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LINK – GENERIC

The affirmative expands the concept of security to include the environment, this framing spills over and expands government power and justifying totalitarian projects in the name of the environment
Ole Waever, 95, Senior Researcher at the Center for Peace & Conflict Research, On Security, p. 63-64
Central to the arguments for the conceptual innovation of environmen​tal or ecological security41 is its mobilization potential. As Buzan points out, the concept of national security "has an enormous power as an instrument of social and political mobilization" and, therefore, "the obvious reason for putting environmental issues into the security agenda is the possible magni​tude of the threats posed, and the need to mobilize urgent and unprece​dented responses to them. The security label is a useful way both of sig​nalling danger and setting priority, and for this reason alone it is likely to per​sist in the environmental debates."42 Several analysts have, however, warned against securitization of the environmental issue for some of these very rea​sons, and some of the arguments I present here fit into the principled issue of securitization/desecuritization as discussed earlier in this chapter. A first argument against the environment as a security issue, mentioned, for exam​ple, by Buzan, is that environmental threats are generally unintentional.43 This, by itself, does not make the threats any less serious, although it does take them out of the realm of will. As I pointed out earlier, the field of secu​rity is constituted around relationships between wills: It has been, conven​tionally, about the efforts of one will to (allegedly) override the sovereignty of another, forcing or tempting the latter not to assert its will in defense of its sovereignty. The contest of concern, in other words, is among strategic actors imbued with intentionality, and this has been the logic around which the whole issue of security has been framed. In light of my earlier discussion, in which I stressed that "security" is not a reflection of our everyday sense of the word but, rather, a specific field with traditions, the jump to environ​mental security becomes much larger than might appear at first to be the case. I do not present this as an argument against the concept but, rather, as a way of illuminating or even explaining the debate over it. Second in his critique of the notion of environmental security, Richard Moss points out that the concept of "security" tends to imply that defense from the problem is to be provided by the state: The most serious consequence of thinking of global change and other envi​ronmental problems as threats to security is that the sorts of centralized gov​ernmental responses by powerful and autonomous state organizations that are appropriate for security threats are inappropriate for addressing most environmental problems. When one is reacting to the threat of organized external violence, military and intelligence institutions are empowered to take the measures required to repel the threat. By this same logic, when responding to environmental threats, response by centralized regulatory agencies would seem to be logical. Unfortunately, in most cases this sort of response is not the most efficient or effective way of addressing environ​mental problems, particularly those that have a global character.44 Moss goes on to warn that "the instinct for centralized state responses to security threats is highly inappropriate for responding effectively to glob​al environmental problems."45 It might, he points out, even lead to mili​tarization of environmental problems .46 A third warning, not unrelated to the previous two, is the tendency for the concept of security to produce thinking in terms of us-them, which could then be captured by the logic of nationalism. Dan Deudney writes that "the 'nation' is not an empty vessel or blank slate waiting to be filled or scripted, but is instead profoundly linked to war and 'us vs. them' thinking ( . . . ) Of course, taking the war and 'us vs. them' thinking out of national​ism is a noble goal. But this may be like taking sex out of 'rock and roll,' a project whose feasibility declines when one remembers that 'rock and roll' was originally coined as a euphemism for sex."47 The tendency toward "us vs. them" thinking, and the general tradition of viewing threats as coming from outside a state's own borders, are, in this instance, also likely to direct attention away from one's own contributions to environmental problems." Finally, there is the more political warning that the concept of security is basically defensive in nature, a status quo concept defending that which is, even though it does not necessarily deserve to be protected. In a paradoxical way, this politically conservative bias has also led to warnings by some that the concept of environmental security could become a dangerous tool of the "totalitarian left," which might attempt to relaunch itself on the basis of envi​ronmental collectivism." Certainly, there is some risk that the logic of ecol​ogy, with its religious potentials and references to holistic categories, survival and the linked significance of everything, might easily lend itself to totali​tarian projects, where also the science of ecology has focused largely on how to constrain, limit, and control activities in the name of the environment.50 

LINK – SINGLE ISSUE FOCUS

Focusing on a single environmental issue detracts from necessary meta level examinations of how our practices affect the environment.  
Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001,  The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 13 – pg. 14)

