the cult of martyrdom that surrounds Che Guevara a holdover from the death worship of reactionary Latin American Catholicism, as Paul Berman has argued? Perhaps, Žižek grants, "but--so what?" "To be clear and brutal to the end," he sums up, "there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering's reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a well-known Jew from deportation: 'In this city, I decide who is a Jew!'... In this city, it is we who decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency." 

XT: Violence Turn

Zizek promotes endless militarization and political terror at the expense of the majority

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p.122-123

When I was an editor at the journal Historical Materialism, we interviewed Žižek. It was an astonishing exchange. “There are no ‘democratic (procedural) rules’ one is a priori prohibited to violate,” he argued. “Revolutionary politics is not a matter of opinions but of the truth on behalf of which one often is compelled to disregard the ‘opinion of the majority’ and to impose the revolutionary will against it.” Our duty lay in “the assertion of the unconditional, ‘ruthless’ revolutionary will, ready to ‘go to the end,’ effectively to seize power and undermine the existing totality.” What would be the position of workers, after the revolution? “Lenin was right: after the revolution, the anarchic disruptions of the disciplinary constraints of production should be replaced by an even stronger discipline.” Žižek knew much about pop culture but his history was shaky. Trotsky, he claimed, “went as far as proposing global militarisation … I am ready to assert the Trotsky of the universal militarisation of life….That is the good Trotsky for me.” (So much for Terry Eagleton’s bromide that “Žižek is by no means a champion of political terror.”) Actually, in 1919 Trotsky called for the temporary, emergency militarization of labor, and that was bad enough. He certainly never called for “the universal militarisation of life.” Žižek’s, one presumes, was a Freudian slip. Learning nothing from the historical record concerning the use of “iron will” and “ruthlessness” in the pursuit of utopia, Žižek told the HM editors that revolutionaries must “act without any legitimization, engaging oneself in a kind of Pascalean wager that the Act itself will create the conditions of its retroactive ‘democratic’ legitimisation.” The interview was utterly depressing. Here was another case of “the reckless mind” described by Mark Lilla, another display of philo-tyranny. Žižek had capitalized the word “Act” and added the qualifier “Absolute.” He had denied the need for “any legitimisation.” He had sneered at “democratic deadlock.” And like all authoritarian utopians from Plato through Rousseau to Mao, Žižek divided society into two parts. Over there, the mass of ordinary human beings, socialized by the existing totality; benighted about their true needs; lacking the capacity, latent or otherwise, to emancipate themselves. Over here, the Philosopher-Kings, the custodians of the General Will who have escaped the conditioning of the existing reality. These escapees can merrily commit “Absolute Acts,” make “Pascalean wagers,” and with an “iron will” and “ruthlessness” set about organizing “the global militarisation of life.” 

XT: Zizek promotes violence

Zizek’s alt is morally incoherent – promotes violence in the name of solving it

Boucher 9

Geoff, Center for Psychoanalytical Studies at Deakin University, “Reviews: Violence” Equinox Online 2009, Acumen Publishing, p 429-430, http://www.equinoxjournals.com/CR/article/viewFile/7950/5376

That is why the convoluted dialectics of the “universal statement from a particular position of enunciation” and the “explosion of universality from the heart of particular identity” are so freighted with theoretical importance for Žižek. But even this dialectical modulation of the basic Freudian–Hobbesian position is undermined by grim pessimism and by scepticism about the rational dialogue at the heart of post- Enlightenment modernity. On the one hand, it is precisely the underlying cultural framework of modern freedom that is supposedly disintegrating today, in the “perverse” world where only the commodity form supplies a neutral frame of reference.11 Th e danger here is a frozen dialectic between neoconservatives in the mould of Fukuyama and Huntington, on the one side, and fundamentalist religious terrorists, on the other side, lacking the dimension of an emancipatory universal altogether. On the other hand, this harsh reign of the superego imperative to make oneself into either an instrument of the world market or of God’s vengeance absolutely rules out any defence of the modern project from within. Of crucial importance here is that way that, increasingly in Žižek’s recent work, thinkers ranging from neoconservatives such as Fukuyama and Huntington, through anti- Enlightenment conservatives such as Chesterton and Kierkegaard, to bleak reactionaries such as Schmitt, Heidegger and Nietzsche, get the guernsey for an accurate diagnosis of the problems of modernity, even as their proposed solutions are criticized as inadequate. Th e fi gure of thought for Žižek’s alternative solution diff ers from book to book – the Pascalian “leap of faith”, the Kierkegaardian “teleological suspension of the ethical”, a messianic “Pauline materialism” and, in Violence, “divine violence” – but the content is always the same: a “miracle” of absolute transcendence, said to salvage modern universality as its end even as it rejects modern reason as its means. “Politically urgent” and “aesthetically magnifi cent”, I said, then: not morally serious. This is a man who has lost his moral compass. In this book for popular consumption, Violence, Žižek waffles back and forth on what “divine violence” actually is – is it the explosion of physical violence of the dispossessed, or the intellectual “violence” of principled abstention from the New World Order? – but in the theoretical book, In Defense of Lost Causes (which shares much material), he is more candid. Th ere, we learn that the spontaneous violence of the dispossessed, for which Žižek invokes the fi gure of the “wrath of God”, leads to the destruction of all that presently exists and its replacement by “strict egalitarian justice”: absolute worldwide distributive equality, illiberal controls in the form of revolutionary terror, political voluntarism combined with “trust in the people”, that is, the assumption that the party of emancipatory violence speaks in the name of the People, and proletarian dictatorship.12 Th ese are all said to be the only “properly political” solution to the basic problem that generates global violence: the other person, who is supposed to confront us as a dangerous threat, as the “other supposed to rape and kill”. In other words, the cogency of his political questions is supported by a set of moral intuitions – about the wrongness of violence, about the indignity of suffering – that his conclusions everywhere violate. Žižek’s burning rage that the rank injustice perpetuated in the new world order goes unpunished is founded on the ethical common sense that human suff ering is morally wrong. But his ethical position completely denies the category of moral dignity any foundation whatsoever. For me, the suspicion lingers at the end of Violence that one of the main things that “divine violence” would sweep away was not so much the detritus of the old world, as the aporia of the argument itself. 

Zizek’s Theory Flawed

Zizek begins from a false premise – contorts his whole theory

Kirsch 8

(Adam, senior editor of the new republic, December, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/article/books/the-deadly-jester)

