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Insert Specific Link

And this capitalist relationship to the world is the largest cause of war

Goldstein 8 

Fred Goldstein is a leader of an American Workers World Party. He is a member of the Secretariat, a six member leading body of Workers World Party. He is a contributing editor of Workers World, and frequently writes economic analysis for the paper. Goldstein is the author of the book Low Wage Capitalism, Oct 9, 2008, "Capitalism breeds war, depression", http://www.workers.org/2008/us/capitalism_1016/
During the Reagan administration, a severe recession in 1982 and 1983 sent unemployment above 11 percent. The capitalist class used the opportunity to begin the technological restructuring of industry, leading to millions of workers losing high-paying jobs. Reagan then stimulated the economy with $2 trillion in military spending, using Cold War propaganda to justify this huge handout to the military-industrial complex.  The economy expanded and the stock market boomed again—until it collapsed in October 1987 with record losses. Several trillion dollars of paper wealth were wiped out. An economic collapse was prevented only when Alan Greenspan, who was appointed head of the Federal Reserve in August 1987, poured tens of billions of dollars into the financial system to support the banks and the stock market on an emergency basis. This emergency rescue of the economy lasted only until 1991, when there was another recession.  However, the collapse of the USSR, also in 1991, stimulated a decade of capitalist expansion. Capital flooded into the former Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, India and other places. The upturn in economic output accelerated in the mid-1990s with the development of the Internet and related technologies. From 1995 to 2000, venture capitalists, who are really fronts for the big banks, poured billions of dollars in speculative capital into technology companies. New companies were being created on a daily basis. The stock market boomed, creating the so-called “dot-com” bubble—until the overproduction of technology led to another collapse, beginning in March 2000. From that time until October 2002, $5 trillion in paper wealth was wiped out and an economic downturn developed simultaneously.  In the 110 years since the Spanish-American war of conquest, imperialist capitalism has brought an endless cycle of wars, recessions, depressions and more wars. After each economic downturn, the system has had to resort to military expansion and financial manipulation to revive itself.  During the depression of the 1930s, Franklin D. Roosevelt tried to get the economy going with the Works Project Administration and by allowing workers’ wages to rise. But by 1937-1938, after a brief uptick, there was a second depression. Only preparations for World War II and conquest in the Pacific and Europe revived the U.S. economy.  Throughout the entire Cold War period, U.S. capitalism was dependent on military spending to keep its economy going. The growth of the military-industrial complex, with its web of prime contractors and tens of thousands of subcontractors thriving on Pentagon appropriations for war and for arms exports, was the principal means of keeping the capitalist economy from sinking into stagnation and depression.  This history illustrates that since the turn of the twentieth century, capitalism, in order to sustain itself, has had to resort to artificial measures that bring disaster in their wake, in the form of war, depression or both.

Cap K 1NC

Our alternative is to reject the Aff’s capitalist model of development

Movements against capitalism are possible now, our job as intellectuals is to attack the imperialist system at every turn

Wise (Director of Doctoral Program in Migration Studies & Prof of Development Studies; Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas, Mexico) 9 
(Raúl Delgado, Forced Migration and US Imperialism: The Dialectic of Migration and Development, Crit Sociol, 35: 767, ProQuest) 

The theoretical framework outlined in this article for understanding the dialectic relationship between development and migration has four critical components. A Critical Approach to Neoliberal Globalization Contrary to the discourse regarding its inevitability (on this see Petras and Veltmeyer, 2000), we posit that the current phase of imperialist domination is historical and can and should be transformed. In this regard, it is fundamental to notice that ‘[t]he principal factor generating international migration is not globalization but imperialism, which pillages nations and creates conditions for the exploitation of labor in the imperial center’ (Petras, 2007: 51–2). A Critical Reconstitution of the Field of Development Studies The favoring of a singular mode of analysis based on the belief that free markets work as powerful regulatory mechanisms, efficiently assigning resources and providing patterns of economic convergence among countries and their populations, has clearly resulted in failure. New theoretical and practical alternatives are needed, and we propose a reevaluation of development as a process of social transformation through a multi-dimensional, multi-spatial, and properly contextualized approach, ‘using the concept of imperialism as an alternative explanatory framework of international capitalist expansion and the growing inequalities’ (Petras and Veltmeyer, 2000). This integral approach requires the consideration of the strategic and structural aspects of the dynamic of uneven contemporary capitalism development, which should be examined at the global, regional, national, and local levels. For this purpose it is crucial to understand, inter alia, a) the central role played by foreign investment in the process of neoliberal restructuring of peripheral economies, and b) the new modalities of surplus transfer characterizing contemporary capitalism. The Construction of an Agent of Change The globalization project led by the USA has ceased to be consensual: it has only benefited capitalist elites and excluded and damaged an overwhelming number of people throughout the world. Economic, political, social, cultural and environmental changes are all needed but a transformation of this magnitude is not viable unless diverse movements, classes, and agents can establish common goals. The construction of an agent of change requires not only an alternative theory of development but also collective action and horizontal collaboration: the sharing of experiences, the conciliation of interests and visions, and the construction of alliances inside the framework of South-South and South-North relations. A Reassessment of Migration and Development Studies The current explosion of forced migration is part of the intricate machinery of contemporary capitalism as an expression of the dominant imperialist project. In order to understand this process we need to redefine the boundaries of studies that address migration and development: expand our field of research and invert the terms of the unidirectional orthodox vision of the migration-development nexus in order to situate the complex issues of uneven development and imperialist domination at the center of an alternative dialectical framework. This entails a new way of understanding the migration phenomenon. 
***Links***

Generic/NIB Link

Transportation policies are designed to restrict access to employment and disempower poor minorities. 

Bullard 2004
Robert D. Bullard, Ph.D. in Sociology from Iowa State University, Director of the Environmental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University, Glenn S. Johnson, Angel O. Torres Highway Robbery: Transportation Racism & New Routes to Equity 2004
Not having reliable public transportation can mean the difference between gainful employment and a life of poverty in the ghettos and barrios. Since most do not have cars, transportation is even more crucial for the vulnerable population that is moving from welfare to work. Training, skills, and jobs are meaningless if millions of Americans can't get to work. Of course, it would be ideal if job centers were closer to the homes of inner-city residents, but few urban core neighborhoods have experienced an economic revitalization that can rival the current jobs found in the suburbs. Transportation remains a major stumbling block for many to achieve self-sufficiency. It boils down to "no transportation, no job," and, more often than not, public transportation does not connect urban residents to jobs. Transportation policies did not emerge in a race- and class-neutral society. Transportation-planning outcomes often reflected the biases of their originators with the losers comprised largely of the poor, powerless, and people of color. Transportation is about more than just land use. Beyond mapping out the paths of freeways and highways, transportation policies determine the allocation of funds and benefits, the enforcement of environmental regulations, and the siting of facilities. Transportation planning affects residential and commercial patterns, and infrastructure development. White racism shapes transportation and transportation-related decisions, which have consequently created a national transportation infrastructure that denies many black Americans and other people of color the benefits, freedoms, opportunities, and rewards offered to white Americans. In the end, racist transportation policies can determine where people of color live, work, and play. 

Airplanes Link

Airplane companies only adjust for maximum profit  

Vaara, Kleymann and Seristo 3

Eero Vaara1, is a writer for the German daily newspaper, Birgit Kleymann, is a writer for the Finnish daily newspaper,

Hannu Seristö, is a writer for the Swiss daily newspaper, DEC 22,  2003, " Strategies as Discursive Constructions: The Case of Airline Alliances", http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2004.00419.x/full
Third, to be able to understand the ways in which these discourses are utilized and activated, we then focused on the discursive practices employed in strategy talk. Although we could clearly see significant differences across airlines, we focused on those types of practices that characterized the strategy talk in most airlines. In this process, we could eventually focus on five specific discursive practices: (1) problematization of traditional strategies; (2) rationalization, objectification and factualization of alliance benefits; (3) fixation of ambiguous independence concerns; (4) reframing of cooperation problems as ‘implementation issues’; and (5) naturalization of alliance strategies. These are presented and elaborated on in the following section.   A key discursive feature in the discussions around airline alliances was the problematization of traditional strategies. In rhetorics, construction of a ‘problem’ is usually seen as a key move paving the way for subsequent ideas presented as ‘solutions’ (see e.g. Perelman, 1977; Toulmin et al., 1979, ch. 16). In most of our alliance cases, this was discursively produced by de-legitimating the traditional role of the airlines. This was achieved by contrasting them with the contemporary ideals of ‘corporatization’, ‘globalization’ and ‘financialization’. In particular, the arguments focusing on the poor financial perfor-mance of the airlines served as a powerful means in the rhetoric of the change protagonists.  Traditionally, airlines have played a ‘special role’ in society, and most discussions around airline alliances seem to reflect their particular socio-institutional heritage. One part of this heritage is linked with the development and control of air transport and regulation of the airline industry. For most of its history, that is, nearly 80 years, the world airline industry has been highly regulated and government controlled. This has also meant that the discourses around airlines have often focused on broader societal and institutional issues such as public service or safety. Especially in Europe, where governments have been significant owners of airlines, carriers have been required to provide services that have not been commercially viable; an example is a jet aircraft service to peripheral towns, when the demand would only justify a propeller aircraft or no service at all. The official strategies of these airlines have also traditionally included objectives such as how to promote better infrastructure or service.[3]  Another part of this heritage can be directly linked with ‘nationalism’ as an ideology (Anderson, 1983; Billig, 1995). While the leading US airlines have in recent decades been run as competing operations in an oligopolistic market, the European airlines – the focus of our study – have been strongly associated with the ‘national heritage’ of the country and served as ‘national flag carriers’. Among other things, this has been reflected in the restriction posed by most countries on ownership and the tradition to give special status to domestic carriers. This discourse has also traditionally played a significant role in the economic and financial considerations around airlines. For example, several government interventions to save airlines in financial crises, such as Air France, have (re)produced a mythical element of ‘government backup’ or ‘rescue’ in discussions around airlines.  The traditional symbiotic relationship between airlines and nation states has, however, faced increasing pressure and broken down to some extent in discourse around airlines. To a significant extent, ‘corporatization’ and ‘globalization’ ideals – that can be seen as reflections of the discourse of global capitalism (Fairclough, 2000) and the neo-liberal ideology (Bourdieu, 1988; Chomsky, 1999) – have started to dominate the way airlines are discursively constructed. The neo-liberal ideology has also been part of deregulation and reinforced by concrete acts thereof, paving the way for competition and restructuring of the industry, following the examples of many other industries. In brief, deregulation has changed the rules of competition drastically in most major markets. However, this deregulation has been gradual, and it would not be exaggerating to state that the dominant view nowadays is that deregulation should proceed even more rapidly to turn the airline industry into ‘a healthy business’.  In the discussions concerning specific airlines, the ‘corporatization’ and ‘globalization’ trends have clearly challenged and replaced the traditional view on airlines (see e.g. Oum et al., 2000). Jan Carlzon of the Swedish SAS provides a good example of framings directly challenging the previous discourse in the annual report for 1992:  In the future companies which obstinately uphold national interests and allow them to stand in the way of essential restructuring will have chosen the route towards elimination. At best they can expect to be a regional air transport operator which feeds traffic to one of the industry's giants . . . But long-term survival requires stable platforms. It can only be achieved with cross-ownership, viable mergers or other forms which allow fundamental structural, financial and commercial integration. (Annual report, 1992, p. 1)  Jan Carlzon was actually one of the most important early protagonists of alliancing ideas. Even before first attempts to launch alliances, he had become a ‘revolutionary’, challenging traditional discourse in the airline context. In the mid-1980s, Carlzon wrote a widely read management book Moments of Truth, including views challenging the management in the airline industry context. In 1985, Carlzon predicted that there would be only five major airlines in Europe by 1995 and declared that SAS wanted to be one of them. What is important in this context is that SAS was indeed one of the first airlines to pursue an alliance strategy in Europe and in the Americas, but eventually had to discard all of its minority investments.  In the late 1990s, these de-legitimizing framings became increasingly dominant. Most of our cases were indeed characterized by a setting where the change protagonists mobilized corporatization and globalization themes while the antagonists were associated with the traditional ‘old-fashioned’ nationalistic way of thinking. The following is a typical example:      In the future, competition will not any more be between individual airlines but between larger groups. Because Finnair does not want to remain a corporation operating only in one area, to survive we need a right partner. (Finnair CEO Antti Potila, Kauppalehti, 23 June 1997)  As in numerous other cases where the top management of European airlines actively promoted and made use of the ‘globalization’ theme, the CEO of the Finnish Finnair questions the previous ‘stand alone’ strategy of airlines. He depicts cooperation as necessary in the ‘globalized’ competitive scenario.  Economic and financial problems in particular were often brought to the fore as examples of ‘the problematic state of affairs’ in the airline industry and justifications for a need to ‘change’ or ‘move on’. The industry was severely hurt by the recession in the early 1990s, but with the recovery of major economies and the very strong growth in air transport demand, it improved performance towards the end of the decade. From the perspective of creating ‘shareholder value’– the ultimate objective in the neo-liberal ideology – the performance of the late 1990s was, however, far from satisfactory. In the public discourse, this unsatisfactory state of affairs was also gaining more and more attention as the airlines were forced to report their financial performance figures more openly than before. The following comment from a BCG consultant demonstrates this kind of thinking: For shareholders with a long term perspective, airlines have historically been a high risk, low return investment. Consider the facts. Airlines have significantly underperformed relative to their local stock markets over the long run. Airline rates of return have been highly volatile. On average, airlines have even not earned returns that are sufficient to cover their cost of capital. (Airline Business, February 1999, p. 58)  In sum, the problematization of traditional strategies can be seen as the foreground for the legitimization of alliancing strategies. In the airline context, the problems discussed around the airlines were most often linked with the ‘old-fashioned’ thinking, usually directly challenging the traditional discourse emphasizing the ‘special role’ of airlines and the ‘nationalism’ associated with them. ‘Corporatization’, ‘globalization’ and ‘financialization’ were the themes, the mobilization of which gave discursive legitimacy to such problematization and paved way for alliances as the ‘solutions’ to the ‘problems.’ 

Airplanes Links

The public support for the airline industry reinforces a perverted and unsustainable brand of neoliberalism
Goetz and Vowles, 2009