Economic processes therefore affect a spatial outsourcing of environmental externalities. In this way, environmental degradation and insecurity can be seen to be a product of meta-processes of development in the industrialised North at the expense of underdevelopment in the industrializing South (for the original explanation of underdevelopment see Gunder Frank 1966). This book understands environmental insecurity to be the way the impacts of environmental degradation affect people in areas already subject to underdevelopment, where ecological problems exacerbate the social impact of economic processes affecting underdevelopment. There is ample evidence pointing to increased environmental degradation and subsequent insecurity. When analysing such information the notion of biological (including human) and biophysical interdependence (ecology) must always be kept in mind. Focusing on any single problem limits appreciation of the broader processes and trends. Thus the Aristotelian observation that ‘the sum of the parts does not equal the whole’ (even assuming that we have a sum of parts) has its corresponding application in the understanding that ‘the whole of the insecurity domain is greater than any of its parts’ (Borrow 1996: 436). The following observations about environmental degradation and environmental insecurity should be seen, then, not only as problems in their own right, but also as signs indicating a far larger problem.

LINK – GENERIC 
Securitizing the environment without a serious reorientation of the state’s relationship to security leads to militarism and violence
Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001, The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 47 p3 – pg. 49 p1)

The most important critique of expanded conceptions of security, of which environmental considerations are part, concerns the possibility of 
olonizatio responses. Because the prevailing approach to security is still ‘mired in ideological straitjackets’, and carries with it an array of sentiments a narrow problem-solving mindset, its utility for comprehending responding to non-military issues is questionable (Dalby 91 29). When examining discourses of ‘the war on drugs’, ‘water wars’, Third World turbulence and so on, it becomes increasingly apparent that this post-Cold War security agenda is still basically the same realist agenda that prevailed throughout the Cold War, although now exhibiting previously secondary concerns brought forth in the sudden absence of the 
olonizati West—East threat. Campbell argues that the Western response to the current era of world politics is ‘characterised by the representation of novel challenges in terms of traditional analytics, and the varied attempts to replace one enemy with (an)other’ (Campbell 1992: 8). This is borne out in the 1998 US National Security Strategy which states that ‘the current international security environment presents a diverse set of threats to our enduring goals and hence to our security’, including transnational threats such as ‘terrorism, international crime, drug trafficking, illicit arms trafficking, uncontrolled refugee migrations and environmental damage’ which ‘threaten US interests, citizens and the US homeland itself (Clinton 1998: 10). A key part of the US response is to ‘maintain superior military forces at the level of readiness necessary to effectively deter aggression, conduct a wide range of peacetime activities and smaller-scale contingencies, and, preferably in concert with regional friends and allies, win two overlapping major theater wars’ (Clinton 1998: 11). This holds true for environmental security as well, as Smil argues: In thinking about the new horse of environmental degradation, it is really the old gibbon’s heart of national security that many of the new securitarians want to preserve. They alter, dilute, and extend the meaning of security beyond any classical recognition, but they never give up on its original idea which embodies conflict and violence. This is because the idea carries them to the heart of existential anguish and moral peril, fears without which their message would not merit such an anxious hearing by politicians, the military, or the mass media. (Smil 1997: 108) Thus the hidden goal of security — that of maintaining power within the state — remains unchallenged so long as security is projected as an absolute imperative. In short, the effect of broadening national security to include social, political and environmental issues — without changing the nation- state as the referent — is the further 
colonization of domestic society by realism’s ultimately violent logic. For as long as security remains tied up in the state-centric realist paradigm, introducing new issues will be conceptually counterintuitive and practically counterproductive to these issues, and to the broader goal of justice. In most of the accounts discussed in this chapter, the logical confines of conventional security reasoning are not broken, and the state remains the site of politics. So, adding new issues to the agenda of security studies does not necessarily equate to a modification of the conceptual base, and may lead to a bolstering of the state-centered approach (Shaw 1993). Expanding the security agenda without seriously contesting the meaning of security perpetuates the failure of the security concept to take into account the needs of people. In this broader (but not deeper) agenda, security is still the preserve of states acting in their own interests — interests which for the most part do not correspond to the needs of people.

LINK – HEGE/DOMINANCE
The aff is only interested in protecting the environment insofar as it enhances our military power. The aff’s securitization of the environment is really an insurance of military readiness.

Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001, The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 77 – pg. 80)

In 1995, in his annual report to Congress, the US Secretary of Defense asserted that 'environmental security is now an essential part of the US defense mission and a high priority for DOD' (Perry 1995: 1). The involvement of the US Department of Defense (DOD) in environmental security began in 1990 when Senator Sam Nunn, Chair of the Senate Armed Forces Committee, said: There is a new and different threat to our national security emerging — the destruction of our environments. The defense establishment has a clear stake in countering this growing threat. I believe that one of our key national security objectives must be to reverse the accelerating pace of environmental destruction around the globe. (Cited in MacDonald 1995: 2) Nunn uses a particular discursive strategy here, namely the reference to global environmental problems as threats, therefore implicitly justifying military involvement in defence — even though it is less than obvious how the US military might help reverse the accelerating pace of environ​mental destruction around the globe. As the following chapter argues, there are potential roles for the military with respect to environmental degradation, but none justify continued high levels of expenditure on the military, and few would make a genuine contribution to reducing envi​ronmental degradation. Also in 1990, then Senator Al Gore published a paper calling for a Strategic Environment Initiative (SEI) (Gore 1990). Gore stated that 'the global environment has ... become an issue of national security' and proposed that what was required was 'a mobilization of talent and resources usually reserved only for the purposes of national defense' (Gore 1990: 60, 63). Gore's paper argued that radical changes in the meaning and implementation of development were required if environ​mental degradation is to be halted. His SEI proposal was consistent with the policy integration idea of sustainable development in that it sought to cut across all policy sectors. He identified energy research and develop​ment policy as the sector most urgently requiring reform, seeking to reverse the funding priorities of the US Department of Energy, which in 1990 devoted two thirds of its budget to defence-related programmes and only one fifth to energy research and development (Gore 1990: 66). However, Gore was reluctant to draw on funds from defence to finance environmental policies. This reluctance explains in part why his other​wise commonsense proposals were ultimately reduced to a set of narrow military and foreign policy responses. Heeding Nunn and Gore, in November 1990 the US Congress allocated US$200 million to the Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP), operated by the Department of Defense (Thomas 1997). SERDP's aim is 'to harness some of the resources of the defense establishment ... to confront the massive environmental problems facing our nation and the world today' (DOD 1999). It has four functions: to promote research of relevance to the DOD and the Depart​ment of Energy (DOE), enabling them to meet their environmental obli​gations; to identify outcomes of this research and technologies developed by DOD and DOE which 'would be useful' (read saleable) to other governmental and private organisations; to supply other governmental and private organisations with data and data-handling mechanisms for use in environment-related research and development; and to identify tech​nologies developed by the private sector that might be of use to DOD and DOE (DOD 1999). The implicit function of SERDP seems, therefore, to lie in ensuring that DOD and DOE compliance with envi​ronmental regulations is cost-effective, and that any potential marketing possibilities from DOD and DOE research and development are exploited. This commercial function is revealed in a report by then Secretary of Defense William Perry to Congress: 'The Department's [technology] strategy is to ... expedite the use and commercialization of these tech​nologies' (Perry 1995: 3). In 1993 the Department of Defense upgraded the division responsible for environmental matters, awarding it the official title of Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security), or DUSD[ES]. Initially, DOD involvement' n environmental matters was domestically oriented and not linked to security as such. This involve​ment began in 1984 with the establishment of the Defense Environ​mental Restoration Account (Perry 1995). A number of legislative acts progressively forced the DOD and DOE to comply with environmental legislation. The two most important were the 1986 Superfund 
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Amend​ments and Reauthorization Act, and the Federal Facilities Environmental Compliance Act of 1992 (Perry 1995). As a result, between 1990 and 1995 the DOD increased its expenditure on environmental programmes from S$1.4 billion to US$5 billion (2 per cent of the total defence budget). Even at this rate the DOD will not comply with current legislation until ound 2050 (Thomas 1997). Much of the impetus for the DOD's enviro​nmental activities (and SERDP) was not internally driven, therefore, ut externally imposed. Thomas (1997) suggests that at the bureaucratic vel, the DOD moved to take responsibility for its environmental problems in order to prevent the Environment Protection Agency (EPA) om gaining some leverage over defence policy. This imposition of compliance is clearly revealed in the first of the USD(ES)'s 'overriding and interconnected goals,' which is 'to comply with the law' (DOD 1997). The other three goals are: To support the military readiness of the US armed forces by ensuring continued access to the air, land and water needed for training and testing; To improve the quality of life of military personnel and their families by pro​tecting them from environmental, safety, and health hazards and maintaining quality military facilities; To contribute weapons systems that have improved performance, lower cost, and better environmental characteristics. (DOD 1997) What is being secured in this interpretation of environmental security the military readiness of the armed forces rather than the state (as the SS would have it), let alone the citizens of that state. The threat here is the possibility that environmental degradation might undermine the effectiveness of the US military by limiting access to training areas or by extracting from the health and welfare of military personnel. The nature of the DOD's response is consistent with the reactive and rhetorical position many other sectors and government agencies throughout the odd have adopted in response to environmental concerns and laws. The reference to weapons systems with 'better environmental characteristics' is ambiguous, but in Perry's report he suggests that the DOD is seeking to 'incorporate environmental security considerations into all aspects of weapon system acquisition, maintenance and operations' (Perry 995: 3). The aim seems to be to factor environmental benefits and costs to weapons systems purchasing. Perry uses phrases like 'where possible' and 'as feasible', which suggests that this is a rhetorical, more than a practical, goal. Indeed, it is difficult to see a secretive weapons negotiation process devoting much attention to the environmental characteristics of the weapon in question. What is likely to be given most attention is the ability of the weapon to destroy life rather than to conserve it. This goal of developing 'environmentally benign' weapons is further problematised by the US nuclear arsenal.