It makes sense, then, that the popculture artifact that speaks most deeply to Žižek, and to which he returns again and again in his work, is The Matrix. In this film, you will remember, the hero, played by Keanu Reeves, is initiated into a terrible secret: the world as we know it does not actually exist, but is merely a vast computer simulation projected into our brains. When the hero is unplugged from this simulation, he finds that the human race has in reality been enslaved by rebellious robots, who use the Matrix to keep us docile while literally sucking the energy from our bodies. When Laurence Fishburne, Reeves's mentor, shows him the true state of the Earth, blasted by nuclear bombs, he proclaims: "Welcome to the desert of the real!" When Žižek employed this phrase as the title of a short book about the September 11 attacks and their aftermath, he was not making an ironic pop reference. He was drawing an edifying parallel. Why is it, the communist revolutionary must inevitably reflect, that nobody wants a communist revolution? Why do people in the West seem so content in what Žižek calls "the Francis Fukuyama dream of the 'end of history'"? For most of us, this may not seem like a hard question to answer: one need only compare the experience of communist countries with the experience of democratic ones. But Žižek is not an empiricist, or a liberal, and he has another answer. It is that capitalism is the Matrix, the illusion in which we are trapped. This, of course, is merely a flamboyant sci-fi formulation of the old Marxist concept of false consciousness. "Our 'freedoms,'" Žižek writes in Welcome to the Desert of the Real, "themselves serve to mask and sustain our deeper unfreedom." This is the central instance in Žižek's work of the kind of dialectical reversal, the clever anti-liberal inversion, that is the basic movement of his mind. It could hardly be otherwise, considering that his intellectual gods are Hegel and Lacan--masters of the dialectic, for whom reality never appears except in the form of the illusion or the symptom. In both their systems, the interpreter--the philosopher for Hegel, the analyst for Lacan--is granted absolute, unchallengeable authority. Most people are necessarily in thrall to appearances, and thereby to the deceptions of power; but the interpreter is somehow immune to them, and can singlehandedly recognize and expose the hidden meanings, the true processes at work in History or in the Unconscious. This sacerdotal notion of intellectual authority makes both thinkers essentially hostile to democracy, which holds that the truth is available in principle to everyone, and that every individual must be allowed to speak for himself. Žižek, too, sees the similarity--or, as he says, "the profound solidarity"--between his favorite philosophical traditions. "Their structure," he acknowledges, "is inherently 'authoritarian': since Marx and Freud opened up a new theoretical field which sets the very criteria of veracity, their words cannot be put to the test the same way one is allowed to question the statements of their followers." Note that the term "authoritarian" is not used here pejoratively. For Žižek, it is precisely this authoritarianism that makes these perspectives appealing. Their "engaged notion of truth" makes for "struggling theories, not only theories about struggle." But to know what is worth struggling for, you need theories about struggle. Only if you have already accepted the terms of the struggle--in Žižek's case, the class struggle--can you move on to the struggling theory that teaches you how to fight. In this sense, Žižek the dialectician is at bottom entirely undialectical. That liberalism is evil and that communism is good is not his conclusion, it is his premise; and the contortions of his thought, especially in his most political books, result from the need to reconcile that premise with a reality that seems abundantly to indicate the opposite. Hence the necessity of the Matrix, or something like it, for Žižek's worldview. And hence his approval of anything that unplugs us from the Matrix and returns us to the desert of the real--for instance, the horrors of September 11. One of the ambiguities of Žižek's recent work lies in his attitude toward the kind of Islamic fundamentalists who perpetrated the attacks. On the one hand, they are clearly reactionary in their religious dogmatism; on the other hand, they have been far more effective than the Zapatistas or the Porto Alegre movement in discomfiting American capitalism. As Žižek observes, "while they pursue what appear to us to be evil goals with evil means, the very form of their activity meets the highest standard of the good." Yes, the good: Mohammed Atta and his comrades exemplified "good as the spirit of and actual readiness for sacrifice in the name of some higher cause." Žižek's dialectic allows him to have it all: the jihadis are not really motivated by religion, as they say they are; they are actually casualties of global capitalism, and thus "objectively" on the left. "The only way to conceive of what happened on September 11," he writes, "is to locate it in the context of the antagonisms of global capitalism." 

Zizek fails – misses key associations and can’t explain China

Smith 9

Ted A., Vanderbilt Univercity, “Book Review: The Parallax View” Political Theology (online) ISSN 1473-1719, p. 268, http://libdig2.library.vanderbilt.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/1803/3152/SmithReviewParallaxView10.2_2009.pdf?sequence=1
Žižek’s analysis has tremendous explanatory power. And he is right to work towards a theory that can relate the political and economic levels, and to criticize Badiou’s exclusive focus on the political. But Žižek associates narcissistic projects of self-fulfillment and regulatory systems of domination too neatly with the political and economic levels, respectively. Such associations miss the projects for selfrealization carried out on the political level, especially in demands for recognition of identity. And, in focusing primarily on consumption, Žižek’s associations of self-realization and the economic level miss the intense biopolitical domination that is often involved in the production of consumer goods in global sweatshops. Žižek’s declaration of a post-Oedipal complex would be stronger if he unhooked it from an attempt to relate political and economic levels, and simply let it illumine all that it can illumine. Žižek’s argument would also be stronger if he noted its limits. A post-Oedipal complex might dominate much of Europe and North America, but it does not fit as readily with whatever is emerging in China—a matter of no small significance for theories of political economy at the beginning of the twenty-first century 

Zizek Fails

Zizek’s theory is overly individualistic, glosses over differences in excluded groups, doesn’t support politics by those excluded, doubts the possibility of social change, and thus fails to change anything about the system – at most they can win a personal change in perspective