Andrew R. Goetz, Department of Geography, University of Denver, Denver, CO, United States, Timothy M. Vowles, Department of Geography, University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO, United States, 1 May 2009, "The good, the bad, and the ugly: 30 years of US airline deregulation", http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0966692309000386
Real-world industries and markets lie on a continuum somewhere between pure competition and pure monopoly. The need for government regulation depends on the degree to which an industry is subject to monopoly abuse, as well as the degree of public interest in that industry. The extent of government regulation has changed over time, depending on economic conditions and perceptions. Throughout much of the 1800s in the US, a laissez-faire system of capitalism reigned supreme whereby government played virtually no role in economic matters, and private firms had carte blanche in business matters within the existing legal framework. This led to a period of Darwinistic survival of the fittest, where very large firms came to dominate important industries, including steel, oil, railroads, banking, and communications. The railroad industry was one of the first to be subject to significant government regulation in the US because of the outcry from farmers as part of the Granger movement which strenuously objected to monopoly pricing by the railroads. This political movement led to the promulgation of the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 that created the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) with the purpose of regulating railroad rates, entry, and exit. This form of regulation was extended to motor carriers (trucks) and airlines in the 1930s. The CAB was authorized to award “certificates of public convenience and necessity” to airlines to serve specific markets. Sixteen airlines (including American, Continental, Delta, Northwest, and United) were “grandfathered” in as original trunk airlines. Local service airlines and air taxis (commuter airlines) were also allowed to begin service during the 1940s. The CAB awarded routes to airlines so as to provide a mix of larger and smaller markets to each airline, expecting that each airline would be able to cross-subsidize losses in smaller markets with profits earned in larger ones. Thus, each airline was required to serve certain less profitable routes but was also given more lucrative routes to help compensate. The system of regulation provided stability in the airlineindustry that facilitated its technological and economic growth over the next forty years. But a number of problems with the regulatory system led to the beginning of its reconsideration, as the system created some market inefficiencies. Airlines were not able to compete with each other based on price, due to regulated pricing by the CAB, and thus competed with each other on quality of service. The CAB was very inflexible regarding changes in pricing, entry, or exit, thus depriving travelers of different price/service options. The CAB did approve fare increases regularly as airlines sought to pass along increasing costs. And, the issue of regulatory capture (who regulates the regulators?) by special interests is always a concern in any regulated environment. Since 1978, the US airlineindustry has experienced several waves, or phases, of expansion and retrenchment, with significant effects on industry structure, profitability, patterns of service, and average fares (see Table 1). From 1978 to 1983 (“Rise of the New Entrants, Part I”), the newly deregulated industry witnessed an influx of new entrants in many markets that had previously been protected by the CAB. The ten trunk airlines that were in existence at the start of deregulation (American, Braniff, Continental, Delta, Eastern, Northwest, Pan Am, TWA, United, and Western) saw their market share decline from 87% to 75% as a result of the growth among the formerly local service/regional airlines (e.g., Frontier, Ozark, Piedmont, Republic, US Air), the intrastate airlines (e.g., Air California, Air Florida, Pacific Southwest, and Southwest), charter airlines (e.g., American TransAir [ATA], Capitol and World), and completely new airlines (e.g., America West, Jet America, Midway, Midwest Express, Muse, New York Air, and PEOPLExpress). The post-2000 period (“LCC Growth and ‘Legacy’ Decline”) has been very difficult for the US airlineindustry. The principal catastrophe was the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, in which two American Airlines and two United Airlines planes were hijacked, and deliberately crashed into the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and a field in southwestern Pennsylvania. This event was followed by an unprecedented four-day shutdown of the airline system, and a prolonged period of low demand due to economic recession, heightened security restrictions, the SARS outbreak, concerns over the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, and rising fuel costs. This “perfect storm” of events led to the loss of nearly $35 billion from 2001 to 2005 (US Air Transport Association, 2006), by far the largest losses ever for the US airlineindustry. The largest and oldest airlines, increasingly referred to as “legacy” carriers, were particularly hard hit. Delta, Northwest, United, and US Airways (twice) filed for bankruptcy protection since 2002, TWA was acquired by American in 2001, US Airways merged with America West in 2005, and the publicly-supported Pension Benefit Guarantee Corporation (PBGC) was forced to take over pension benefit plans from United, US Airways, and Delta. In contrast, low-cost carriers (LCCs) such as Southwest and JetBlue were profitable throughout much of this period, and other surviving low-cost carriers were not as badly affected as the legacy carriers. Most recently, in the 2005–2008 period, the sharp increase in the cost of fuel has hurt the entire industry, leading to the termination of service by Aloha Airlines, ATA, and Skybus Airlines, bankruptcy protection for Frontier, and continuing financial losses for most other airlines. The other part of the answer to the miserable financial results has to do with deregulation itself. Under the period of regulation, from 1938 to 1978, the US airlineindustry never experienced financial losses anywhere near the scale of those of the post-deregulation period. The US airlineindustry was profitable and enjoyed steady growth and development during those forty years, albeit not without problems as identified earlier in this paper. Once the industry was deregulated, however, the airlines were allowed to make their own decisions regarding entry, exit, fares, and mergers and acquisitions.8 Left to their own devices, some airlines made good decisions, some made bad decisions, while others were just plain ugly. In theory, the invisible hand of the free market should have weeded out the underperformers, but because the airlineindustry is naturally oligopolistic, the competitive strategies taken by some firms affect the behavior of others not necessarily in a logical manner, and the collective results are not necessarily positive. Thus, there is a compelling need for at least some regulatory oversight over this industry, since it exhibits a tendency towards destructive competition. A vital and viable airlineindustry is important to national economic competitiveness, regional economic development, and the “public interest,” and should not be left solely to an imperfectly competitive laissez-faire regime. This is not to suggest that we should return to the overtly heavy-handed regulation of the past, but that we should never abdicate responsible regulatory oversight in an industry that is naturally oligopolistic and is so vital to the national interest. The principal concern for the immediate future of the airlineindustry is financial sustainability. Losses on the order of those encountered by the US airlines especially since 1990 are clearly not sustainable. Outside of Southwest Airlines, no airline has been able to maintain a consistent record of profitability. It is inevitable that fares will increase via industry consolidation as a result of the need to cover costs. What is not clear is the effect that rising fares will have on passenger demand. Many travelers have grown accustomed to relatively low fares, but may balk at significant fare increases. Changes in business and leisure travel behavior may signal the need for retrenchment in airline service capacity. Other modes of travel (e.g., rail) or telecommunication alternatives to travel (e.g., videoconferencing, skype, etc.), will become more attractive as the fares rise. The demand for air travel is relatively elastic, and substantial increases in fares will have a depressing effect on demand.
Competitiveness Link 

Ideology of neoliberal competitiveness makes environmental and economic collapse inevitable

Bristow (School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University) 10
(Gillian, Resilient regions: re-‘place’ing regional competitiveness, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 2010, 3, 153–167)

The placelessness of the competitiveness discourse also has other significant implications—implications which directly threaten the resilience of regions. The discourse of de-contextualised competitiveness fails to address the question of sustainability or the environmental costs of globally mobile firms and resources (Bristow and Wells, 2005; Hudson, 2008a). In fact, the pursuit of this notion of competitiveness works to constrain the possibility of developing more positive policies in relation to the environment. As Purcell (2009, 145) observes, “a polity that values the environment, for example, might feel it cannot make a strong environmental policy (e.g. signing on to Kyoto) because it would make the area less competitive. The neoliberal claim is that competition is a question of life and death”. Regions feel they must be competitive or die. Strategies based on more sustainable development approaches then look very optional in the face of the competitive and global struggle for survival.  This reflects the economically reductionist conception of development that lies at the heart of the competitiveness discourse. The discourse focuses on the narrowly microeconomic and emphasises the efficiency of individual firms. It also views the production process in a linear fashion whereby ‘end of pipe’ wastes are ultimately to be disposed of as ‘externalities’ (Hudson, 2005). Similarly, the discourse defines the ‘environment’ in terms of the microeconomic business environment, thus ignoring the broader ecological and material limits and capacities of a region. This creates short-termist, growth-first approaches to development creating scenarios whereby a region becomes competitive today by depleting and denuding its physical environment, thereby limiting its competitiveness for tomorrow (Bristow and Wells, 2005).  However, when production processes and economies are understood as broader systems based on material transformations and flows, the imperative to consider the unavoidable impacts of these processes becomes much more apparent as does their grounding in place. Place specificities become critical because the very possibilities of specific sorts of production and economic forms in places necessarily depend upon the sorts of material configurations that can be captured and held. Each particular regional environment “is itself a product of successive layers of material transformations, that both enables new forms of transformation and is itself continuously transformed by this process” (Hudson, 2008a, 171). This implies that more contextualised approaches to competitiveness might, in part at least, address some of the more negative consequences for resilience wrought by dominant placeless approaches. It is the placelessness of the particular discourse of competitiveness that has been constructed that is the main problem, not competition or ‘competitive’ (i.e. successful) economic activity per se. It is to questions of how resilience can be progressed through policy action and strategies that this paper now turns. 

Competitiveness Link

Competition creates totalitarian ideologies

Kienle (Lecturer in Middle East Politics at University of London and Chair of its Center for Near and Middle Eastern Studies) 10
(Eberhard, Global competitiveness, the erosion of checks and balances, and the demise of liberal democracy, 10 May,

http://www.opendemocracy.net/global-competitiveness-erosion-of-checks-and-balances-and-demise-of-liberal-democracy)

 The traditional challenges to democratic government such as authoritarian and totalitarian projects today appear rather distinctly as corollaries of economic liberalism as it has been redefined over the past decades. Crucially, the increasingly frenetic search for ever greater efficiency, productivity and competitiveness that dominates the agendas of policy makers around the world has given rise to growing restrictions on liberties and the erosion of democratic government where it still exists. Simultaneously, the glorification in words and deeds of competitiveness has isolated individuals into lonely sole bowlers tempted to compensate for the collapse of society and community with exclusivist communalist, authoritarian and even totalitarian ideologies and practices[1].     In economically more and less advanced countries alike the emphasis on efficiency to maintain an existing competitive edge or to catch up with more successful competitors increasingly strengthens top-down decision making mechanisms. Allegedly calling for quick decisions, finance-, skill- and head- hunting has much enhanced the appeal of individual or elite ‘leadership’ to the detriment of collective participatory mechanisms to determine common courses of action. Controversial debates in public and in dedicated fora such as parliaments, assemblies and related committees are becoming more and more irrelevant for devising public policies, regulating politics and even transforming polities. Consultation consequently involves mainly selected actors. Either in order to co-opt them or simply to make use of their technical abilities to fine tune and sell policies they support anyway. Chosen and operating in obscure ways, these actors represent special rather than competing interests and therefore restrict rather than broaden participation. Polemically speaking, politics is being replaced by fiat. Rephrased in academically more correct terms, politics is being replaced by government while citizens are reduced to subjects. Government itself increasingly resembles a governance device rather than a collective body representing the polity at large or at least a majority [2]. 

Hegemony Link

The US's hegemonic drive is rooted in capitalist ideals

Packer 3

Dave Packer is a longstanding member of the Trotskyist movement in Britain. Packer has held a number of leadership roles in the International Socialist Group and the Fourth International. Dave is a former editor of Socialist Outlook., 2003," Capitalism means War", http://www.isg-fi.org.uk/spip.php?article10 

During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the late feudal states in Europe, threatened from within by the new economic and social forces were transformed into absolutist feudal states. These promoted many wars and hybrid mercantile empires, most notably, the empires of Spain and Portugal. But in Holland and England during the seventeenth century, where the most developed and modern form of capitalist social relations existed, the capitalist class found its own direct political expression, albeit at first taking the form of a religious ideology. Puritanism, overthrew absolutist states by revolutionary force, for example, in England, under the leadership of Oliver Cromwell, and established independent forms of bourgeois class rule. Capitalism in its early stages of development became the liberator not only of capital, commodities and markets, but also of peoples and nations. However, one should remember that British and Dutch capitalism were, from an early date, heavily involved in the slave trade, while Oliver Cromwell brutally oppressed the Irish.  Imperialism  With the doors open for the development of industrialisation and finance capital in the nineteenth century, we reach the imperialist stage of capitalist development, at least among the earliest and most developed capitalist states. Lenin described imperialism as the ‘highest stage of capitalist development’. Capitalism was now transformed: it had become the great oppressor and exploiter of nations. In order to survive, for it had outgrown the nation state, it now required secure colonies, neo-colonies and markets, while promoting monopolies, privilege, and all kinds of racial, gender and national oppressions.  The competition between capitals inherent within the capitalist system forced it to continually revolutionise and expand the means of production, which eventually led to a scramble across the world for colonies, markets and empires, like the British Empire, or its main competitor empires of France and latecomer Germany. Inter-imperialist competition eventually progressed beyond the numerous colonial wars of conquest, to armed conflict between the ‘great’ nations themselves. However, this now took the form of a struggle for world hegemony. Here lay the origins of the two World Wars of the twentieth century. Capitalism, at first by establishing direct colonial rule and later through economically dominated neo-colonies, was now transformed from a progressive to a reactionary imperialist force in the world. As Ernest Mandel writes in his book on the Second World War:   The imperialist conquest of the world is not only, or even mainly, a drive to occupy huge territories . . . The motor force of the Second World War was the need to dominate the economy of whole continents through capitalist investment, preferential trade agreements, currency regulations and political hegemony. The aim of the war was the subordination not only of the less developed world, but also of other industrial states, whether enemies or allies, to one hegemonic power’s priorities of capital accumulation. (1)  Capitalism means war because it is driven, in the last analysis, by economic forces, which require ever-expanding markets and opportunities for investments. It does this within the framework of competition between capitals which, after World War Two, resulted in the world hegemony of US imperialism. This hegemonic drive is in the nature of every imperialism: ‘There is not the slightest proof of any limitation on the war aims of Japan, Germany or the USA,’ writes Mandel of the Second World War. ‘Very early on the Tanaka memorandum established that for the Japanese army, the conquest of China was only a stepping stone to the conquest of world hegemony, which could be achieved after crushing US resistance.’ (2) 

High Speed Rail Link

High speed rail infrastructure will only reinforce urban neoliberalism and the mobility of capital 

Peters 9

(Deike Peters, Associated Faculty at Center for Metropolitan Studies. summer 2009. "The Renaissance of Inner-City Rail Station Areas: A Key Element in Contemporary Urban Restructuring Dynamics" https://www.geschundkunstgesch.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg95/Hauptordner_Megaprojekte/literaturanhang/Peters_162_185.pdf) 

The ongoing remaking of urban cores through urban redevelopment mega-projects is part and parcel of the “urbanization of neoliberalism” (Brenner and Theodore 2002) and post-Fordist restructuring. Large-scale manufacturing employment and production have given way to an urban economy dominated by service-, knowledge-, and consumption-based industries (Harvey 1989). The heightened competition for investments forces cities’ governing elites to search proactively for new opportunities of economic growth, leading to processes of disembedding (Castells 1996), the emergence of new “geographies of centrality” (Sassen 1991), and a shift from a “managerial” to an “entrepreneurial” governance approach (Harvey 1989; Dangschat 1992). Meanwhile, new logistics and distribution gateways and terminals are emerging at the edges of large metropolitan areas (Hesse 2008). Central cities are gaining ground as key locales for capitalist consumption and culture. Urban cores are (re-)gentrified as attractive tourist spaces (Judd and Fainstein 1999; Hoffman et al. 2003; Hannigan 1999) and as prime living and working spaces for the “creative class” (Florida 2002). An updated version of urban “growth machine politics” emerges (Molotch 1976; Logan and Molotch 1987; Savitch and Kantor 2002) which, in Europe, is strongly related to the EU Lisbon Agenda and corresponding national politics. The specifics of these processes need to be understood through solid macro- and micro-level analyses that feature in-depth comparative case studies of particular places and actors within particular cities. There is not one single dominant theory on contemporary urban restructuring, of course. Rather, there are several strands of literature vying for prominence, each contributing certain key insights to the complex subject matter and presenting sometimes-conflicting views on the same cities.2 Nevertheless, there is wide agreement among urban scholars that postindustrial, post-Fordist, neoliberal restructuring represents a double-edged sword for cities. High-speed communication and transportation infrastructures enable corporations to avoid the high land costs and negative agglomeration externalities associated with high-profile central city locations and relocate elsewhere. However, for many key, high-profile economic activities, “place still matters” (Dreier, Mollenkopf, and Swanstrom 2004). Sassen (1991) first showed how advanced producer and financial services remain clustered in urban cores, and how certain centralizing tendencies in fact intensify in “global cities” that represent the most strategic command and control centers of the global economy.3 
High Speed Rail Link

HSR will lead to increased neoliberal competition 

Mazzeo 10

(Giuseppe (Joseph) Mazzeo, writer at Territory and Environment Laboratory Mobility - TeMALab ISSM, CNR - Department of Planning and Land Science, University of Naples. writer of "Impact of the High Speed Train on the European Cities Hierarchy", a TEMA paper) 
The European urban system has structures referable both to the hierarchical model that to the reticular model. There are predominant cities (for example, London and Paris), but also independent networks of cities; in addition, the European urban system is continually changing and for its close interdependency the development of a center influences positively or negatively the other. Fundamental is the action of the subjects working in the cities, better if encouraged by the parallel actions of the local governments in terms of strategic policy and strengthening of economical positions. Also the impact of new infrastructures – in the case in point the high-speed railways – depends significantly on how the urban players react to the new opportunities offered by their construction and by the rising of external accessibility (Pol 2003); their action is important for to improve the position of the centers that cannot be changed by the simple creation of the infrastructure. The increasing of type and quality of infrastructure means to improve the accessibility to that place. The accessibility is a key indicator to determine the advantage’s increase of a localization over another; it is usually assumed that areas with better access could be more competitive, more productive and more appetizing than others (Spiekermann 2005). Due to their characteristics the accessibility’s indicator is one of the most analyzed in the territorial studies and it is often a “border” element among different sectors, such as urban and regional studies and mobility studies. Long-distance infrastructures connect the towns and increases the possibilities of interconnections and exchanges. It is possible that the building of high-speed networks influences the development and the transformation of the European cities system because it act in three main directions: – strengthening of the existing hierarchy among the cities, especially as regards the positions of head, namely those of greatest importance; – promotion and improvement of the position of intermediate cities; – inclusion in the European hierarchy of new centers, with the final result of strengthening the urban grid system. If one considers the high-speed network it easily verifies as the first European cities connected has been the well positioned cities in the continental hierarchy. The cause is simple: a significant number of inhabitants and a rich supply of industrial and tertiary activities ensure greater use of transport services and less time to return on investment.     

High Speed Rail Link

HSR is set within neoliberal knowledge production

Minn 3/1

(Michael Minn, in the Department of Geography, University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign. 3/1/12 "The 1967 Midwest HighSpeedRail Transit Conference: lessons for 2012" http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0966692312000324)

The disparity between these guest lists dramatizes the role of American high-speedrail as a political project, which implies that it might be more richly analyzed from a political perspective than from purely technical, economic or spatial viewpoints. While the industry players that dominated the HSR conferences then and now are the prime mover of the discourse, the persistence of the HSR vision is a testament to deeper structural drivers that may outlast any successes or failures at this particular juncture in history.  The success of the Metroliner as a result of the HighSpeed Ground Transportation Act of 1965 shows the effectiveness of legislation that sets realistic goals and provides a framework for achieving them. By contrast, the closed-door deal that introduced high-speedrail as an addendum to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 has had much more limited success – perhaps reflecting not only the scale of the problem, but also the vast difference in the political and economic environment between the Keynesianism of the mid-20th-century and the neoliberalism of the early 21st.  Academic affiliations were noticeably absent both in 2011 and in the 2010 New York conference, with their place being taken by engineering firms, planning organizations and advocacy groups. The absence of explicit academic presence at contemporary HSR industry conferences and an almost total absence of the academy from the public debate over the future of HighSpeedRail may be indicative of a larger marginalization of much of the academy as a source of knowledge production in the new neoliberal realities of our time. 

Highways Link

The government gives preference to highways, devaluing the poor minorities who can’t afford cars to use highways. 