LINK – GREEN RHETORIC 
The 1AC’s engagement in green rhetoric and crisis construction in context of environmental security only serves to maintain the legitimacy of state military against Otherness.

Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001, The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 87 p1 – pg. 88 p3)

The NSS, DOD and State Department interpret environmental security in a way that maintains the legitimacy of the US government in the face of pressing environmental problems. By deploying a green rhetoric the state makes enough of a token gesture to placate the concerns of the general public and to forestall a crisis of legitimacy. This completely fails to engage with environmental problems themselves, for while envi​ronmental insecurity is a product of capitalism, militarism and industriali​sation, the approach of these agencies is to deploy ‘a complex repertoire of responsibility and crisis-displacement strategies’ (Hay 1994: 217). The US approach to environmental security maintains legitimacy by: a combination of symptom amelioration, token gesturism, the ‘greening’ of legitimating political ideology, and the displacement of the crisis in a variety of different directions: either downward into civil society; or upward onto a global political agenda: or, indeed, sideways in presenting the crisis as another body’s (e.g., state’s) legitimization problem. (Hay 1994: 221) Most of these tactics are evident in US environmental security policy discourse. The lethargic effort to clean up domestic contaminated bases but not those abroad is indicative of the ‘symptom amelioration’ tactic. The ‘greening of political ideology’ is most clearly manifest in the envi​ronment—conflict discourse, which is fundamentally consistent with realist international relations theory. There is little displacement down​wards into civil society, but the tactic of displacing problems up to the global level is clear, particularly in Christopher’s pronouncements. That this global rhetoric also opens up the possibility of the US as global manager and policeman further enhances the lure of this tactic. Finally, displacement sideways to present environmental degradation as someone else’s problem is also clearly apparent in the references to instability and political upheaval which intertwine with the environment—conflict discourse. For the US government, then, environmental security is used to preserve legitimacy, avoid radical reform and distract attention from the contradictions of the modern world for which the US is inextricably responsible. Hay calls such continued strategies of displacement ‘dysfunc​tional long-term tendencies’ which in this case make the United States ‘a profound threat to global security’ (Hay 1994: 227). All of these approaches to environmental security interpret the environment as a direct or indirect threat to US interests. Talking in terms of threats in this way confuses environmental problems with military problems. This is an inappropriate way to understand environ​mental problems, particularly given that ‘threat’ in security discourse is a potent symbol of deliberate and malignant danger to the inside emanating from the outside. In this respect the environment becomes another danger which helps constitute the sense of Us necessary for the popular acceptance of the nation-state. Talking in terms of global threats helps to blur the distinctions between subject and object, and cause and effect, and this obscures US complicity in environmental degradation. This environ​mental security policy discourse evades the most salient point about national security and environmental degradation: that the country most complicit in ‘global’ environmental degradation is the United States itself. Talking in terms of threats is thus a discursive tactic that simultane​ously downgrades the interdependence of environmental problems whilst excluding from consideration the role of US businesses, consumers and government in generating environmental problems. Campbell is succinct about this discourse of threats and Others: One of the effects of this interpretation has been to reinscribe East—West understandings of global politics in a period of international transformation by suggesting that the ‘they’ in the East are technologically less sophisticated and ecologically more dangerous than the ‘we’ in the West. This produces a new boundary that demarcates the ‘East’ from the ‘West’…. But environmental danger can also be figured in a manner that challenges traditional forms of identity inscribed in the capitalist economy of the ‘West’. As a discourse of danger which results in disciplinary strategies that are deterritorialized, involve communal co-operation, and refigure economic relationships, the environ​ment can serve to enframe a different reading of ‘reasoning man’ than that associated with the subjectivities of liberal capitalism, thereby making it more unstable and undecidable than anticommunism. (Campbell 1992: 197) It is precisely these implications, of deterritorialization, communal co‑operation and refiguring economies that threaten the US security elite, and so are denied and excluded in their environmental security pronouncements.

