Competitiveness Critique 2012 7wk Seniors
1Competitiveness Critique 2012 7wk Seniors

**1NC**
2
**LINKS**
7
Transportation Infrastructure
8
Public Transportation
9
Competitiveness
11
China
12
P3s/Privatization
13
Transportation
14
**IMPACTS**
16
Root Cause
17
Turns Case
18
Exploitation/Environment
19
Hides Violence
20
Protectionism
22
Security
23
Systemic/VTL
24
**ALT**
26
Alt
27
**FRAMEWORK**
29
Discourse Matters
30
**ANSWERS TO**
32
AT: No Alt
33
AT: Perm
35
AT: Cap Inevitable
36
AT: Competitiveness Good
37
AT: Models Prove
41


**1NC**
The discourse of competitiveness in the 1AC perpetuates a hegemonic framing of economic debates that allows for the economic determination of who lives and who dies. 

SCHOENBERGER 98 [Erica, Geography and Envt’l Engineering @ Johns Hopkins “Discourse and practice in human geography” Progress in Human Geography 22 (1)]

The second theme I want to draw on has to do with the ways in which discourse enters into the constitution of our social reality and, indeed, of us as social agents. In part here I'm following the lead of McCloskey's (1985) The rhetoric of economics which inquires into the nature of the conversation within that discipline, viewing the analysis of rhetoric as an exercise in self-understanding. I am guided also by Poovey's careful investigation of the historical development of epistemological domains such as `the social' and `the economic' in Victorian England (Poovey, 1995). This process involves the establishment of boundaries between domains and the development of discourses and analytical styles appropriate to them.1 As Poovey shows, the discursive strategies and technologies of representation employed within these domains are involved in the creation of the very social categories they purport to define and analyse. A conceptual apparatus, in this way, takes on the property of materiality: the abstraction becomes a real social entity. At the same time, academic disciplines, such as sociology or economics, can be seen as nothing more than the study of these epistemological domains and the institutions associated with them. As academics, then, we also have to wrestle with an epistemological and discursive history that not only guides us in the production of knowledge but also tells us in important ways who we are and what we do. Taking the two themes together, what I'm trying to do is to be strongly objective about how the discursive strategies of others affect my own discursive constructions and how these, in turn, enter into the material work that I do. In other words, what difference does it make that I accept certain ways of talking about the world I'm trying to analyse and what happens if I challenge those rhetorical and discursive conventions? In what follows, I want to examine the meaning and use of the concept of `competitiveness'. The analysis claims, in essence, that the term is not merely an `objective' description of a fact of economic life, but also part of a discursive strategy that constructs a particular understanding of reality and elicits actions and reactions appropriate to that understanding. This is followed by a discussion of why the discourse has the power that it does and how it may influence how we think about and act in the world. I then work through some examples of how an unexamined acceptance of a discursive convention may obscure as much as it reveals. II Competitiveness as an economic category and discursive strategy I'm going to make this as simple as possible for myself by reducing the whole problem of discourse to one word: competitiveness. For economic geographers in general and for me in particular, the categories of competition, competitive strategy and competitiveness have a great deal of importance and might even be thought to pervade our work, even when they are not directly under analysis. All sorts of industrial and spatial economic outcomes are implicitly or explicitly linked to some notion of `competitiveness' (cf. Krugman, 1994). The rise and decline of particular industrial regions have something to do with the competitiveness of the labour force (generally understood in terms of comparative costs and unionization), which (for geographers if for no one else) has something to do with the competitiveness of the region in the first place, understood as its particular mix of resources, infrastructure, location and cost profile. More than that, though, `competitiveness' seems to me a term that has become truly hegemonic in the Gramscian sense. It is a culturally and socially sanctioned category that, when invoked, can completely halt public discussion of public or private activities. There is virtually no counterargument available to the simple claim that `doing X will make us uncompetitive,' whatever X and whomever `us' might be.2 In a capitalist society, of course, it is more than reasonable to be concerned with competition and competitiveness. No matter what your theoretical orientation, mainstream to Marxist, these must be seen as real forces shaping real outcomes in society. They are not just intellectual constructs that lend a false sense of order to a messy world. On the other hand, we can also analyse them as elements of a discursive strategy that shapes our understanding of the world and our possibilities for action in it. In that case, it seems to me the first questions to ask are whose discursive strategy is it, what do they really mean by it, where does its power come from, and what kinds of actions does it tend to open up or foreclose. 1 Whose discourse? The discourse on competitiveness comes from two principal sources and in part its power is their power. In the first instance, it is the discourse of the economics profession which doesn't really need to analyse what it is or what it means socially. The market is the impartial and ultimate arbiter of right behaviour in the economy and competitiveness simply describes the result of responding correctly to market signals. The blandness of this `objective' language conceals the underlying harshness of the metaphor. For Adam Smith, the idea of competition plausibly evoked nothing more disturbing than a horse race in which the losers are not summarily executed. Since then, the close identification of marginalist economics with evolutionary theory has unavoidably imbued the concept with the sense of a life or death struggle (cf. Niehans, 1990).3 In short, on competitiveness hangs life itself. As Krugman (1994: 31) defines it: `. . . when we say that a corporation is uncompetitive, we mean that its market position is . . . unsustainable ± that unless it improves its performance it will cease to exist.' As with evolutionary theory, our ability to strip the moral and ethical content from the concepts of life and death is not so great as the self-image of modern science suggests. Competitiveness becomes inescapably associated with ideas of fitness and unfitness, and these in turn with the unstated premise of merit, as in `deserving to live' and `deserving to die'. Secondly, competitiveness is the discourse of the business community and represents both an essential value and an essential validation. More generally, it serves as an all purpose and unarguable explanation for any behaviour: `We must do X in order to be competitive.' Again, the implied `or else' is death. As hinted, though, the discourse of competitiveness has seeped out beyond these sources and is becoming socially pervasive. University presidents, hospital administrators and government bureaucrats also discourse quite fluently now about competitiveness and its related accoutrements: customers, total quality, flexibility and so forth. It will be objected that competitiveness is a deeply ingrained social category and value in the USA and elsewhere and there is no particular reason to single out economists and business persons as culprits in its dissemination. That objection is true enough, and no doubt contributes to the general power of the discourse since it resonates so well with this broader heritage. But `competitiveness' in the sense of `deserving to live' is not what was commonly meant by this more diffuse social understanding. It is, however, what is meant in economic analysis and business life, and it is increasingly what is meant in other institutional and social settings as well. 2 The power of the discourse In my own work, I am constantly engaged in discussions of competitive strategy and competitiveness with the people who run firms. In this context I strive to be a critical and detached interlocutor whose job it is to analyse and interpret ± rather than simply report ± responses to my questions. When I'm talking with people about what it takes for them to be competitive in a particular market, or whatever, I am not especially shy about debating the substance of their answers. That is to say, I will argue with them about whether or not a given strategy is a good way of being competitive and what you really need to do to implement it. But that there is some irreducible category called competitiveness, the fulfilling of which, in extremis, over-rides all other considerations ± that I don't argue about. Or I haven't up to now. I have simply accepted the general idea of competitiveness as the ultimate demonstration of the validity of that behaviour. I don't think I'm alone in this. I think it's characteristic of economic geography to assume the categories of competition and competitiveness in order to answer other questions rather than asking what these categories themselves might be about. I think also that an unexamined notion of competitiveness plays an increasingly strong, if not decisive role in many political and institutional debates with enormous consequences for real people. So it is important to try to understand why the concept is so powerful that it enjoys a kind of social immunity. You can discuss what is more and what is less competitive, but you can't call the category into question. Within the academy, the power of the discourse of economics has a lot to do with the social power of the discipline. This, in turn, involves some complicated mix of command over material resources, claims of social utility, a certain amount of proselytizing in other disciplines, asserting a family resemblance with other powerful and `hard' disciplines such as physics by virtue of its mathematized and abstract style of reasoning and so on. Social power, in turn, can be deployed to set a standard of what constitutes `science' in the social sciences against which other forms of social science (e.g., geography) are implicitly or explicitly valued (cf. Clark, 1997). As McCloskey (1985: 82) notes, `The metaphors of economics often carry . . . the authority of Science and . . . its claims to ethical neutrality'. One doesn't have to suppose the least degree of cravenness on the part of other social scientists to imagine that the social norms established in this way gradually become part of the general environment and become more generally valued as they are within economics (Foucault, 1995). Certain practices and ways of thinking, as in a Marshallian industrial district, are `in the air' and we are all hard-pressed to avoid inhaling them. The best evidence of this effect within economic geography that I can think of is actually in the writings of the Marxists within the field, especially in the 1970s and early 1980s. There was a time when none of us could write anything without a lengthy introductory section in which we took great pains to demolish the assumptions and analytical tropes of neoclassical economics. We couldn't leave it alone, and I think it must be the case that the long struggle to valorize an alternative world-view and scientific method has left its mark on all of us. But we're marked in surprisingly subtle ways and it takes real work to see the effects. But economics also derives some of its power from being able to deploy concepts such as competitiveness which have tremendous ideological weight. Market competition is the guarantor of the fairness of the social system as a whole because markets, by the definition of the discipline, are impartial and competitiveness, though a life or death affair, proceeds on a purely technical basis. That is to say, you are not competitive or uncompetitive because of who you are, but merely as a result of how you respond to market signals that provide the same information to everyone. Further, the idea of economic competitiveness meshes so perfectly with evolutionary theory that it takes on exactly the natural and timeless air that makes it so unarguable. The discipline that owns such a concept ± whose discourse this is ± is bound to seem inevitable. In sum, the social power of economics within the academic hierarchy helps anchor the power of its discourse which, in true virtuous circle fashion, reinforces the social power of the discipline. On top of all this, the discourse is shared with another extraordinarily powerful social group: the `business community'. The problems of competition, competitive strategy and competitiveness are deeply meaningful to people who run businesses. They really see them as authentic life and death issues and, at the limit, they are right. But there is arguably a broad range of issues and conditions in which life and death are not at stake, but competitiveness is automatically invoked anyway as the unchallengeable and `natural' explanation for what is about to happen. The degree to which this is accepted and even imitated by people in other spheres entirely is remarkable.
The logic of economic competitiveness is deployed to maintain the myth of American exceptionalism resulting in genocide and imperial violence

Whyte 7 – PHD and reader in Sociology at the University of Liverpool School of Sociology and Social policy

(Dave Whyte, “Market Patriotism and the "War on Terror"”, in Social Justice, vol 34 iss 3/4, Proquest,  )
It is doubtful whether neoconservatism represents a break from neoliberalism that is significant enough to distinguish the two perspectives within the power bloc. An intrinsic incompatibility is not expressed if, for example, the ideal of the (laissez-faire) state is conceptualized differently in Chicago School economic theory (in which the state's proper role is reduced to maintaining a rudimentary system of rules that can guarantee access to "free" markets) and Straussian political philosophy (which stresses the requirement of a nationally cohesive authoritarian state-led by a beneficial tyranny-that must establish a solid moral order and ensure the defense of Western civilization). The relationship between the two positions is revealing in that the chief intellectuals identified with the neocons (e.g., Francis Fukuyama, Samuel P. Huntington, Robert Kagan, and William Kristol), though they frequently disagree in public on matters of philosophy and policy, are united by their enthusiasm for neoliberal economics. Giving continuity to the U.S. ruling class is a belief in a neoliberal market standard of civilization and in the leading role of the U.S. in securing this standard of civilization, by force if necessary. The more brutal and coercive form of capitalist rule that is currently being reconfigured, then, is less concerned with liberal tropes of prosperity, representation, and freedom than with asserting a universal (neoliberal) market standard of civilization. Since the birth of the U.S. state, the central legitimating myth has been the assumption that the U.S. had adopted the mantle of the guardian of Western civilization. The genocides of indigenous populations that enabled European colonization of the Americas, particularly in North America, were committed with reference to a "chosen people" mythology derived from the Christian Bible. Central to this mythology is the idea that the U.S. inherited from the Europeans the guardianship of Western civilization. As Amin (2004: 63) notes, "thereafter, the United States extended to the whole planet its project of realizing the work that 'God' had commanded it to carry out." The chosen-people myth formed the basis of the Manifest Destiny doctrine; it was particularly influential in the post-World War II period, especially in George Kennan's writings. Recent neocon texts express this view, by contrasting the willingness with which the U.S. defends Western civilization with the spinelessness of "old" Europe (see Kagan, 2003). The core legitimating narrative for U.S. imperialism, then, is the claim that the U.S. is uniquely placed to guarantee peace and stability, and to provide leadership for the weak, backward, wayward rest of the world; this "chosen people" myth allows the U.S. to stake claims to global economic leadership and American exceptionalism (Said, 1993: 343-349). The program first set out by the neocon pressure group-the Project for the New American Century-has now been fully realized in Afghanistan and Iraq and has taken American exceptionalism to new heights. seeking to use a full complement of diplomatic, political, and military efforts to preserve and extend "an international order friendly to our security, our prosperity, and our principles,"2 the program represents a profoundly nationalist stance that expresses U.S. preemptive strategy in terms derived from a "chosen people" myth. Legitimacy for U.S. global hegemony at this juncture is based upon a patriotism that reasserts the U.S. as the guardian of Western civilization. Two features of hegemonic rule, the economy and nationhood, characterize the political moment at the heart of the Imperium that is often "blamed" upon a neocon cabal. It is the neoliberal economic doctrine, wedded to a strengthening of patriotic allegiances to the United States. This moment of political leadership in the U.S. invokes loyalty to the nation-state as an explicit means of strengthening a particular form of market capitalism and uses the market to strengthen allegiance to particularly violent and authoritarian forms of state power. It seeks a commitment to supporting the coercive responses of national states and the uninterrupted progress of the global market as twin bulwarks against terrorism. 