Bullard 2004

Robert D. Bullard, Ph.D. in Sociology from Iowa State University, Director of the Environmental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University, Glenn S. Johnson, Angel O. Torres Highway Robbery: Transportation Racism & New Routes to Equity 2004

Over the past 75 years, automobile production and highway construction have multiplied, while urban mass transit systems have been dismantled or allowed to fall into disrepair. The American automobile culture was spurred by massive government investments in roads (3 million miles) and interstate highways (45,000 miles). Automobiles account for 28 percent of our nation's energy consumption. Transportation consumes 67 percent of the petroleum used in the United States." And over 75 percent of transportation energy is used by highway vehicles. From 1998 to 1999, US gasoline consumption rose by 2.5 percent and vehicle miles traveled increased by 1.4 percent. More cars on the road has meant more pollution, traffic congestion, wasted energy, urban sprawl, residential segregation, and social disruption. Indeed, not all Americans have received the same benefits from the massive road and highway spending over the past several decades. Generally, the benefits of highways are widely dispersed among the many travelers who drive them, while the burdens of those roads are more localized. Having a seven-lane freeway next door, for instance, is not a benefit to someone who does not even own a car. People of color are twice as likely to use nonautornotive modes of travel-public transit, walking, and biking-to get to work, as compared to their white counterparts. In urban areas, African Americans and Latinos comprise 54 percent of transit users (62 percent of bus riders, 35 percent of subway riders, and 29 percent of commuter riders).' Many Americans have cars and the majority of American workers opt for private automobiles, which provide speed and convenience. Most drivers forego carpooling, with three-fourths of all commuting cars carrying only one person. Generally, people who commute using public transit spend twice as much time traveling as those who travel by car. Consider that the average commute takes about 20 minutes by car, 38 minutes by bus, and 45 minutes by train. For millions of inner-city residents, public transportation is the only means of getting around. For them, there is no question that energy-efficient public transportation is needed for easy access to child-care services, shopping, job centers, and health care services. 

Highways Link

Contracting construction work out to private companies encourages the commodification of human labor in exchange for high profits. 

Trujillo-Pagan 2012 

Nicole Trujillo-Pagan “Neoliberal disasters and racialisation: the case of post-Katrina Latino labour” Assistant Professor of Sociology and Chicano-Boricua Studies at Wayne State University, 2012 Institute of Race Relations

Government ‘failures’ are most clearly productive when we consider the   ways that human agency creates disaster. Scholars argue that disasters are social   products; 1    in other words, humans fashion ‘disasters’ through their actions before   and after a natural event. Disasters are also produced by social structures, including those that make and implement the policy decisions surrounding recovery.   (Human agency should be distinguished from the many agencies that were   involved in relief efforts, including FEMA, the Citizenship and Immigration   Service [CIS], the Occupational Safety and Health Administration [OSHA] and   the Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement.) Although many agencies   were involved in the Katrina disaster, political decisions ultimately dominated   the ways that agencies carried out their administrative relief efforts in New   Orleans.  2   In the wake of the hurricane, neoliberal policy decisions included both   the implementation of new policies and the selective enforcement of existing regulations that shaped profitable markets for contracting recovery work. These   decisions also encouraged the development of a large and low-paid labour force   for work in construction jobs.  Neoliberalism profits from the increased commodification of human labour.  3 The disruptions it causes in one location drive migrants to markets with a high   demand for labour, such as New Orleans. Although many scholars agree that neoliberalism normalises unequal economic growth, they differ on how race factors   into its effects on markets and society. Some, like Edna Bonacich, view racial   inequality as an outcome of neoliberal globalisation.  4   Such theorists are beginning   to explore how neoliberal policy creates and refashions racial difference. What follows is a contribution to this emerging scholarship.  Hurricane Katrina, in short, accelerated ongoing social processes involving neoliberal policies, labour migration and racial boundary shifts. In the storm’s wake, these policies promoted the reorganisation of the local labour force and stimulated the immigration of vulnerable Latino immigrant workers. The ways in which   existing labour policies were selectively enforced also served to promote workers’ vulnerability. Such selective policy enforcement meant that government agencies eschewed responsibility for ensuring workplace safety and shifted the burden on   to already vulnerable workers.  5   The policies that were designed to recover and   rebuild New Orleans ultimately relied on racialising immigrant workers, 6 a process to which neoliberalism contributed. 

Highways Link

Highway subsidies and expansion result in added tensions in racial relationships. 

Chi and Parisi 2011 http://pwm.sagepub.com/content/16/1/40.full.pdf+html

A limited number of historical case studies document that highway construction produced significant consequences on racial relationships and redistribution in the early and mid-20th century. However, little is known about how the expansion of an existing highway system influences urban racial redistribution after the legal bases for social and environmental justice in highway construction were established. This research uses census data for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 to examine the role that highway expansion plays in affecting the redistribution of Blacks and Hispanics at the census tract level within the Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis metropolitan area of Wisconsin. The results indicate that the concentration of Blacks and Hispanics in neighborhoods in close proximity to highways that were expanded between 1965 and 1970 increased substantially between 1970 and 2000. Highway expansion promotes Black growth in nearby neighborhoods through its role as an amenity by providing easy access to the transportation network. Highway expansion also promotes Hispanic growth but through its role as a disamenity by decreasing housing prices in immediate neighborhoods. The results have important policy implications for addressing the issue of racial relationships in urban America. Introduction The effects of highways on racial relationships in the United States have been documented in a limited number of historical case studies (e.g., Bayor, 1988; Connerly, 2002; Dluhy, Revell, & Wong, 2002; Mohl, 1993; Silver, 1984). The aforementioned research focuses on the planning process in which decision makers in some metropolitan areas used highway construction as a tool to separate minority communities from White ones in the early and mid-20th century. The literature also describes how minorities responded to nearby new or improved highways. Nevertheless, highway impacts on urban racial redistribution of minorities have not been well understood. In addition, the literature focuses on a period before the legal bases for social and environmental justice in highway construction were established, such as Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and administrative orders by the U.S. Department of Transportation. Little is known about highway effects on urban racial redistribution after these legal bases were established. This study fills the gap in the literature by contributing to the understanding of the role that highways in metropolitan areas play in affecting the redistribution of racial and ethnic groups in the post–civil rights period. Presently, most highway and interstate systems in the United States have been completed. Current highway construction activities, therefore, primarily expand or improve existing highways rather than build new highways. According to the executive director of the National Academies’ Transportation Research Board, “[m]uch of the existing highway systems, particularly interstates and primary arterial highways, must be reconstructed in the coming years” (Skinner, 2002, p. 34). Thus, because of the upcoming efforts in improving and expanding highways, it is more essential to know the impacts of highway expansion rather than the influence of highways in general, on racial redistribution. This study, therefore, investigates the effects that highway expansion has on urban racial redistribution. Specifically, we examine the impact of highway expansions completed between 1965 and 1970 on racial redistribution from 1970 to 2000 at the census tract level in the Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis (MWWA) metropolitan area of Wisconsin. This article is organized into six additional sections. The role that highways play in affecting urban racial redistribution is first discussed. Following this are two sections describing the research data and measures. Findings are then reported regarding the effects of highway expansion on the redistribution of Blacks and Hispanics from 1970 to 2000 at the census tract level in the MWWA metropolitan area of Wisconsin. Finally, this article concludes with a summary and discussion section. Literature Research has shown that highways play an important role in stimulating population redistribution processes (Baum-Snow, 2007; Henry, Barkley, & Bao, 1997). The phenomenon has been explained by several theories and examined by a number of empirical studies, which fall into diverse disciplines including planning, economics, geography, and sociology. The environmental justice and social inequality literature usually sees highway construction as a disamenity to local communities, but regional economic literature sees highway construction as an amenity because it promotes economic growth and provides easier access to transportation. This study brings together the two bodies of literature to examine the effect of highway expansion on the redistribution of Blacks and Hispanics. Highway Expansion as a Disamenity In environmental justice and social inequality literature, highways are interpreted as unfavorable infrastructure (e.g., Deka, 2004; Grineski, Bolin, & Boone, 2007; Mennis & Jordan, 2005). As unfavorable infrastructure, highways bring environmental pollution such as noise, dirt, and fumes to the right-of-away and nearby communities. In urban areas, highways also create “crime” spaces where people do not want to go (Deka, 2004). Thus, highways reduce the livability and lower the land values and real estate values of immediate neighbors, often causing White flight (Pastor, Sadd, & Hipp, 2001). The vacancies left by the White flight are more likely to be filled by minorities, who take advantage of lower real estate values in the affected communities (Been & Gupta, 1997). The environmental justice literature often emphasizes the other direction—the presence of disproportional minorities as a cause of the site selection for unfavorable facilities (e.g., Atlas, 2002; Baden & Coursey, 2002; Been, 1995; Been & Gupta, 1997; Bullard, 1990). Many previous studies found that minority communities have a disproportional likelihood of hosting unfavorable facilities and that environmental injustice is a consequence of discriminatory siting practice (see Szasz & Meuser, 1997 for a review of the literature). In urban areas, highways tend to be developed in minority communities, where politically highway construction receives the least resistance because the minorities lack political power in affecting the decision-making process of construction site selection and are therefore less successful at preventing unfavorable facilities from being located in their communities, and where economically highway construction is more cost-efficient because of the relative low real estate values (Deka, 2004). 
Highways Link

Highway support restricts job access for the poor and exacerbates income inequalities.

Bullard 2004

Robert D. Bullard, Ph.D. in Sociology from Iowa State University, Director of the Environmental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University, Glenn S. Johnson, Angel O. Torres Highway Robbery: Transportation Racism & New Routes to Equity 2004

We have come a great distance, but we are still a society deeply divided by race and class. From New York to Los Angeles, segregated housing, discriminatory land-use planning, and unjust transportation policies keep poor people and minorities separate and apart. Suburban road construction programs expand while urban transit systems are underfunded and fall into disrepair. Service jobs go unfilled in suburban malls and retail centers because public transit too often does not link urban job-seekers with suburban jobs. Even in a city like Atlanta, Georgia-a vibrant city with a modern rail and public transit system-thousands of people have been left out and left behind because of discrimination. Like most other major cities, Atlanta's urban center is worlds apart from its suburbs. The gulf between rich and poor, minorities and whites, the "haves" and "have-nots" continues to widen.

Hydrogen Links

Investments in hydrogen economy are only obtainable if we work under the presumption that there will be a global benefit from this research, rather than solely a monetary one. 

Peters 12

Michael A. Peters 6/10/12 “Greening the Knowledge Economy: A Critique of Neoliberalism” http://truth-out.org/news/item/9642-greening-the-knowledge-economy-a-critique-of-neoliberalism

The neoliberal reading does not understand how knowledge or information as commodities behave differently from other commodities. Neither does it recognize the parallel discourse of the "knowledge society" which begins in the sociological literature on postindustrialism in the early 1960s that is often directed at concerns about new forms of stratification, universal access to knowledge, and the role and significance of knowledge workers and institutions. Third, the neoliberal reading is stuck temporally in the 1990s and does not take account of the movement toward various forms of the open economy signified in the learning economy, the open science economy (Peters, 2009) or even the creative economy (Peters et al, 2009, UN 2010). Perhaps most importantly, the neoliberal reading does not recognize the way in which conceptions of the green economy now offer new strategic and policy directions in ways that reinforce and interact dynamically with the knowledge economy. Green capitalism based on green energy policies is in part a response to the problem of global climate change, but also, I would argue, an ecological understanding of the global financial crisis and the undesirable network effects of financialization of the global economy, and opens the possibility for a new wave of growth based on clean-green technologies for a low-carbon economy and forms of economic sustainability based on renewable resources. Brian Milani, in his "Designing the Green Economy: The Postindustrial Alternative to Corporate Globalization" (2000) argues that the ecological economy is an authentic postindustrialism based on principles of regeneration and sustainability aimed at quality of life, community rebuilding and environmental renewal. The green economy is based on the recognition of the ecological principles of self-organization, protection of diversity and the enhancement of network flows. Neoclassical economics based on rationalistic and reductionist assumptions does not have the conceptual or philosophical resources to recognize the significance of natural assets, their relational contexts, and their renewable and dynamic environments that presupposed elements of the ecosystem: throughput, distributive development, feedback and scale. Founded on the work of Kenneth E. Boulding, Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen's bioeconomics and Hermann Daly, ecological economics addresses the interdependence of human economies and natural ecosystems, and has strong connections with both green economics and ecology with a focus on networks. Ecopolitics must come to terms with the scramble for resources that increasingly dominates the competitive motivations and long-range resource planning of the major industrial world powers. There are a myriad of new threats to the environment that have been successfully spelled out by eco-philosophers and that have already begun to impact upon the world in all their facets. First, there is the depletion of non-renewable resources - in particular, oil, gas, timber and minerals. Second, and in related fashion, is the crisis of energy itself, upon which the rapidly industrializing countries and the developed world depend. Third, the rise of China and India, with their prodigious appetites, which will match the United States within a few decades in rapacious demand for more of everything that triggers resource scrambles and the heavy investment in resource-rich regions such as Africa. Fourth, global climate change will have the greatest impact upon the world's poorest countries, multiplying the risk of conflict and resource wars. With these trends and possible scenarios, only a better understanding of the environment can save us and the planet. A better understanding of the earth's environmental system is essential if scientists working in concert with communities, ecology groups across the board, green politicians, policymakers and business leaders are to promote green exchange and to ascertain whether green capitalism strategies that aim at long-term sustainability are possible. The energy crisis may be a blessing in disguise for the United States. Jeremy Rifkin (2002) envisions a new economy powered by hydrogen that will fundamentally change the nature of our market, political and social institutions as we approach the end of the fossil-fuel era, with inescapable consequences for industrial society. New hydrogen fuel-cells are now being pioneered - which, together with the design principles of smart information technologies, can provide new distributed forms of energy use. While Thomas Friedman (2008) has also argued the crisis can lead to reinvestment in infrastructure and alternative energy sources in the cause of nation-building, his work and intentions have been called into question.[2] Education has a fundamental role to play in the new energy economy, both in terms of changing worldviews and the promotion of a green economy, and also in terms of research and development's contribution to energy efficiency, battery storage and new forms of renewable energy. At this stage of the world's development, with space travel, planetary exploration, satellite communications systems in space and scientific probing of the beginnings of the universe, the concept of environment itself needs radical extension to the solar system and universe. Increasingly, although it is still in the early days, the earth needs to be thought of not only as Gaia - as an organic living system - but also as part of a larger, more broadly embracing environmental interstellar system. The notion that the environment is a dynamic concept, of which we are a part, is the central understanding of a greening of the market. Sustainable prosperity becomes possible with a shift to knowledge and creative economies based on services and clean, efficient technologies, although the ecological society depends on a broad consensus over questions regarding the nature of the market and the economic system: What are the conflicts between the market and ecological economics? (Daly & Farley, 2004) Does sustainability imply "limits," and to what extent? (Greenwood, 2007) Can Green Capitalism 2.0 solve the looming biocrisis within the constraints of a green mixed economy? "Natural capital," the self-renewing ecosystem on which all wealth depends, is the basis of the green economy - capitalist or socialist - and we need to develop democratic and participatory means by which to encourage and pursue it. This is one of the great tasks facing education at all levels in the 21st century.  

Public-Private Partnership Link

The economic mindset upheld by public-private partnerships encourages the removal of welfare benefits and low labor costs. 

MacLeavy and Peoples 2009

Julie MacLeavy, School of Geographical Sciences, University of Bristol, and Columba Peoples, Department of Politics, University of Bristol, “Workfare–Warfare: Neoliberalism, “Active” Welfare and the New American Way of War” Antipode, 23 OCT 2009 DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00701.x
The 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) built on the mandatory work requirements introduced by previous administrations (notably under the presidency of George H. W. Bush, but even Richard Nixon invoked work requirements for some AFDC recipients) progressing the system of welfare within the USA from a general mechanism that provides a safety net for people with low or no incomes towards a more castigatory policy mechanism that emphasizes self-sufficiency and individual requirements to work (Abramovitz 2006). Confirming the Democrats’ increased political distain for “big government”, it replaced AFDC with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). This new legislation limited government aid to 60 months in a lifetime, stipulated work activities from those in receipt of cash benefits, forced unmarried custodial teenage parents to live at home or with adult supervision, and restricted food stamps for “able bodied”, single, unemployed adults to 3 months for every 6 month period (Coven 2002). Such changes in political and economic regulation were not unexpected, but rather represented a codification and consolidation of pre-existing trends in welfare organization. This included the reduction of state expenditure targeting the unemployed, underemployed and other vulnerable social groups, and an increase in the profit-making human service corporations’ share of public funds as a result of the increased use of “contracting out” by local and state governments (for instance, in the delivery of welfare-to-work programs) that had begun in 1992 under the AFDC “waiver process”. This involved a new set of restructuring efforts developed through a provision of federal law, which allowed the federal government to waive a number of AFDC program rules for states to engage in experimental demonstration projects (for further details see Greenberg 1999).  George W. Bush's embrace of the principles underlying PRWORA continued this policy trajectory. In the time since the installation of his Republican administration, a further shift to the right in domestic policy saw the removal of affirmative action welfare benefits, as well as an increased political emphasis on lowering the cost of labor, regressive tax cuts, reductions in environmental regulations and the expansion of the military and criminal justice system. In 2003, legislation was proposed to strengthen PRWORA by requiring states to increase both the percentage of welfare recipients who must find jobs (from 50 to 70%) and the number of hours they must work (from 30 to 40 hours). While the bill didn't pass Senate, spending for welfare assistance was held at $16.5 billion for the fiscal year. In addition, the Bush era saw moves to ban legal immigrants from receiving welfare assistance. At present most legal immigrants are denied most forms of public assistance for 5 years or until they attain citizenship (see Department of Health and Human Services 1996), although Congress has more recently loosened the restrictions on Food Stamp, Supplementary Security Income and TANF eligibility for some immigrant groups (see Office of Legislative Research 2007). Bush's proposal to bar immigrants from federal benefits not only followed the withdrawal of federal social programs supporting refugees, non-refugee immigrants and immigrant service providers since PRWORA, but also the 1996 passage of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), which requires proof of citizenship for most basic provisions (for a discussion of the intersection of the IIRIRA and PRWORA, see Ridgley 2008). A further proposed curtailment of public services for illegal immigrants (including healthcare, housing, food stamps and in-state college tuition) was also intended to stop undocumented persons from accessing public services, and to facilitate their detention by local police forces (a move which is contrary to the longstanding practice whereby border control is carried out federally; see Abu-Laban and Garber 2005:531–534). This is despite frequent claims in the left-leaning media that immigrants, including illegal immigrants, sustain the social security system in the USA through their taxed income payments and the supply of unpopular work to crucial sectors of the economy (Garber 2005: 528–530). 