GENERIC LINK/IMPACT
Environmental securitization merely serves the status quo because it is so focused on securing society from a specific environmental harm that it prevents discussions about larger human practices and causes more insecurity and structural violence.

Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001, The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 89 p3 – pg. 90 p1)

Beneath current US initiatives 'and pronouncements on environ​mental security lies a resistance to meaningful change and a defence of the status quo. As Dalby notes, 'in so far as security is premised on maintaining the status quo it runs counter to the changes needed to alleviate many environmental and economic problems because it is precisely the status quo that has produced the problems' (Dalby 1994: 33). The US government's response to environmental security is not the new foreign and security policies we might have expected to flow from the concept; instead, it has responded with the usual approach to foreign policy based on inside/outside rationality. For the US, environmental security is about securing the very lifestyles and institutions that degrade the environment against the risks associated with this same degradation. This is a paradox lost 'on most, and a dangerous and counterproductive outcome which cannot be ignored by any proponent of environmental security. This President Bush's comment at Rio in 1,992 — that the lifestyle of the US negotiable —still holds true. Thus far US environmental security policy has done little to help minimise the causes of environmental insecurity, indeed it seems funda​mentally implicated in their perpetuation. It does not recognise that fundamental long-term changes in the structure of the global political economy are required; nor does it recognise that, if any single country needs to implement this reform, it is the US itself Instead, it holds to a singular belief that the best way to secure against threatening Others is to prepare for war; the irony in this strategy of securing against violence by advocating violence is well known. But, as we shall see in the following chapter, preparing for war is a significant cause of the very environmental degradation the US military finds so threatening, and so the outcome of these policies is a continued spiraling downwards of the interrelated prob​lems of direct violence, structural violence and environmental insecurity.

LINK – Environmental Security

Environmental security serves as a Trojan horse for the security issue – it prevents productive discussion of ecological security
Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001, The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 119 p3 – pg. 120 p2)

Despite seeking to undermine prevailing practices of national security and sovereignty, proponents of ecological security have not had the same impact on the dominant discourse as counter-hegemonic proponents of environmental security such as (for example) Brown (1977) and Mathews (1'189). One need look no further for proof of this than that 'ecological security' is never used by the US security establishment, nor by the vast majority of authors who write about environment—security linkages. This is a problem of the politics of discourse. To continue the analogy, this book contends that the Trojan horse of ecological security has been left outside the gates of the national security fortress, whereas environmental security has been wheeled inside. So, although ecological security speaks to the whole issue of environment and security in important and innova​tive ways, it is, in effect, not heard by the mainstream. Ecological security does not do what 'environmental security' does so well — that is, contest the terminology and the discursive terrain of national security. It is this contestation that in part makes environmental security valuable. In deploying alternative language ecological security is marginal to this dis​cursive contest. To be sure, there is something to be said for using new words to address old problems. As has been shown, environmental security is a somewhat risky venture for proponents of a Green and peaceful future. In this sense environmental security is a form of conceptual speculation where the concept is ventured in order to gain (potentially) a renegotia​tion of the conceptual bases of security. The danger is the colonisation of the concept, as has occurred in the US. Using new words like ecological security may temporarily avert this danger. The potential gain of this speculative exercise, however, is the destabilisation of national security discourse and practice by highlighting its contradictions and discontinu​ities. Ultimately this may lead to its collapse, to a more benign synthesis, or to the abandonment of the term by security policy makers and com​mentators. Although the negative outcome of securitising environmental issues is real, the positive outcome is arguably worth striving for. This contest is one in which ecological security has not played a key role because of its alternative vocabulary. It may seem pedantic to deny the efficacy of ecological security because of the word 'ecological' as opposed to 'environmental', but in the realm of discourse key words matter.
ALT – ECOLOGICAL ORIENTATION
Reorienting more towards ecological security creates a healthy equilibrium with the ecosphere without commodifying it.  
Jon Barnett, Fellow in the School of Social and Environmental Enquiry at University of Melbourne, 2001 The Meaning of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics and Policy in the New Security Era, pg. 109 p2 – pg. 110 p1)