Militaristic interventions conducted on behalf of US economic imperialism culminate in extinction

Mészáros 3 (István, Hungarian Marxist philosopher, and Professor Emeritus at the University of Sussex. He held the Chair of Philosophy at Sussex for fifteen years and was earlier Professor of Philosophy and Social Science for four years at York University. The Monthly Review, “Militarism and the Coming Wars” June 2003. http://monthlyreview.org/0603meszaros.htm 7/9/09)

The dangers and immense suffering caused by all attempts at solving deep-seated social problems by militaristic interventions, on any scale, are obvious enough. If, however, we look more closely at the historical trend of militaristic adventures, it becomes frighteningly clear that they show an ever greater intensification and an ever-increasing scale, from local confrontations to two horrendous world wars in the twentieth century, and to the potential annihilation of humankind when we reach our own time. It is most relevant to mention in this context the distinguished Prussian military officer and practical as well as theoretical strategist, Karl Marie von Clausewitz (1780-1831), who died in the same year as Hegel; both of them killed by cholera. It was von Clausewitz, director of the Military School of Berlin in the last thirteen years of his life, who in his posthumously published book—Vom Kriege (On War, 1833)—offered a classic definition of the relationship between politics and war that is still frequently quoted: “war is the continuation of politics by other means.” This famous definition was tenable until quite recently, but has become totally untenable in our time. It assumed the rationality of the actions which connect the two domains of politics and war as the continuation of one another. In this sense, the war in question had to be winnable, at least in principle, even if miscalculations leading to defeat could be contemplated at the instrumental level. Defeat by itself could not destroy the rationality of war as such, since after the—however unfavorable—new consolidation of politics the defeated party could plan another round of war as the rational continuation of its politics by other means. Thus the absolute condition of von Clausewitz’s equation to be satisfied was the winnability of war in principle, so as to recreate the “eternal cycle” of politics leading to war, and back to politics leading to another war, and so on ad infinitum. The actors involved in such confrontations were the national states. No matter how monstrous the damage inflicted by them on their adversaries, and even on their own people (just remember Hitler!), the rationality of the military pursuit was guaranteed if the war could be considered winnable in principle. Today the situation is qualitatively different for two principal reasons. First, the objective of the feasible war at the present phase of historical development, in accordance with the objective requirements of imperialism—world domination by capital’s most powerful state, in tune with its own political design of ruthless authoritarian “globalization” (dressed up as “free exchange” in a U.S. ruled global market)—is ultimately unwinnable, foreshadowing, instead, the destruction of humankind. This objective by no stretch of imagination could be considered a rational objective in accord with the stipulated rational requirement of the “continuation of politics by other means” conducted by one nation, or by one group of nations against another. Aggressively imposing the will of one powerful national state over all of the others, even if for cynical tactical reasons the advocated war is absurdly camouflaged as a “purely limited war” leading to other “open ended limited wars,” can therefore be qualified only as total irrationality. The second reason greatly reinforces the first. For the weapons already available for waging the war or wars of the twenty first century are capable of exterminating not only the adversary but the whole of humanity, for the first time ever in history. Nor should we have the illusion that the existing weaponry marks the very end of the road. Others, even more instantly lethal ones, might appear tomorrow or the day after tomorrow. Moreover, threatening the use of such weapons is by now considered an acceptable state strategic device. Thus, put reasons one and two together, and the conclusion is inescapable: envisaging war as the mechanism of global government in today’s world underlines that we find ourselves at the precipice of absolute irrationality from which there can be no return if we accept the ongoing course of development. What was missing from von Clausewitz’s classic definition of war as the “continuation of politics by other means” was the investigation of the deeper underlying causes of war and the possibility of their avoidance. The challenge to face up to such causes is more urgent today than ever before. For the war of the twenty first century looming ahead of us is not only “not winnable in principle.” Worse than that, it is in principle unwinnable. Consequently, envisaging the pursuit of war, as the Bush administration’s September 17, 2002 strategic document does, make Hitler’s irrationality look like the model of rationality. 

Vote neg to reject the economic framing of the aff

The way in which we frame the plan is important – rejecting the competitiveness discourse of the affirmative opens up new ways of interacting with transportation planning
WILSON ‘1 [Richard Urban and Regional Planning @ Cal. State Poly Transportation 28 p. 16-18]

Purpose of planning. The purpose of transportation planning continues to be to develop strategies for connecting people and goods with destinations. However, transportation planning is not divorced from larger issues such as the development of human potential, social justice, environmental improvement or aesthetic appreciation. Its purposes broaden from the primary task of designing and selecting programs to enhancing the deliberative capability of decision making bodies and the public, and promoting learning about transportation phenomenon. Transportation planning also provides a way for the public to reflect on broader social issues, such as the relationship of travel choices to the environment and social equity. Transportation planning is a creative activity that adds meaning to people’s lives as well as helping them link origins and destinations. It is intended to increase the capacity for reasoned deliberation and democratic decisionmaking. Whereas the larger project of instrumental rationality could be described as increasing rationality, social progress and individual freedom, the larger project of communicative rationality is to enhance the quality of community and political dialogue in support of democracy, creating a transportation planning process that fully addresses both means and ends and links transportation issues to broader social concerns. The effects of this approach are greater attention to ends (goals), better integration of means and ends, new forms of participation and learning, and enhanced democratic capacity. Because of the educational function of planning, planning documents and presentations do more than document technical analysis – they engage the public in thinking about fundamental questions, explore images, ideals and values, and open up the process to creative participation. Public participation is seen as a part of an ongoing learning process, not an episodic event prior to the adoption of a new plan. Example: The parking planning effort has multiple purposes: 1) to design and implement parking policies; 2) to promote learning about the ridership, fiscal, environmental and social equity goals of the agency; and 3) to build a deliberative capacity among decision-makers and community stakeholders for addressing other strategic transit issues. The planning process helps decision-makers, stakeholders and the public learn about how transit agency goals are realized in specific policies and informs the broader goals of the transportation agency and society. For example, one board member may see free surface parking as the impediment to economically feasible transit-oriented development while another might see it as a basic right of a commuter. The planning process helps them explain their perspectives, search for common ground and agree to tradeoffs. Similarly, discussion about the distributional consequences of alternative parking charges may lead to discussion of broader station access strategies, or even a discourse that redefines the mission of the organization. The parking issue is a way of developing the strategic plan of the organization and can be a catalyst for broader public debate about transportation pricing, transportation equity and the environment. 3. Planning process. As shown in Figure 2, communicative transportation planning does not involve a linear progression from ends to means. Instead, it is an iterative process that transforms the decision environment and the participants themselves. Participants simultaneously consider means and ends. Communicative transportation planning emphasizes listening, conveying, interpreting, mediating and bridge-building between stakeholders – encouraging them to ease their commitment to pre-existing positions and to share interests and goals. It is open to and influences the larger context of societal values, public opinion, institutions and stakeholders. Consequently, communicative planning itself may develop or modify the planning process. Finally, communicative transportation planning encourages a continuous critique about the planning process and its effects. It draws attention to that process rather than using a cookbook-like set of procedural steps for planning.7 Accordingly, communicative rationality involves experimental approaches because developing the planning process is an explicit part of the planning activity. Planning processes are designed with attention to the time it takes for decision-makers and stakeholders to learn and adopt new positions. A communicative planning process has simultaneous research, forecasting, value exploration, and alternative testing activities, ensuring that each element informs the other. Modeling and research, for example, is an on-going process that responds to policy questions as they occur rather than a discrete step that produces a product for policy consideration. 

**LINKS**

Transportation Infrastructure

A transportation strategy grounded in competitiveness precludes the possibility to use projects for public good.  

Gualini and Majoor 07 Enrico GUALINI ISR Inst. for Urban and Regional Planning @ Technical University Berlin AND Stan MAJOOR Geography, Planning & Int’l Development Studies @ Universiteit van Amsterdam ‘7 Innovative Practices in Large Urban Development Projects: Conflicting Frames in the Quest for “New Urbanity” Planning Theory & Practice 8 (3) p. 297-299

Large urban development projects have increasingly become the subject of public critique— and rightly so. Against the background of a competition-oriented developmental rhetoric, large projects dominate urban agendas, particularly in cities pursuing ambitious internationalization strategies. Their physical, social and economic results, however, often testify to wrong choices, missed opportunities and unequal benefit shares. “Mega-projects” have thus become icons for the lack of comprehensive, integrative and persuasive planning concepts, and for the failure in shaping development choices in away which appeals to both public and private interests. The reproduction of generic concepts and the inability to create liveable urban places have turned into significant factors of public dissatisfaction and, occasionally, popular resistance to what is seen as the expression of a narrow-minded neo-liberal agenda. The contemporary agenda of large urban development projects has come under criticism from different scholarly directions. Authors like Graham and Marvin (2001) view them from the perspective of a general growing fragmentation of space. This is manifested both in the layout and, even more fundamentally, in the perception of new “public” spaces. Most large urban development projects—places like airports, shopping malls and business districts—seem to turn into privatized, controlled and regulated worlds of their own (Hajer & Reijndorp, 2001). The physical result is often seen as “junkspace” (Koolhaas in Chuihua et al., 2001) or as a “non-place” that challenges our commonsense view of planned public spaces as places for encounter, for combining individual identification and socialization (Auge´, 1995). Other studies highlight a diffuse reality of cost overruns in prestigious (mainly infrastructure) projects and the way this affects the pursuit of declared public investment goals (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Altshuler & Luberoff, 2003). From a governance perspective, a major reason underlying criticism of contemporary urban large urban development projects is that strategic and comprehensive planning approaches to such projects has been very limited so far, both in the US and in Europe. The reasons for this are manifold. One of the main reasons is the institutional fragmentation wherein most projects are realized. These situations lead both to a lack of effective implementation of new planning ideas and a lack of “bargaining power” of (local) governments to secure certain values and democratic aspects in these projects (Savitch & Kantor, 2002). A key line of criticism has been developed from a political economy perspective. Large urban projects are viewed as a key manifestation of a structural change in public policy in European cities: the emergence of a “new urban policy” marked by a shift from redistributive policies towards more market oriented approaches aimed at economic development and inter-urban competition. While recognizing that large urban projects are generally inserted into existing statutory planning guidelines, and often attempt at balancing economic targets with physical and social-economic development objectives, authors like Moulaert et al. (2003) emphasize the hegemonic dimension they take in the context of a neo-liberal turn in urban policies. Among the key consequences recognized are the selective nature of policy arenas and of actors involved in setting project agendas, and the frequent bypassing or ritualization of procedures for extended public participation. The result is that large development projects define a “new choreography of elite power” in which—by default if not overt choice—the undemocratic nature of decision-making processes strongly contrasts with the level of public resources involved. However, “urban projects of this kind, are not the mere result, response, or consequence of political and economic change choreographed elsewhere” (Swyngedouw et al., 2002, p. 199). Rather, it is in the nature of this “new urban policy” that the state—in its different articulations (local, regional and national)—is actively involved in promoting, designing and implementing these projects. This may even result in an apparent paradox: projects that share in a market-oriented competition rhetoric are often mainly publicly led and highly vulnerable with regard to shifting market interests, putting the burdens of financial investments and risks largely on local governments (Salet & Gualini, 2007). The empirical findings and critical statements from this literature represent an indispensable background for any serious discussion of the role of urban projects in changing our social, political and physical cityscapes. In this contribution, however, we choose to address a specific and more micro-analytical and agency-oriented perspective on the changing nature of planning practices. The underlying assumption is that planning can be viewed as integral to the practices, discourses and routines that contribute to framing urban policy. Accordingly, there is scope for inquiring into the changing nature, role and possibilities of planning practice in framing urban policy. This perspective stems from the observation that the analysis of actual planning practices is, in our view, relatively neglected in the literature on large urban projects. It also reflects a critical planning theoretical attitude, concerning the question of whether there is room for planning practices that “make a difference” under current political-economic conditions of urban policy. In this sense, this paper aims at complementing critical analyses of large urban projects from a specific analytical perspective, centred on planning-related forms of agency, and addressing their changing nature in the governance of development processes. Of course, this does not imply adopting a naıve belief in the “steering and control” capacity of planning. Nor does it imply viewing planning as a mere outcome of powerplays deterministically shaping the course of development processes. Rather than positing causal determination, we adopt a conditional view on the role of planning in framing policy processes. Planning—as integral to political-institutional practices—is a dimension of the institutional embeddedness of development processes. Through its role in framing patterns of agency, it bears a conditional influence on shaping actors’ preferences and behaviours. Understanding this dimension may contribute to our critical awareness of the possibilities and limitations of planning in shaping urban transformations. In this paper, we focus in particular on the role of ideas and concepts of urban spatial development. Urban research has devoted much attention to the organization of private interests and to the coordination of actions in goal-oriented, purposive ways directed to achieving economic development goals. Hence, much of the discussion about strategic spatial planning has focused on process, on how significant stakeholders can be mobilized to develop strategic agendas in a “diffused power” context, and become cohesive enough to develop “collective actor power”: to the contrary, conceptions of urbanity in a changing local governance environment have been little analysed and, accordingly, “[t]here has been much less analysis of the nature of the concepts of place and space being deployed” (Healey, 2004, p. 46). The question arising in this respect is: how can discourse on the urban quality of places in an “open”, competitive development environment affect collective choices in a reflective way, possibly leading to integrating private interests within innovative public strategies?

Transportation competitiveness relies on unequal and exploitative distribution of mobility.

Brenner and Theodore, 05 – *Neil, New York University, and **Nik, based at the University of Illinois (“Neoliberalism and the urban Condition,” City, Vol. 9, No. 1, April 2005, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13604810500092106)RK 

Second, the detailed case studies presented by the authors also provide important insights into the spatial selectivity (see Jones 1997) of neoliberalism as a political strategy. The impacts of the policies highlighted in these papers do not fall uniformly across the urban landscape. Rather, either implicitly or explicitly, these policies have extremely variegated geographical implications insofar as they differentially impact particular locations, places and scales.

Gilbert, for example, notes that national immigration policies are now redirecting immigrants away from prosperous cityregions and towards laggard rural zones as a way of reigniting processes of regional development. In so doing, Gilbert argues, immigration policies work to constitute a (more or less) captive labor pool in areas in which employers face severe labor shortages. Likewise, Grengs shows how mass transit policies are increasingly favoring the interests of suburban commuters, while low-income, central-city, mass-transit-dependent residents witness significant cutbacks in transit funding. Siemiatycki, meanwhile, emphasizes the strategic centrality of large-scale investments in urban transportation infrastructure to the establishment of neoliberalized governance arrangements, such as public-private partnerships. In their article, Wekerle and Jackson show how, in the wake of the terrorist attacks of 9/11, anti-sprawl initiatives have lost momentum in the United States as deconcentrated settlement patterns are increasingly promoted as a basis for maintaining public safety. At the same time, the authors illustrate a number of ways in which a new “geography of fear” is being consolidated as urban spaces are increasingly militarized through the socalled “War on Terror.” And, finally, Keil and Boudreau analyze the ways in which neoliberalization projects in the Toronto region have entailed a multifaceted rescaling of inherited political geographies. As they indicate, the politics of neoliberalism in Toronto have been articulated in significant measure through efforts to reorganize the geographies of governance within the region as a whole. In light of this, anti-neoliberal social movements have likewise had to create new geographies politics of the “competitive city.” Taken together, the contributions underscore the impossibility of equating neoliberal political strategies with any singular spatial strategy or geographical pattern. For, within each national, regional and local context, neoliberalization projects are reorganizing inherited spatial configurations in highly variegated, place- and scale-specific ways. The point, however, is not that spatial organization is a static platform on which the politics of neoliberalism are articulated.

Rather, we might read the contributions to this special issue as efforts to decipher the intimate, if contextually specific, linkages between neoliberalization strategies and urban-regional sociospatial restructuring. In other words, spatial organization is at once a foundation, an arena and a mechanism for the mobilization of neoliberal political strategies. 
Public Transportation

The state uses public infrastructure to drain cities of revenue and to keep them submissive to its neoliberal regime. 