Public-Private Partnership Link

The encouragement of public-private partnerships leads to welfare being in the hands of prominent actors in the military-industrial complex, making welfare an issue of private profit rather than public good. 

MacLeavy and Peoples 2009

Julie MacLeavy, School of Geographical Sciences, University of Bristol, and Columba Peoples, Department of Politics, University of Bristol, “Workfare–Warfare: Neoliberalism, “Active” Welfare and the New American Way of War” Antipode, 23 OCT 2009 DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00701.x
What the paper hopes to have shown by this point is the pervasive nature of neoliberal or neoliberal-inspired logics in the spheres of welfare and defense provision in the USA. Although these logics may not be entirely identical, there are broad homologies that can be drawn between the two (the assumed efficiency of the free market, flexiblization, privatization, and public–private partnership) with the prevalence of “NewLiberalSpeak” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 2001) clearly common to both. Beyond this, however, an increasing (if disparate) body of research suggests that there are areas where these neoliberal-inspired reforms of welfare and warfare are not merely analogous, but overlap and intertwine with significant institutional and societal impacts.  Workfare, Warfare and Industry. A prominent instance of this overlap has seen attempts by military industry to become involved in the provision of social welfare. This is perhaps unsurprising given the historical progression of social welfare innovations through war (Clark, Lee and Wilson 2002; Skocpol 1992). The compensation of soldiers for extreme labor not only predates the provisions extended to civilian workers, but has long functioned as a means of managing this highly specialized workforce and its morale (Cowen 2008). What is observable now, however, is the investment of military industry in welfare provision, which is facilitating the withdrawal of the federal state from this policy arena. With the increasing privatization of welfare provision in the USA in the 1990s, which has continued through the early years of this century, responsibility for the employment and related components of the TANF program has been contracted out to for-profit companies. Lockheed Martin Information Managements Systems (Lockheed IMS)—a subsidiary of the defense industry giant Lockheed Martin—is among the organizations to have competed for contracts in a number of states including Texas, Arizona, Florida, California and New York. At one point, Lockheed IMS collected delinquent child support payments in 30 states and boasted more than 200 state and municipal clients. In Florida, child welfare has been privatized under the local “Welfare Transition Program” with the effect that waivers to privatize eligibility determination of food stamps and Medicare across all states were presented at the US Department of Agriculture, and Health and Human Services. Texas was one of the states where IMS made a bid for full-scale welfare provision, which is rendered even more significant by the fact that the Texas privatization plan (the Texas Integrated Enrolment System or TIES) marked the first time that a state sought to allow private companies to bid not only for the task of redesigning public assistance programs but also for the primary role in determining the eligibility of applicants for such programs.  As Hartung and Washburn (1998) note, the success of this bid could have left an aerospace and weapons manufacturer in charge of dispensing food stamps and Medicaid. Notably, IMS in part marketed its suitability for the contract on the technological expertise of its parent company, adapting the latter's claim to revolutionize warfare through technology into an aim to revolutionize welfare provision by the same means. Graham Miller, then Lockheed's senior vice president and managing director of its welfare reform services division, declared that Lockheed would provide “an outstanding technology partner” to the IMS team (quoted in Havemann 1997). IMS posters emphasizing the benefits of “public/private partnerships” were accompanied by “colorful pictures depicting fighter planes, missile launchers and clusters of school-aged children smiling for the cameras” (Hartung and Washburn 1998:12), while the underlying narrative behind IMS's campaign was that “private enterprise and the wizardry of technology together can cure the problems of ‘big government’” (1998:15).  Hartung and Washburn (1998) argue that Lockheed's track record gave little evidence to support this line of argument, citing a Lockheed IMS contract to create a state-wide computer system to track child-support payments in California that ran from a projected cost of $99 million to an overall cost of $277 million. Failings in the system reportedly caused “hundreds of child-support checks to disappear into an electronic void” (1998:15). Lockheed IMS's success in gaining contracts for welfare provision, however, ensured a 32% growth in profits per annum since 1984, making it the fastest growing subdivision of the Lockheed Martin empire prior to the sale of IMS to the company Affiliated Computer Services in 2002 (Sanger 2003:91). IMS did not gain the Texas contract, due in part at least to a state-wide grassroots campaign that included meetings, public demonstrations, postal campaigns and radio adverts that was organized primarily by the Texas State Employees Union (Hartung and Washburn 1998:14; Handler 2000:134) and a joint venture between a national for-profit company and a regional non-profit organization now supports the private management of food stamps, several employment and training programs and welfare-to-work initiatives (for further details and an overview of contracting for TANF case management in other states, see McConnell et al 2003). The objections of the Texas State Employees Union, it seems, were based less on the connotations of warfare that the name Lockheed inevitably brings, but its prioritization of workfare: a primary bone of contention in the campaign and counter campaign was Lockheed IMS's “relentless emphasis on ‘diversion’—a euphemism for steering mass numbers of people away from public assistance to job-placement programs” (Hartung and Washburn 1998:14). 

Public-Private Partnership Link

Increasing use of the private sector for public projects leads to prioritizing the needs of affluent suburbanites at the expense of the urban poor.

Brenner and Theodore 2010

Neil Brenner & Nik Theodore “Neoliberalism and the urban condition” 21 Oct 2010 City: analysis of urban trends, culture, theory, policy, action. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13604810500092106 

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 the 1980s economic downturn and the 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 private sector 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 private sector 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 low income, 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. 

Keynes link

Keynesian stimulus does nothing but solidify the status quo – it’s a tactic to preserve and legitimate existing structures of economics

Wright, 99

Erik Olin Wright, professor of sociology at University of Wisconsin – Madison, “Alternative Perspectives in Marxist Theory of Accumulation and Crisis,” Critical Sociology 25,2/3, March, 1999

Contradiction of legitimation and accumulation:  The state does not serve the function merely of facilitating  accumulation through  demand maintenance; the state  also serves a vital legitimation function in capitalist society which helps to stabilize and reproduce  the  class structure as  a whole. The legitimation function  directs much  state  activity  toward  co-opting  potential  sources  of  popular  discontent  by  attempting to transform  political demands into  economic  demands.  The expansion of Keynesian programs beginning in the 1930’s created  a perfect political climate for  dramatically expanding such legitimating  state expenditures. For a long time it appeared that the state could kill  two functional birds with  one  economic-policy stone.  The difficulty, however, is that once  a demand on the state to provide  some  social  service  or  to  meet  some  social  need  is  granted  and  becomes institutionalized, it becomes viewed as a right. There is a certain logic to legitimation which decrees that the political apparatus gets  progressively diminishing returns in added legitimation for a given program over time. Once a program becomes seen as a right the  continuation of that program adds little to the legitimacy of the state, whereas a cutback in the program would  constitute  a source of delegitimation.  There is thus not only a tendency for programs once established to continue, but also a constant pressure for programs to expand, regardless of  the requirements of the accumulation process. The hypothesis can therefore be advanced that, once Keynesian demand maintenance programs  become bound up with the legitimation functions  of the state, there is  a tendency for unproductive spending to rise more rapidly than the systemic requirements for realization  of surplus value might dictate. b) Military Keynesianism and productivity:  The particular institutional form that much Keynesian spending takes—  speciŽfically the system of state contracting  known as the military-industrial complex—tends not only to absorb surplus but also to put a considerable damper on the subsequent development of productivity (except  for occasional technological “spin-offs” from military research and development).  Corporations  who  are  major  suppliers  of  military  hardware  are  guaranteed  a  given  proŽfit rate  by the  state (especially in  cost-plus  contracts)  and  are thus under relatively little  pressure to introduce inexpensive,  efficient  innovations  into  their  production  processes.  Since  for most military production there are only one or two potential suppliers,  and since the  criterion  for  awarding  contracts  generally  has  little  to do with the efficiency of the corporation, military Keynesianism tends  generally to reduce the  average level of productivity in the  economy.  c) The weakening of mechanisms of crisis management:  The usual scenario for  crisis and recovery is for the least productive  capitals to  be wiped  out,  capital to  be  devaluated,  and  conditions  for  proŽfitable accumulation to  be restored. The growth  of monopoly  capital,  and  especially  of  the  dominant role  of  the  state in regulating the  economy, tends to weaken seriously this restorative mechanism. This is  most obvious in the case of corporations which become locked into production for the state. In part because of the personal ties between the  corporate elite and the state apparatus (especially in the military-industrial  nexus),  and  in  part  because  of  the  social  dislocation  that  would  result from the bankruptcy of a major monopoly corporation, the state  Žfinds it  very  difficult to  abandon  a  corporation,  even  as that  corporation’s  productivity  declines.  But  the  state  is  also  forced  to  underwrite  the low  productivity  of many  other  sectors  of the  economy, simply in  order  to  avoid  major  disruptions  of  the  economy  (the railroads  are  a  good  example).    The upshot of these  contradictions in the role of the state is as follows:  although  Keynesian  policies  originally  emerged  in  an  effort  to   cope with the problem of excessive surplus—as portrayed in the underconsumptionist model—, the policies in the end recreated the image of  crisis  held  by  the  organic-composition-of-capital  model—inadequate   levels  of  surplus value—while simultaneously  undermining the restorative mechanisms in the  economy. That is, in spite  of the necessity for  waste in a period of monopoly capital, there is a tendency for the level  of waste (i.e., unproductive spending) to expand more rapidly than the  capacity  of  the  system  to  produce waste  (i.e.,  the  rate  of  increase  in  productivity). Because the crisis-solving mechanisms are partially blocked,  the  result  is  chronic  inflation  combined  with  relatively  high  levels  of  unemployment, or what has come to  be called “stag�nation.”4

***Impacts***

Cap Bad – Extinction

Neoliberalism creates multiple structural trends towards extinction

Szentes (a Professor Emeritus at the Corvinus University of Budapest) 8
(Tamás, “Globalisation and prospects of the world society”, 4/22 http://www.eadi.org/fileadmin/Documents/-Events/exco/Glob.___prospects_-_jav..pdf)

It’ s a common place that human society can survive and develop only in a lasting real peace. Without peace countries cannot develop. Although since 1945 there has been no world war, but --numerous local wars took place, --terrorism has spread all over the world, undermining security even in the most developed and powerful countries, --arms race and militarisation have not ended with the collapse of the Soviet bloc, but escalated and continued, extending also to weapons of mass destruction and misusing enormous resources badly needed for development, --many “invisible wars” are suffered by the poor and oppressed people, manifested in mass misery, poverty, unemployment, homelessness, starvation and malnutrition, epidemics and poor health conditions, exploitation and oppression, racial and other discrimination, physical terror, organised injustice, disguised forms of violence, the denial or regular infringement of the democratic rights of citizens, women, youth, ethnic or religious minorities, etc., and last but not least, in the degradation of human environment, which means that --the “war against Nature”, i.e. the disturbance of ecological balance, wasteful management of natural resources, and large-scale pollution of our environment, is still going on, causing also losses and fatal dangers for human life. Behind global terrorism and “invisible wars” we find striking international and intrasociety inequities and distorted development patterns , which tend to generate social as well as international tensions, thus paving the way for unrest and “visible” wars. It is a commonplace now that peace is not merely the absence of war. The prerequisites of a lasting peace between and within societies involve not only - though, of course, necessarily - demilitarisation, but also a systematic and gradual elimination of the roots of violence, of the causes of “invisible wars”, of the structural and institutional bases of large-scale international and intra-society inequalities, exploitation and oppression. Peace requires a process of social and national emancipation, a progressive, democratic transformation of societies and the world bringing about equal rights and opportunities for all people, sovereign participation and mutually advantageous co-operation among nations. It further requires a pluralistic democracy on global level with an appropriate system of proportional representation of the world society, articulation of diverse interests and their peaceful reconciliation, by non-violent conflict management, and thus also a global governance with a really global institutional system. Under the contemporary conditions of accelerating globalisation and deepening global interdependencies in our world, peace is indivisible in both time and space. It cannot exist if reduced to a period only after or before war, and cannot be safeguarded in one part of the world when some others suffer visible or invisible wars. Thus, peace requires, indeed, a new, demilitarised and democratic world order, which can provide equal opportunities for sustainable development. “Sustainability of development” (both on national and world level) is often interpreted as an issue of environmental protection only and reduced to the need for preserving the ecological balance and delivering the next generations not a destroyed Nature with overexhausted resources and polluted environment. However, no ecological balance can be ensured, unless the deep international development gap and intra-society inequalities are substantially reduced. Owing to global interdependencies there may exist hardly any “zero-sum-games”, in which one can gain at the expense of others, but, instead, the “negative-sum-games” tend to predominate, in which everybody must suffer, later or sooner, directly or indirectly, losses. Therefore, the actual question is not about “sustainability of development” but rather about the “sustainability of human life”, i.e. survival of mankind – because of ecological imbalance and globalised terrorism. When Professor Louk de la Rive Box was the president of EADI, one day we had an exchange of views on the state and future of development studies. We agreed that development studies are not any more restricted to the case of underdeveloped countries, as the developed ones (as well as the former “socialist” countries) are also facing development problems, such as those of structural and institutional (and even system-) transformation, requirements of changes in development patterns, and concerns about natural environment. While all these are true, today I would dare say that besides (or even instead of) “development studies” we must speak about and make “survival studies”. While the monetary, financial, and debt crises are cyclical, we live in an almost permanent crisis of the world society, which is multidimensional in nature, involving not only economic but also socio-psychological, behavioural, cultural and political aspects. The narrow-minded, election-oriented, selfish behaviour motivated by thirst for power and wealth, which still characterise the political leadership almost all over the world, paves the way for the final, last catastrophe. One cannot doubt, of course, that great many positive historical changes have also taken place in the world in the last century. Such as decolonisation, transformation of socio-economic systems, democratisation of political life in some former fascist or authoritarian states, institutionalisation of welfare policies in several countries, rise of international organisations and new forums for negotiations, conflict management and cooperation, institutionalisation of international assistance programmes by multilateral agencies, codification of human rights, and rights of sovereignty and democracy also on international level, collapse of the militarised Soviet bloc and system-change3 in the countries concerned, the end of cold war, etc., to mention only a few. Nevertheless, the crisis of the world society has extended and deepened, approaching to a point of bifurcation that necessarily puts an end to the present tendencies, either by the final catastrophe or a common solution. Under the circumstances provided by rapidly progressing science and technological revolutions, human society cannot survive unless such profound intra-society and international inequalities prevailing today are soon eliminated. Like a single spacecraft, the Earth can no longer afford to have a 'crew' divided into two parts: the rich, privileged, wellfed, well-educated, on the one hand, and the poor, deprived, starving, sick and uneducated, on the other. Dangerous 'zero-sum-games' (which mostly prove to be “negative-sum-games”) can hardly be played any more by visible or invisible wars in the world society. Because of global interdependencies, the apparent winner becomes also a loser. The real choice for the world society is between negative- and positive-sum-games: i.e. between, on the one hand, continuation of visible and “invisible wars”, as long as this is possible at all, and, on the other, transformation of the world order by demilitarisation and democratization. No ideological or terminological camouflage can conceal this real dilemma any more, which is to be faced not in the distant future, by the next generations, but in the coming years, because of global terrorism soon having nuclear and other mass destructive weapons, and also due to irreversible changes in natural environment.