Robinson 10(Andrew, Visiting Fellow at Wolfson College, Cambridge University. Symptoms of a New Politics: Networks, Minoritarianism and the Social Symptom in Žižek, Deleuze and Guattari Deleuze Studies. Volume 4, Page 212-214 DOI 10.3366/dls.2010.0004, ISSN 1750-2241, Available Online July 2010, html version at http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:YTLqYnQiLmoJ:www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/dls.2010.0004+Symptoms+of+a+New+Politics:+Networks,+Minoritarianism+and+the+Social+Symptom+in+%C5%BDi%C5%BEek,+Deleuze+and+Guattari&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)
Hence, the concept is useful in making sense of contemporary conflict. On the other hand, there are difficulties with how Žižek deploys the concept. Firstly, Žižek’s approach retains the emphasis of clinical psychoanalysis on the individual patient. This is problematic when psychoanalytic categories have been transferred to the social field. The transformation involved in a Žižekian Act is subjective and personal, rather than relational, yet is assumed to have wide-reaching socio-ideological effects. This approach fails to situate ideological relations in social relations, and hence exaggerates the effect which a simple ideological gesture can have. This personalised approach also risks reproducing a therapeutic, self-adapting approach in which, ‘under conditions we recognize as desperate, we are told to alter ourselves’, not the conditions (Nielsen 1978: 168–70). It risks producing adaptation to social ‘necessities’ rather than their transformation. The difficulty is that, while a personal fundamental fantasy can be traversed by an individual patient, a homologous social ideology could presumably only be shattered at the social or intersubjective level. Secondly, as a result of this personalised approach, Žižek does not attempt to formulate a politics of the excluded themselves. In his theory, the radical potential of the excluded derives from their structural position. Hence, it resides primarily in the excluded as they appear for others. This appearance is exploited for ideological disruption without being reconstructed as alternative social relations. Partly because he frames the question in terms of identification rather than a politics of the excluded, Žižek does not attempt to reconstruct the political forms which could arise from the excluded acting for themselves. As a result, he does not progress from the idea of the social symptom to an exploration of alternative forms of social life emerging at points of exclusion. This precludes engaging with the difficulties of analysis of concrete exclusion, hiding complexities beneath the apparent simplicity of structural logic. What if the actually existing excluded do not identify with their position, but construct their identities within the dominant fantasy-frame, or within an alternative neurotic frame which re-conceives their own position as that of the ‘trunk’? What if a group is interpellated by the dominant fantasy-frame as a social symptom, but operates in its own fantasy-frame as the master-signifier? One cannot simply overlay the distinct levels of the structural-cultural position of a phenomenon, the distinct identities and meanings immanent to a social group, and the structures of individual psyches, each with different fantasmatic connections into or ruptures with the wider social field. Social fantasy and social symptoms doubtless impact on the other levels, but are not identical to them. In Žižek’s theory, no distinction is made between different types of movements of the excluded – between ethnic conflict, ‘terrorism’, inner- city revolt, anti-capitalist protest and so on. This is not surprising given the choice of framing. In terms of their significance for the gaze of the dominant system, phenomena such as the Bosnia war, the banlieue revolts and the 9/11 attacks are indeed isomorphic. In terms of their immanent construction and meaning for participants, however, the events are heterogeneous. Furthermore, while Žižek generally identifies the social symptom with non-oppressive excluded groups such as immigrants, there is little structural reason why his theory should distinguish such groups from others, such as child abusers or suicide bombers, who are similarly subject to outrage and demonisation, but who are also engaged in harmful or oppressive actions. What is lacking, in short, is a clear account of how the radical potential of the excluded is, or can be, sometimes actualised and sometimes dissipated. Instead of a politics of the excluded, what Žižek provides is a problematically representational emphasis on identification. This approach demands too little in terms of recomposition of social relations. Anyone can obtain the radical potential of the excluded subjectively, without relational transformations. Hence, for instance, a privileged academic such as Žižek can perform an authentic Act without at all altering their lifestyle or social inscription, simply by identifying with anathemas (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 122). A third limit to this framing of the social symptom is a certain theoretical conservatism, particularly as regards the possibility of overcoming alienation and hierarchy (see Robinson 2005). Indeed, Žižek seems to treat the analogically neurotic structure of reality as inevitable. While Lacanian theory may allow for a passage beyond the field of neurotic desire through the concept of drive (Noys 2003), it is not apparent that any such passage occurs in the case of Žižek’s Act. Rather, the social field is recomposed around a master-signifier. Žižek is very clear on the point that an Act leads to the re-emergence of an arborescent social order, but one in which certain blockages are overcome (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 92; Žižek 1999: 90–1, 331, 368; 1997b: 72–3; 1989: 211). Žižek constructs his idea that lack is a feature of desire as such in opposition to the idea that alienation results from present, contingent capitalist conditions (Žižek 1990: 56). In particular, the master-signifier is taken to be necessary (Žižek 1994: 43, 59, 1993: 49, 1992a: 103), and it is impossible to move beyond social exclusion or alienation (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 100–3). Hence, the change involved in a process of identifying with the symptom is rather limited. The specific characteristics of social life do not necessarily change; what changes is how one relates to these characteristics (Žižek 1994: 57, 61). Identifying with the symptom may disrupt a particular system and its particular master-signifier, but it does not do away with the arborescent structure of the dominant society. One simply moves from neurotic incapacity to normal alienated subjectivity. The result – a change in perception which breaks blockages in the present order – falls well short of a recomposition of social relations. Ultimately, transformation remains subjective and ‘ideological’ (in the expanded Althusserian sense), and does not pass over into the overcoming of ‘ideology’. For all its radical pretensions, Žižek’s politics can be summed up in his attitude to neoliberalism: ‘If it works, why not try a dose of it?’ (Žižek and Salecl 1996: 32).

Alt Fails – Essentializes Cap

Zizek essentializes Capitalism and class struggle; stops change from resulting

Ozselcuk 9

Ceren, Univercity of Massachussetts – Amherst Open Dissertations “Post-Marxism After Althusser: A Critique of the Alternatives” p. 11-14 http://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1021&context=open_access_dissertations

To discern a possible answer to this question formulated by this second vein of post- Marxism, one might turn to Slavoj Zizek’s works.8 Time and again, Zizek argues that the rallying around and gesturing towards ontological contingency as the precondition and potential locus for radical social change misses the very source of radical change: The identification with the position that is heterogeneous to, excluded from, and unrepresented within the existing order.9 For Zizek, within post-Marxian theory as well as within “new social movements,” a position that is often excluded from discussion, that remains inarticulate and invisible is that of “class” and “class struggle,” “an entity ‘named’ but rarely theorized” (2000, 96). Why is there such an evasion of class analysis? In scattered remarks on post-Marxism (1999; 2004) and more consistently in his various polemics with Laclau (2000; 2006a; 2006b), Zizek argues that the suspension of class analysis and any mention of class struggle within post-Marxism is due to an evasion of the ontology that is specific to Marxian political economy, i.e., overdetermination: Marx claimed that in the series production-distribution-exchange-consumption, the term ‘production’ is doubly inscribed: it is simultaneously one of the terms in the series and the structuring principle of the entire series. In production as one of the terms of the series, production (as the structuring principle) ‘encounters itself in its oppositional determinations,’ as Marx put it, using the precise Hegelian term. And the same goes for the postmodern political series class-gender-race…: in class as one of terms in the series of particular struggles, class qua structuring principle of the social totality ‘encounters itself in its oppositional determination.’ (2000, 96) According to Zizek, to the extent that post-Marxism neglects the Marxian ontology of overdetermination, it also oversees the ways in which class remains to be the absent, inarticulate, yet the fundamental structuring force of a multitude of social struggles. This dissertation agrees with Zizek’s claim that post-Marxism in general and radical democracy in particular fails to rethink the ontology of Marxian political economy and class in relation to overdetermination. However, the dissertation disagrees with Zizek’s criticisms and his understanding of “class struggle” and “overdetermination” insofar as Zizek fails to extricate these concepts from the hold of the classical Marxian framework that reproduces the production-centered economic determinism and class essentialism. Furthermore, when Zizek invokes the necessity of bringing back and engaging in “class struggle” against capitalism, his narrative of capitalism often falls prey to a monolithic and self-regulating conception of capitalist reproduction as structured by inexorable laws, summarized, for instance, via the psychoanalytical 14 concept of the drive (for capital accumulation). In fact, one might argue that while Zizek and Laclau disagree on the meaning and constitutive dynamics of “radical politics,” they form a silent pact in leaving Marxian analysis of class and capitalist reproduction mired in essentialism. That is why one should perhaps not overemphasize the divergences between these two notable currents of post-Marxism, namely, what the dissertation labels as the “negative” and “positive” approaches to contingency, since they share more common ground than immediately meets the eye. First, within both frameworks, the categories of class and class struggle remain under-theorized, the void of which is then readily filled by the conventional and essentialist understandings of class and class struggle. Second, both approaches continue to anthropomorphize capitalism and treat it as a self-constituted entity whose reproduction and dynamics are both unleashed and limited by some pre-given and unbending laws (of accumulation, commodification, and so on). These shortcomings make it as difficult for the “positive approach” as it is for the “negative approach” to substantiate the economic and class dimension of what is referred to as anti-capitalist or radical politics. 