FARMER 11 [Stephanie, Sociology @ Roosevelt, “Uneven public transportation development in neoliberalizing Chicago”, USA Environment and Planning A 43]

2 Uneven development and public transportation neoliberalism Since the production of space is inherently a social phenomenon, a theory of uneven geographic development should be attuned to the particular articulation of structural forces and social relations in capitalist society. Uneven geographic development is produced by a constellation of factors consisting of (1) the embedding of capital accumulation processes in space; (2) historical class, social, and political relations contingent to a geography that privileges some places, social groups, or activities over others; (3) the preexisting built environment; (4) institutional and political policies implemented in localities; and (5) consumption preferences (Harvey, 2006, page 78). Harvey (1999) sketches out the contours of uneven geographic development: ``Uneven development occurs as capital mobilizes particular places as forces of production creating a highly variegated capitalist geography consisting of an unequal distribution of productive forces, institutional arrangements, raw materials, the built environment and transport facilities, as well as differentiations of social relations and a litany of other factors shaping spatial relations'' (page 416). The specific configuration of market forces, state regulation, and class relations at work at a given time and place (the prevailing accumulation regime) profoundly shapes the development of the urban terrain. Contemporary urbanization processes are strongly shaped by the logic and policies of neoliberalism. Neoliberal ideology advocates the extension of market-based principles in the arena of the state in order to `liberate' both public services from so-called `state inefficiencies' and capital `squandered' by taxation that could be more profitability deployed by private actors. Accordingly, neoliberal regulatory frameworks promote market discipline over the state, usually achieved by such policy mechanisms as lowering taxes on businesses and the wealthy, shrinking or dismantling public services, and subjecting public services to the logic of markets through public ^ private partnerships or outright privatization. The creative ^ destructive processes of neoliberal state strategy reconfigure the territorial organization of accumulation, and consequently produce new forms of uneven geographic development. The literature on neoliberal urbanization establishes the broader processes of political, economic, and social restructuring and rescaling in response to declining profitability of the Fordist accumulation regime (Brenner and Theodore, 2002; Peck and Tickell, 2002). The roll-back of Fordist regulatory configurations and the roll-out of neoliberalization transformed the sociospatial hierarchy of regulatory frameworks with the nation-state as the center of state regulation to a more multiscalar regulatory framework articulated by the interactions of global, national, and local scales (Brenner and Theodore, 2002). Cities emerged as crucial sites of neoliberalization and institutional restructuring. In the United States, neoliberal policies restructured Fordist forms of territorial organization by devolving the relatively centralized, managerial ^ redistributive system of urban planning and financing at the federal level to subregional states and municipalities (Eisinger, 1998; Harvey, 1989). Thus localities were forced to finance local infrastructure, transit, housing, and other forms of collective consumption on their own or abandon them altogether. By starving cities of revenues, neoliberal state restructuring rendered states and municipalities more dependent upon locally generated tax revenues as well as intensifying intercity competition (Harvey, 1989). Cities starved by neoliberal state restructuring responded to their fiscal troubles by adopting entrepreneurial norms, practices, and institutional frameworks. Entrepreneurial municipal governments prioritize policies that create a good business climate and competitive advantages for businesses (Harvey, 1989; Smith, 2002) by ``reconstituting social welfare provisions as anticompetitive costs'', and by implementing ``an extremely narrow urban policy repertoire based on capital subsidies, place promotion, supply side intervention, central-city makeovers and local boosterism'' (Peck and Tickell, 2002, pages 47 ^ 48). In effect, neoliberal urbanization encourages local governments to retreat from social redistribution and integrated social welfare policies in favor of bolstering business activity (Brenner and Theodore, 2002; Peck and Tickell, 2002; Swyngedouw et al, 2002). As a consequence, entrepreneurial mayors emerged in the 1980s to forge alliances between government and business leaders (what I refer to as the `global city growth machine') under the banner of urban revitalization (Judd and Simpson, 2003). City space is mobilized ``as an arena both for market-oriented economic growth and for elite consumption practices'' (Brenner and Theodore, 2002, page 21). The abandonment of Fordist planning, privileging a more integrated urban form in favor of selective investment in privileged places, has resulted in what scholars have variously deemed as a fragmented, polarized, splintered, or quartered urbanity (Graham and Marvin, 2001; Marcuse and van Kempen, 2000; Sassen 1991; Swyngedouw et al, 2002).

Public transport is used as a tool of neoliberal statecraft to control the poor. 

FARMER 11  [Stephanie, Sociology @ Roosevelt, “Uneven public transportation development in neoliberalizing Chicago”, USA Environment and Planning A 43]

Public transportation policy is one dimension of spatial restructuring deployed by entrepreneurial governments to create place-based competitive advantages for global capital. Transportation represents a fixed, place-based geographic element where the local and the global interact; where global processes shape local geographies and where local politics shape global networks. As Keil and Young (2008) suggest, transportation should now be considered in relation to globalized trade and economic networks and consumption-oriented patterns of everyday life. Growth demands in cities experiencing gentrification, the development of luxury consumption spaces, and a surge of tourism have placed pressure on local agencies to expand airports, roads, and rail and public transit capacities. Large-scale urban redevelopment plans have made a comeback as city planners conceive of megaprojects that concentrate new public transit investment in the revalorized core (Fainstein, 2008; Keil and Young, 2008; Swyngedouw et al, 2002). Air transportation has become the leading form of global connectivity, influencing the decisions of global, national, and regional elites to create air-transportation infrastructure (Cidell, 2006; Erie, 2004; Keil and Young, 2008; Phang, 2007). For instance, there is a growing network of world-class cities (Shanghai, London, and Tokyo) that enables air travelers to connect seamlessly from one global city core to the next, with direct express train service from the downtown business core to the city's international airports (Graham and Marvin, 2001). These specialized public transit systems more closely integrate a city into global markets, thereby making the city more attractive for business activities (Brenner and Theodore, 2002; Graham, 2000). The resulting ``premium network spaces'' are ``geared to the logistical and exchange demands of foreign direct investors, tourist spaces or socioeconomically affluent groups'' (Graham and Marvin, 2001, page 100). Interactions with the surrounding residential districts are carefully managed by filtering `proper' users through nonstop services or prohibitively expensive fares. In addition, premium transport services tend to be bundled with upscale shopping centers, entertainment spectacles, hotels, or office spaces to form a giant, integrated bubble of luxury. Subsequently, sociospatial relations are reconfigured as premium infrastructure bypasses devalorized places and exclude economically disadvantaged users from accessing the transit service. The neoliberal trend towards premium public transportation deployed for the purposes of constructing competitive advantages in the global capitalist system privileges profit making for capital, or exchange-value purposes, and not necessarily for everyday use, or use-value purposes (Keil and Young, 2008; Logan and Molotch, 1987). In order to finance new urban transit projects, cash-strapped entrepreneurial governments are increasingly entering into long-term partnerships with the private sector, or public ^ private partnerships (PPPs), in which the public sector pays for services and infrastructure delivered by the private sector (Phang, 2007; Siemiatycki, 2006; Solino and Vassallo, 2009). In studies of PPPs used both for large-scale urban redevelopment projects and urban rail projects, scholars have noticed that planning agencies are increasingly favoring infrastructure projects favoring affluent segments of the population that have greater potential for profitability rather than delivering the largest public benefit (Fainstein, 2008; Siemiatycki, 2006; Swyngedouw et al, 2002). By privileging market-based metrics of efficiency, entrepreneurial administrations have profoundly changed the function of public transportation. In the Fordist era, public transportation involved a modicum of centralized planning aimed at industrial development, mitigating labor costs and alleviating the effects of uneven development produced by the highly subsidized highway system (Grengs, 2004; Weiner, 1999). Neoliberal statecraft abandons the Fordist strategy of territorial redistribution mobilizing public transportation to enhance economically disadvantaged groups' access to the city. In its place, socially regressive neoliberal practices favor market-oriented growth and elite consumption patterns (Boschken, 2002; Grengs, 2004; Young and Keil, 2010). Thus, public transportation service has become a battleground in the global city growth machine's revanchist claims to the city (Smith, 1996). As municipalities sink their meager financial resources into lumpy global city public transportation infrastructure, residents outside the myopic global city vision are finding it increasingly difficult to obtain development dollars for their communities (Judd, 2003). In this regard, entrepreneurial public transportation policies are reshaping the contours of race-based social exclusion. As real estate developers and creative Uneven public transportation development in neoliberalizing Chicago 1157 class workers mobilize their political and financial power to outcompete lower income groups for rights to the (central) city, they are pushing working-class and minority residents to the margins of the city and into the devalorized inner-suburban ring where affordable housing can be found but public transit service is meager (Dreier et al, 2004). These deepening patterns of exclusion are also reinforced by policies dismantling and disbursing public housing out of the central area and away from public transit. And yet, poor urban African-Americans are more structurally dependent on public transportation to access jobs, services, and cultural amenities (Bullard and Johnson, 1997; Kasarda, 1989). In a more egalitarian policy-making environment, public transportation policy can be a means to reduce the effects of hyper sociospatial racial segregation (Wilson, 1990). However, in the neoliberal approach to urban planning and economic development, public transportation is but one of a constellation of institutions that create and reproduce spatialized racial inequalities. 
Competitiveness

Competitiveness constructs space according to authoritarian antidemocratic logic.

Sheppard, 02 – Eric, Department of Geography, University of Minnesota (“The Spaces and Times of Globalization: Place, Scale, Networks, and Positionality,” Economic Geography, Vol. 78, No. 3, July 2002, JSTOR)RK

Most often discussed, of course, is the rising importance of the global scale. Yet the argument developed by scale theorists is more complex. Observers of transnational corporations, typically seen as the vanguard of globalization, have concluded that their global reach has not resulted in a loss of either national identity or attachment to localities (cf. Ruigrok and van Tulder 1995). Instead, transnational corporations engage in a strategy of global localization, whereby global competitiveness is rooted in close relationships with particular localities, including headquarter locations, low-cost production sites, industrial districts, and demand nodes (Mair 1997). Since Fordism, nation-states have also actively participated in supranational organizations and agreements (harmonizing market regulation and dismantling national barriers to commodity and capital flows), while simultaneously promoting their own local, particularly metropolitan, economies as vital to national economic competitiveness and as responsible for their own success or failure (Jessop 2001). Thus, political and economic processes are both globalizing and localizing dubbed glocalization by Swyngedouw (1997b). As Brenner (1999, 52-3) put it:

the contemporary round of globalization has radically reconfigured the scalar organization of territorialization processes under capitalism, relativizing the significance of the national scale while simultaneously intensifying the role of both sub- and supra-national forms of territorial organization. ... Processes of territorialization remain endemic to capitalism, but today they are jumping at once above, below, and around the national scale upon which they had converged throughout much of the last century.

Brenner insisted that the result is not a zerosum game, in which local-scale processes are gaining at the expense of national-scale processes, arguing that nation-states are active participants in (rather than victims of) globalization. Nation-states encourage localization, and metropolitan economies still depend on nation-states to champion them and their products in global markets. State territorial power no longer maps neatly into the boundaries of the nation-state. "The globalization of urbanization and the glocalization of state territorial power are two deeply intertwined moments of a single process of global restructuring . . . since the early 1970s. ... From this point of view, globalization must be understood as a rescaling of global social space, not the subjection of localities to the deterritorializing, placeless dynamics of the 'space of flows'" (Brenner 1998, 27). In this view, phase shifts in the dynamics of global capitalism are seen as precipitating scalar shifts in its territorial organization. Jessop (1999, 35) offered a somewhat different analysis, placing more emphasis on the conflicts with the national state that result from cities orienting themselves beyond the national space, a process he called glurbanization.

Both Swyngedouw and Brenner see the spatial dynamics of capitalism as the central driving force in this rescaling, reworking a Marxian analysis of the production of space through the lens of scale. Whereas Brenner is more concerned with the economics of this process, Swyngedouw (1997a, 173, 176) argued that the politics of scale is also crucial to these shifts and to challenging antidemocratic tendencies associated with them:
[T]he "glocalization" or rescaling of institutional forms leads to more autocratic, undemocratic and authoritarian (quasi-)state apparatuses. . . . These new institutional forms are riven with all manner of conflict and tension. First, this . . . is highly contested, particularly by those who become marginalized in or excluded from these new institutions. Second, the new alliances ... accentuate the need from the part of boosters to try and create a new hegemony of vision. ... The politics of scale are surely messy, but ought to take center-stage in any successful emancipatory political strategy.
Helga Leitner (1997, 125) emphasized that the politics of scale is not just driven by economic dynamics, but is politically constructed, using the term construction of scale to bring attention to political structures and to the importance of agency in the politics of scale (Leitner forthcoming). Sallie Marston (forthcoming) adds an important third element-social reproduction and the gendering of scale-although she does not address its implications for globalization. 

Privatization

Expansion of private involvement in transportation infrastructure is a neo-liberal mechanism for further disenfranchising poor communities

Brenner and Theodore, 05 – *Neil, New York University, and **Nik, based at the University of Illinois (“Neoliberalism and the urban Condition,” City, Vol. 9, No. 1, April 2005, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13604810500092106)RK 

Neoliberalism as a modality of urban governance

First, and on the most general level, the preceding articles conceive neoliberalism as a framework that powerfully structures the parameters for the governance of contemporary urban development—for instance, by defining the character of “appropriate” policy choices, by constraining democratic participation in political life, by diffusing dissent and oppositional mobilization, and/ or by disseminating new ideological visions of social and moral order in the city. In each case, the contributions track the discourses, strategies and alliances of political elites as they advance policy proposals aimed at (re)igniting market-led growth while glossing over the socially regressive outcomes that are the frequent by-products of such initiatives. From this perspective, neoliberalism is identified primarily with supralocal forces— for instance, new forms of capital accumulation or new regimes of state power—but the latter are understood to have enveloped cities within an increasingly market-dominated governance regime.

The contributors elaborate this perspective in a number of ways. For instance, in their wide-ranging case study, Roger Keil and Julie-Anne Boudreau draw attention to the neoliberalization of municipal governance in the Toronto city-region in the aftermath of restructuring of Canadian intergovernmental relations. They document the rescaling of metropolitan governance that has accompanied federal devolution, regional institution building, and the resultant reshuffling of political alliances at the local level. They show that, ironically, despite strident anti-statist rhetoric among many national, regional and local political elites, an activist, market-driven form of statecraft has been consolidated in Toronto. Just as crucially, Keil and Boudreau outline a variety of regulatory failures and political struggles that have emerged in the wake of these political and institutional transformations. According to Keil and Boudreau, rather than resolving basic problems of urban governance in the Toronto metropolitan region, neoliberalization projects have triggered new forms of elite strategizing and popular resistance in key regulatory arenas such as economic development, environmental policy and transportation policy. Neoliberalization thus reconstitutes the terrain of political-economic governance—and social struggle—in the urban region as a whole.
Meanwhile, in his study of mass transit infrastructure investment in Vancouver, Matti Siemiatycki examines the character of public planning processes in a political setting that has embraced an enhanced role for privatesector actors in (formally) public-sector mega projects. Grounded in claims of private-sector efficiency and enforced through national, provincial, and local fiscal policies, the promotion of private-sector initiative has led to a loss of transparency within the policymaking process. The prioritization of privatesector involvement has become entrenched institutionally as public-private partnerships have been elevated in local political discourse to a type of “best practice” in urban governance.