Cap Bad – War

The quest to spread capitalism causes global war

Dillon and Reid 2000 

(Michael and Julian, ”Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency.” Alternatives. Vol. 25, Issue 1)

Complex emergencies are intimately related to the liberal peace of global governance.[ 1] They are said to occur at the boundaries of liberal peace, where that regime of power encounters institutions, norms, and practices that violently differ from its own. Global liberal governance does not, however, simply encounter other so-called rogue states--such as Iraq, Libya, Serbia, or Iran--at the frontiers of the peace that it celebrates. There has been a widely acknowledged weakening and dissolution of the state form in those regions of Africa and Eurasia where complex emergencies are said to arise. That is among the reasons why liberal peace encounters what it calls "complex emergencies" there. Here, liberal peace finds itself deeply implicated in a terrain of disorder in which some states are powerful, some states are in radical dissolution, traditional societies are collapsing and civil conflict is endemic, where international corporations and criminal cartels are also deeply involved, and where international organizations and nongovernmental organizations are inextricably committed as well.  The authors of this article prefer to call these circumstances "emerging political complexes," because they are comprised of dynamic power relations that have long, often convoluted, and poorly understood histories that are social and cultural as well as political and economic and that are simultaneously undergoing significant reformulation and change. The term complex emergency tends to elide these dynamics, often simplifying the vexed political character of them. It does so typically by masking the complex implication of global liberal governance in them. The violent conflicts associated with such emerging political complexes are not simply the persistent recurrence, as so many contemporary analysts are inclined to argue, of fixed and irresolvable historical hatreds. They are very much a function of the ways in which societies in dissolution, since they are at the turbulent confluence of local and global dynamics excited by the diverse military, political, and economic practices of global liberal governance itself, are in consequence thereby subject to violent disorder and change. It is that change that engenders emerging political complexes. While radically reformulating old identity myths and inventing new ones is a typical feature of such complexes, so giving the appearance of unchanging historical form, these are devices by which political and economic forces are mobilized everywhere in the face of change. That is why they are also an active part of the political processes by which emerging political complexes coalesce. It is however quite simplistic to think of them as peculiar to those regions where complex emergencies are said to occur or the mere recurrence of unchanging historical truths there. These practices are part of the common currency of political mobilization in the domain of liberal peace as well. It therefore seems obvious that the radical and continuous transformation of societies that global liberal governance so assiduously seeks must constitute a significant contribution to the very violence that it equally also deplores.   The disorder of emerging political complexes is of course fueled by local factors. In a world that has always been more or less interdependent, however, it would be grossly naive to think that local factors were ever permanently or totally isolated historically from global developments.[ 2] Much less so now, then, in an age of virulent globalization. Global liberal governance is not, of course, a neutral phenomenon, indifferent to local cultures, traditions, and practices. Neither is it benignly disposed toward them. Rather, it has always been virulently disruptive of them and aggressively related to them as much in moral as in economic and military terms. Much of the disorder that borders the domain of liberal peace is clearly also a function, therefore--albeit a fiercely contested function--of its very own normative, political, economic, and military agendas, dynamics, and practices, and of the reverberations these excite throughout the world. It seems increasingly to be a function, specifically, of the way in which development is now ideologically embraced by all of the diverse institutions of liberal peace as an unrelenting project of modernization.[ 3] The chief economist of the World Bank (Joseph Stiglitz) attacks the Washington Consensus on liberalization, stabilization, and privatization in the world economy, for example, as too technical and too narrowly framed a development strategy. He espouses instead a new intensive as well as extensive policy committed to the unqualified and comprehensive modernization and "transformation of traditional societies."[ 4] "Honesty, however requires me to add one more word. In calling for a transformation of societies, I have elided a central issue," Stiglitz had the candor to conclude, "transformation to what kind of society and for what ends?" The impact of modernization on modern as well as traditional societies is, of course, as violent as the impact on global resources and global ecology. The values, practices, and investments that propel such development nonetheless, however, are precisely what protect it from pursuing the key question, locally as well as globally, that Stiglitz posed in terms other than those that underwrite his very problematization of it. Pursued as a deliberate policy of comprehensive social transformation, and of power projection, development becomes allied in novel ways via global liberal governance with geopolitical military and economic institutions and interests. The transformation is therefore to be effected according to the current efficiency and performance criteria of good governance--economically and politically--set by the varied institutions of global liberal peace. In the process, sovereignty, as the traditional principle of political formation whose science is law, is being supplemented by a network-based account of social organization whose principle of formation is "emergence" and whose science increasingly is that of complex adaptive systems.[ 5] These ensure that the political issue posed by Stiglitz rarely progresses beyond an afterthought.  This incendiary brew is currently also fueled by a resurgent liberal moralism. That moralism generates its own peculiar forms of liberal hypocrisy. These include: the calling for intervention by the international community against Indonesian actions in East Timor while liberal states furnished Indonesian armed forces with the very means of carrying out those actions; and seeking to proscribe child soldiers while failing to address the global arms economy that furnishes the children with their weapons. The vexed relation between liberalism and capitalism is also at issue once more since clearly, too, the globalization of markets and of capitalism is intimately involved in the "complex emergencies" that global liberal governance seeks to police.  …dilon and reid continue… As much attention is paid to civil-military communication and coordination and practices of political negotiation in the development of the novel operational concepts and doctrines that such complex interventions require--quite literally, their very discursive formation at an operational level--as it is to traditional military requirements. Moreover, liberalization has applied to military security in some areas and in some respects as much as it has applied to economics and social welfare. The complexification of conflict has also opened new commercial possibilities for the provision of "security," and new security discourses, practices, and agencies have flourished as a consequence. Private armies have emerged and transnational security corporations now offer their services. States have contracted alliances with commercial security organizations that offer assistance where formal state intervention, for whatever reason, is eschewed. Even international organizations avail themselves of the security advice and services that commercial security companies offer, for example with respect to protecting food warehouses so that "spontaneous distribution" of food supplies does not occur.[ 8] Emerging political complexes in Africa and Eurasia have therefore become the "strange attractors" around which novel security-development alliances of states, international organizations, international nongovernmental organizations, and local nongovernmental organizations have formed within the domain of liberal peace and at the interface of its turbulent border terrain.[ 9] Global liberal governance thus responds to the turbulence of emerging political complexes by forming its own emerging strategic complexes as a means of dealing with the instances of violence that the densely mediated polities of the West periodically find unacceptable there, or in response to the security threats that they are generally said to pose. The resultant assemblages are often coalitions of the willing, the accidental, and the ready to hand. Their formation and intervention are selective, influenced by media attention, and by economic and geostrategic interests at least as much as   by the calculation or anticipation of need. Such diverse multiple international/interagency networks pose novel strategic and political questions not only for their own contingent formations but also to the order of liberal peace as such. Their accounts of the sources of disorder are varied and conflicting, yet they also offer new rationales for Western armed forces and their allied arms economies. The outcome can be quite contradictory: military attaches can be committed both to selling arms and to selling "security reform" measures designed to introduce Western-style policing, the rule of law, and demilitarization.  Through the advent of such emerging strategic complexes, development analysts have become as interested in conflict, war, and security as security specialists have become interested in development economics, civil society, and conflict resolution.[ 10] In the process, the liberal peace of global governance exposes its allied face of humanitarian war. An additional feature of these strategic complexes is, however, also a deep and profound confusion about military purpose and military strategy. That in turn promotes a new liberal bull market for strategic ideas in the aftermath of the dissolution of Cold War discourse.[ 11]  Already, then, discourses concerned to elucidate the practices and dynamics of interagency cooperation have emerged, operational concepts and doctrines are formulated and disseminated, and manuals of good practice are officially adopted. Accounts of the bureaucratic politics that characterize the intense interagency competition and rivalry that accompany the formation and operation of such strategic complexes are also emerging. These relish the failure and confusion that abounds in such circumstances, but simultaneously also appeal to it in order to fuel demands for yet better governance, early warning of incipient conflicts, and more adaptive military might to deal with them. No political formulation is therefore innocent. None refers to a truth about the world that preexists that truth's entry into the world through discourse.  Every formula is instead a clue to a truth. Each is crafted in the context of a wider discursive economy of meaning. Tug at the formula, the pull in the fabric begins to disclose the way in which it has been woven. The artefactual design of the truth it proclaims then emerges. We are therefore dealing with something much more than a mere matter of geo- political fact when encountering the vocabulary of complex emer- gency in the discourse of global governance and liberal peace. We are not talking about a discrete class of unproblematic actions. Neither are we discussing certain forms of intractable conflicts. The formula complex emergency does of course address certain kinds of violent disorder. That disorder is not our direct concern. Recall with Foucault and many other thinkers that an economy of mean- ing is no mere idealist speculation. It is a material political pro- duction integral to a specific political economy of power. 

Cap Bad – Econ/Environment/Extinction

Makes social inequality and exn inevitable

Wise et al. (Director of Doctoral Program in Migration Studies & Prof of Development Studies; Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas, Mexico) 10
(Raúl Delgado Wise, Humberto Márquez Covarrubias, Rubén Puentes, Reframing the debate on migration, development and human rights: fundamental elements, October, 2010, www.migracionydesarrollo.org) 

At the end of the first decade of the 21st century, a general crisis centered in the United States affected the global capitalist system on several levels (Márquez, 2009 and 2010). The consequences have been varied: 

Financial. The overflowing of financial capital leads to speculative bubbles that affect the socioeconomic framework and result in global economic depressions. Speculative bubbles involve the bidding up of market prices of such commodities as real estate or electronic innovations far beyond their real value, leading inevitable to a subsequent slump (Foster and Magdof, 2009; Bello, 2006). Overproduction. Overproduction crises emerge when the surplus capital in the global economy is not channeled into production processes due to a fall in profit margins and a slump in effective demand, the latter mainly a consequence of wage containment across all sectors of the population (Bello, 2006). Environmental. Environmental degradation, climate change and a predatory approach to natural resources contribute to the destruction of the latter, along with a fundamental undermining of the material bases for production and human reproduction (Fola- dori and Pierri, 2005; Hinkelammert and Mora, 2008). Social. Growing social inequalities, the dismantling of the welfare state and dwindling means of subsistence accentuate problems such as poverty, unemployment, violence, insecurity and labor precariousness, increasing the pressure to emigrate (Harvey, 2007; Schierup, Hansen and Castles, 2006). 

The crisis raises questions about the prevailing model of globalization and, in a deeper sense, the systemic global order, which currently undermines our main sources of wealth—labor and nature—and overexploits them to the extent that civilization itself is at risk.  The responses to the crisis by the governments of developed countries and international agencies promoting globalization have been short-sighted and exclusivist. Instead of addressing the root causes of the crisis, they have implemented limited strategies that seek to rescue financial and manufacturing corporations facing bankruptcy. In addition, government policies of labor flexibilization and fiscal adjustment have affected the living and working conditions of most of the population. These measures are desperate attempts to prolong the privileges of ruling elites at the risk of imminent and increasingly severe crises. In these conditions, migrants have been made into scapegoats, leading to repressive anti- immigrant legislation and policies (Massey and Sánchez, 2006). A significant number of jobs have been lost while the conditions of remaining jobs deteriorate and deportations increase. Migrants’ living standards have drastically deteriorated but, contrary to expectations, there have been neither massive return flows nor a collapse in remittances, though there is evidence that migrant worker flows have indeed diminished.
Cap Bad – Warming

Capitalism leads to warming—only elites can afford to release carbon at the expense of all
MacNeila and Paterson (writers for Environmental Politics) 12
Robert MacNeila and Matthew Paterson are writers for Environmental Politics, Mar 9,  2012, "Neoliberal climate policy: from market fetishism to the developmental state", http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09644016.2012.651900
Such responses arise out of both the ideological logic of neoliberalism – the fetishising of markets as forms of social organisation – and its political character, as effectively a project by global economic elites to roll back the redistributive reforms of the mid-twentieth century in most advanced industrial economies (Harvey 1989   The first process can be understood in terms of standard debates in environmental economics focused on understanding environmental problems as externalities. Two responses to this are well-known: the Pigouvian one in which the state operates as a neutral agent to force internalisation of external costs (normally through taxation), and the Coasian one in which the problem is understood as one of inadequate assignment of property rights (see Barry 2007  , ch.8, for a review). This is of course the argument popularised in Garrett Hardin's ‘tragedy of the commons' (1968), although Coase's logic is rather more nuanced than Hardin's. In particular, it gains force in neoliberal discourse in part because of a scepticism towards the idea of state neutrality contained in the Pigouvian preference for environmental taxation, associated particularly with the public choice element in neoliberal ideological discourse (Gamble 1988  , Hay 2007) that regards such taxation as subject to all sorts of rent-seeking behaviour by both state bureaucrats and vested economic interests. The neoliberalisation of environmental discourse entails a favouring of the latter (Coasian) explanation, and thus focuses on the attribution of individual, exclusive property rights in order to create the appropriate incentives not to over-use resources. But it also, in many instances, constitutes an appropriation of existing commons, and thus can be understood from this perspective as a return to processes of primitive accumulation (Glassman 2007) – or in other words as part of the political logic of neoliberalism as an elite-led struggle to regain dominance (Harvey 2005). This process of commodification occurs through the creation of either cap-and-trade or offset markets around carbon emissions. The former, in effect, creates tradable property rights to emit carbon up to a certain limit, while the latter is effectively a market in promises not to emit carbon (Hoffmann 2011   where such promises create credits that can then be traded to compensate for (i.e. offset) emissions produced elsewhere. Both types of markets have expanded enormously since the early 2000s, and are now comfortably the largest single environmental market, worth US$143 billion in 2009 and are often claimed by participants to be the most rapidly growing derivatives market of any type. Allied to the literature arguing that carbon markets are driven by a neoliberal logic is a large body of work by critical social movements that also emphasises that the commodification of climate is essentially a process of appropriation of rights to use the atmosphere's carbon capacities by northern political and economic elites at the expense of the rest of the planet is worth noting as well, as it aims to identify the conditions under which economies might undergo substantial transformations in the way they metabolise nature and thus produce various forms of environmental degradation. This literature generally argues that it is easier to pursue ecological modernisation strategies in social democratic welfare states than in neoliberal ones (Mol and Spaargaren 2002, Dryzek et al. 2003  ). This corresponds broadly to distinctions in comparative political economy (Hall and Soskice 2001  ) between ‘coordinated market economies’ (CMEs) and ‘liberal market economies’ (LMEs).4      According to much of this work, EM practices are increasingly deployed in Western Europe and East Asia but have consistently failed to win favour in the United States because of that country's neoliberal ideological climate, notoriously combative relationship between states and markets, and non-conducive legislative system (Mol and Spaargaren 2002, Dryzek et al. 2003  , Dryzek 2004). Indeed, as Dryzek (2004) argues, the states that consistently excel at implementing the tenets of EM are those which feature cooperative and corporatist political-economic systems, characterised by a culture of cooperation among business, government, and environmental groups. As Schlosberg and Rinfret (2008, p. 793) argue, ‘such a structure has simply not existed in the US, where the adversarial culture and institutional pathologies of US policy-making encourage competition and conflict over cooperation and intelligent policy design'. For Driesen (2010  , p. 112), Washington's continued inability to implement such progressive interventionism can indeed be explained by the country's culture of market fundamentalism and neoliberal state–market relations:   In particular, the United States' failure arises from an ideological climate that embraced free markets as the solution to all economic and social issues and regarded vigorous government action as anathema. This ideological climate … influenced government's approach in a variety of areas, leading to … a lack of vigour in on-going efforts to protect public health, safety, and the environment. While institutional inertia allowed already existing environmental programs to remain in place … neoliberalism made it very difficult to take on the challenging new problem of global warming. Market-based mechanisms … remain central to new federal efforts to address global climate change and the ongoing academic debate about how best to address global climate disruption.  Our argument in this article is that the central problem with these analyses lies in the way that they conceive of neoliberalism either purely at the level of ideology, or in terms of a roll-out of financial interests. In other words, they tend to take too seriously the ideological claims made by market fundamentalists about how neoliberal states in practice operate, and thereby tend to over-represent the place of commodification and privatisation logics in neoliberal policy. Instead, we argue that a more conceptually nuanced depiction of neoliberal climate policy would acknowledge that, while commodification and greater use of market instruments are indeed salient elements of the contemporary response, they are merely one aspect of it, and have not crowded out (or successfully trumped) other competing logics in the policy process. In particular, neoliberal ideology does not negate the state's structural role in creating the conditions for stable growth and accumulation. Regarding climate change, this entails broad action to establish new modes of regulation for things like energy and environmental security, and using the specific forms that climate policy takes as means to promote new forms of accumulation and sectoral growth. At best, neoliberal ideology provides a contextual backdrop for these policy objectives and can thereby alter the ways that policies manifest under market-fundamentalist conditions, but it does not alter them in any basic manner. Employing a strategic-relational understanding of how climate policies emerge in neoliberal states we view the state not as a homogenous entity with a singular purpose or ideology, but rather as a form of social relation, and thus effectively an arena of struggle between various political and economic forces seeking to use state power for specific purposes. In spite of this heterogeneity, however, political struggles within the state can be seen as maintaining specific patterns of ‘strategic selectivity’ (or in institutionalist language, path-dependency) that both structurally reflect and modify the efforts of various actors to shape individual policies. These strategic selectivities cause certain actors, identities, strategies, and spatial/temporal horizons to be privileged over time in each context, and thus produce a range of competing coherent logics in the policy process. Such a relational perspective which takes into account the full range of structural, institutional, and idiosyncratic influences on policy necessarily forces us to rule out any general theories of neoliberal climate policy, and acknowledge that each individual ‘neoliberal state’ arrives at a set of policies according to its own specific conditions and political relations, and not a hegemonic brand of neoliberalism based on a singular logic or policy form. This is even the case while many forces promoting neoliberal ideology aspire to such a singular logic – the structural and institutional requirements of the capitalist state as well as the pre-existing histories of particular states intervene between ideology and outcomes to produce variation between different states. This framework thus presents us with two key questions regarding the specific character of US climate policy. First, the existence of several competing logics within individual neoliberalisms asks us to define what particular logics are acting upon the climate policy process in the United States. While the most obvious one, the logic of financialisation, has not yet been strong enough to establish a federal cap-and-trade system against the backdrop of powerful fossil fuel interests, an influential secondary logic we see as guiding policy has been the federal government's tradition of directly fostering and facilitating the growth of domestic high-tech sectors since the late 1970s. As noted above, this logic has helped to tacitly define the issue of climate change not as a problem of market failure or absent property rights, but rather as one of inappropriate technologies, and thus policy responses have implicitly aimed towards the development (either directly or indirectly) of novel energy technologies and efficiency processes, and the fostering of new markets for these innovations. 
Cap Bad – Democracy

Capitalism erodes potential for public discussion and makes democratic governing impossible—China proves

Reich 7

Robert B. Reich, former U.S. secretary of labor, is professor of public policy at the University of California, Berkeley. 