Zizek’s critique makes Capitalism inevitable – constructs it as an impossible enemy

Devenney 7

Mark, Senior Lecturer in Politics and Philosophy on the Humanities Program at the University of Brighton, “Thinking the Postcolonial as Political” Borderlands e-journal Volume 6, Number 2, 2007 http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol6no2_2007/devenney_postcolonial.htm
A growing market in academic texts laments the failure of political agency and searches for a politics of intervention and action. [12] Zizek, for example, argues that an authentic act (as opposed to an action) 'subverts the very structuring principle of a field...redefining the very contours of what is possible and in so doing creating retroactively the conditions of its own possibility' (2004, p. 121). One's subjectivity is transformed by the act, as none of the postulates which supported the identity of the subject lend support to an act. He describes such a challenge to the symbolic order as a 'political act of pure expenditure which changes the very coordinates of what is possible within a historical constellation' (2004, p. 81). An act of such radical expenditure, as opposed to mere action, is required because capitalism is premised on the revolutionary logic of the not all, a process of continual transformation, which renders everything contingent. Any critique thereof is likely to result in the reform of capitalism, not its transformation. Indeed capitalism feeds on critique. Zizek, despite his knowledge of revolutionary movements such as the Zapatistas, here mirrors those on the academic left who in seeking a revolutionary radical act, reduce all forms of resistance to mere 'action' and conclude that capital will inevitably absorb all resistance. However, there is little attempt to give an account of capital, to identify its modulations, variations and weaknesses. Rather capitalism becomes a wholly abstract enemy invoked for the purposes of argument, and strengthened with the allure of an impossible enemy that only an impossible act can overthrow. One possible starting point for moving beyond this impasse is, as Chakrabarty suggests, to provincialise Europe and the master narrative of European modernity, including this all embracing capital. This secular humanist narrative occludes other narratives and other forms of resistance (Chakrabarty, 2000, 6). This entails acknowledging that racism and sexism are not contingent errors in this secular humanist narrative, but are intrinsic to the project of modernity and enlightenment. If anything, the divide between humanist radicalism and a postcolonial radicalism has been further entrenched in the current conjuncture. The term fundamentalism becomes the common rallying point for all versions of humanism - radical and conservative, and the easy condemnation of postcolonial and cultural politics. 

Alt = Violence and Genocide 

Zizek epitomizes death and war – alt causes mass violence and genocide

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 123-124
As for Camus’s wonderful aphorism, “It is no sin to prefer happiness,” Žižek is not a fan. He finds death much more interesting, authentic, 

heroic, and meaningful than (mere bourgeois) life. Repeatedly, his gaze falls lovingly on death. Mao’s insouciance before the threat of nuclear war and Che Guevara’s willingness to risk nuclear war during the Cuban missile crisis are both praised. “There is definitely something terrifying about this attitude,” writes Žižek, “however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom.” Robespierre’s “sublime greatness,” he tells us, lies in the fact that he “is not afraid to die.” Robespierre is applauded because he viewed his own eventual death at the hands of the revolution as “nothing.” Comically, to my mind, Žižek invites his affluent and tenured readers to adopt the “proper attitude of a warrior towards death.” He praises the example set by a Zen priest, Yamamoto Jocho. “Every day without fail,” says Jocho, the warrior “should consider himself as dead. . . . This is not a matter of being careful. It is to consider oneself as dead beforehand.” Žižek praises those Japanese soldiers who, during the Second World War, performed their own funerals before they left for war. This “preemptive self-exclusion from the domain of the living” is not fascistic militarism. No, it is, rather, “constitutive of a radical revolutionary position.” Žižek likes to play the tough. In his essay “The Leninist Freedom,” he cheers Lenin’s death threats against the (social democratic and Marxist) Mensheviks who, in 1920, criticized the Bolshevik attacks on democracy. Lenin replied (in Žižek’s account), “Of course, gentlemen, you have the right to publish this critique—but, then, gentlemen, be so kind as to allow us to line you up against the wall and shoot you!” In this—and, I suspect, much else—Žižek is talking about matters he does not really understand. It was the resurgence of the Mensheviks in the spring of 1920 that lay behind Lenin’s thuggery. Their leader Julius Martov—a dedicated revolutionary since his Vilno days in 1893, and a better model for us, dare I suggest, than Zen priest Yamamoto Jocho—wrote that in early 1920, “wherever we [Mensheviks] could put up our candidate, regardless of the freedom to agitate, our candidates won.” In Moscow and Kharkov, Ekataterinoslav and Odessa, Kiev and Smolensk, the Mensheviks were winning seats to the Soviets, using the Constitution to challenge the Bolsheviks. Martov recorded that “here in the chemical factory they have put up Lenin against me as a candidate. I received 76 votes, he 8 (in an open vote).” And that’s why Lenin made his move. He smashed up the Printers Union, a bulwark of Menshevism, launched a frame-up of the Mensheviks as “Polish spies,” and arrested the majority of their leaders and activists. Soon enough they were in prison or exile. And this is the bloody lost cause Žižek wants to rehabilitate. (Žižek even calls for “the reactivation of one of the figures of all egalitarian-revolutionary terrors, the ‘informer’ who denounces the culprits to the authorities.”) Žižek is indulgent with intellectuals who flirted, or worse, with totalitarianism. Far from fearing the totalitarian temptation, Žižek urges us to embrace it as the “white intellectuals’ burden.” So he is keen to exculpate those who have done so. Heidegger, he declares, was great “not in spite of, but because of his Nazi engagement.” Michel Foucault’s support for the Iranian Islamists was a good thing because “what matters is not the miserable reality that followed the upheavals, the bloody confrontations, the new oppressive measures, and so on but the enthusiasm that the events in Iran stimulated in the external (Western) observer, confirming his hopes in the possibility of a new form of spiritualised political collective.” (In passing, note how badly Badiou’s fauxprofundity that “the time of the fidelity to an event is the future anterieur” turns out. It means never having to say you’re sorry, because [miserable] reality does not matter. Could political irresponsibility be more neatly justified?) In this spirit, Žižek praises Kant’s initial reaction to the French Revolution—that its crimes did not matter compared to the enthusiastic response its Idea was generating all over Europe. What he does not say is that when Kant realized that the revolutionary terror had killed some thousands he amended his position. Žižek, by contrast, knows of the millions dead, but he wants a do-over. 

Alt = Fascism

Zizek’s alt is fascistic and anti-semitic

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 126
Adam Kirsch has pointed to the sheer weight and the troubling texture of imagery and example in Žižek’s writings concerning “the Jews.” We read of Jews “smashed into bloody pulp,” and that “all good films about the Holocaust are also comedies.” He illustrates the spontaneity of racism by reference to his own instinctive anti-Semitism. (Žižek describes his response to reading a tale in Janusz Bardach’s Gulag book Man Is Wolf to Man: “My immediate racist assumption was, of course: ‘Typical Jews! Even in the worst Gulag, the moment they are given a minimum of freedom and space for manoeuvre, they start trading—in human blood!”—honest, for sure, but why “of course”?) When Žižek urges the revolutionary Left to ignore liberal qualms about terror he offers this exemplar: “To be clear and brutal to the end, there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering’s reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a wellknown Jew from deportation: ‘In this city, I decide who is a Jew!’ . . . In this city we decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency.” (The thuggish quality of the new style in “leftism” seems more Tony Soprano than Karl Marx.) And what on earth are we to make of this sentence in Lost Causes?: “The only true solution to the ‘Jewish Question’ is the ‘final solution’ (their annihilation) because Jews ... are the ultimate obstacle to the ‘final solution’ of History itself, to the overcoming of divisions in an all-encompassing unity and flexibility”? Žižek’s idea of revolution—“this magic moment of enthusiastic unity of a collective will”—is, in truth, more Mussolini than Marx. Revolution is etherealized as an eruption of the Lacanian “Real,” fantasized as a Badiouian “Event,” aimed at democracy itself and contemptuous of the will of the majority. In other words, Zizek’s theory of “revolution” is, let’s be blunt, fascistic. He writes: “[O]ne should thus posit a double equation: divine violence = inhuman terror = dictatorship of the proletariat.” We should learn from Robespierre that “just and severe punishment of the enemies is the highest form of clemency” and that “rigor and charity coincide in terror.” And there stands the new “leftism,” arms folded, legs akimbo, chin jutting, lecturing on some balcony about divine violence and a new order. Žižek’s “lost cause” is the idea of revolutionary terror to impose a utopian order from above. He quotes the French revolutionary Saint-Just (“That which produces the general good is always terrible”) and adds this gloss: “These words should not be interpreted as a warning against the temptation to violently impose the general good on a society but on the contrary, as a bitter truth to be fully endorsed.” Could he be any clearer? 