Yet, as Siemiatycki demonstrates, the shifting spending priorities associated with these newly consolidated public-private partnerships are likely to result in chronic underinvestment in the services upon which most low-income commuters are dependent. Relatedly, Joe Grengs studies the evolution of mass transit policy in the United States, focusing specifically on policy change and social struggle in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Grengs argues that mass transit policy in Los Angeles is abdicating its traditional role as a redistributive mechanism due to at least two trends—first, a shrinking public sector under conditions of national and state-level neoliberalism; and second, a shift in policy priorities that systematically neglects the needs of lowincome, transit-dependent residents. Within this neoliberalizing policy landscape, Grengs argues, funding for public services needed by poor, central-city residents is being reduced in favor of transit spending intended to ameliorate the traffic congestion and air pollution generated by affluent suburban commuters. In this sense, as both Siemiatycki and Grengs indicate, neoliberalism is generating new forms of empowerment and disempowerment within a key sphere of urban governance. 

**IMPACTS**

Root Cause

The aggressive economic system is the root cause of war.

Harvey 4 – Professor @ CUNY (David,David Harvey Interview: Conversations with History; Institute of International Studies, UC Berkele, 2004, http://globetrotter.berkeley.edu/people4/Harvey/harvey-con4.html)

There are several ways in which you can configure the opposition, and these aren't necessarily the ones that I would favor. There's a lot of nationalist opposition around the world to U.S. global domination, and some of that is beginning to provoke certain alliances amongst forces which are very resistant to what the U.S. is up to around the world. You can see this increasingly with alliances like the one that is emerging between Brazil and India and China and Russia, which is becoming quite nationalistic as well. So what we're seeing is a zone of resistance to what the U.S. is trying to do globally, which I don't think is progressive at all. I think in many ways it's regressive and I think it's dangerous. But nevertheless, it is a very strong force of opposition. An alliance between, say, Russian, China, India, and Brazil against the United States, or against Europe, seems to me to be quite a fierce global battle which I would not like to see unfold, but I think it's there. Then there are many other forms of opposition at a much more local level. There's one wing of anti-globalization, alternative globalization, which I already mentioned, which says all the solutions lie at the local level, and is trying to construct local solutions. In some cases these can be very helpful, in the sense that the local solution can spill out and become general if people find a way to make something work in a particular place, in a particular way. There's a lot of experimentation at that level. What worries me right now is that there's not a very coherent general opposition with a very good plan against what's happening both globally and locally. For example, I'm absolutely amazed that there is a great deal of discontent in this country over things like education, health care, public services, failing infrastructure, and yet there is no political movement which is articulating those ideas and saying that these have to be part of a new progressive politics in this country, and that anybody who comes to power must address those issues. I see the Democrats beginning to address those issues, not because they want to but because the base is forcing them. But I don't think they're speaking to the anger that exists amongst large groups in the population over what is happening to them in terms of their life -- having health care problems and insurance problems, and the lack of resources in the midst of tremendous wealth that is being accumulated by this plutocracy, the upper classes. 

The aggressive nature of our economic system forces military expansion – root cause of your impacts

Mooers 6 – Chair of the Department of Politics and School of Public Administration at Ryerson University (Colin, “The New Imperialists”,2006, pg 3-4)

To answer these questions we must begin with what is “new” about the “new imperialism.” First, it would be a mistake to view the recent U.S. turn to “preemptive” military action solely in terms of a reaction to the events of September 11th, or, more sinisterly, as the pre-planned goal of bellicose neoconservatives. That the Bush administration is more willing to resort to large-scale military intervention than previous administrations is undoubtedly true. However, to see this as a fundamental change in the nature of U.S. imperialism would be an exaggeration. The U.S.A. has a long and unbroken history of imperial conquest stretching back more than two centuries. It would be equally MOOERS: Introduction 3one-sided to see the invasion of Iraq as only about oil. Control of Middle Eastern oil reserves would give the U.S.A. an indisputable advantage over potential rivals, notably the fast rising powers of Asia. But if oil is a crucial part of the equation, the Iraq war is also part of a much wider “radical, punitive, ‘extra-economic’ restructuring of the conditions necessary for expanded profitability – paving the way, in short, for new rounds of American-led dispossession and capital accumulation … a new form of military neoliberalism.” 7 But, while America is still the preeminent military power on the planet, its superiority in firepower vastly exceeds its economic supremacy. 8 It is this imbalance between its economic and its military might that helps account for the shift to a more aggressive military posture. Thus, the drive of neoconservatives toward a more coercive orientation in international relations is intended to send a message not only to so-called “rogue” regimes and “failed” states, but also to its major economic competitors. In other words, while proximate causes are important in accounting for the emergence of the new imperialism, we need to situate these changes within the deep structural shifts in global capitalism that have occurred over the past two decades

Turns Case

Specifically when competitiveness logic is used for national programs it creates policy failure. 

Wilson 08 James WILSON Basque Inst. of Competitiveness ‘8 “Territorial Competitiveness and Development Policy” http://www.tips.org.za/files/Wilson_James_Paper.pdf p. 7-9

 Use of the concept of competitiveness in economic policy circles has subsequently seen an explosion, with Porter’s framework developed with respect to smaller geographical units of analysis, including cities and regions (Porter, 1995, 2003). Moreover, given its origins, the popularity of the discourse of competitiveness has encouraged a stress on direct rivalry between territories in economic development processes (Malecki, 2004). Thus Fagerberg (1996, 48, emphasis added) suggests that “a consensus definition of international competitiveness might perhaps be that it reflects the ability of a country to secure a high standard of living for its citizens, relative to the citizens of other countries, now and in the future.” Furthermore, Bristow (2005: 287) argues that “along with other prominent commentators such as Robert Reich and Lester Thurow, Porter has made a powerful contribution to the sedimentation of the idea that places are equivalent to corporations, competing for market share within an increasingly interconnected and fiercely competitive global economy”. More generally such a perspective has strong links with aspects of the debate surrounding the changing role of the State as processes of globalisation have accelerated (Radice, 2000; Sugden and Wilson, 2005). Authors such as Ohmae (1995), Storper (1997) and Scott (1998), for example, have been influential in emphasising regions as basic economic units in an increasingly globalised world, and trends in globalisation have helped fuel a burgeoning literature in regional studies.10 Within these debates the concept of territorial competitiveness continues to play a pivotal, though contested, role.  While analysis of territorial competitiveness has proved extremely attractive for many policy analysts and practitioners, reflected for example in wide adoption of the terminology and core principles of Porter’s approach, it has raised concerns in different parts of the academic literature. In general the variability in quality of analyses is noted: “serious analyses as well as ideological tracts, low-level business school reports, banal data churning, applications of impressive but vacuous formulae, and straightforward ‘bashing-the-foreigner’” (Lall, 2001a: 2). More specifically, criticism has been aimed directly at Porter’s framework and its impacts on policy. Davies and Ellis (2000), for example, review various critiques in identifying a series of specific weaknesses and suggest that “policy-makers are left with a ‘laundry list’ on which to base simple SWOT-type analyses of their economies, but there is no reliable guide to policy”. Reflective of the distance between the economics and business literatures, Lall (2001a: 5) makes a more general point on business school approaches that transpose corporate strategy to the national level: “they often describe what they regard as the (sensible) constituent elements of competitive success (innovation, skills, clusters) without grounding it in theories of markets, market failures and the ability of government to overcome these failures.” Finally, the use of a concept of competitiveness itself has been attacked, criticisms ranging from it being ‘ambiguous’ due to lack of rigorous definition in the early economics literature (Siggel, 2006), to it being fundamentally ‘misguided and damaging’ (Krugman, 1994).  Krugman’s (1994, 1996, 1998) damning dismissal has been particularly widely cited. However, his strongly-worded call to recognise that “the obsession with competitiveness is both wrong and dangerous” (1994: 44) has neither stemmed the flow of analysis nor put an end to the controversy over its meaning and use. Schoenberger (1998: 3) has since argued that competitiveness has “become truly hegemonic in the Gramscian sense.” In line with some of Krugman’s concerns over the misuse of the concept, she questions whether we can be “sure that the desired objectivity of our research is not subtly undermined by our reliance on a language and a discourse that is not entirely of our own choosing and, arguably, is a language and a discourse that represents the interests of particular social groups and not others?” (ibid.: 13). Such apprehension is echoed by Bristow (2005) in a consideration of regional competitiveness. In particular, she argues that “policy acceptance of the existence and importance of regional competitiveness and its measurement appears to have run ahead of a number of fundamental theoretical and empirical questions” (286). Thus, our theoretical understanding of what is meant by competitiveness at a regional scale lags behind its emergence as a “discrete and important policy goal” and the associated proliferation of “indicators by which policy-makers and practitioners can measure, analyse and compare relative competitive performance” (ibid.: 286).11  Much of the unease stems from a questioning of the validity of extending, or aggregating, a firm-based concept to the level of a territory. Krugman (1994: 31), for example, argues: “When we say that a corporation is uncompetitive, we mean that its market position is unsustainable - that unless it improves its performance, it will cease to exist. Countries, on the other hand, do not go out of business. They may be happy or unhappy with their economic performance, but they have no well-defined bottom line. As a result, the concept of national competitiveness is elusive.” Thus the application of the language of the market is deemed inappropriate to analysing nations and regions in their whole. Nations and regions exist in a system of relations that includes markets, but in which market success alone does not determine their continued existence or extinction. 

Exploitation/Environment

Competition results in a disempowering cycle of exploitation and environmental destruction

Sheppard, 02 – Eric, Department of Geography, University of Minnesota (“The Spaces and Times of Globalization: Place, Scale, Networks, and Positionality,” Economic Geography, Vol. 78, No. 3, July 2002, JSTOR)RK

Second, attention to positionality draws attention to how livelihood possibilities depend on positionality, as well as on local, place-bound conditions. The Washington Consensus is based on the premise that getting the local conditions right (implementing structural adjustment) is the key to development and that poverty stems from a lack of local initiative. Gallup, Sachs, and Mellinger (1999) highlighted certain supposedly fixed geographic conditions that trump local initiative, excluding some places from the benefits of globalization, but the emphasis still is on local conditions. Even political economic analyses emphasize local conditions as the key to "holding down the global" (Amin and Thrift 1994). Positionality is too easily pushed aside in such analyses. Uneven development is not simply a consequence of local conditions because the unequal positionality of places may reinforce preexisting inequalities. Andre Gunder Frank (1967) may have overplayed his hand (Laclau 1971), but we cannot lose sight of the importance of positionality altogether. Positionality can have dramatic policy consequences. If positionality matters, no amount of tinkering with local conditions is sufficient to bring about development. Thus, increased interterritorial competition does not release a tide that lifts all places, but it can result in a "race to the bottom" in which the most desperate places compete on the basis of the superexploitation of workers and the environment, pulling others down with them (Leitner and Sheppard 1998).

Third, attention to positionality calls into question the globalization-as-modernization narrative. The argument that there is a single path to development presumes that positionality does not matter. Massey (1999a) identified postcolonial theory as an inspiration for arguing in favor of multiple paths and strategies for change, but the sentiment is much broader and stems from recognizing the importance of positionality in general. The Marxists Frank (1967, 1978) and Blaut (1976) came to the same conclusion much earlier in somewhat different ways: that positionality too often means that progress in some places is a cause of stagnation elsewhere. Thus, even if all places adopt the same approach, not all gain from it. It follows that there must be room for different visions of development and the good life and different ways of going about achieving them. The promotion of capitalism in a positionally differentiated world cannot even achieve the stated goals of its proponents prosperity for all who are willing to work. 

Hides Violence

The affirmative’s language is not neutral – their framing of the global economy as zero sum makes violence invisible under the guise of market rationalism 