As a means to distinguish ecological security from environmental security, Rogers defines ecological security as: ‘the creation of a condition where the physical surroundings of a community provide for the needs of its inhabitants without diminishing its natural stock' (Rogers 1997: 30). This is not unlike the Ecological Economists' definition of sus​tainability (see Common and Perrings 1992, and Pezzey 1992). The dis​tinction, for Rogers, is that environmental security refers more to the defence of natural resources, in effect a negative/reactive security like most prevailing conceptions of security, whereas ecological security refers to a positive security that seeks to maintain ecological equilibrium in the long., term. The focus is thus on ecosystems as the referent object of security. The referent object is therefore reversed to make the biosphere the primary security referent. In this conceptualisation humans are secured only in so far as they inhabit the biosphere, and human activity is the principal threat to ecological security (a point lost on most environ​mental security analysts). Thus 'the danger arises not from what nature can do to the human, but rather the impact of human activities on nature and, in turn, the consequent effects on the human' (Mische 1989: 392). Ecological security stems from a Green cosmology where systemic interdependence, complexity, uncertainty, harmony and sustainability are key themes. It calls for a shift in focus from individual and instrumental reason to a concern for the overall welfare of the planet. This challenges state-centred security theory and practice, and instead `encourages, and in fact requires, that multiple actors become involved' (Rogers 1997: 30). It therefore offers a radical and ecocentric approach to security, although the particulars of such an approach have yet to be articulated beyond the assertion that ecology helps to change mindsets, and from this all things good will result (Mische 1989). So, although it has emphasised the ecological dimension of ecological security, the literature has thus far said little about the specific security dimension. In this absence, the critical question is: why hitch ecology to security?
LINK – INDIVIDUAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
The affirmative’s narrow focus on individual environmental issues is detrimental- they’re just another attempt to more efficiently commodify the environment.  
Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002 Environmental Security,        p. xxxi-xxxii
This is not a matter of disputing the claims that environmental change is or is not occurring, or challenging the technical practices of numerous disciplines. Whatever the finer points of the specification of "global" ecological processes, there are many reasons for great concern on all manner of issues and in numerous contexts from bio​diversity decline to stratospheric ozone holes, and from rising child​hood asthma incidence rates to the contemporary sufferings of mar​ginalized peasants and refugees.47 What is most worrisome to anyone who observes these matters is not any single concern—be it climate change, biodiversity loss, synthetic chemicals, deforestation, long- lived radioisotopes, or any one of many other matters—but the totali​ty of the disruptions caused by modern industrial systems and the consumption of their products, whose cumulative and increasing im​pact has reached into all parts of the biosphere. This is, of course, both the strength of the environmentalist argument and, given the di​versity of its subthemes, simultaneously its greatest political difficul​ty. The focus in some of what follows in this volume is on the use of fossil fuels, both because they are so integral to contemporary mod​ern modes of economic existence, and hence can be read as sympto​matic of the larger condition, and because at a very simple level, by literally turning rocks into air, their widespread use draws attention directly to the anthropogenic alterations of basic planetary systems.

What is most important for the argument that follows is a recogni​tion that contemporary endangerments materialize within political and cultural contexts that constrain, in important ways, how these matters are represented. The political and economic order of moder​nity is rarely fundamentally questioned in such discussions. The com​modification of "nature" is taken for granted as an unavoidable ne​cessity.48 In particular, despite all the ambiguities of modernity, the developmentalist assumptions that suggest that each state will become modern along approximately similar trajectories of industrialization and modernization are implicit in most conventional analyses." En​vironmental discourses occur within larger discursive economies where some identities have more value than others, and crucially where the dominant development and security narratives are premised on geopolitical specifications that obscure histories of ecology and resource appropriation. They also frequently operate in discursive modes that reassert geopolitical identities precisely by how they speci​fy other peoples and places. Environmental politics is very much about the politics of dis​course, the presentation of "problems," and of who should deal with the concerns so specified. These discourses frequently turn complex political matters into managerial and technological issues of sustainable development where strategies of "ecological modernization" fi​nesse the questions by promising technical solutions to numerous po​litical difficulties and, in the process, work to co-opt or marginalize fundamental challenges to the contemporary world order.51 In Tim Luke's apt summation: "Underneath the enchanting green patina,-sus​tainable development is about sustaining development as economi​cally rationalized environment rather than the development of a sus​taining ecology."52 Linking such themes to security, with its practices of specifying threats and its managerial modes for responding to dangers, suggests a broad congruency of discourse and practice.53 But what ought to be secured frequently remains unexamined, as does the precise nature of what it is that causes contemporary endangerments.Like other disciplinary endeavors, both environmental manage​ment and security studies have their practices for the delimitation of appropriate objects, methods, and procedures. Making these explicit and showing how they both facilitate and simultaneously limit in​quiry is an unavoidable task for any study that takes Foucault's for​mulation of critique seriously.