Zizek’s alt isn’t Marxist – it results in totalitarianism which subordinates society to the collective
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Back to Kolyma? Žižek presents all this as some kind of Marxism. But whatever critical distance one takes from Marxism, Karl Marx made an enormous contribution to the democratic breakthrough of the nineteenth century precisely because his socialism was a kind of democratic extremism, aiming to extend to all the promise of the democratic revolutions of the eighteenth century. Marx did not seek to impose an idea by terror, but to pursue the interest of ordinary people by a politics of self-emancipation. Crucially, he and Engels believed, “The ‘idea’ always disgraced itself insofar as it was different from the ‘interest.’” The pair were contemptuous of the idea of a minority revolutionputsch, organized by a violent elite, to impose a new social order from above—Žižek’s “lost cause” —calling it “the old crap.” Indeed, Marx rejected the views of the Young Hegelian Bruno Bauer precisely because the latter’s “conception of social reorganization [was] based on the antithesis between spirit and mass,” The Bauerites wrote, “In the mass, not somewhere else . . . is the true enemy of the spirit to be found,” the same baleful thought lodged deep in Žižek’s new “leftism.” Marx refused to follow Bauer, whose error, he argued, was to imagine that “the Spirit, or the Criticism, represents the organizing labor, the mass the raw material, and history the product” Marx’s socialism was not an organic “ism” in which the individual’s moral status and rights were to be abolished in the name of “society” or “truth” or “progress” or “history.” Tocqueville’s charge that socialism sought a society of beavers not individuals did not apply to Marx, but it does describe Žižek, who, for example, praises the 1920s Russian avant-garde artists for (in his view) inventing a new Industrial Man “who gladly accepts his role as a bolt or screw in the gigantic co-ordinated industrial Machine.” We could decide to prefer Hal Draper’s Marx: [For Marx] . . . the rights and privileges of the individual must not be subordinated to the glorification of state or communal collectivity, or to the maximization of its power, but, exactly to the contrary . . . the authority and rights of the organized collectivity or state are justified only insofar as they contribute to the full development of every individual’s potentialities as a human being. The beehive or anthill conception of collectivism is not socialism but the image of a new tyranny. And that’s what the new “leftism” is selling—a new tyranny. Žižek’s lost cause should remain buried in the snows of Kolyma, that pole of cold and cruelty, along with the dead. 

Zizek makes flawed assumptions and supports totalitarianism
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Well, Žižek has now written up these thoughts into a 500-page book. The decisive theoretical influence on Lost Causes is the French Maoist philosopher Alain Badiou, who invites us to renew the communist hypothesis by resurrecting “the ‘eternal idea’ of egalitarian terror” that Žižek informs us is a compound of strict egalitarian justice, terror, voluntarism, and “trust in the people.” Of course, Badiou’s totalitarian political category/fantasy of “The People” has nothing to do with actual people. They can be ignored, even abused, in the name of “truth.” One imposes the truth against the people in the name of “The People.” This intellectual sleight-of-hand is made— sometimes with whip in hand, sometimes in the ponderous tones of continental philosophy—by all totalitarian theorists. It licenses Žižek to make two giant strides backward toward what Karl Marx called “the old crap.” First, mixing up the people with “The People” allows Žižek to bracket reality. ‘‘For Badiou, ‘the time of the fidelity to an event is the future anterieur,’” he writes. In other words, “one acts now as if the future one wants to bring about is already here.” (The Left has been very quick to criticize the neoconservatives for thinking they could “make reality” but indulges the same thing in the new “leftism.”) Second, displacing real people with the fantasy-category of “The People” allows Žižek to bracket democracy and the opinion of the majority. As Badiou’s hero Mao put it, “The people are a blank sheet of paper on which the Communist Party will write beautiful words.” In Lost Causes, Žižek quotes Badiou approvingly: “Today the enemy is not Empire or Capital. It’s called Democracy.” He then praises “The great philosophers, from Plato to Heidegger” for being “mistrustful of democracy, if not directly antidemocratic.” Žižek claims there is no difference between these three statements: “the Church synod has decided,” “the Central Committee has passed a resolution,” and “the people have made clear its choice at the ballot box.” That’s because the so-called democratic subject is nothing but a “violent abstraction. . . foreign to and incompatible with enjoyment,” while democracy itself is nothing but an “empty place.” (For Žižek, the Hollywood film The Matrix is best watched as a documentary. To imagine one can use democracy to change the world is to live wholly within an illusion, just like Neo did before Morpheus showed him that what he thought was reality was only the shimmering code of the matrix.) Žižek’s book seeks to rehabilitate the idea of a violent lurch at utopia by depicting a liberaldemocratic West so inauthentic, so disgusting, and so imbecilic that it is worth any risk to transcend it. We need “an entirely different society” beyond “the space of European modernity” with its “miserable utilitarian / egoistic universe of market calculation,” “vulgar reality of commerce,” and “hedonist permissivity.” With Badiou, Žižek indicts an atonal world lost in jouissance and the pursuit of happiness. The initially pro-Nazi philosopher Heidegger is praised for rejecting liberal democracy as inauthentic. In his book Welcome to the Desert of the Real (the title is taken from a line spoken by Morpheus in The Matrix), Žižek pleads for a world of “final victories and ultimate demarcations” and of “radical and violent simplification.” He craves “the magical moment when the infinite pondering crystallises itself into a simple yes or no.” 