Bristow 3 -- Senior Lecturer in Economic Geography at the School of City and Regional Planning at Cardiff University (Gillian, “Everyone's a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness.” Journal of Economic Geography, June 2005 5(3): 285-304)
This begs the question as to why a discourse with ostensibly confused, narrow and ill-defined content has become so salient in regional economic development policy and practice as to constitute ‘the only valid currency of argument’ (Schoenberger, 1998, 12). Whilst alternative discourses based around co-operation can be conceived (e.g. see Hines, 2000; Bunzl, 2001), they have as yet failed to make a significant impact on the dominant view that a particular, quantifiable form of output-related regional competitiveness is inevitable, inexorable and ultimately beneficial. The answer appears to lie within the policy process, which refers to all aspects involved in the provision of policy direction for the work of the public sector. This therefore includes ‘the ideas which inform policy conception, the talk and work which goes into providing the formulation of policy directions, and all the talk, work and collaboration which goes into translating these into practice’ (Yeatman, 1998; p. 9). A major debate exists in the policy studies literature about the scope and limitations of reason, analysis and intelligence in policy-making—a debate which has been re-ignited with the recent emphasis upon evidence-based policy-making (see Davies et al., 2000). Keynes is often cited as the main proponent of the importance of ideas in policy making, since he argued that policy-making should be informed by knowledge, truth, reason and facts (Keynes, 1971, vol. xxi, 289). However, Majone (1989) has significantly challenged the assumption that policy makers engage in a purely objective, rational, technical assessment of policy alternatives. He has argued that in practice, policy makers use theory, knowledge and evidence selectively to justify policy choices which are heavily based on value judgements. It is thus persuasion (through rhetoric, argument, advocacy and their institutionalisation) that is the key to the policy process, not the logical correctness or accuracy of theory or data. In other words, it is interests rather than ideas that shape policy making in practice. Ultimately, the language of competitiveness is the language of the business community. Thus, critical to understanding the power of the discourse is firstly, understanding the appeal and significance of the discourse to business interests and, secondly, exploring their role in influencing the ideas of regional and national policy elites. Part of the allure of the discourse of competitiveness for the business community is its seeming comprehensibility. Business leaders feel that they already understand the basics of what competitiveness means and thus it offers them the gain of apparent sophistication without the pain of grasping something complex and new. Furthermore, competitive images are exciting and their accoutrements of ‘battles’, ‘wars’ and ‘races’ have an intuitive appeal to businesses familiar with the cycle of growth, survival and sometimes collapse (Krugman, 1996b). The climate of globalisation and the turn towards neo-liberal, capitalist forms of regulation has empowered business interests and created a demand for new concepts and models of development which offer guidance on how economies can innovate and prosper in the face of increasing competition for investment and resources. Global policy elites of governmental and corporate institutions, who share the same neo-liberal consensus, have played a critical role in promoting both the discourse of national and regional competitiveness, and of competitiveness policies which they think are good for them (such as supportive institutions and funding for research and development agendas). In the EU, for example, the European Round Table of Industrialists played a prominent role in ensuring that the Commission's 1993 White Paper placed the pursuit of international competitiveness (and thus the support of business), on an equal footing with job creation and social cohesion objectives (Lovering, 1998; Balanya et al., 2000). This discourse rapidly spread and competitiveness policies were transferred through global policy networks as large quasi-governmental organisations such as the OECD and World Bank pushed the national and, subsequently, the regional competitiveness agenda upon national governments (Peet, 2003). Part of the appeal of the regional competitiveness discourse for policy-makers is that like the discourse of globalisation, it presents a relatively structured set of ideas, often in the form of implicit and sedimented assumptions, upon which they can draw in formulating strategy and, indeed, in legitimating strategy pursued for quite distinct ends (Hay and Rosamond, 2002). Thus, the discourse clearly dovetails with discussions about the appropriate level at which economic governance should be exercised and fits in well with a growing trend towards the decentralised, ‘bottom-up’ approaches to economic development policy and a focus on the indigenous potential of regions. For example, in the UK:‘the Government believes that a successful regional and sub-regional economic policy must be based on building the indigenous strengths in each locality, region and county. The best mechanisms for achieving this are likely to be based in the regions themselves’ (HM Treasury, 2001a, vi). The devolution of powers and responsibilities to regional institutions, whether democratic or more narrowly administrative, is given added tour de force when accompanied by the arguments contained within the regional competitiveness discourse. There is clear political capital to be gained from highlighting endogenous capacities to shape economic processes, not least because it helps generate the sense of regional identity that motivates economic actors and institutions towards a common regional purpose (Rosamond, 2002). Furthermore, the regional competitiveness discourse points to a clear set of agendas for policy action over which regional institutions have some potential for leverage—agendas such as the development of university-business relationships and strong innovation networks. This provides policy-makers with the ability to point to the existence of seemingly secure paths to prosperity, as reinforced by the successes of exemplar regions. In this way, the discourse of regional competitiveness helps to provide a way of constituting regions as legitimate agents of economic governance. The language of regional competitiveness also fits in very neatly with the ideological shift to the ‘Third Way’ popularised most notably by the New Labour government in the UK. This promotes the reconstruction of the state rather than its shrinkage (as under neo-liberal market imperatives) or expansion (as under traditional socialist systems of mass state intervention). Significantly, this philosophy sees state economic competencies as being restricted to the ability to intervene in line with perceived microeconomic or supply-side imperatives rather than active macroeconomic, demand-side intervention—an agenda that is thus clearly in tune with the discourse around competitiveness. The attractiveness of the competitiveness discourse may also be partly a product of the power of pseudo-scientific, mathematised nature of the economics discipline and the business strategy literature from which it emanates. This creates an innate impartiality and technicality for the market outcomes (such as competitiveness) it describes (Schoenberger, 1998). Public policy in developed countries experiencing the marketisation of the state, is increasingly driven by managerialism which emphasises the improved performance and efficiency of the state. This managerialism is founded upon economistic and rationalistic assumptions which include an emphasis upon measuring performance in the context of a planning system driven by objectives and targets (Sanderson, 2001). The result is an increasing requirement for people, places and organisations to be accountable and for their performance and success to be measured and assessed. In this emerging evaluative state, performance tends to be scrutinised through a variety of means, with particular emphasis placed upon output indicators. This provides not only a means of lending legitimacy to the institutional environment, but also some sense of exactitude and certainty, particularly for central governments who are thus able to retain some ‘top-down’, mechanical sense that things are somehow under their control (Boyle, 2001). The evolutionary, ‘survival of the fittest’ basis of the regional competitiveness discourse clearly resonates with this evaluative culture. The discourse of competitiveness strongly appeals to the stratum of policy makers and analysts who can use it to justify what they are doing and/or to find out how well they are doing it relative to their ‘rivals’. This helps explain the interest in trying to measure regional competitiveness and the development of composite indices and league tables. It also helps explain why particular elements of the discourse have assumed particular significance—output indicators of firm performance are much easier to compare and rank on a single axis than are indicators relating to institutional behaviour, for example. This in turn points to a central paradox in measures of regional competitiveness. The key ingredients of firm competitiveness and regional prosperity are increasingly perceived as lying with assets such as knowledge and information which are, by definition, intangible or at least difficult to measure with any degree of accuracy. The obsession with performance measurement and the tendency to reduce complex variables to one, easily digestible number brings a ‘kind of blindness’ with it as to what is really important (Boyle, 2001, 60)—in this case, how to improve regional prosperity. Thus while a composite index number of regional competitiveness will attract widespread attention in the media and amongst policy-makers and development agencies, the difficulty presented by such a measure is in knowing what exactly needs to be targeted for appropriate remedial action. All of this suggests that regional competitiveness is more than simply the linguistic expression of powerful exogenous interests. It has also become rhetoric. In other words, regional competitiveness is deployed in a strategic and persuasive way, often in conjunction with other discourses (notably globalisation) to legitimate specific policy initiatives and courses of action. The rhetoric of regional competitiveness serves a useful political purpose in that it is easier to justify change or the adoption of a particular course of policy action by reference to some external threat that makes change seem inevitable. It is much easier for example, for politicians to argue for the removal of supply-side rigidities and flexible hire-and-fire workplace rules by suggesting that there is no alternative and that jobs would be lost anyway if productivity improvement was not achieved. Thus, ‘the language of external competitiveness…provides a rosy glow of shared endeavour and shared enemies which can unite captains of industry and representatives of the shop floor in the same big tent’ (Turner, 2001, 40). In this sense it is a discourse which provides some shared sense of meaning and a means of legitimising neo-liberalism rather than a material focus on the actual improvement of economic welfare.

Protectionism

Competitiveness causes trade wars and protectionism- turns their offense

Krugman ‘94, PhD (Paul, Nobel Prize winning Economist, Professor of Economics and International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, Centenary Professor at the London School of Economics, and an op-ed columnist for The New York Times) March/April Foreign Affairs “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession” 

A much more serious risk is that the obsession with competitiveness will lead to trade conflict, perhaps even to a world trade war. Most of those who have preached the doctrine of competitiveness have not been old-fashioned protectionists. They want their countries to win the global trade game, not drop out. But what if, despite its best efforts, a country does not seem to be winning, or lacks confidence that it can? Then the competitive diagnosis inevitably suggests that to close the borders is better than to risk having foreigners take away high-wage jobs and high-value sectors. At the very least, the focus on the supposedly competitive nature of international economic relations greases the rails for those who want confrontational if not frankly protectionist policies. We can already see this process at work, in both the United States and Europe. In the United States, it was remarkable how quickly the sophisticated interventionist arguments advanced by Laura Tyson in her published work gave way to the simple-minded claim by U.S. Trade Representative Mickey Kantor that Japan's bilateral trade surplus was costing the United States millions of jobs. And the trade rhetoric of President Clinton, who stresses the supposed creation of high-wage jobs rather than the gains from specialization, left his administration in a weak position when it tried to argue with the claims of NAFTA foes that competition from cheap Mexican labor will destroy the U.S. manufacturing base.

Security

Discourses of economic competitiveness are based on the securitization of financial loss and the construction of new economic enemies 

Lipschutz 1998 [Ronnie, prof of politics at UC Santa Cruz, On Security, ed. Ronnie Lipschutz, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/index.html]

The ways in which the framing of threats is influenced by a changing global economy is seen nowhere more clearly than in recent debates over competitiveness and "economic security." What does it mean to be competitive? Is a national industrial policy consistent with global economic liberalization? How is the security component of this issue socially constructed? Beverly Crawford (Chapter 6: "Hawks, Doves, but no Owls: The New Security Dilemma Under International Economic Interdependence") shows how strategic economic interdependence--a consequence of the growing liberalization of the global economic system, the increasing availability of advanced technologies through commercial markets, and the ever-increasing velocity of the product cycle--undermines the ability of states to control those technologies that, it is often argued, are critical to economic strength and military might. Not only can others acquire these technologies, they might also seek to restrict access to them. Both contingencies could be threatening. (Note, however, that by and large the only such restrictions that have  been imposed in recent years have all come at the behest of the United States, which is most fearful of its supposed vulnerability in this respect.) What, then, is the solution to this "new security dilemma," as Crawford has stylized it?  According to Crawford, state decisionmakers can respond in three ways. First, they can try to restore state autonomy  through self-reliance although, in doing so, they are likely to undermine state strength  via reduced competitiveness. Second, they can try to restrict technology transfer to potential enemies, or the trading partners of potential enemies, although this begins to include pretty much everybody. It also threatens to limit the market shares of those corporations that produce the most innovative technologies. Finally, they can enter into co-production projects or encourage strategic alliances among firms. The former approach may slow down technological development; the latter places control in the hands of actors who are driven by market, and not military, forces. They are, therefore, potentially unreliable. All else being equal, in all three cases, the state appears to be a net loser where its security is concerned. But this does not prevent the state from trying to gain.  How can a state generate the conditions for legitimating various forms of intervention into this process? Clearly, it is not enough to invoke the mantra of "competitiveness"; competition with  someone is also critical. In Europe, notwithstanding budgetary stringencies, state sponsorship of cutting-edge technological R&D retains a certain, albeit declining, legitimacy; in the United States, absent a persuasive threat, this is much less the case (although the discourse of the Clinton Administration suggests that such ideological restraints could be broken). Thus, it is the hyperrealism of Clyde Prestowitz, Karel Van Wolferen, and Michael Crichton, imagining a Japan resurgent and bent anew on (non-)Pacific conquest, that provides the cultural materials for new economic policies. Can new industrialized enemies be conjured into existence so as to justify new cold wars and the remobilization of capital, under state direction, that must follow? Or has the world changed too much for this to happen again?

Systemic/VTL

Neoliberal control over life reduces humans to statistics and must be rejected

HAYDEN ‘7  [Patrick, Senior Lecturer IR @ St. Andrews “Superfluous Humanity: An Arendtian Perspective on the Political Evil of Global Poverty” Millennium 35 (2) p. 289-290]

Much like Arendt, Bauman argues that modernity is characterised by instrumental rationality and a drive towards bureaucracy and technological order, with a resulting emptying out of moral responsibility. The era of neoliberal globalisation, Bauman contends, exposes how the project of modernity - or more accurately, of compulsive modernisation - necessarily produces ‘human waste’.52 Here three historical strands of modernisation converge: order-building, economic progress, and capitalist globalisation. For Bauman the modernisation process is defined by the drive to design, engineer and administer society, most fundamentally in terms of the ‘freedom’ to consume. The corollary of this process is that whatever cannot be assimilated into the model of modernisation (or ‘development’) as consumption must be treated as unfit, undesirable, redundant, useless, and disposable. Immigrants, refugees, and the impoverished are simply superfluous populations who, if they cannot be directly eliminated in the ‘post-totalitarian’ era, at least can be made to disappear from our consciousness. In Bauman’s words, we ‘dispose of leftovers in the most radical and effective way: we make them invisible by not looking and unthinkable by not thinking. They worry us only when the routine elementary defences are broken and the precautions fail.’53 The wasted lives of human refuse are stripped of dignity, driven to the furthest margins of society, and eradicated from public space while hidden in plain sight. Bauman’s argument, couched in language that evokes the parallels drawn by Arendt between totalitarian systems and the basic conditions of modern capitalist society, lends support to the central claim of this article: that global poverty ‘erases’ the global poor, excludes them from recognition as fellow human beings, and denies them standing as equals within a shared public world. Simply put, global poverty makes a vast portion of humanity superfluous. The global poor have become, to borrow Arendt’s phrase for those deprived of their human rights, ‘the scum of the earth’, because of who they are (or where they are born) rather than what they have done.54 As Dana Villa asserts, in today’s world ‘untold millions will have to suffer the crushing fate of being no use to the world economy’.55 Along these lines, Thomas Pogge has proposed that extreme global poverty may constitute ‘the largest crime against humanity ever committed, the death toll of which exceeds, every week, that of the recent tsunami and, every three years, that of World War II, the concentration camps and gulags included’.56 


**ALT**

Alt

Critical interrogation of economic discourse is key to real world change.

SCHOENBERGER 98 [Erica, Geography and Envt’l Engineering @ Johns Hopkins “Discourse and practice in human geography” Progress in Human Geography 22 (1)]

Colonial subjects have long had to struggle with what it means to use the language of the master ± even in postcolonial times. In our normal understanding of academic life, we aren't supposed to have anything in common with colonial subjects on this or any other issue. But if we are strongly objective about ourselves and our work as Sandra Harding urges, can we be sure that the desired objectivity of our research is not subtly undermined by our reliance on a language and a discourse that is not entirely of our own choosing and, arguably, is a language and a discourse that represents the interests of particular social groups and not others? The answer, I think, is that we can't be sure, so we have to check repeatedly and try to figure out what difference it makes. What difference, for example, does it make to conclude that Nike's offshore manufacturing is an accumulation strategy rather than a competitive strategy, or that Baltimore's competitive status is undermined by poverty, not by costs? I don't think it necessarily means specific, nameable things. I suspect, rather, that over time, if we keep checking back on ourselves and our work in this way, we will contribute to building an alternative ensemble of intellectual and material resources that can be used to pose and answer different kinds of question ± our own questions, and questions arising from the discourses and material circumstances of different sorts of people. Among other things, I suspect this would help us to liberate ourselves from the constraining shadows of other disciplines, such as economics, and to recreate geography as a central arena of inquiry and debate within the university and outside it (cf. Clark, 1997). I don't at all want to argue that, having absorbed the hegemonic discourse, we are all doomed to be Stepford geographers who can only serve that discourse. But I think it must help us to know more clearly why we're doing what we're doing, and why we do it in a particular way. Examining and debating our own discourse and the practices deeply associated with it with some of the same intensity and care with which we examine and debate the world `out there' will help us understand these things better.
The alternative is to reject the affirmative – politicizing the way we think of the global economy creates space for sustainable micro-political economic strategies

Gibson-Graham 3 (J.K. “Enabling Ethical Economies: Cooperativism and Class” 2003, http://crs.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/29/2/123.full.pdf+html)

As part of an ongoing project committed to exploring the potentialities and possibilities of building sustainable community economies I have been concerned to challenge the way ‘economy’ is thought and to identify what we are up against when attempting to think differently (especially ethically) about the economic realm. One problem is that, in contrast to previous periods, the economy is no longer seen as a sphere of decision (Lemke Sustainability is referred to here in terms of the inter-generational durability of local cultures, practices of sociality and emplaced livelihood strategies that support community economies. I have coined the term community economies to refer to those economic practices that are inﬂected with ethical principles to do with family, community, culture and environment (often loosely deﬁned but strongly adhered to) that acknowledge the relational interdependence of all activities that constitute a society (Gibson 2002; Community Economies Collective 2001). With the resurgence of neo-liberalism in the second half of the 20th century we have seen renewed faith in the hidden (almost mystical) hand of the free market, and the active aspect of management associated with the term ‘economy’ has been subordinated to a notion of systemic self-regulation. Naturalization of the view that we have no (longer a) role in making and managing the economy by which we live has had limiting effects on economic imaginaries. A reluctance to engage in economic experimentation because of its perceived futility, or for fear of repression by the all powerful economy, has become a form of unfreedom, a discursive enslavement, a refusal to explore economic power as unstable and ﬂuid, as potentially reversible “strategic games between liberties” that are always available (Foucault 1988:19; Hindess 1997:97-8). It is this depoliticization of the economic terrain that must be challenged if any space for enabling ethical economic practices is to be opened up. Another problem is the representation of the economy as ‘capitalist.’ Deconstructing the hegemony of capitalocentrism involves representing the diversity of the ‘complex unity’ we know as ‘economy,’ that is, highlighting the multiple registers of value and modes of transaction that make up our heterogeneous economic world, sustaining livelihoods in communities around the world. The diverse modes of remunerating labor, appropriating and distributing surplus and establishing commensurability in exchange, for example, all allow for speciﬁc enactments of economic freedom, some more circumscribed than others (Community Economies Collective 2001). As is increasingly apparent competitive individualism is not the only ethical principle involved. In a growing number of intentional and unintentional economies variously enacted ethics of social, cultural and environmental sustainability are actively shaping transactions and performances. I have been particularly interested in community economies in which the material well-being of people and the sustainability of the community are priority objectives. Indeed it is through articulating these  ethical and political stances that ‘community’ is called into being.