AUGUST 15, 2007, "How Capitalism Is Killing Democracy", http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2007/08/15/how_capitalism_is_killing_democracy
Free markets were supposed to lead to free societies. Instead, today's supercharged global economy is eroding the power of the people in democracies around the globe. Welcome to a world where the bottom line trumps the common good and government takes a back seat to big business.   It was supposed to be a match made in heaven. Capitalism and democracy, we've long been told, are the twin ideological pillars capable of bringing unprecedented prosperity and freedom to the world. In recent decades, the duo has shared a common ascent. By almost any measure, global capitalism is triumphant. Most nations around the world are today part of a single, integrated, and turbocharged global market. Democracy has enjoyed a similar renaissance. Three decades ago, a third of the world's nations held free elections; today, nearly two thirds do.   Conventional wisdom holds that where either capitalism or democracy flourishes, the other must soon follow. Yet today, their fortunes are beginning to diverge. Capitalism, long sold as the yin to democracy's yang, is thriving, while democracy is struggling to keep up. China, poised to become the world's third largest capitalist nation this year after the United States and Japan, has embraced market freedom, but not political freedom. Many economically successful nations -- from Russia to Mexico -- are democracies in name only. They are encumbered by the same problems that have hobbled American democracy in recent years, allowing corporations and elites buoyed by runaway economic success to undermine the government's capacity to respond to citizens' concerns.   Of course, democracy means much more than the process of free and fair elections. It is a system for accomplishing what can only be achieved by citizens joining together to further the common good. But though free markets have brought unprecedented prosperity to many, they have been accompanied by widening inequalities of income and wealth, heightened job insecurity, and environmental hazards such as global warming. Democracy is designed to allow citizens to address these very issues in constructive ways. And yet a sense of political powerlessness is on the rise among citizens in Europe, Japan, and the United States, even as consumers and investors feel more empowered. In short, no democratic nation is effectively coping with capitalism's negative side effects.   This fact is not, however, a failing of capitalism. As these two forces have spread around the world, we have blurred their responsibilities, to the detriment of our democratic duties. Capitalism's role is to increase the economic pie, nothing more. And while capitalism has become remarkably responsive to what people want as individual consumers, democracies have struggled to perform their own basic functions: to articulate and act upon the common good, and to help societies achieve both growth and equity. Democracy, at its best, enables citizens to debate collectively how the slices of the pie should be divided and to determine which rules apply to private goods and which to public goods. Today, those tasks are increasingly being left to the market. What is desperately needed is a clear delineation of the boundary between global capitalism and democracy -- between the economic game, on the one hand, and how its rules are set, on the other. If the purpose of capitalism is to allow corporations to play the market as aggressively as possible, the challenge for citizens is to stop these economic entities from being the authors of the rules by which we live.      Most people are of two minds: As consumers and investors, we want the bargains and high returns that the global economy provides. As citizens, we don't like many of the social consequences that flow from these transactions. We like to blame corporations for the ills that follow, but in truth we've made this compact with ourselves. After all, we know the roots of the great economic deals we're getting. They come from workers forced to settle for lower wages and benefits. They come from companies that shed their loyalties to communities and morph into global supply chains. They come from CEOs who take home exorbitant paychecks. And they come from industries that often wreak havoc on the environment. . 

Cap Bad – Democracy 

Neoliberal competition destroys democracy

Kienle (Lecturer in Middle East Politics at University of London and Chair of its Center for Near and Middle Eastern Studies) 10  

(Eberhard, Global competitiveness, the erosion of checks and balances, and the demise of liberal democracy, 10 May,  http://www.opendemocracy.net/global-competitiveness-erosion-of-checks-and-balances-and-demise-of-liberal-democracy) 
 As Wendy Brown, followed by Myriam Revault d’Allonnes, aptly put it with reference to Michel Foucault, neoliberalism as preached and practised today is quite different from ‘traditional’ liberalism as it was defined and lived by its classics and their followers. While the latter sought to regulate existing ‘natural’ markets, neoliberalism as a ‘constructivist’ approach attempts to build and strengthen markets in the economy and beyond. Thus competition and competitiveness are generalized as the gold standard by which to measure all human activity including the performance of governments [4].  Export subsidies, trade tariffs, tax holidays to attract foreign capital and active -yet selective- immigration policies targeting specific skill groups like IT technicians are only some of the measures by which governments attempt to enhance the competitiveness of their respective countries. Relevant international regimes such as the WTO or the European Neighbourhood Policy serve similar purposes, obviously within the limits of the balances of power they reflect at given points in time. Without claiming all wealth increases are zero-sum, there are clearly some effects that potentially threaten other individuals, groups or ‘nations’. The competition for competitiveness naturally appears to many players as a matter of life and death, domination and submission (Zygmunt Baumant describes this eloquently in Wasted Lives: Modernity and Its Outcasts [5]).  Above and beyond the allegedly new manufactured risks that are part of modernisation, at the origin of a ‘risk society’ and indivisible from Ulrich Beck’s ‘second modernity’[6], the enlightenment that we continue to value highly may once again produce its complete opposite. After giving birth to the tyrannies of fascism and feeding the stultifying mass media that are at the centre of Theodor W. Adorno’s and Max Horkheimer’s ‘Dialectics of the Enlightenment’[7], its dynamics may now push us for good into the new social Darwinian logic of unbridled market competition.  Fuelled by existential fears, the search for efficiency is becoming the chief, if not sole, guiding principle for human action and public policies. Unchecked by competing concerns such as equity or compassion, it is becoming a totalitarian principle threatening the survival of pluralism, democracy and human rights. A totalitarian principle does not ipso facto entail totalitarian government in the traditional sense. However, by definition it entails the removal of the various sources of friction or opposition and thus the checks and balances that might prevent or delay its own translation into reality [8]. 
Cap Bad – Econ

Capitalism makes economicc collapse inevitable – empirically caused economic recession such as 2008

Raco and Street 11

(Mike Raco and Emma Street, in the Bartlett School of Planning, University College London and in the Department of Geography, King’s College London, respectively. writers of "Resilience Planning, Economic Change and The Politics of Post-recession Development in London and Hong Kong")

The scale of the current global economic downturn has undermined some of the core assumptions that dominated urban policy thinking in many global cities in the 1990s and 2000s. During this period of expansion, particularly in the financial and leisure services, policy agendas became primarily concerned with managing and mitigating the social, economic and environmental effects of growth. Major investment projects were initiated in order to attract inward investment and a creative class of entrepreneurial workers. However, the rapid turnaround in the fortunes of the global economic system has meant that even some of the key architects of the neo-liberal order now openly talk of a ‘new’ era and the redrawing of boundaries between markets and states (see The Economist, 2009a). Such developments have implications for urban policy in particular, as it is in cities that the creative and financial sector service industries are concentrated and have expanded most (see Florida, 2005). As in earlier crises, cities find themselves at the forefront of market and economic change. It is in this context that there has been a burgeoning of academic and policy interest in the concept of resilience planning. The parallel discourse of sustainability, with its emphasis on ‘future generations’ has, temporarily at least, given way to a new concern with the short-term ability of economic and social systems to cope with the fall-out of recession and the immediate needs of existing communities and businesses. The aim of this paper is to use data from a comparative study of London and Hong Kong to analyse and deconstruct the emerging politics and practices of resilience planning in global cities. We use the evidence to explore three themes. First, we interrogate the concept of resilience. We begin by outlining its origins both in ecological debates of the 1960s and in more recent deliberations over disaster management and urban vulnerability. We make a distinction between more conservative and more radical definitions, understandings and political uses of the term. Secondly, we examine continuities and changes in planning agendas and assess the dominant understandings of the problems and opportunities now facing policymakers, planners, business leaders and voluntary- and community-sector groups. This is related to a third and final theme that explores the emerging politics of resilience and considers the extent to which we are seeing ‘conservative’ or ‘radical’ modes of policy being rolled out in London and Hong Kong. We argue that, whilst resilience and recovery planning are put forward as politically neutral, common-sense policy objectives, underpinned by a pragmatic philosophy, in reality they mask fundamental political differences of view over how urban economies could and should function and what the principal objectives of development policy should be. Moreover, whilst some academics, policymakers and others now argue that resilience is an idea whose ‘time has come’, the evidence presented here indicates that the picture in global cities is much more patchy. Discourses of resilience and recovery have taken on path-dependent, concrete forms that reflect the specific politics, contexts and circumstances in which they are located. As the paper will indicate, in both cities, post-recession development politics has become dominated by discourses of recovery and bouncing back to the status quo ante—that is, to a sustained period of globalisation and financially driven economic growth. There is relatively little radical questioning of the economic and political systems associated with globalisation and, as will be shown, despite attempts by some governmental, voluntary and community-sector agencies to promote more radical forms of discourse, a politics of consensus and conservatism still dominates development thinking. 

Cap Bad – Econ

Neoliberalism causes the decline of the economy as well as social welfare. Empirically proven

Larner 5

(Wendy Larner, writer for the Stronger Communities Action Fund in New Zealand, March 15, 2005. " Neoliberalism in (Regional) Theory and Practice: the Stronger Communities Action Fund in New Zealand"  Volume 43, Issue 1, March 2005)

According to Prime Minster Helen Clark, neoliberalism in New Zealand is now over (Clark, 2002). During the 1980s and 1990s, New Zealand received international attention as an early — and perhaps exemplary — case of the move from social democracy to neoliberalism. Since the 1999 election, however, the New Zealand government, like its international third way counterparts, has moved away from earlier ‘more-market’ approaches. It is already clear to most commentators that the approach of the ﬁfth Labour government does not mark a return to the nation-state centred understandings of the post-war period. Contemporary policies and programmes continue to draw on highly economistic language and are tied to increasing participation in the globalising economy for both men and women. But ‘after neoliberalism’ 1 also involves the active building of new relationships, many of which are with non-traditional economic and social actors. One consequence is that new political conﬁgurations have emerged. For example, environment and culture have both ntered into the domain of economic policy, and community and diversity now feature centrally in social policies and programmes. How should we analyse these developments? Does ‘after neoliberalism’ in New Zealand represent a new emphasis on local solutions to local problems, or is it yet another example of policies and programmes largely developed elsewhere arriving in New Zealand through international networks of policymakers, technocrats and intellectuals? Are these developments a ‘ﬂanking, compensatory mechanism for the inadequacies of the market mechanism’ (Jessop, 2002, 455)? Or do they represent a mutation from ‘roll back’ to ‘roll out’ neoliberalism, in which strategically targeted resistance has spurred the transformation of a macro-political project within which ‘competing’ regulatory projects and experiments can be situated (Peck and Tickell, 2002)? Is this new ‘social neoliberalism’ (Cerny, 2004) an economic and social successor to Keynesian welfarism, or a more pragmatic temporary political accommodation? The answers to these questions, of course, depend on how we understand neoliberalism both theoretically and practically.  This paper begins to address these issues by discussing neoliberalism in theory, focusing on four criticisms of the existing conceptions of neoliberalism. It is argued that, rather than continuing to focus on the demise of Keynesian welfarist concepts and categories, analysts need to pay greater attention to the contested emergence of new spaces, socialities and subjectivities. In turn, analyses of speciﬁc neoliberal projects are likely to reveal hybrid multi-vocal conﬁgurations rather than uniﬁed and coherent political formations. The second half of the paper illustrates these points by focusing on neoliberalism in practice, through a case study of the Stronger Communities Action Fund (SCAF). Not only does this case study underline the heterogeneity of the new spaces, socialities and subjectivities of social policy, it also highlights the key role of diverse imaginaries, governmental strategies and political contestation in determining the forms these take. The paper concludes that neoliberalism is a more complex and contradictory phenomenon than is often recognized, and argues that it is important for analysts to avoid unwitting re-inscription of the hegemony of the very political formation they wish to contest.  Neoliberalism in theory Neoliberalism is most often used as a shorthand term to refer to the political preference for market mechanisms as a means of ensuring economic and social wellbeing. According to the organisers of the workshop reported on in this issue, for example: Neoliberalism demands the ascendancy of markets as society’s prime distributional tool controlling the allocation of resources on the basis of competition and placing responsibility for well-being on the shoulders of the individual. The consequences of this commitment to neoliberalism have been: a winding back of Keynesian-welfare state institutions; erosion of spatial distribution devices constructed under 20th century Australian political economy; and an aggressive dismantling of social arrangements organised under collective agreements and aspirations (especially those relating to working conditions and social services). In aggregate, neoliberalism has produced a dramatic re-scaling of the Australian political economy with important consequences for cities and regions. This deﬁnition would be widely accepted by the majority of academics working in the broadly deﬁned ﬁeld of political economy, including most human geographers. Let me begin by making four observations about this orthodoxy by focusing on the identiﬁed consequences of neoliberalism. Firstly, the focus in such accounts is on what we have lost, and not on the new political economic conﬁgurations that are beginning to emerge. As we have just seen, the accepted story of neoliberalism is one of the decline of the national economy and of social welfarism. Consequently, the focus of academic commentary has been to document the economic, political and social challenges to the spaces and subjects of the post-war period. In part, this reﬂects a tendency to see Keynesian-welfarism as a normal arrangement, rather than as a temporary, and always tenuous, political settlement. If I were harsh, I would call this ‘welfare state nostalgia’ for, while the post-war period may have been premised on claims of universalism and might have been a good period for the working man, it wasn’t so good for many others, including women, recent migrants and indigenous peoples. My broader point, however, is somewhat different. In accepting this orthodoxy about neoliberalism we are telling partial, and possibly unduly pessimistic, stories. We now know a great deal about the changing role of the nation-state, the decline of the national economy, the erosion of the male breadwinner model of the labour force, and the cultural challenges to universalising conceptions of society. What new spaces, socialities and subjectivities are emerging? How should these be understood? 

Cap Bad – Racism

Neoliberalist beliefs allow for businesses to decide what benefits are given to which employees, resulting in the marginalization of minorities. 

Heather Boushey and Chris Tilly 03-04/2009 I CANT FIND THE WEBSITE BECAUSE I SAVED THE PDF AND JUST ABANDONED THE ACTUAL WEBSITE, BUT I’LL FIND IT SOON.

The U.S. social political framework has always relied on private employers to fill in the gaps for workers, rather than the state. U.S. workers have neither a strong social safety net outside the labor market nor an extensive social welfare structure supporting the labor market. For the most part, adequate provision of social benefits depends critically on employers’ voluntary adoption of support policies. For example, the United States has neither a universal health plan nor requirement that employers provide health insurance coverage; the U.S. public system of old-age pensions is work-based, and that public system falls short unless supplemented by additional (voluntary) employer contributions. The system largely marginalizes low earners, people of color and immigrant populations, and those unable to work or irregularly attached to the labor market, but it also leaves much of the middle class vulnerable to cutbacks by their employers. This model is failing, even for the middle class. Over the past generation, employers have increasingly pushed the burden of economic risks associated with illness, unemployment, or old age onto individuals, and the state has not stepped in to cover those risks, exacerbating social exclusion. While employers have maintained generous benefit packages for a privileged few, they have reduced employment benefits for most. The centrality of employer-provided benefits and the absence or limited presence of broader government provision have significantly weakened economic security for most. The destructive consequences of shifting risks onto working families are particularly visible when the economy sputters, as in the current recession. In today’s changed political landscape, the time is ripe to take bold strides in rebuilding the U.S. social support system, beefing up workplace-based elements as well as developing socially provided supplements. At the outset, however, we stress two critical points. The first is that to deepen inclusion, it is essential to strive for universality, pushing back against the political pressures to exclude particular groups, such as employees of smaller businesses. The second is that given many Americans’ by now reflexive distrust of government, it is necessary to find creative ways to make the case for policies that will indeed expand government regulatory and transfer activities. Our goal with this paper is to help make that case. The U.S. System of Social Protection for Workers and How It Has Changed The U.S. system includes only a very limited government-provided set of supports for families to help them mitigate the economic risks of illness, unemployment, or change in family structure (such as divorce or a new child). Because the United States does not provide universal health insurance, nearly one in six residents of the country lack health insurance coverage (DeNavas-Walt et al. 2007). Most of those without coverage are children, but in addition, about one-third of workers who earn less than $20,000 a year have no health insurance coverage of any kind (Employee Benefit Research Institute 2008 a, figure 22). Except in the state of California, and soon Washington and New Jersey, U.S. workers do not have the right to paid family and medical leave, in only three localities do workers have the right to paid sick days (San Francisco, the District of Columbia, and Milwaukee), and part-time workers are more often than not denied employment-based benefits. In an era when most families had stay-at-home wives, this was far from ideal, but not a disaster. Now, with families having little flexibility in terms of someone to provide care, this situation packs a double punch. Given that 70 percent of families do not have a stay-at-home parent, another gap with serious consequence is that the United States has no national system of childcare. Private child-care costs are high, especially for the care of young children. In 2002, U.S. families in the bottom fortieth percentile paying for day care spent nearly one fifth of their income on that care (Boushey and Wright 2004b). Some government child-care subsidies are available to low-income parents, but recent research finds that across ten states, fewer than 25 percent of eligible children are served by these subsidies (Albelda et al. 2007). The United States spends less than one half of one percent of its budget on child-care programs. The countervailing trend is that while the state has pulled back from supporting nonworking poor families, there has been some shift toward supporting the income of the “working poor,” low income families with at least one worker. In the mid-1990s, welfare reform effectively eliminated income supports for nonworking, able-bodied adults, even if they have small children at home. At the same time, policymakers extended benefits to low-income working families through expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and introducing the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). The end of government-provided income for low-income parents left some families in desperate straits, but the extension of other benefits has left some working poor families better off than before. However, these expansions, while important, were limited at best. While some of the poorest working families gained, most low-income families with a worker remain ineligible for work supports, and many of those eligible do not actually receive benefits (Albelda et al. 2007). Simultaneously, social exclusion has advanced through the rapid and sustained increase in income inequality. Over the past thirty years, even though U.S. families have increased their hours of labor force participation, average earnings per hour of work have stagnated, and earnings inequality has grown. As a result, families have experienced slower growth in family incomes and widening family income inequality. At the same time, costs for basics, like health care, housing, and child care, have increased far faster than inflation, putting them out of reach for many families. For example, while most U.S. families can afford a television or DVD player, which can easily cost less than $100, many cannot afford the more than $300 to $1,000 per month necessary to pay for health insurance coverage and health care expenses. But it was not always this way: a comparison of the U.S. social protection system in the early 1970s and today is enlightening. The most important fact is what has not changed: social supports were and continue to be primarily employment-based. But there also have been significant changes in recent decades. Government transfers have been sharply reduced. While some employment-based benefits have been added or strengthened, others have been weakened, leaving a system that is, at best, inadequate and very uneven in its impact. The foundation of U.S. employment and social policy was established during the 1930s. This core set of components was amended— most often enhanced—through the early 1970s and has remained fairly similar since then.