LINK – GENERIC 

Specifying the environment as a security threat creates a “we” against “them” portrait that organizes everything into security relations
Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002 Environmental Security, p. 10-12
The political ability to specify a threat to a collectivity is obviously and important part of the process of security. The ability to specify danger and mobilize a "we" against a supposedly threatening "them" has long been fundamental to the processes of politics. Carl Schmitt's insight that the distinction between friend and enemy is basic to what politics is about is often clearest in discussions about danger and threats, the subject matter of security.38 Neorealist scholarly ar​ticulations of security sometimes obscure the political dimensions of the matter in detailed technical analyses of weapons systems, defense budgets, or the social propensities of states to warfare. As the discus​sion of the UNDP security agenda suggests, the debates about rethink​ing security in the last decade have also often operated to obscure the political dimensions of the matter in constructing normative schemes that turn into political wish lists to secure all manner of things. One of the key arguments in the postmodern, structuralist, and feminist-inspired critiques of conventional international relations thinking in general, and security in particular, has been that the taken-for-granted categories of security are better understood as con​stitutive of the political.39 Whatever the impression from the discus​sions in contemporary literature and the less than helpful designa​tions of these discussions in terms of various "posts," this is not a novel argument, but one that runs back through the debates about modernity and the emergence of sovereign states. Thomas Hobbes and John Locke both wrote about language and understanding as im​portant parts of politics, although these arguments frequently disap​pear in the oversimplifications of international relations textbooks and the claims to scientific method. The contemporary interests in discourse and theories of representation follow up these themes, mak​ing the point in various ways that security is a highly contested politi​cal concept precisely because of its location within numerous politi​cal difficulties.4° The analytical task that arises from the insights of contemporary social theory is not one suggesting the need for yet more conceptual analysis to understand the content and meaning of security better, because security is not just a matter of content. This point is one that Baldwin misses in his dismissal of arguments about security's essen​tially contested nature. He does so by using a narrow distinction be​tween political and analytical categories that does not allow for an understanding of political language and the social constitution of se​curity as part of the processes that analysis has to engage. Rather, maintaining an understanding of conceptual analysis as only a mat​ter of clarification and stabilization of meaning, he fails to open up his careful and apposite review of Wolfers's earlier arguments about the ambiguity of the concept.'"

LINK – ENVIRO THREAT CON
The affirmative’s construction of the “environmental threat” is a colonial understanding that operates on assumptions of external nature whose resources are to be managed.

Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002 Environmental Security, p. 99-100)
The environmentalist arguments frequently focus on questions of the appropriate use of resources and the preservation of nature, species, and habitats. This native activist understands that the construction of “environment” is a colonial understanding, one that operates on the urban assumptions of an external nature whose resources are to be managed, rather than a context, place, or home that is to be lived in. But the insight is especially telling in light of Richard Grove’s ex​tensive historical investigations into the origins of contemporary en​vironmentalism, which, as noted in chapter 4, are linked directly to matters of colonial administration and anxieties about climate, de​forestation, and much else.53 The cultural construction of nature as external is of course an ex​tension of the etiology of the term “environ,” which literally refers to that which surrounds, and historically to that which surrounds a town.54 As the scale of the global economy expands, and as the popu​lation in cities makes ever larger demands on distant rural resources, the question of the appropriate designation of these processes becomes ever more critical. In Arturo Escobar’s terms this is so because they are incorporated into the world capitalist economy, even the most remote communities of the Third World are torn from their local context, redefined as ‘resources’ to be planned for, managed.”55 In discussing environmental security, the expansion of urban ex​propriation of rural resources has to be worked into the analysis if the appropriate geographical understandings are to be made part of the discussion. As chapter 4 has made clear, getting the geography of environmental security wrong does not help clarify matters. Geo​political reasoning may be a powerful mode of raising political con​cern about security issues, but as a mode of thinking intelligently about contemporary social and environmental processes, it leaves much to be desired, precisely because it so frequently perpetuates the patterns of development thinking and the geopolitical assumptions of separate competing polities that are the cause of so much difficul​ty in the first place.