Zizek promotes revolutionary terror and totalitarianism – makes his revolution flawed
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This Žižekian enthusiasm for enthusiasm is another very old story. Jean-Paul Sartre famously refused to tell the French factory workers the truth about the Gulag for fear of “demoralizing” them. Žižek takes this kind of thing to the limit. Even the Maoist Cultural Revolution—which killed between four hundred thousand and one million people, according to Jung Chang’s and Jon Halliday’s Mao: The Unknown Story—is redeemed because it “sustained revolutionary enthusiasm,” being “‘the last big installment in the life of this Idea.” Apparently, Žižek was a dissident in his native Slovenia under the old Communist Party dictatorship. It’s hard to believe. He wrote in The Parallax View, “If we really want to name an act which was truly daring, for which one truly had to ‘have the balls’ to try the impossible, but which was simultaneously a horrible act, it was Stalin’s forced collectivisation in the Soviet Union at the end of the 1920s.” He praises Mao’s “tremendous achievement” of showing us how “the victorious revolutionary subject is a voluntarist agent which acts against ‘spontaneous economic necessity,’ imposing its vision on reality through revolutionary terror.” It was the terrible consequences of imposing a vision on reality through revolutionary terror, and the intellectual roots of that totalitarian temptation, that formed the twin concerns of antitotalitarian thought. But Žižek mocks this tradition in the crude, bullying style of the Stalinist intellectual policeman, Andrei Zhdanov. “Anti-totalitarian thought appears in all its misery as what it really is, a worthless sophistic exercise,” writes Žižek, “a pseudotheorisation of the lowest opportunist survivalist fears and instincts, a way of thinking that is ... reactionary.” The antitotalitarians, he claims, were opposed to anyone who dared to “deconstruct [the] religious and moral foundations of our society”. No. What the antitotalitarian thinkers really objected to was not social and ethical criticism of the liberal democracies but rather what the great Russian writer Vasily Grossman described in Forever Flowing: the “crazed eyes; smashed kidneys; [the] skull[s] pierced by a bullet; rotting infected, gangrenous toes; and scurvy racked corpses in log-cabin, dugout morgues.” Because they did so, they, not the thugs, despots, and fellow travellers that Žižek seeks to rehabilitate, will be forever the intellectual heroes and heroines of that century. 

Zizek = Proletarian Violence

Zizek’s theory validates endless violence by the proletariat

Finlay 6

Christopher J., Research Fellow, UCD Geary Institute & Dublin European Institute (UCD School of Politics and International Relations)January 11, 2009 “Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity, Marx to Žižek” http://irserver.ucd.ie/dspace/bitstream/10197/1814/1/GearyWp200601.pdf
The second distinctive characteristic of this kind of theory is that it supposes that through radical alienation from bourgeois (in Fanon’s case, European) culture and ideology, the consciousness of the revolutionary class is rendered capable of creating new values for a new social order. This constitutes something of a blank cheque for the commission of violence. Sorel’s catastrophic final battle takes place in the context of a proletarian transvaluation of all values. Lukács and Benjamin both rely on the final revolution to generate a future whose freedom from the violence of oppression permits the commission of tactical murder in its name. Fanon’s colonial subjects view revolutionary praxis through a Manichean opposition in which ‘[t]ruth is that which hurries on the break-up of the colonialist regime [and] promotes the emergence of the nation; it is all that protects the natives, and ruins the foreigners […] and the good is quite simply that which is evil for them.’96 Žižek, finally, sees the authenticity of revolutionary subjectivity as something which cannot be judged by any external standards but which is, instead, somehow independently self-evident. The ideological views and practical impulses of the revolutionary class, including its violence, are validated in all three cases while all other perspectives are regarded as incapable of meaningful criticism. As a result of both features, the great danger of the second kind of theory is that it therefore presents no limits to violence legitimised by its origins in the consciousness of the revolutionary class and justified by its relation to the ends of revolution. This means, in effect, that anything the proletariat (or its political leadership) decides to do as part of its struggle – however violent and indiscriminate it may appear – is validated in advance. 

Zizek/Revolutionary Marxism justifies endless violence and immoral actions – no limits on the proletariat

Finlay 6

Christopher J., Research Fellow, UCD Geary Institute & Dublin European Institute (UCD School of Politics and International Relations)January 11, 2009 “Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity, Marx to Žižek” http://irserver.ucd.ie/dspace/bitstream/10197/1814/1/GearyWp200601.pdf
The three pillars initially outlined therefore present considerable dangers in the context of revolutionary praxis. The norms of permissible violence in Marxist and Marxian revolutionary theory, as the forgoing analysis shows, suffer from the problem identified more generally in Marxist thought by Steven Lukes: it has, he writes, ‘from its beginning exhibited a certain approach to moral questions that has disabled it from offering moral resistance to measures taken in its name’.97 To continue using the language of just war theory, Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity 31 we may say that the danger lies with respect to all three pillars in the failure to establish clear lines of engagement in terms of jus in bello. That is, while violence is validated as a means in general, no criterion is clearly stated that can differentiate between particular kinds and degrees of violence.98 The idea that violence may be justified by just ends is inherently prone to excess since it is completely without a limiting principle such that great aspirations may be used to justify great crimes; and both historical ‘necessity’ and the ‘revolutionary subjectivity’ of the proletariat tend towards the negation of any accepted limits on permissible violence. The first does so by arguing that the rules may excusably be broken where necessary, and the second by subverting the rules themselves, suggesting that new rules may be put in their place based exclusively on the interests of one of the contending parties. In the final analysis, the problematic nature of these dimensions to Marxian theory concerns the way they lend themselves to deployment by real political actors. The danger is two-fold. On the one hand, they are susceptible to deployment by cynical actors citing them to validate indiscriminate and disproportionate uses of force. On the other, they have the capacity to define the thinking of radicals more positively by encouraging proletarian or anti-colonial groups to imagine that whatever they believe to be the right actions must actually be right by virtue of the assumption that they originated in their ‘revolutionary subjectivity.’ This would give rise to a form of consciousness similar in form to the ‘enthusiasm’ of the early-modern puritan zealots analysed by David Hume. These fanatics believed that since they were elected by God and since the Holy Spirit acted through them, their desires, their hatreds, and their motives must be pure and righteous ipso facto.99 However much their political actions seemed to contradict the rules of ordinary morality, therefore, they were validated nonetheless by their putative origins. The theology of Calvinism (as well as that of Islam, among other religions), Hume believed, was such that it lend itViolence and Revolutionary Subjectivity 32 self to deployments of this kind. I would suggest that any view of revolution that presents the revolutionary class as a messianic ‘elect’ whose impulses are right by virtue of its historical nature while those of others are, by the same reasoning, wrong, may give rise to a similar way of thinking: as Žižek says, redemptive violence acts ‘as if by Grace.’ 