Cap Bad – Epistemology 

Fantasy world – Their evidence overstates advantages and causes poor policy

Matti Siemiatycki, Assistant Professor, PhD Urban Planning, British Columbia, 4-05, [“The making of a mega project in the neoliberal city,” CITY, VOL. 9, NO. 1, APRIL 2005, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13604810500050336] E. Liu

Given the institutionalization of neoliberal partnership ideology, it is legitimate to ask how this structure had impact on the habits, norms, routines, established practices and rules that pattern behaviour within the RAV project planning process. Only recently have academics begun to examine critically the processes and politics that underlie contemporary urban transportation mega projects. For Wachs (1988) and Flyvbjerg (2003), publications such as When Planners Lie with Numbers and ‘The Lying Game’, respectively, illustrate that there is a systemic pattern of wilful misinformation on the part of project proponents. As Flyvbjerg (2003, p. 64) notes, the projects which get built are not “necessarily the best ones, but those projects for which proponents best succeed in conjuring a fantasy world of underestimated costs, overestimated revenues, undervalued environmental impacts and overvalued regional development effects”. For Altshuler and Luberoff (2003), the continued investment in urban transit mega projects in spite of their poor performance reflects the private financial benefits and political potency of a pro-transit message. Transit resonates with a wide range of powerful interest groups, including downtown and construction-related businesses, construction and transit labour unions, environmentalists and advocates for the poor. Concurrently, the failure to invest in transit has ‘great nuisance potential’. In this sense, transit investment is part of a confluence of business and political forces, which guides individual decision making.

***Alt***

Alt Possible – Political Project/Movements Possible

To reject capitalism, we must endorse a political project to transform the structures of capitalism. 

Wise (Director of Doctoral Program in Migration Studies & Prof of Development Studies; Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas, Mexico) 9 
(Raúl Delgado, Forced Migration and US Imperialism: The Dialectic of Migration and Development, Crit Sociol, 35: 767, ProQuest) 

The promotion of development as social transformation could curtail forced migration. Globalization depicts migration as inevitable; we must endorse, both in theory and practice, the viability of alternative processes of development and do so on different levels. We must first redefine the asymmetrical terms that developed countries, aided by principles that have by now turned into fetishes (e.g. democracy, liberty, and free trade), used for imperialist domination. This involves an exposé of imperialist practices, which have created oceans of inequality and condemned vast regions of the world to marginalization, poverty, social exclusion, and unfettered migration. Foreign investment (FI) has been a fundamental driving force in this regard. A genuine process of social transformation involving the migrant and non-migrant sectors of society would not only seek to contain the overwhelming flow of forced migration but also revert the ongoing processes of social degradation that characterize underdevelopment and even pose a threat to human existence (Bello, 2006; Harvey, 2007). As an alternative to the current phase of imperialist domination, Petras argues in favor of what he defines as a Worker-Engineer Public Control model (WEPC) based on six main principles: tax revenues versus tax evasions; profit remittances and privileged salaries versus social investment; high reinvestment ratios versus capital flight; long term investment in research and development versus speculative investment; social welfare versus capitalist privileges; and fixed capital/mobile labor versus mobile capital/fixed labor (Petras, 2007: 234–5). This model provides an alternative approach that maximizes national and working-class interests: ‘it has potential drawbacks and internal contradictions, which require constant reflection, deliberation, debate and reforms’ (2007: 237). Nonetheless, ‘the model provides the surest and most direct road to development with democracy, social justice and national independence. The success of the WEPC model, its introduction and sustainability, does not depend merely on its socioeconomic viability but also on appropriate and supporting national security and cultural policies and institutions (2007: 237–8). Following the above considerations, an approach based on a Marxist critique of the World Bank’s views regarding the migration-development nexus, would posit that international migration is an element of the current imperialist project led by the USA and that the migration phenomenon has to be examined in this context in order to reveal its root causes and effects. In order to approach migration’s cause-and-effect relationships with development and examine specific moments in the dialectic interaction between development and migration, the following two issues must be addressed:3 1. Strategic practices. These refer to the confrontation between different projects that espouse diverging class interests, which in turn underlie the structures of contemporary capitalism and its inherent development problems. There are currently two major projects. The hegemonic one is promoted by the large MNCs, the governments of developed countries led by US imperialism, and allied elites in underdeveloped nations, all under the umbrella of international organizations commanded by the US government, like the IMF and the World Bank. The project’s loss of legitimacy under the aegis of neoliberal globalization means that, nowadays, rather than writing of hegemony we can use the term ‘domination’. The implementation of this imperialist project is not the result of consensus but rather military force and the financial imposition of macroeconomic ‘structural reform’ along the lines of the Washington or Post-Washington Consensus. The second alternative project consists of the sociopolitical actions of a range of social classes and movements as well as collective subjects and agents, including migrant associations that endorse a political project designed to transform the structural dynamics and political and institutional environments which bar the implementation of alternative development strategies on the global, regional, national and local levels.
Alt Possible – Sustainability

Neoliberalism allows for the gradual corruption of our society and ultimately leads to mass system failure. 
Peters 12

Michael A. Peters 6/10/12 “Greening the Knowledge Economy: A Critique of Neoliberalism” http://truth-out.org/news/item/9642-greening-the-knowledge-economy-a-critique-of-neoliberalism
What this age demands more than ever is an understanding not simply of systems in natural, social and geopolitical environments and their interrelations, but also the logic of large-scale system-events, their emergence and collapse, and their impacts for humanity. In the economic and political realm, as social scientists, we need to know more about the logic of large-scale events governing system failures, such as the collapse of the Soviet system in 1989 and the collapse of the neoliberal global financial system in 2008. The social sciences have not been good at predicting or analyzing these kinds of events, which demand a better interface between social and natural sciences and their mediation and understanding through new mathematical and computational theories of complex systems, of complexity and chaos, and of the difficulties with formal mathematical modeling and simulation. Complexity theory is a broad term used for a research approach to problems in diverse disciplines (physics, chemistry, molecular biology, meteorology, economics, sociology, psychology and neuroscience) based on nonlinear, nondeterministic systems evolution. Cybernetic, catastrophe, chaos and complexity are forms of thinking that historically have attempted to theorize these phenomena. I try to demonstrate the need for understanding the importance of philosophical thinking in order to build a case for understanding the concept of environment as a suitable perspective in order to trace the complex ecologies comprising knowledge societies and economies. The argument is made that the most sustainable and "productive" interface in advanced postindustrial societies in the 21st century will be that between the knowledge economy and the "green economy" - what I refer to as the "greening of the knowledge economy." In his address on the US economy at Georgetown University in April of 2009, President Obama pronounced five pillars of the new foundations for recovering the American dream: new rules for Wall Street and greater regulation of finance capitalism with less emphasis on manipulation of numbers and more emphasis on making; investment in education at all levels and the preparation of students for the 21st century; the promotion and investment in clean-green energy technologies designed to utilize renewable resources and promote energy efficiencies while reducing the dependency on Middle East oil; reform of the health care system (Medicare, Medicaid) to reduce inflated costs and providing a system of universal provision; reduction of the deficit and creating a sustainable economic future for America. For Obama's administration, these five pillars are the basis of long-term economic sustainability, signaling a deliberate move away from the speculative bubble of an unregulated neoliberal finance capitalism which led to the worst global recession since the end of World War II and a historic number of foreclosures and job losses. Had these policy ideas been honored and acted upon, they may have actually promoted sustainability and greater democratization. The big problem is that the pronouncements of the Obama administration (the five pillars) do not seem to be an actual policy statement powered by an intention to act. The Obama administration has enabled the continuation of casino capitalism and enacted "reforms" that are barely cosmetic in nature, with Obama continuing to fund his candidacy from the financial sector. His treasury secretary has steadfastly avoided regulating; his attorney general avoided prosecuting the most egregious and criminal-on-its-face behavior by the banks. In the area of the environment, fracking and deepwater oil exploration continue apace with administration complicity. The so-called "financialization of capitalism" led to the rise of speculative finance culture which benefited hedge fund and Wall Street financiers at the expense of the rest of the population, causing credit and finance imbalances and system crises. The spectacular growth of finance capital based itself upon the selling of financial derivatives, credit-default swaps and securitized risk products. Managed hedge funds that were packaged and sold on resulted in overvalued assets and a labyrinthine maze where it was no longer possible to fathom who owned the risk any longer. This new speculative finance culture collapsed distinctions between commercial and investment banking (beginning with the rescinding of the 1933 Glass-Steagall Act in 1994) and gave way to excessive profits, massive fraud and a crisis of markets and financial institutions. It also imperiled the architecture and ecology of the whole global economy - leading George Soros to call it the "era of the destruction of capital." Some $30 trillion was wiped off equity assets; a further $30 trillion was wiped off the books through lost production, the subprime mortgage market and bailout attempts to ring-fence other toxic assets. Together, the financial crisis, global climate change and broader ecological challenges demand a new model of how America and the world pursue economic prosperity with a greater emphasis on long-term sustainability, state-centric policies and greater regulation aimed at reinvestment in public infrastructure as well as education, health and renewable energy forms. To read more articles from Michael A. Peters or other writers in the Public Intellectual Project, click here. The neoliberal era had encouraged a form of socioeconomic evolution of the wage-laboring "man" of industrial capitalism into the global, postindustrial "smart investor" with a balanced investment portfolio. The Obama administration promised to place the emphasis once again on an economic identity based on "making" rather than "speculating," on diligence, hard work and community rebuilding rather than becoming a landlord with a portfolio of investment properties, able to retire early and live off investment returns. Again, this policy idea has not been achieved as the backslide to neoliberalism in the finance sector has encouraged large-scale fraud and historic levels of profit for Wall Street banks. For Middle America and for the UK middle class - the so-called Anglo-American model of capitalism - the dream of easy returns from smart investment and continuous monitoring of stock markets has evaporated. By contrast, the ecological agenda emphasizes an age of renewed collective responsibility based on ecological, market and social sustainability. The efficient market thesis has been replaced by an acknowledgement of market failure essential to both ecological economics and to the "sign" economy (or knowledge economy), which calls for symbolic analysis and manipulation and is often touted as being based on "clean" information technologies. The postmodern critique of neoliberalism is not merely a negative account of neoclassical assumptions or simply an updating of economics according to the debates of the 1980s and after. It also constitutes a positive moment that provides important directions for the future. I have called these directions "greening the knowledge economy," by which I mean a constellation after the "second industrial divide" of a synergistic relation between two mega-trends, imperatives and forces that, acting upon one another, become a significant trajectory for postindustrial economies. The tradition of economics of information and knowledge now is a well-documented field that coalesces with other disciplines to define the discourse of the knowledge economy (Peters and Besley, 2006). This discourse both predates and postdates neoliberalism, although it has also been given a neoliberal reading by world policy agencies, such as the World Bank, based on a version of human capital theory with investment in key competencies and neoliberal restructuring of education based on principles of deregulation, privatization and the introduction of student loans. The neoliberal reading is also sometimes associated with the growth of sign economies and financialization of the global economy.[1] Yet the neoliberal reading is only one reading, and it does not analyze or identify the notion of knowledge as a global public good that demands government intervention designed to protect and enhance the public domain. The neoliberal reading does not take into account or try to explain the fundamental differences between the traditional industrial economy and the knowledge economy, except by reference to pure rationality assumptions that do not sit well or apply within networked environments or merging distributive knowledge and learning ecologies. In these "ecological" environments, none of the elements of homo economicus focusing on individuality, rationality and self-interest obviously apply. 
Alt Possible – A2: Cap Inevitable 

Capitalism is unsustainable and its decline causes violence. 

Battersby 9

(Benjamin Battersby, writer, text from the book "CAPITALISM: UNJUST, UNSTABLE, & UNSUSTAINABLE" 2009 http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=XOm8pTNXgUYC&oi=fnd&pg=PR5&dq=%22unsustainable%22+AND+%22capitalism%22&ots=JrcB6dzf2j&sig=3K-qylDJoMC3epH3HfJ-pFRZW0Y#v=onepage&q=unsustainable&f=false)

The scenario for capitalism's self-destruction, heretofore set forth, is likely to occur over a considerable length of time, but inescapable symptoms of eventual disintegration are ever present and increasing in number and magnitude. What passes for vitality in contemporary culture, and is encouraged by more ubiquitous and insistent advertising, directed primarily at the young, induces not only greater consumption, but greater immaturity and unsustainable self-indulgence. Heightened selfishness, however, is not compatible with the maintenance of the mortar of social harmony and democratic unity in diversity. Where the disparity between rich and poor (with a shrinking middle class under increasing pressure) continues to grow (internationally as well as domestically), historical examples point to more intense class conflict. The ancient Athenian democracy (marred by slavery) revolved about the three focal points of: the temple, market, and governmental center. The evolution of these institutions into western culture has of late witnessed the apparently irresistible permeation by the market place into ever other institution --- temple, government, higher and lower education, etc. Today the market place (capitalist production and distribution) dominates and sets its system of values upon every aspect and element of society. As feudalism is the derivative of failed slave states, capitalism is the natural outgrowth of feudal society, and in its failing will give rise to an as yet unclear economic and social order. That is the hopeful expectation; but the process itself is likely to be difficult and even violent, as the latter half of the twentieth century and opening years of the twenty-first have demonstrated. 

Alt Possible – A2: Cap Inevitable

Capitalism is unsustainable in the long term – the approach to globalization is a failure

Falk 8

(Richard Falk, writer for routledge who had Dedicated and experienced subject editors check his writing. "The Collapse of Globalism and the Reinvention of the World" Volume 13, Issue 3, 2008)
Saul is completely convincing when he argues that this ideological spin given to ‘globalisation’ was a brilliant mind game that led to bad results, which we are just now beginning to experience in the early stage of the unravelling of the world economy. Of course, persons on the left were critical all along of the social impacts of a neoliberal approach to globalisation, but most of us did not realise until recently how unsustainable it was to insist on minimising the regulation of the transnational economic behaviour while maximising the privatisation of activities formerly treated as public goods to be provided by governments. Saul, to his credit, understood some years ago that not only was neoliberalism an ethical disaster, but it was headed for systemic failure. It had become rather apparent that this capital-driven globalisation made the rich much richer throughout the world and mostly kept the poor, especially the poorest, very poor. At the same time, government bureaucracies, heavily penetrated by proponents of neoliberalism and the weaker ones under the thumb of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF), were induced to believe that their role was either to minimise regulatory obstruction of market forces or to give way to international pressures to abandon social goals for the sake of fiscal discipline and the regressive liberalisation of their economy. It is deeply ironic that as the Soviet Union was sliding toward collapse, the loudest capitalist voices among politicians and in the media in the West were insisting on perceiving the human condition almost exclusively through an economistic prism, which meant the subordination of politics, law and ethics to the dominion of capital and finance. Previously, such materialism had been repudiated by capitalist ideologues who viewed economism as a discrediting feature of Marxist thought. It is this capitalist version of a materialist tyranny over the mind that Saul is most intent on exposing, just as in Voltaire's Bastards he so devastatingly exposed the debilitating effort in the West to endow abstract reason with an oppressive certainty. Saul is bothered, as he should be, by both the colonisation of the mind and the pacification of society and government that he attributes to this failed project to constitute and construct the world according to the views and values of the neoliberal globalists. The bottom line for Saul is that neoliberal economics is a transitory boondoggle of the rich, built on the extremely expensive illusion that non-productive economic growth through international trade, exploitative hidden forms of taxation (lotteries, gambling, credit cards) and what Susan Strange dubbed years ago as ‘casino capitalism,’ is sustainable, and that, however inequitable the present distribution of benefits appear, aggregate growth will over time lift all boats, including those that belong to the poor. 