LINK – ENVIRO THREAT CON
The affirmative calls for action in response to the threat of environmental instability which reduces nature to a something in need of control
Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002 Environmental Security, p. 125-126
Some of the most powerful metaphors drawn on by strategic stud​ies and international relations in general use terms that relate direct​ly to the natural world. Notable among the natural metaphors in fre​quent use are references to wild carnivores who threaten unprepared men. Rousseau's stag hunt offers models for cooperation and defec​tion in alliances when hares provide instant gratification.5 In the geo​political tradition, the Darwinian metaphors of states as organisms in a struggle for space led, when linked to doctrines of racial purity, ethnonationalism, and romantic essentializations of nature, to Nazi formulations of the need for lebensraum.6 Perhaps most obvious is the frequent mention of Thomas Hobbes's state of nature where life is supposedly poor, nasty, brutish, and short. This suggests that secu​rity is necessary to protect against a prestate existence that renders humans vulnerable to mutual hostility.' In light of the discussion in chapter 5, it is worth pointing out that, in part, it seems this view was constructed as a misreading of the situation of the native inhabitants of North America.8 The related assumption that nature is a hostile force requiring political organization, and later technical control, to subdue it is an specially powerful trope that should not be forgotten in discussions of the formulation of security. Individual subjectivity is frequently set against a hostile nature in a struggle for dominance. Nature is thus constructed as an external Other to be dominated and controlled.9 The assumption that humanity is separate from nature or, as matters are later rendered, from the environment is the crucial of logical move, one that influences much of the thinking in international se​curity about the environment. Coupled to positivist epistemologies and contemporary policy discourses based on the technocratic pur​suit of knowledge and control, the idea of hostile nature has consid​erable ideological power. In Kaplan's terms it is rendered as "nature unchecked."

LINK – ENVIRONMENT MANAGERIALISM 

The affirmative’s managerial efforts of the environment tie to the violent process of social engineering through modernization

Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002, Environmental Security, p. 152-153
This raises the larger, general question of technical practices and the potential for global managerial efforts. Who should define the problem and design the practices? In light of the numerous failed de​velopment projects and related attempts at social engineering of the last half century, attempts to manage social problems at the global scale using similar modes of control raise great skepticism among those familiar with the literature on development.27 Some, although not all, of the causes of insecurity and violence are a result of the disruptions caused by the processes of globalization. Put in the terms of the UNDP human security agenda, the point is that attempts to enhance economic security through modernization often undermine food, environmental, and community security among the poor and marginalized Security across these themes is not necessarily additive. Dilemmas abound and imply that politics will not easily be avoided either in practice or in academic thinking about security.

This is a contrary argument to many of the assumptions in the "enlargement geopolitics" mode of reasoning that suggest that mod​ernization and markets are the answer to the conflicts understood as endemic in areas not yet blessed by the presence of modern liberal states and market economies. The idea that modernization is the answer overlooks the Violence inherent in the process, often by ignor​ing the distant consequences of specific changes. The United Nations concept of human security has the considerable analytical advantage of drawing attention to many of these contradictions.

Environmental Management misunderstands our ecosystem in the same way conventional IR distorts politics- ecosystems are inherently unstable and resist our efforts to normalize them.

Simon Dalby, professor of geography and political economy at Carleton University in Ottawa, 2002 eEnvironmental Security, p. 145)
From this it is clear that a program of environmental manage​ment will have to understand human ecology better than conven​tional international relations does if world politics in the global city is going to seriously tackle environmental sustainability. Acceler​ating attempts to manage planet Earth using technocratic, central​ized modes of control, whether dressed up in the language of envi​ronmental security or not, may simply exacerbate existing trends. The frequent failures of resource management techniques premised on assumptions about stable ecosystems are even more troubling in the case of claims about the necessity of managing the whole planet. Given the inadequacy of many existing techniques, if these practices are to be extended to the scale of the globe, the results are poten​tially disastrous. In the face of extreme disruption, no comfort can be taken from biospheric thinking or the Gaia hypothesis. As James Lovelock has pointed out, the question for humanity is not just the continued existence of conditions fit for life on the planet. In the face of quite drastic structural change in the biosphere in the past, the cli​matic conditions have remained within the limits that have assured the overall survival of life—but not necessarily the conditions suit​able for contemporary human civilization. 4
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