Zizek isn’t Zizekian enough

Zizek’s philosophy undermines itself – doesn’t go far enough

Dean 9
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First, with his emphasis on inclusion, Žižek joins the ranks of the liberals and multiculturalists he’s been attacking for over twenty years. Inclusion is one of their buzzwords: what really matters is making sure everyone is included, every voice is heard, everyone is part of the process, in what may well be the ultimate children’s version of politics—they aren’t letting me play! Agamben provides a more interesting and subtle account as he considers Schmitt’s idea of inclusion by means of an exclusion. Rancière’s aesthetic politics of visibility is likewise a clear improvement over Žižek’s version of included/excluded insofar as it takes up the regime governing visibility and invisibility. For example, women weren’t excluded from politics prior to winning the right to vote. They were included—and visible as—mothers, whores, royalty, workers, and slaves. Exposure was a part of their political existence and a form of their inclusion. Indeed, even the most conventional versions of democratic theory involve more than the simple opposition between inclusion and exclusion as they consider how individuals, groups, ideas, objects, interests, needs, etc. are included. What discursive arrangements of truth and falsity, what regimes of power/knowledge, what suppositions of civilized and barbaric produce the positions into which something is included? How do forms of resistance and transgression already presuppose—and hence include—a person, thing, fantasy, or idea? Reducing the complexity of urbanization under neoliberalism, Žižek opposes the contemporary society of “total control” to territories from which control has been withdrawn and which are hence outside the law (426). He thereby fails to attend to his own best insights about control itself: never total, always fragile and in process, always and necessarily politically ambiguous. While Žižek is right to point to slums as potential evental sites, he jumps too quickly to the conclusion that what is to be done is the organization and discipline of slumdwellers, their incorporation into the state and its regimes of property and surveillance. What about the way that the sheer mass of slumdwellers, their ultimate inability to be counted, disrupts the most basic suppositions of capitalist economics (economists cannot formally account for the ways that millions of urban poor are able to survive on less than the minimum income deemed necessary for survival) as well as state authority? Žižek’s formulation of the fundamental antagonism in terms of inclusion and exclusion pulls back from his emphasis on class struggle as the underlying antagonism constitutive of the social. Correlative to this retreat is a second one that rests similarly uneasily with Žižek’s bold appeal to the dictatorship of the proletariat—a retreat from state intervention in the economy. Žižek writes: “the solution is not to limit the market and private property by direct interventions of the state and state ownership” (429). What, then, does he expect his dictators to do? States already intervene in economies. Why not carry out this intervention for the sake of the part of no-part? Without this basic supposition, the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just empty rhetoric; it’s incoherent, repetition as farce. One brief example: Žižek gives Badiou the last word, repeating on the final page his four moments of the eternal Idea of revolutionary-egalitarian justice. Not one is possible without limiting the market and private property by direction interventions of the state and state ownership. So Žižek glosses egalitarian injustice with the idea of imposing “the same worldwide norms of per capita energy consumption, carbon dioxide emissions, and so on.” Similarly, his example of voluntarism is confronting ecological catastrophe “by means of large-scale collective decisions which run counter to the ‘spontaneous’ immanent logic of capitalist development” (461). Unless the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just a radical term for the ever-popular global civil society (a global civil society as defanged as Critchley’s comic anarchists, insofar as it is barred from limiting the market), it cannot not intervene in the economy. Finally, a third failure occurs in the context of Žižek’s reply to Stavrakaksis where he clarifies his criticism of Badiou. Badiou has warned of the totalitarian danger of enforcing a truth on a situation in neglect of the multiplicity of reality that resists subsumption under a truth-procedure. Žižek’s disagreement hinges on the incompatibility between the notion of truth and excessive enforcement. He rejects the notion that one can excessively enforce a truth. Žižek writes: “a Truth is never enforced, because the moment the fidelity to Truth functions as an excessive enforcement, we are no longer dealing with a Truth, with fidelity to a Truth-Event” (In Defense of Lost Causes, 307). Žižek’s argument here neglects the retroactive temporality of the event, the openness of the future into the past. What may seem just right at one point in time may later seem excessive and what now is clearly excessive may later seem just right (George W. Bush relied on just such ontological indeterminacy in his continued defense of the invasion of Iraq). Žižek’s example of Stalinism is particularly problematic. Stalinism enforced a truth that was not a truth, “the vision of a centralized planned economy.” Thus, “the resistance of reality against it was a sign of its own falsity” (307). The oddness of Žižek’s point here stems from the fact that nowhere in his discussion of Stalinism does he identify the vision of a centralized planned economy as its central truth. Rather, he describes Stalinism in terms of its restoration of humanism and retreat from modernism (Pushkin over Akhmatova, Socialist Realism over Rayonism etc). He argues that Stalinism failed as a bureaucratic form, relying instead on violence, personal relations, irrationality, old nationalist sentiments, and the fantasy--with accompanying attempts at realization--that Stalin was personally involved in all sorts of specific low-level decisions. The truth of centralized planning was not enforced. Why is resistance to central economic planning a viable indicator that central economic planning is not a truth? In the endnotes, Žižek admits that it isn’t--there is a difference between resistance by the people and resistance by the enemy. And he qualifies the Stalinist example by explaining that it is not exactly that the people resisted, it was rather that they were inert. But his own account of the Stalinist period belies this claim: there were all sorts of different mobilizations of people alive and well in the Stalinist period, from Stakhanovites to organized anti-fascists in the camps, even to the lower cadres mobilized against the upper echelons of the Party during the purges. Žižek’s claim that “the resistance of reality against it [central economic planning] was a sign of its own falsity” relies on premises he normally rejects, primarily, the possibility of totalizing “reality,” a presumption that reality is not the same as the big Other, the existence of the people, and the possibility of a people that is transparent to itself, that somehow knows the truth. All of these assumptions are ones he has already persuasively argued against. Is it not possible that fighting the inertia of the people is a central element of revolutionary activity, that revolution is the activity of creating a new people and that this is precisely where Stalinism failed? In sum, Žižek’s claim that Truth is incompatible with excessive enforcement is unconvincing. Excessive enforcement is necessary, which is why the dictatorship of the proletariat is so risky, why politics is terrifying, but ultimately open, contingent, untotalizable. If one can’t excessively enforce a truth what can one excessively enforce? Try again. Fail again. Fail better. 

**ZUPANCIC**

Ethical Action Impossible

Zupancic makes ethical action impossible: individuals may change their “symbolic coordinates” but ethics are about our interactions with the world outside of the self—something she claims is impossible.  

Thormann, 01 (Janet, http://www.psychomedia.it/jep/number12-13/thormann.htm, J E P -  Number 12-13 - Winter-Fall 2001, Alenka Zupancic, The Empty Ethics of Drive: Review of The Ethics of the Real (London and New York: Verso, 2000) ), (Professor, College of Marin). 

It is the case that Lacan describes the end of psychoanalysis as the act of crossing through the fantasm, leading the subject to recognize the object that has determined his or her desire and, therefore, his or her history, and issuing thereby in a new symbolic configuration. Zupancic and Zizek apparently take this act of crossing the fantasm as the model for the ethical act but stoop and short circuit the process, so that identification with the object, outside of self-division, is made the end, which would give in inhuman subject, beyond castration, precisely ascephelous. When Zupancic does acknowledge the relation of the subject to the Symbolic, the claim that the subject redefines what counts as "Good" (understood presumably as "ethical") is hyperbolic: The subject of a completed analysis will indeed change his or her symbolic coordinates, and the ethical subject may offer or represent a new ethical position, but by itself, on its own, the autonomous subject doesn't change anything "in reality," outside itself. Only in a relation to a given political system, social organization, or symbolic configuration does the subject affect anything. That is why the civil disobedient, what Antigone is traditionally taken to represent, accepts punishment: to take up a position within the social symbolic in order to change it by engaging with language and the law. Only the subject of the Symbolic can be ethical, and political action has an effect on the Real because it takes place in the Symbolic. The ethics and politics or the Real is in warfare or terrorism. It is telling that Zupancic gives no examples of ethical action in the political or social field outside of literature. It is equally telling that Zizek concludes a recent discussion of the contemporary political field by awaiting "a new form of Terror" and dismissing traditional forms of political action: "The only 'realistic' prospect is to ground a new political universality by opting for the impossible . . . with no taboos, no a priori norms ('human rights', 'democracy') . . . if this radical choice is decried by some bleeding-heart liberals as Links faschismus, so be it!" (CHU, 326). Neither Zupancic nor Zizek delineates any particular course of political action or explains what specific social practices would exemplify an ethics of the Real.

Zupancic’s claim that reality is only awareness of the self makes her notion of ethical becoming impossible.  