**FRAMEWORK**

Discourse Matters

The way transportation projects are framed changes the way they are used. 

Wilson 01 Richard WILSON Urban and Regional Planning @ Cal. State Poly ‘1 Transportation 28 p. 1-3

Transportation planners use language as if it mirrors the world. If language is a mirror, then, it is a neutral tool in the service of communicating information. In most transportation planners’ minds, language describes objective conditions, explains methodologies and expresses values. Numbers, moreover, are a precise form of language that provide unambiguous representations of reality. Are not measures of vehicle flows, level of service or cost effectiveness robust representations of reality? Gridlock is gridlock, right? For planning, however, gridlock is not gridlock until we have defined it as a problem and decided to do something to address it. Transportation plans depend on what gridlock means, and establishing meaning is an inherently social and linguistically based process. The way that transportation planners use language – understanding certain ideas and values and excluding others, hearing some things and not hearing others, and defining roles for themselves, their organizations, decision makers and the public – shapes knowledge, public participation, problem definition, process design and negotiation, and the outcome of planning. The perspective offered in this paper is that language profoundly shapes our view of the world. The paper critically examines the formal scientific rationality that dominates the field and uses insights from planning practice, social theory and philosophy to explore the promise of communicative rationality as a new paradigm for transportation planning – one in which language and communicative processes form the basis for rational planning. Innovative forms of transportation planning based on theories of communicative rationality hold the promise of solving some of our most difficult transportation planning problems. The global aim of communicative rationality is to create a rational basis for constructing ends and means in a democratic society, by enriching public and political discourse. Communicative rationality focuses on interactive processes rather than the deliberative process of a single actor, emphasizing the design of planning processes, participation and learning, and a reconciliation of different ways of understanding planning opportunities. It reorients planning from a form of scientific, instrumental rationality to a form of reason based on consensual discussion.1 Alexander (2000) argues that there are many forms of rationality – communicative, instrumental, strategic, and so on – and that the real question is appropriately matching the form of rationality to the planning circumstance. This paper takes a different approach, anticipating a paradigm shift that will radically change the basis of knowing and the process for making transportation planning decisions. Kuhn (1970) explains that such shifts only occur when contradictions in the predominant paradigm become great and a new, more useful paradigm is compelling. The reader is invited to consider his or her own practice to conclude whether the preconditions for a paradigm shift in transportation planning are present and whether communicative rationality will be the new transportation planning paradigm. To properly explore these questions, the transportation field needs an intense dialogue about planning processes and a willingness to look at how transportation planning really works. This effort has been hampered by the fact that transportation planners and planning theorists generally ignore one another. Communicative rationality has not been reviewed in transportation journals; planning theory research seldom links to transportation planning. Furthermore, theory articles are often presented in language that is difficult to understandand disconnected from practice. In taking up these questions, therefore, I am seeking to foster a conversation between transportation planners and planning theorists, one that will improve the quality of transportation planning and add rigor to planning theory. 

**ANSWERS TO**

AT: No Alt

Utopian visions of an alternative economy reinvigorates criticism—they turn us into fatalists.

El-Ojeili and Hayden, 06 - *Chamsy, Department of Sociology, Victoria University, and **Patrick, School of International Relations, University of St Andrews (Critical Theories of Globalization, p. 211-212, http://pol.atilim.edu.tr/files/kuresellesme/kitaplar/globalization.pdf)RK
Wallerstein’s fourth emphasis is intended to accent the revival of a critical utopian dimension, what he calls ‘utopistics’. In our view, this last suggestion must be given the kind of serious consideration that the other issues tend to receive. In this regard, while the openness of and excitement generated by the World Social Forum’s insistence that ‘another world is possible’ may be viewed as enough, it is still perhaps seen as less pressing than some other dimensions of the AGM. This insistence in itself, though, is an important utopian moment. We believe that one of the most unfortunate aspects of the period of ‘happy globalization’ or ‘the end of history’ was the apparent evacuation from the popular imaginary of any sort of utopian dimension. For some, the demise of utopia was an extremely positive thing because utopias, in this view, are in essence religious and irrational, projecting the possibility of perfect future harmony, transparency, and order, thereby fleeing dangerously from the complex realities of modern life and modern people. The inevitable failure of such unrealistic aims, it is often argued, leads inexorably first to disillusionment then to coercion and totalitarianism. From this perspective, the apparent triumph of liberal modesty about what we can know and do would be viewed as an important victory.

For others, the loss of the utopian dimension would be a tragedy, meaning an end to thinking deeply about what makes politics meaningful in human life and a closing down of democracy’s potential. Thus, Perry Anderson (2004) laments the general suspension of utopia since the mid-1970s, which has produced a ‘remorseless closure of space’. Similarly, Bourdieu (1998) spoke of the spread of a ‘banker’s fatalism’ across the world, and Castoriadis (1997a, 1997b, 2004) was concerned that the postmodern present was threatening to fall back into what he called ‘heteronomy’. Castoriadis’s argument was that autonomy, the radical political move away from tradition, wherein the social order was viewed as established outside of the activities and imaginations of human beings acting collectively, had appeared twice in history – first with Greek Antiquity and then again in the modern period. This autonomy signified the realization that human beings were collectively responsible for the institutions they had created, with the radical accompanying thought that, therefore, we could collectively take up and transform these institutions again. For this reason autonomy requires the ability to think both in and through the present, to imagine a better future – what Camus (1991: 121) called a ‘relative utopia’ – that can be realistically constructed from the contradictory conditions of the current global system. Here the utopian impulse remains strong, although shorn of any messianism (found in both Marxist and capitalist ideologies) bent on perfecting the world in an absolute sense, that is, according to a single and final ‘blueprint’, and thereby ushering in the supposedly inevitable ‘end’ of history.

In both pro- and anti-globalization arguments, there is frequently a desperate sense that the system is moving all by itself, that we can do nothing to alter its inexorable unfolding. Thus, Thomas Friedman (1999) contends that no one is to blame for globalization and its failures, no one can control its dynamic, and therefore we need to submit to its dictates and learn to love it. From a very different ideological pole, Bauman (1999a) notes the widespread sense of globalization’s unstoppability, likening our contemporary experience to that of passengers in a plane who discover that the pilot’s cabin is empty. Such senses of globalization’s self-propelling dynamic are, to our minds, the very opposite of the autonomy Castoriadis speaks of. It means a closing down of the utopian imagination, and this in turn is devastating to democracy, which surely should be precisely about the sort of unlimited and unending critique and questioning that Castoriadis points to as a central modern achievement. This reinvigoration of the utopian dimension means a return to one of the crucial dimensions of critical theory – ‘thinking beyond’ the politics of the present while acutely aware of the demands and limits that the present places upon us – and the message we wish this book to send: that the utopian heartbeat can and must still be detected in our globalizing world. 

Competitiveness can be resisted – power relations are unstable and changeable

Sheppard, 02 – Eric, Department of Geography, University of Minnesota (“The Spaces and Times of Globalization: Place, Scale, Networks, and Positionality,” Economic Geography, Vol. 78, No. 3, July 2002, JSTOR)RK

Although this symbiotic relationship between positionality and power may suggest a global economy with persistent coreperiphery relations, reminiscent of dependency and world-system theory, positionality demands a more nuanced account. Drawing on Deleuze, Judith Butler (1993; see also Thomas 2002) noted that all attempts to repeat power/positionality relations are imperfect, creating instability and agency even within power. This creates room for occasional dramatic and unexpected reworkings of positionality and power. Examples abound, from the emergence of Germany, Japan, and the United States to successfully challenge Britain during the twentieth century, to the more recent successes of a select few newly industrializing countries and the rise to prominence of places like California, Seoul, and now perhaps the Pudong district in Shanghai. Initiative from within the territory was important in each case, but the transformation has also required reconfiguring the positionality of that place within the global system. Attempts at transformation often founder on the difficulties of overcoming a disadvantaged positionality. Yet such positionality creates conditions for resistance and struggle, and it is remarkable to see seemingly unassailable positional hierarchies sometimes collapse overnight, as in Eastern Europe in and after 1989.

Meanings and discourses closely articulate with, but certainly are not reducible to, the positional dynamics of political power. Orientalist discourses, through tropes of race and gender, became globally powerful tools for marginalizingn on-Europeanp opulations, justifying colonialism at home and enrolling support in the colonies-where local elites adopted European norms and the remaining population was criticized for, and came to believe in, their own backwardness. Such discourses, periodically restructured, continue to play an important normative role in development-as-modernizationd iscourses (Escobar 1994; Doty 1996). Globalization has reinvigorated these discourses (Porter and Sheppard 1998; Massey 1999a). As local understandings, norms, and practices in marginally positioned places are abandoned, to be replaced by shared norms of competitiveness, democracy, and sound governance that diffuse in from powerful places (termed "colonization of the lifeworld by the system" by Habermas (1989)), places come to share a common positionality in the space of discourse.

Yet discourses from the margins have also shaped ideas in positionally advantaged places. Judith Carney (2001) showed how African knowledge about the production of rice that slaves brought with them contributed to the competitiveness of southern U.S. plantation agriculture. Contemporary migration patterns challenge established norms in places of in-migration, as previously distant cultures become copresent in global cities (Ong 1999). In addition, when the shared belief that structural adjustment should guarantee prosperity comes into conflict with experiences of impoverishment, space is opened for considering alternative discourses that may empower those in the periphery. Attempts to resuscitate local approaches to social change in positionally marginalized places both fight the idea of neoliberal globalization and seek to distance peripheral peoples and places from globalization and its locally deleterious influences (Escobar 1994; Esteva and Prakash 1998). Postcolonial theory is based on recognizing the importance of positionality (colonial relations) to understand such struggles over meaning, struggling to avoid oversimplifying this positionality into an undifferentiated state of postcoloniality (McClintock 1992). 

AT: Perm

The permutation ensures co-option- political action is only possible if it directly engages existing hegemonic coordinates, they ensure collapse of the transition

Zizek 11  (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, “Occupy first. Demands come later”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/oct/26/occupy-protesters-bill-clinton)

What one should resist at this stage is precisely such a quick translation of the energy of the protest into a set of concrete pragmatic demands. Yes, the protests did create a vacuum – a vacuum in the field of hegemonic ideology, and time is needed to fill this vacuum in a proper way, as it is a pregnant vacuum, an opening for the truly new. The reason protesters went out is that they had enough of the world where recycling your Coke cans, giving a couple of dollars to charity, or buying a cappuccino where 1% goes towards developing world troubles, is enough to make them feel good. After outsourcing work and torture, after the marriage agencies started to outsource even our dating, they saw that for a long time they were also allowing their political engagements to be outsourced – and they want them back. The art of politics is also to insist on a particular demand that, while thoroughly "realist", disturbs the very core of the hegemonic ideology: ie one that, while definitely feasible and legitimate, is de facto impossible (universal healthcare in the US was such a case). In the aftermath of the Wall Street protests, we should definitely mobilise people to make such demands – however, it is no less important to simultaneously remain subtracted from the pragmatic field of negotiations and "realist" proposals. What one should always bear in mind is that any debate here and now necessarily remains a debate on enemy's turf; time is needed to deploy the new content. All we say now can be taken from us – everything except our silence. This silence, this rejection of dialogue, of all forms of clinching, is our "terror", ominous and threatening as it should be.

 

Competitiveness framing rules out economic agency. The logic of competitiveness precludes alternative forms of economic organization.

Bergeron, 01 – Suznne, Women's Studies Program Department of Social Sciences (“Political Economy Discourses of Globalization and Feminist Politics,” Signs, vol. 26, no. 4, Summer 2001, JSTOR)RK

Some imagine this role to be limited to supporting and maintaining the nation's competitiveness. For example, Robert Reich (1991) contends that national governments can best contribute to the welfare of their peoples by pursuing a competitiveness-enhancing strategy such as educating the workforce in order to attract and keep high-paying jobs or underwriting research and development to promote innovation within national firms. The national-management approach, however, takes other forms as well. Calls for restrictions on the movement of capital across national borders and for opposition to WTO agreements in the name of protecting national firms and workers also refer to national collective interests and thus to national subjectivities. This approach often portrays states as not only major players themselves but also collectively through regional trading blocs such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), Mercosur, and the European Union. Other writers emphasize the role that national governments can play in protecting subordinate groups from the worst aspects of globalization via regulations and safety nets. Still others insist that there is an important role for national policy in maintaining economic stability in an increasingly unstable globalized world economy (e.g., Taylor 1995). In recent years, even the World Bank has occasionally advocated an increased role for the state in managing the worst effects of globalization, on the condition that states practice the "good governance" guidelines set forth by the bank (World Bank 1996b; Wolfensohn 1997).4 These perspectives, unlike the global-imperative view outlined above, construct and deploy collective identities defined by national affiliation to make sense of the political economy of globalization. 

While the national-management and global-imperative approaches invoke different ideas about the power of global capital, economic subjectivity, and strategies for resistance, theorists do not maintain a distinct boundary regarding the use of one or another of these frameworks. The extent to which the role of the state has been reduced is still a question of debate, contributing to the ambiguity found in the political economy literature on globalization in general as well as in specific texts. Paul Hirst and Grahame Thompson, for example, argue that a universal global capitalist economy has not yet emerged, but at the same time they are skeptical regarding the state's ability to regulate transnational capital. They suggest a hybrid approach, with "integrated patterns of national and international public policy to cope with global market forces" (1996, 10).

As Kayatekin and Ruccio (1998) argue, we need to recognize the simi- larities as well as the differences between these two major discursive approaches within the political economy literature. While each leads to different conclusions regarding global economic and political integration and in regard to strategies for resistance, they also rely on the same general discourse of globalization, wherein subjectivities are inscribed within the inner logic of globalization. They see the total or partial globalization of the world as determining the global or national actors on the economic stage who, in turn, either match or resist these processes. These discursive practices create a limited space for imagining agency and practices of resistance within the context of global economic restructuring. Their emphasis on the power of institutions such as transnational capitalist firms, international financial institutions, and states causes us to fixate on these entities while relegating others to the margins. The extent to which these discourses are amenable to feminist projects, and whether feminist approaches to the political economy of globalization challenge these accounts and/or contribute to alternative conceptualizations, are the questions to which I now turn.

AT: Cap Inevitable

Cap inevitable arguments are just another link – they serve to mask and exclude disruptive alternatives

Bergeron, 01 – Suznne, Women's Studies Program Department of Social Sciences (“Political Economy Discourses of Globalization and Feminist Politics,” Signs, vol. 26, no. 4, Summer 2001, JSTOR)RK

There seems to be general agreement that global capitalism is here to stay. The rapid integration of the world into one economic space through the internationalization of goods, capital, and money markets is more often than not represented as an inevitable and irreversible phase of capitalist development. The globalization of production and consumption by transnational corporations (with the assistance of intergovernmental organizations such as the World Bank and World Trade Organization [WTO]) is characterized as a force that shapes and transforms all of the economic, political, and cultural forms it encounters. Triumphalist accounts that celebrate the victory of the market over all other economic forms produce such descriptions of the so-called reality of globalization. But so, too, do globalization's critics, who tend to emphasize the dark side of the new world order.

While this conventional account of globalization has been persuasive, its flaws are also increasingly apparent. It is globalocentric in assuming the existence of a power structure in which global capital dominates its others. It is disempowering in its relentless insistence that this force determines all outcomes. And its tendency to articulate only technical and abstract economic processes contributes to a "narrative of eviction" (Sassen 1998, 82) that excludes the stories, forms, and practices that tend to disrupt its presumed order.

AT: Competitiveness Good

Their analysis of competitiveness is based in biased business interests meant to justify the expansion of neoliberalism at the expense of economic prosperity

Bristow, 05 – Gillian, School of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University (“Everyone's a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness,” Journal of Economic Geography, vol. 5, no. 3, June 2005, Online)RK

The answer appears to lie within the policy process, which refers to all aspects involved in the provision of policy direction for the work of the public sector. This therefore includes ‘the ideas which inform policy conception, the talk and work which goes into providing the formulation of policy directions, and all the talk, work and collaboration which goes into translating these into practice’ (Yeatman, 1998; p. 9). A major debate exists in the policy studies literature about the scope and limitations of reason, analysis and intelligence in policy-making—a debate which has been re-ignited with the recent emphasis upon evidence-based policy-making (see Davies et al., 2000). Keynes is often cited as the main proponent of the importance of ideas in policy making, since he argued that policy-making should be informed by knowledge, truth, reason and facts (Keynes, 1971, vol. xxi, 289). However, Majone (1989) has significantly challenged the assumption that policy makers engage in a purely objective, rational, technical assessment of policy alternatives. He has argued that in practice, policy makers use theory, knowledge and evidence selectively to justify policy choices which are heavily based on value judgements. It is thus persuasion (through rhetoric, argument, advocacy and their institutionalisation) that is the key to the policy process, not the logical correctness or accuracy of theory or data. In other words, it is interests rather than ideas that shape policy making in practice.
Ultimately, the language of competitiveness is the language of the business community. Thus, critical to understanding the power of the discourse is firstly, understanding the appeal and significance of the discourse to business interests and, secondly, exploring their role in influencing the ideas of regional and national policy elites.

Part of the allure of the discourse of competitiveness for the business community is its seeming comprehensibility. Business leaders feel that they already understand the basics of what competitiveness means and thus it offers them the gain of apparent sophistication without the pain of grasping something complex and new. Furthermore, competitive images are exciting and their accoutrements of ‘battles’, ‘wars’ and ‘races’ have an intuitive appeal to businesses familiar with the cycle of growth, survival and sometimes collapse (Krugman, 1996b).

The climate of globalisation and the turn towards neo-liberal, capitalist forms of regulation has empowered business interests and created a demand for new concepts and models of development which offer guidance on how economies can innovate and prosper in the face of increasing competition for investment and resources. Global policy elites of governmental and corporate institutions, who share the same neo-liberal consensus, have played a critical role in promoting both the discourse of national and regional competitiveness, and of competitiveness policies which they think are good for them (such as supportive institutions and funding for research and development agendas). In the EU, for example, the European Round Table of Industrialists played a prominent role in ensuring that the Commission's 1993 White Paper placed the pursuit of international competitiveness (and thus the support of business), on an equal footing with job creation and social cohesion objectives (Lovering, 1998; Balanya et al., 2000). This discourse rapidly spread and competitiveness policies were transferred through global policy networks as large quasi-governmental organisations such as the OECD and World Bank pushed the national and, subsequently, the regional competitiveness agenda upon national governments (Peet, 2003).

Part of the appeal of the regional competitiveness discourse for policy-makers is that like the discourse of globalisation, it presents a relatively structured set of ideas, often in the form of implicit and sedimented assumptions, upon which they can draw in formulating strategy and, indeed, in legitimating strategy pursued for quite distinct ends (Hay and Rosamond, 2002). Thus, the discourse clearly dovetails with discussions about the appropriate level at which economic governance should be exercised and fits in well with a growing trend towards the decentralised, ‘bottom-up’ approaches to economic development policy and a focus on the indigenous potential of regions. For example, in the UK:

‘the Government believes that a successful regional and sub-regional economic policy must be based on building the indigenous strengths in each locality, region and county. The best mechanisms for achieving this are likely to be based in the regions themselves’ (HM Treasury, 2001a, vi).

The devolution of powers and responsibilities to regional institutions, whether democratic or more narrowly administrative, is given added tour de force when accompanied by the arguments contained within the regional competitiveness discourse. There is clear political capital to be gained from highlighting endogenous capacities to shape economic processes, not least because it helps generate the sense of regional identity that motivates economic actors and institutions towards a common regional purpose (Rosamond, 2002). Furthermore, the regional competitiveness discourse points to a clear set of agendas for policy action over which regional institutions have some potential for leverage—agendas such as the development of university-business relationships and strong innovation networks. This provides policy-makers with the ability to point to the existence of seemingly secure paths to prosperity, as reinforced by the successes of exemplar regions. In this way, the discourse of regional competitiveness helps to provide a way of constituting regions as legitimate agents of economic governance.

The language of regional competitiveness also fits in very neatly with the ideological shift to the ‘Third Way’ popularised most notably by the New Labour government in the UK. This promotes the reconstruction of the state rather than its shrinkage (as under neo-liberal market imperatives) or expansion (as under traditional socialist systems of mass state intervention). Significantly, this philosophy sees state economic competencies as being restricted to the ability to intervene in line with perceived microeconomic or supply-side imperatives rather than active macroeconomic, demand-side intervention—an agenda that is thus clearly in tune with the discourse around competitiveness.

The attractiveness of the competitiveness discourse may also be partly a product of the power of pseudo-scientific, mathematised nature of the economics discipline and the business strategy literature from which it emanates. This creates an innate impartiality and technicality for the market outcomes (such as competitiveness) it describes (Schoenberger, 1998). Public policy in developed countries experiencing the marketisation of the state, is increasingly driven by managerialism which emphasises the improved performance and efficiency of the state. This managerialism is founded upon economistic and rationalistic assumptions which include an emphasis upon measuring performance in the context of a planning system driven by objectives and targets (Sanderson, 2001). The result is an increasing requirement for people, places and organisations to be accountable and for their performance and success to be measured and assessed. In this emerging evaluative state, performance tends to be scrutinised through a variety of means, with particular emphasis placed upon output indicators. This provides not only a means of lending legitimacy to the institutional environment, but also some sense of exactitude and certainty, particularly for central governments who are thus able to retain some ‘top-down’, mechanical sense that things are somehow under their control (Boyle, 2001).

The evolutionary, ‘survival of the fittest’ basis of the regional competitiveness discourse clearly resonates with this evaluative culture. The discourse of competitiveness strongly appeals to the stratum of policy makers and analysts who can use it to justify what they are doing and/or to find out how well they are doing it relative to their ‘rivals’. This helps explain the interest in trying to measure regional competitiveness and the development of composite indices and league tables. It also helps explain why particular elements of the discourse have assumed particular significance—output indicators of firm performance are much easier to compare and rank on a single axis than are indicators relating to institutional behaviour, for example. This in turn points to a central paradox in measures of regional competitiveness. The key ingredients of firm competitiveness and regional prosperity are increasingly perceived as lying with assets such as knowledge and information which are, by definition, intangible or at least difficult to measure with any degree of accuracy. The obsession with performance measurement and the tendency to reduce complex variables to one, easily digestible number brings a ‘kind of blindness’ with it as to what is really important (Boyle, 2001, 60)—in this case, how to improve regional prosperity. Thus while a composite index number of regional competitiveness will attract widespread attention in the media and amongst policy-makers and development agencies, the difficulty presented by such a measure is in knowing what exactly needs to be targeted for appropriate remedial action.

All of this suggests that regional competitiveness is more than simply the linguistic expression of powerful exogenous interests. It has also become rhetoric. In other words, regional competitiveness is deployed in a strategic and persuasive way, often in conjunction with other discourses (notably globalisation) to legitimate specific policy initiatives and courses of action. The rhetoric of regional competitiveness serves a useful political purpose in that it is easier to justify change or the adoption of a particular course of policy action by reference to some external threat that makes change seem inevitable. It is much easier for example, for politicians to argue for the removal of supply-side rigidities and flexible hire-and-fire workplace rules by suggesting that there is no alternative and that jobs would be lost anyway if productivity improvement was not achieved. Thus, ‘the language of external competitiveness…provides a rosy glow of shared endeavour and shared enemies which can unite captains of industry and representatives of the shop floor in the same big tent’ (Turner, 2001, 40). In this sense it is a discourse which provides some shared sense of meaning and a means of legitimising neo-liberalism rather than a material focus on the actual improvement of economic welfare.
Competitiveness is a discursive construct – it is only true insofar as we accept it
Bristow, 05 – Gillian, School of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University (“Everyone's a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness,” Journal of Economic Geography, vol. 5, no. 3, June 2005, Online)RK

5. Conclusions

The discourse of regional competitiveness has become ubiquitous in the deliberations and statements of policy actors and regional analysts. However, this paper has argued that it is a rather confused, chaotic discourse which seems to conflate serious theoretical work on regional economies, with national and international policy discourses on globalisation and the knowledge economy. There are, however, some dominant axioms which collectively define the discourse, notably that regional competitiveness is a firm-based, output-related conception, strongly shaped by the regional business environment. However, regional competitiveness tends to be defined in different ways, sometimes microeconomic, sometimes macroeconomic, such that it is not entirely clear when a situation of competitiveness has been achieved. It is argued here that the discourse is based on relatively thinly developed and narrow conceptions of how regions compete, prosper and grow in economic terms. The discourse chooses to ignore broader, non-output related modalities of regional competition which may tend to have rather more negative than positive connotations. Moreover, it over-emphasises the importance of the region to firm competitiveness and indeed the importance of firm competitiveness to regional prosperity. In this sense proponents of regional competitiveness are guilty of what the eminent philosopher Alfred North Whitehead termed the ‘Fallacy of Misplaced Concreteness’. In other words, they have assumed that what applies to firms can simply be read across to those other entities called ‘regions’, and that this is a concrete reality rather than simply a belief or opinion.

The result is that regional economic development policy is ultimately very narrowly focused. Policy under the rubric of competitiveness is not necessarily about collective territorial economic performance at all—it is about a particular aspect of a particular subset of activities within that territory. In this sense there is only commensurability between regions (or different groups of people) so long as you assert that there is i.e. it is an outcome not of nature or science, but of a normative discourse—which simply asserts that this is what policy for places should be about.

Thus, in spite of being ill-defined the discourse of regional competitiveness has become firmly ensconced into regional economic development policy because it provides policy-makers with a means of justifying particular courses of action. Propelled by powerful business elites and the neo-liberal consensus, the discourse of regional competitiveness has become a strategic, rhetorical device that is used to legitimate the decentralisation of economic governance, supply-side economic interventions and performance measurement imperatives. This implies that it will be very difficult to shift its current hegemonic position within policy unless regional institutions and communities themselves become both more aware of the limitations of competitiveness policies and agendas and more willing to exorcise them. Therein lies the challenge.