Michels, 04 Assistant Professor of Political Science at Sacred Heart University) 04 (http://www.lacan.com/shadowaz.htm Nietzsche, Interrupted, A review of Alenka Zupancic, The Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche's Philosophy of the Two, Steven).  

 Zupancic's analysis of Nietzsche turns then to the doctrine of eternal return. For Zupancic, eternity is not an endless circle, but "those rare moments when this circularity appears, becomes tangible for us in the encounter of two temporalities – the encounter that distinguishes the event as such" (21). While this is a perfectly defendable interpretation of Nietzsche, it does not seem to be consistent with Zupancic's emphasis on becoming. If circularity is not constant, then becoming cannot be either. Here, Zupancic introduces, albeit inadvertently, an element of being and temporality into her otherwise atemporal account of Nietzsche.  This is also evident in her emphasis on "the Noon," the subject of the second half of the book. The book takes its title from the Nietzsche's depiction of midday, where the sun casts no shadow and things cast shadows only upon themselves. "The ‘great midday' is conceived by Nietzsche as a kind of ultimate perspective," Zupancic writes. "Its singularity resides in the fact that it is not a point of view, but the point of the gaze" (23). Yet Nietzsche preferred the image of midday to emphasize the illusive and temporal nature of truth. The section of Thus Spoke Zarathustra called "At Noon," for example, depicts the title character napping, hardly at the height of his philosophic or creative prowess. What for Nietzsche is only a moment, Zupancic makes into an eternity. 

Alt Destroys Ethics

Zupancic’s alternative is self-referential and vacuous – destroys ethics and politics

Thormann, 01 (Janet, http://www.psychomedia.it/jep/number12-13/thormann.htm, J E P -  Number 12-13 - Winter-Fall 2001, Alenka Zupancic, The Empty Ethics of Drive: Review of The Ethics of the Real (London and New York: Verso, 2000) ), (Professor, College of Marin). 

The unconditional form of the act suspends any judgment of the particular content of the act, which in this case may be understood to be the illegitimate exercise of power of a person in authority over someone who is a child and a student. However, Zizek, like Zupancic, claims that the ethical act is sufficient in itself to establish what is ethical: One should insist on the uniqueness, the absolute idiosyncrasy, of the ethical act proper-such an act involves its own inherent normativity which 'makes it right'; there is no neutral external standard that would enable us to decide in advance, by a simple application to a single case, on its ethical status. (TS, 386)  To claim that an extreme act, an uncompromised desire, "involves its own inherent normativity" is a tautological refusal of any possible ethical action. An ethical act cannot be based on "its own inherent normativity" precisely because the structure of the act involves no normativity, that is, it cannot give an ethics. Ethics of the Real is in line with Miller's and Zizek's formulations, even while it avoids their celebrations of fascinating feminine subjectivity, but it explicitly develops the argument to reach the troubling impasse that ethics cannot give an ethics: "we thus propose to assert explicitly that diabolical evil, the highest evil, is indistinguishable from the highest good, that they are nothing other than the definitions of an accomplished (ethical) act" (92). Zupancic's analysis is so honest and thorough that it has to admit that the structure of the act-Kant's form as its own content-cannot provide an ethics; it can only tell what subjectification is. But the effort to move beyond that concession leads to contradiction. She concedes that "the Real and the Event are not in themselves ethical categories" (236) but at the same time asserts that "the Real, or the Even, is the heart of all ethics" (237-8). What then is specifically ethical in drive or in subjectification in the drive? If, as Zizek argues, "the moral law does not follow the Good-it generates a new shape of what counts as 'Good'" . . . so that "there are no antecedent universal rational criteria that one 'applies' when one accomplishes an act" (Totalitarianism, 170), nothing can count as good beside the act of establishing good, which is just the point here. But there is no reason that such an act should be good; it may be no more than an expression of power. The description of the act of subjectification in drive as ethical substitutes description for norm. The act in itself is not ethical, and there is no reason its description should be anything more than self-referential. The rigor of her development leads Zupancic to the paradox that there is no ethical basis of ethics: "The heart of all ethics is something which is not in itself 'ethical' (nor is it 'non-ethical')-that is to say, it has nothing to do with the register of ethics" (235)-this heart is the Real for Lacan, the event for Badiou. It is, precisely, not ethical. For Lacan, the Real is what is prohibited in an ethics of desire. Ethics derive from an exclusion of the Real. What Ethics of the Real finally demonstrates is that the Real cannot give an ethics and that a politics of jouissance is not politics.

Zupancic Misreads Nietzsche

Zupancic misreads Nietzsche by ignoring that he did allow for values and did not want his ideas to be used as a foundational attack on all other thinkers.

Michels, 04 Assistant Professor of Political Science at Sacred Heart University) 04 (http://www.lacan.com/shadowaz.htm Nietzsche, Interrupted, A review of Alenka Zupancic, The Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche's Philosophy of the Two, Steven).  

Scholars all too frequently disregard Nietzsche's bombastic ad hominem attacks or treat them as mere opinions, Zupancic claims; and in the process, a great harm is done to understanding the "event Nietzsche" (4). Zupancic seems unaware or unconcerned that Nietzsche is responsible for inspiring the very trend she argues against. Nietzsche, we recall, (re)defined philosophy as the love of one's own particular truths, and his "philosophers of the future" are characterized by their ability to create values. Treating philosophic truths as opinions is a testament to Nietzsche's success, not to the failing of the academy to come to terms with Nietzsche's philosophy. Nietzsche is an event, writes Zupancic, insofar as philosophy is the "process of truth" in which "the Real" is revealed through declaration and the duality, or redoubling, that distinguishes the event from its pronouncement (9). How, we might ask, would this work with an emotion such as love? "The Real here is the very ground on which we stand when we are declaring it," she contends, "and this is what redoubles the declaration of love at its core" (12).  It is not his rejection of ontology or embrace of "multiplicity" – what some have called perspectivism – that distinguishes Nietzsche from other philosophers; rather, it is his invention of the "figure of the Two." This element introduces a temporality or "time loop" into Nietzsche's notion of truth. That truth is temporal means that truth "becomes what it is" (13). The image of "Dionysus and the Crucified," a central theme in many of Nietzsche's writings, epitomizes duality, temporality, and becoming; and Nietzsche himself is the point where these two events coincide.  Her own creativity notwithstanding, Zupancic misses Nietzsche's repeated statements where he equates himself with Dionysus. In the penultimate aphorism of Beyond Good and Evil Nietzsche claims to be "the last disciple and initiate" of the philosopher-god Dionysus; and in his other writings, Nietzsche refers to himself as "The Antichrist" and depicts Christianity as a religion hostile to philosophy and truth. By emphasizing the concept of "the Two," Zupancic does great harm to the positive elements of Nietzsche's philosophy, including his embrace of Dionysus and Greek high culture. Moreover, Zupancic glosses over the radicalism of Nietzsche's epistemology. Focusing on the duality of event and declaration – or even a "double declaration" (19) – might reveal a hitherto underappreciated aspect of Nietzsche's philosophy, but it does so by ignoring the goal Nietzsche set for his philosophy. Zupancic is correct that, through the act of declaration, truth is inherently connected to the will; but she is too inattentive the nature and purpose of the declaration. Much of Nietzsche's writings, especially his later works, take the matter of rank and order seriously. Nietzsche is no teleologist; there is no decisive goal or single aim in his writings. But a process that lacks any goals is one that he would reject.