Viewing economics as zero sum crowds out the possibility for a better alternative of cooperation

Kakes 12 Konstantin KAKAES Schwartz Fellow @ New America Foundation ‘12

http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/future_tense/2012/01/u_s_scientists_are_not_competing_with_china_or_any_other_country_.html

The extremely complicated interactions between countries—goods, people, culture, and ideas all flowing back and forth—are not akin to a sporting competition. To pretend that we are all engaged in a giant worldwide track meet for economic domination serves the interest of business above individuals. To pretend that there is a field event for technological domination actually hurts American business by imposing futile regulations on technology exports. This deeply entrenched misunderstanding about the nature of technological innovation leads to unnecessary tax breaks and prioritizes trendy metrics of performance (where putative relative success can be measured) over the fundamentals necessary to shaping a better society. By thinking we are racing with China, or Europe, we will end up worse off. The case that we are in competition is often linked to the claim that the United States is somehow “falling behind.” A July report by the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation that ranked countries on the basis of how “innovative” they are typifies this perspective: “It is worth reiterating that in 2000 the United States ranked first, a position it likely held for the majority of the post-war period, but in a decade it has fallen to fourth. At this rate, where will the United States rank at the end of the next decade?” The United States was “behind” Singapore, Finland, and Sweden. Comparing a country of 300 million people with a city-state and a couple of Nordic countries whose combined population is less than that of Los Angeles doesn’t mean much. But it lets ITIF sound the trumpets of alarm and claim that drastic action is needed. On the surface, there is a sort of international competition over jobs. Commerce Department data show that U.S.-based multinationals cut 2.9 million domestic jobs during the first decade of the century and added 2.4 million jobs abroad. But look more closely, as in a November report from the Commerce Department, and you’ll see that of those new jobs abroad, only 8.9 percent involved sales to U.S customers—the overwhelming number of new jobs abroad were related to economic growth abroad. It looks like jobs “moved” from the U.S. to other countries, since the numbers are about the same size. But the truth is that jobs were lost in the U.S. for many reasons: technological change, corporate consolidation, and a sluggish economy. The jobs that were created abroad are, by and large, different jobs than the jobs lost in the United States. As Paul Krugman wrote in an essay for Foreign Affairs in 1994, “it is simply not the case that the world's leading nations are to any important degree in economic competition with each other, or that any of their major economic problems can be attributed to failures to compete on world markets.” It’s easy to blame today’s bleak economic outlook on a failure to compete. But doing so is just finding a scapegoat for domestic shortcomings. The bible of the competitiveness crowd is a National Academy of Sciences report called Rising Above the Gathering Storm. (In terms of melodramatic white paper titles, the United States is surely a world leader. The report was first issued in 2005; a 2010 revision was subtitled: Rapidly Approaching Category 5.) The 2010 report notes, “30 years ago the United States had 30 percent of the world’s college students. Today we are at 14 percent and falling.” This is cited as evidence of a decline in American competitiveness. But that’s like saying the United States has a smaller percentage of the world’s well-nourished people than it did 30 years ago. It is good for people around the world to go to college and be well-fed. Neither takes anything away from the United States. The competition rhetoric is almost always linked with calls for increased investment in research. But as Argentino Pessoa of the University of Porto, among others, has pointed out, there is a slight negative correlation between R&D intensity and GDP growth—in other words, spending more on research doesn’t necessarily make you richer. Amar Bhide, in his book The Venturesome Economy, cites the example of Norway, which isn’t even in the top 20 countries ranked by share of scientific papers published, but has the highest labor productivity in the world. Knowledge—of which technology is a kind—gets shared widely. A Dec. 7 New York Times article called “China Scrambles for High Tech Dominance” gets it exactly wrong. “If the future of the Internet is already in China, is the future of computing there as well?” The future of the Internet isn’t in China any more than the present of the Internet is in the U.S. Technonationalists (as Bhide calls the competitiveness caucus) like to trumpet the fact that Google is an American company. But the benefits of quartering Google’s corporate headquarters are dwarfed by the benefits of using Google (and its peers, like Baidu, a Chinese search engine) and other revolutionary technologies. And those benefits get spread widely. The Internet, for example, was invented in the United States—but that does not mean we get the most benefit from it. Indisputably, more scientific research is going on in China today than 30 years ago. But let’s do a simple thought experiment. Imagine that someone in a lab in China cured cancer tomorrow. Technology spreads quickly—that cancer cure would be applied in the United States (and throughout the world) with tremendous benefit for human welfare. In no way would we be worse off. Sure, a Chinese pharmaceutical company would make money. But so would the pharmacist who sold the drug in the United States and the doctor who prescribed it. American researchers would build on the Chinese discovery. American workers would be more productive, and American families would have their sarcoma-ridden loved ones futures restored to them. The money made by the notional Chinese pharmaceutical firm is inconsequential compared with the worldwide effect of the miracle cure. Let’s consider the example of penicillin, discovered in England by Alexander Fleming. Louis Pasteur did important preliminary work in France. It was in the United States that industrial production (and therefore the ability to benefit large numbers of people) was made possible. Sure, “the Internet” was invented in the United States, but the World Wide Web (click here for the difference) was invented 20 years ago in Switzerland by an Englishman. The computer I’m working on was made in China. Which country gets the credit when I go to Slate.com? Companies do compete with one another over particular implementations of technologies. But if a Japanese company sells an American an awesome photocopier, both are better off. The Gathering Storm report claims “even weeks can matter in the race to be first; hence the job-creating value of research is highly perishable.” This is hokum. Tons of things matter when it comes to who sells more photocopiers, or cameras, or assembly-line robots, or music players. In the next sentence, the report gives the example of the iPod—a phenomenally successful consumer product, which came to market years after the first MP3 players, undermining the very point the authors were trying to make. The competition between Apple and other manufacturers of MP3 players has nothing to do with which country’s researchers find the basic principles behind digitally encoding music. Even military technologies that governments strive to keep secret spread quickly. Russia got the atomic bomb within a few years of the United States, as did Britain, France, and China. The Russians made a copy (the Tu-4) within years of the American B-29’s debut. When an American drone crashed in Iran recently, there was much handwringing about the Iranians using the fallen model to create similar technology. But it would be more remarkable if Iran never got its hands on a drone. Whenever a technology becomes useful, whether to the military or to a teenager, it becomes more widely used. When it becomes widely used, a copy is likely to fall into the hands of an adversary, thus spreading the technology. This isn’t to say that the plans for the newest stealth drone system need to be made open source. It’s reasonable for a country to try and keep some secrets, just as companies try to keep proprietary information under wraps. But we shouldn’t be shocked when these attempts fail—it was in their nature to fail. Advertisement Attempts to limit the spread of technology, like ITAR—the U.S. framework for controlling the export of militarily sensitive technology—never work very well. Being overzealous in their enforcement on the basis of a supposed technological competition just creates a bureaucratic quagmire, without actually securing any military advantage to speak of. If we find ourselves at war with China, we can worry about the question of tactical advantage. (The efforts to counter roadside bombs in Iraq and Afghanistan are a good example of actual technological competition in the narrow sense in which it does take place: not between Iraq and the U.S. as countries, but between the insurgent who wants to explode a roadside bomb and the soldier who wants to prevent it from going off.) Regulations based in the wrongheaded belief in technological competition, like ITAR, hurt American businesses that are trying to export technologies that fall under ITAR’s umbrella (at one point, the export of computers with Pentium chips were banned). But other businesses stand to get boondoggle tax breaks and subsidies in the name of competition. A June Commerce Department report calls for tax breaks to help America compete, arguing that it will spur innovation. (The report called for a five-year vacation from capital gains tax for small business and three years of zero corporate income tax.) If you are ranking countries based on who gives start-ups the most freebies, more tax breaks will always improve your ranking. But will they actually help spur economic growth or innovation? New ideas are a good thing, but trying to come up with more of them than someone else by throwing money at the problem won’t work. As a 1998 paper by Austan Goolsbee noted, sudden increases in R&D spending tend to just raise salaries for researchers, rather than lead to more research. The same can be said of broad-based tax breaks; investors will make more money, but they won’t necessarily be any more innovative. Competition rhetoric can be used to incite hysteria—“We are falling behind!”—and to inspire pride—“We’re number one!” Weirdly, the competitiveness crowd often argues both of these at the same time: We are the greatest country on earth even as our schools are failing. This contradiction can only be resolved by realizing that these rankings were meaningless to begin with. We don’t need to run twice as fast, or rise above any storms, or worry if people in Germany or Japan or China live better than they used to. We shouldn’t worry about American technology spreading to our rivals. Television spread quickly throughout the world; so did the computer, the railway, antibiotics, the car, the automatic washing machine, and any other useful technology you care to name. If this diffusion takes place faster today than it used to (witness the rapid adoption of mobile phones around the world), this is a good thing. It doesn’t hurt America’s ability to “compete” because, as an empirical fact, the economic importance of cooperation trumps that of competition on a national scale. This is bad news for jingoistic politicians and business leaders, but good news for everyone else

Competitiveness logic restricts the ways in which we think about the economy preventing cooperative approaches that would be net better. 

Wilson ’08 James WILSON Basque Inst. of Competitiveness ‘8 “Territorial Competitiveness and Development Policy” http://www.tips.org.za/files/Wilson_James_Paper.pdf p. 12-14

Thus while it is increasingly apparent that regions are in direct competition with similarly placed regions in certain respects – the attraction of a specific firm, group of firms or event, the attraction of certain types of labour - it is dangerous to assume that a process of win-lose competition is the dominant characteristic of the relationship between regions. There are indeed significant risks in overuse of competitive benchmarking, including the tendency to copy and replicate. This may harm the capacity of territories to develop their own strategies and value propositions, which provide a basis for suitable co-operation. Used carefully, however, the language of competitiveness can potentially be targeted to stimulate positive processes of interaction, action and reflection among socio-economic agents. This becomes especially productive when the concept can be directly related to the objectives of those agents, an argument which brings us to the second and third issues identified above.  Productivity-centred approaches to competitiveness make an implicit assumption that the overriding economic development objective of a territory is to increase output, thus income. This assumption has come to dominate discourse on competitiveness, just as it dominates analysis of economic development (Sugden and Wilson, 2002), as epitomised by the approach of the World Bank. Their World Development Report presents a detailed array of statistics but makes it clear that “the main criterion used…to classify economies and broadly distinguish stages of economic development is GNP per capita” (World Bank, 1999, p. 227).16 Almost forty years ago, Seers (1969, 1972: 21-22) questioned such narrowness, arguing that given “that the complexity of development problems is becoming increasingly obvious, this continued addiction to the use of a single aggregative indicator … begins to look like a preference for avoiding the real problems of development.” However, the addiction has persisted, and there is a sense in which the ‘territorial competitiveness’ has simply reframed an old debate in new language. Indeed, there are strong parallels between the process for ranking ‘development’ in the World Development Report and those employed to rank ‘competitiveness’ by the World Economic Forum (2007) and the International Institute for Management Development (2007). Each incorporates a wide range of indicators, but maintains a fundamental focus on the objective of income growth in their methodologies for producing the headline ranking.  The economic development literature is characterised by considerable debate around the appropriateness of this assumption, as reflected in long-standing critique of the Washington policy consensus and structural adjustment programmes that have been premised on market-driven growth above all else (Cornea et al., 1987; Dasgupta, 1998; Collier and Gunning, 1999; Stiglitz, 2002; Sugden and Wilson, 2002). While income growth is often argued to be a logical, easily measurable outcome, there is a strong current of analysis that questions whether it is an appropriate proxy for the desired objectives of a society. This concern has heightened in recent years, in particular given increasing recognition of the significance of environmental sustainability (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987; Ekins, 2000; Stern, 2006) and acknowledgement of the complexity of relationships between income and other dimensions of socio-economic progress (Easterlin, 1974, 2001; Oswald, 1997; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; Layard, 2006; Di Tella and MacCulloch, 2008). Unsurprisingly, therefore, similar concerns regarding the pitfalls of an income-driven, market analysis have also arisen in response to the growing use of the competitiveness concept in policy circles.  For example, in critiquing the market- and income- focus of the UK Government (1994) in analysing competitiveness, Pitelis et al. (1996: 160) argue that the approach is ‘‘vague’’ and‘‘unnecessarily restrictive”. They question the need to focus exclusively on success under “free market conditions” and to narrowly specify “real incomes as the objective’’ (ibid.: 160). Rather, Pitelis (1994, 2003) has consistently argued that competitiveness should be defined more broadly as the ability of a country to improve on a subjectively defined welfare index, relative to other countries. This is related to the approach taken by Aiginger (1998, 2006), who suggests that a defining of competitiveness as the “ability to create welfare” will accelerate the alleviation of current “misunderstandings and vagueness connected with the term” (2006: 174). More specifically, he suggests a need to assess both: ‘outcome competitiveness’, in terms of a welfare function taking in a variety of considerations that can be operationalised; and ‘process competitiveness’, in terms of place-specific analysis of qualitative factors inside the ‘black box’ of an economy (ibid.).17  Branston et al. (2006) go further in their analysis of health industry competitiveness. They argue that welfare-based analyses such as those proposed by Pitelis (1994, 2003) and Aiginger (1998, 2006), while an improvement on the narrowness of income-based analyses, remain fundamentally flawed in that they fall short of addressing how the chosen objectives of the welfare function are arrived at. It is suggested that “more focused is a perspective that sees competitiveness in terms of the democratically determined objectives for development in a specific locality. Then, to be competitive is to satisfy those objectives effectively as compared to other localities” (Branston et al., 2006: 309). They acknowledge that this is considerably more difficult to operationalise, but also argue that to construct a concept of competitiveness without endogenising democratic processes for the determination of desired outcomes “would be to seek ‘scientific’ convenience at the expense of recognising what is most fundamental to people’s economic development” (ibid., 309).18 

AT: Models Prove

Quantitative methods are inadequate – postivist economic methods can’t account for social context. 

Yeung, 03 – Henry Wai-Chung, Department of Geography at the National University of Singapore (“Practicing New Economic Geographies: A Methodological Examination,” Annals of the Association of American Geographers, vol. 93, no. 2, 2003, http://lab.geog.ntu.edu.tw/course/seminarhuman/092-2/Practicing%20New%20Economic%20Geographies.%20A%20Methodological%20Examination.pdf)RK

Choosing the right kind of data required is perhaps the most crucial moment in any methodological framework. Much of neoclassical economic geography originates from what Barnes (2001b, 546) terms ‘‘epistemological theorizing,’’ which assumes ‘‘that spatial economic phenomena could be expressed in an explicitly abstract, formal, and rationalist vocabulary and directly connected to the empirical world.’’ It has been concerned with explaining the logic behind the spatial patterns and processes of economic activities. This approach is underpinned by a quantitative methodology which, to borrow from Philo (1998a), was and still is about ‘‘the things that count.’’6 Large quantitative datasets about individuals and firms are collected through direct surveys (primary data) or surveys by government and nongovernment agencies (secondary data). Data about firms and regions can also be collected through transactional records and other cumulative means of data bookkeeping. These data are processed through inferential statistics to test the statistical significance of predefined hypotheses and/or models. Valid findings are then generalized into theories and laws for predictive—and in some instances social engineering—purposes. As the researcher is quite isolated from the researched, this process is deemed highly neutral and objective, and is therefore awarded the esteemed status of being ‘‘scientific.’’ The fundamental assumption of this positivist methodology is that the economic system under observation is ‘‘closed’’ and economic processes are empirically observable. A ‘‘closed’’ economic system implies that the causality of empirically observable outcomes can be identified and measured, and no external influence on this causality can be found. This methodology seems to achieve strong reliability, because repeated observations of causality can be made and should generate the same results (see Table 1). It is also deemed valid because the research instrument (e.g., survey) can measure what it is supposed to measure (e.g., employment characteristics). Quantitative methods and data, however, are much less concerned with reflexivity, to the extent that it is regarded by most neoclassical economic geographers as irrelevant to their practice of modeling the geographical world constituted by measurable objects rather than social actors.

If economic systems are much more open and subject to multiple codetermination by different social actors, as is argued in new economic geographies, the reliance on primary or secondary quantitative data becomes questionable (see Table 1). One begins to question both the weak validity and the weak reflexivity of using these quantitative data to explain economic behavior of social actors. Since quantitative data are not sensitive to variations in experiences at the individual social actor level, they are not necessarily valid measurement of the rationale and behavior of these social actors. If we take the economic action of these actors as socially embedded and highly contextualized, the validity of quantitative data is even more questionable, since indicators of economic action may not be compatible with the goal of measuring social and cultural behavior. Even though some actor behavior can be codified and quantified via behavioral models and/or psychological tests, these quantitative data are still unable to capture adequately differential experiences and contexts associated with actor behavior. For example, some studies in new economic geographies have not found validity in quantifying the pluralistic identities of gender and ethnic relations (McDowell 1992; Lawson 1995; Yeung 1997a). Quantitative data, whether in their primary or secondary genres, are neither necessary nor always appropriate in generating valid and reflexive explanations of social actors in new economic geographies. 