Capitalism is unsustainable in the long run because of its need to grow

Robinson 5/29

(Sara Robinson, a social futurist and the editor of AlterNet's Vision page. "Capitalism Has Failed: 5 Bold Ways to Build a New

World" http://www.bc.edu/content/dam/files/schools/cas_sites/sociology/neweconomics/Saturday.pdf 5/29/12)

Ironically, most of these schemes share capitalism's biggest flaw, which is its inherent reliance on growth. As a business owner, it's very hard to say, "We're big enough now. Let's stop here." (Though some, like Patagonia founder Yvon Chouinard, have done just that.) Most businesses have competitors who, if they're allowed to get bigger than you, will swallow you whole. If you don't stay big enough to compete, you don't survive -- and since the competitors are facing the same imperative, the race can never really end. As noted, this kind of constant growth simply isn't sustainable on a finite planet. People will always trade -- it's an essential human activity -- but going forward, we need smallscale businesses that can stay happy and healthy without being pushed to grow. Worker ownership doesn't really address this problem, though relocalization, which roots businesses deeply in their own local markets, limiting their reach beyond those boundaries, may provide one natural brake on growth. For many large and necessary enterprises (utilities; essential centralized manufacturing; big, capital-intensive tech industries; and so on) public ownership may be the only way to ensure that they grow no bigger than they need to be to fulfill their mission. If there are other solutions that will allow us to have complex enterprises minus the growth imperative, they're still lurking out beyond the horizon 

A2: Perm

The perm can’t solve the alternative –reforms within capitalism always fail  -- only blatant rejection of  capitalism and refusal to participate within its policies can destroy it
Herod, 04 

(James, http://site.www.umb.edu/faculty/salzman_g/Strate/GetFre/4thEd/4-index.htm, Getting Free, 4th Edition A sketch of an association of democratic, autonomous neighborhoods and how to create it, Fourth Edition, January 2004

It is time to try to describe, at first abstractly and later concretely, a strategy for destroying capitalism. This strategy, at its most basic, calls for pulling time, energy, and resources out of capitalist civilization and putting them into building a new civilization. The image then is one of emptying out capitalist structures, hollowing them out, by draining wealth, power, and meaning out of them until there is nothing left but shells. This is definitely an aggressive strategy. It requires great militancy, and constitutes an attack on the existing order. The strategy clearly recognizes that capitalism is the enemy and must be destroyed, but it is not a frontal attack aimed at overthrowing the system, but an inside attack aimed at gutting it, while simultaneously replacing it with something better, something we want. Thus capitalist structures (corporations, governments, banks, schools, etc.) are not seized so much as simply abandoned. Capitalist relations are not fought so much as they are simply rejected. We stop participating in activities that support (finance, condone) the capitalist world and start participating in activities that build a new world while simultaneously undermining the old. We create a new pattern of social relations alongside capitalist relations and then we continually build and strengthen our new pattern while doing every thing we can to weaken capitalist relations. In this way our new democratic, non-hierarchical, non-commodified relations can eventually overwhelm the capitalist relations and force them out of existence. This is how it has to be done. This is a plausible, realistic strategy. To think that we could create a whole new world of decent social arrangements overnight, in the midst of a crisis, during a so-called revolution, or during the collapse of capitalism, is foolhardy. Our new social world must grow within the old, and in opposition to it, until it is strong enough to dismantle and abolish capitalist relations. Such a revolution will never happen automatically, blindly, determinably, because of the inexorable, materialist laws of history. It will happen, and only happen, because we want it to, and because we know what we’re doing and know how we want to live, and know what obstacles have to be overcome before we can live that way, and know how to distinguish between our social patterns and theirs. But we must not think that the capitalist world can simply be ignored, in a live and let live attitude, while we try to build new lives elsewhere. (There is no elsewhere.) There is at least one thing, wage-slavery, that we can’t simply stop participating in (but even here there are ways we can chip away at it). Capitalism must be explicitly refused and replaced by something else. This constitutes War, but it is not a war in the traditional sense of armies and tanks, but a war fought on a daily basis, on the level of everyday life, by millions of people. It is a war nevertheless because the accumulators of capital will use coercion, brutality, and murder, as they have always done in the past, to try to block any rejection of the system. They have always had to force compliance; they will not hesitate to continue doing so. Nevertheless, there are many concrete ways that individuals, groups, and neighborhoods can gut capitalism, which I will enumerate shortly. We must always keep in mind how we became slaves; then we can see more clearly how we can cease being slaves. We were forced into wage-slavery because the ruling class slowly, systematically, and brutally destroyed our ability to live autonomously. By driving us off the land, changing the property laws, destroying community rights, destroying our tools, imposing taxes, destroying our local markets, and so forth, we were forced onto the labor market in order to survive, our only remaining option being to sell, for a wage, our ability to work. It’s quite clear then how we can overthrow slavery. We must reverse this process. We must begin to reacquire the ability to live without working for a wage or buying the products made by wage-slaves (that is, we must get free from the labor market and the way of living based on it), and embed ourselves instead in cooperative labor and cooperatively produced goods. Another clarification is needed. This strategy does not call for reforming capitalism, for changing capitalism into something else. It calls for replacing capitalism, totally, with a new civilization. 
A2: Perm

Single-issue campaigns like the Affirmative are nothing more than masking reforms that sustain the system. The only escape from capitalism is its total destruction, anything less only serves to promote it 
Herod, political activist, Columbia graduate, 06 

(James, “Strategies that have failed” http://site.www.umb.edu/faculty/salzman_g/Strate/GetFre/05.htm) 
10. Single-issue campaigns. We cannot destroy capitalism with single-issue campaigns. Yet the great bulk of the energies of radicals is spent on these campaigns. There are dozens of them: campaigns to preserve the forests, keep rent control, stop whaling, stop animal experiments, defend abortion rights, stop toxic dumping, stop the killing of baby seals, stop nuclear testing, stop smoking, stop pornography, stop drug testing, stop drugs, stop the war on drugs, stop police brutality, stop union busting, stop red-lining, stop the death penalty, stop racism, stop sexism, stop child abuse, stop the re-emerging slave trade, stop the bombing of Yugoslavia, stop the logging of redwoods, stop the spread of advertising, stop the patenting of genes, stop the trapping and killing of animals for furs, stop irradiated meat, stop genetically modified foods, stop human cloning, stop the death squads in Colombia, stop the World Bank and the World Trade Organization, stop the extermination of species, stop corporations from buying politicians, stop high stakes educational testing, stop the bovine growth hormone from being used on milk cows, stop micro radio from being banned, stop global warming, stop the militarization of space, stop the killing of the oceans, and on and on. What we are doing is spending our lives trying to fix up a system which generates evils far faster than we can ever eradicate them. Although some of these campaigns use direct action (e.g., spikes in the trees to stop the chain saws or Greenpeace boats in front of the whaling ships to block the harpoons), for the most part the campaigns are directed at passing legislation in Congress to correct the problem. Unfortunately, reforms that are won in one decade, after endless agitation, can be easily wiped off the books the following decade, after the protesters have gone home, or after a new administration comes to power. These struggles all have value and are needed. Could anyone think that the campaigns against global warming, or to free Leonard Peltier, or to aid the East Timorese ought to be abandoned? Single issue campaigns keep us aware of what's wrong, and sometimes even win. But in and of themselves, they cannot destroy capitalism, and thus cannot really fix things. It is utopian to believe that we can reform capitalism. Most of these evils can only be eradicated for good if we destroy capitalism itself and create a new civilization. We cannot afford to aim for anything less. Our very survival is at stake. There is one single-issue campaign I can wholehearted endorse: the total and permanent eradication of capitalism.
***Aff Answers***

Cap Good – Laundry List/Sustainable

Capitalism helps the economy, democratic governing, education, and life. Empirically proven in multiple countries. 

Leeson 10

(Peter Leeson, BB&T Professor for the Study of Capitalism at the Mercatus Center. "Two Cheers for Capitalism?" http://www.springerlink.com/content/tu16g275r66162r6/ 3/30/10)

According to a popular view that I call “two cheers for capitalism,” capitalism’s effect on development is ambiguous and mixed. This paper empirically investigates that view. I find that it’s wrong. Citizens in countries that became more capitalist over the last quarter century became wealthier, healthier, more educated, and politically freer. Citizens in countries that became significantly less capitalist over this period endured stagnating income, shortening life spans, smaller gains in education, and increasingly oppressive political regimes. The data unequivocally evidence capitalism’s superiority for development. Full-force cheerleading for capitalism is well deserved and three cheers are in order instead of two. Keywords Capitalism   Socialism . Development . Peter Berger In 1974 Peter Berger published his important book, Pyramids of Sacrifice. That book examines what Berger calls “political ethics and social change.” In particular, it considers the “ethical dilemmas of development.” As Berger (1986: 12) described the project 12 years later, Pyramids of Sacrifice was “largely shaped by my experience in and my reflections about Latin America . . . In this book I tried very hard to be evenhanded as between capitalist and socialist models of development, arguing that both should be assessed in terms of a number of moral criteria I proposed . . . I have had no reason to change these moral criteria since then, but precisely their application to the empirical evidence led me step by step to my present position, which is that capitalism is the morally safer bet.” Berger’s position in Pyramids of Sacrifice was that capitalism has some benefits and shortcomings. The same is true of socialism. Between the two modes of politicaleconomic organization, there’s no obvious choice. To satisfactorily deal with development, thinkers on both sides of the capitalism/socialism debate must abandon their “dogmatic” adherence to extremes and forge a practical third way. Although Berger later abandoned this position and came to the “pro-capitalism side,” the view he expressed in Pyramids of Sacrifice is important to consider because it approximates a view that many people hold today. According to this view, although markets can be important contributors to development, they can also undermine it. Evidence for capitalism’s effect on development is ambiguous and mixed. Thus we should be cautious and modest advocates of markets. According to those who hold this position, social scientists who do not water down, qualify, and temper their praise and advocacy of capitalism as an engine of development are “ideologues,” “dogmatists,” and “free-market fundamentalists.” They let wishful thinking contaminate their scientific views and privilege faith over the hard empirical evidence, which neither supports an “extreme” position in favor or capitalism for development, nor permits categorical claims for capitalism’s superiority. I call this popular view “two cheers for capitalism.” Berger’s (1986) later book, The Capitalist Revolution, urges social scientists of all stripes not to be “dogmatic,” to generate falsifiable propositions and, most important for my analysis, to examine the evidence in light of those propositions. In the spirit of Berger’s request, this paper evaluates the two cheers for capitalism view empirically. I selected the evidence I examine for this purpose on the basis of the two moral criteria that Berger says we should look at when considering development in his Pyramids of Sacrifice. The first criterion, which he calls the “calculus of pain,” refers to the avoidance of human suffering. Berger’s second criterion, which he calls the “calculus of meaning,” refers to respect for the values of individuals in the developing world. I also empirically evaluate a common variation on the two cheers for capitalism view. This view suggests that even if capitalism is good for development, “excessive” or “uncontrolled” capitalism isn’t. Beyond some point, more capitalism is counterproductive. Laissez faire isn’t conducive to development because maximal capitalism is past the optimum. A well-regulated marked economy with healthy doses of intervention to restrain its excesses is conducive to maximal development. Only a dogmatic free-market ideologue would argue otherwise. Although it has a different purpose in mind, my approach is similar to Andrei Shleifer’s (2009) in his recent paper, “The Age of Milton Friedman.” Shleifer was interested in documenting how the world’s embrace of free-market policies over the last 25 years has affected global development. I’m interested in documenting how countries that became more capitalist over this period fared compared to countries that became less capitalist in terms of their development. My finding is straightforward: the two cheers for capitalism view is wrong. Although many relationships in the social sciences are unclear, capitalism’s relationship to development isn’t one of them. Unless one is ashamed of unprecedented increases in income, rising life expectancy, greater education, and more political freedom, there’s no reason to be a milquetoast defender of capitalism. That is what sprawling free markets have meant for countries that became more capitalist over the last quarter century. There’s no evidence that countries that eschewed the global trend toward freer markets and embraced substantially greater state control performed better on any of these indicators. On the contrary, they performed demonstrably worse. I also find that the two cheers for capitalism variant that desires markets, but “within reason,” is wrong. There’s no evidence for a Lorenz curvetype relationship between capitalism and development. Development is monotonically increasing in capitalism. Maximal capitalism begets maximal development. It doesn’t make one “dogmatic” to acknowledge these facts. It makes one dogmatic to refuse to acknowledge them. They are facts. There are precious few overwhelmingly clear relationships in the social sciences. We should embrace this one rather than running away from it. The data clearly support capitalism’s superiority for development and merit its unqualified defense by social scientists who believe that wealth is better than poverty, life is better than death, and liberty is better than oppression. Full-force cheerleading for capitalism is well deserved and three cheers are in order instead of two. Data and Empirical Approach This paper doesn’t explore the theoretical underpinnings of the empirical relationships it documents. Its purpose is purely empirical. Those underpinnings have been discussed by political economists going back centuries. The interested reader should consult Adam Smith’s (1776) Wealth of Nations, F.A. Hayek’s (1920) “Use of Knowledge in Society,” and Ludwig von Mises’ (1949) Human Action. The lazy reader may consult Peter Leeson’s (2008) summary of these arguments and their connections in “Escaping Poverty: Foreign Aid, Private Property, and Economic Development.” I was at a conference a few years ago in which, following a spirited discussion about the merits of capitalism for development, one of the participants, fearing the praise for capitalism was growing unduly strong on one side of the room, noted that “The jury is still out on how capitalism has affected development globally. Capitalism has brought some benefits for certain countries; but we can’t make blanket statements about capitalism’s ‘goodness’ for development. We simply don’t have the evidence we need to make a judgment on this question. What little evidence we do have is less than clear.” She made this comment to her colleagues’ approving nods. I’ve subsequently heard others make similar claims. This is classic “two cheers for capitalism” thinking. Contrary to this participants’ claim, the jury isn’t still out on how capitalism has affected development globally. We have plenty of evidence. And it overwhelmingly points in one direction: the growth of capitalism has made the world better off. The relationships I look at below aren’t the only ones one might want to consider. Certainly others could be examined. I encourage the reader to do so if she’s curious. In a moment I’ll present the evidence on the growth of capitalism and then on income. Income is highly and positively correlated with nearly every positive development indicator one can think of (for example, access to a clean water source), and highly and negatively correlated with nearly every negative development indicator one can think of (for example, infant mortality). There are exceptions. But this strong tendency militates against depicting many of these relationships. Once the relationship between capitalism and income is established, for most purposes, it becomes redundant to examine the relationship between capitalism and improved access to a clean water source, infant mortality, and so on. If the reader wishes to verify this for herself, she’s encouraged to plot the data and see. I consider the trajectory of capitalism and four “core” development indicators in countries that have embraced and rejected capitalism over the past quarter century. These categories are average income, life expectancy, years of schooling, and democracy. I selected these indicators for 228 Soc (2010) 47:227–233 two reasons. First, they are “big” and basic ones that capture the main categories of development that most people are concerned with: wealth, health, education, and political freedom. Second, these categories comport with those I imagine Berger had in mind when he identified the development criteria he laid out in Pyramids of Sacrifice. These were, recall, the avoidance of human suffering (hence, the wealth and health indicators) and respect for the self-determination of the indigenous population (hence the education and democracy indicators). My indicators are imperfect proxies of these categories. Arguably, all of them are relevant to both categories. If the reader has other categories in mind that she believes would better capture what Berger had in mind and would better evaluate the number of cheers that capitalism deserves, she’s encouraged to collect the relevant data, depict the relationship, and report the results to us. My data are drawn from several sources. The first is the Fraser Institute’s Economic Freedom of the World Project (2008), which provides data on the extent of capitalism across countries and over time. Fraser measures countries’ economic freedom every 5 years and assigns points to countries on the basis of five equally weighted categories related to government’s size and activeness in the economy. Together these categories create a composite measure of capitalism, or “economic freedom,” that ranges from zero (completely unfree) to ten (completely free). The five categories this index includes are: 1) Size of government, which considers the share of government’s expenditures, level of taxes, and the degree of state ownership in an economy. 2) Legal structure and security of property rights, which measures the quality and effectiveness of a country’s legal system, such as how independent its judiciary is, the impartiality of courts, military interference with the legal system, and how well government protects private property rights. 3) Access to sound money, which measures the extent of inflation, and freedom to own foreign currency domestically and abroad. 4) Freedom to trade internationally, which measures the extent of tariff and non-tariff trade barriers, international capital market controls, exchange rate regulation or other regulation on the ability to trade internationally. And 5) Credit, labor, and business regulation, which covers government control of credit markets, minimum wages, price controls, time to start a new business, the number of licenses, permits and other bureaucratic approvals involved with starting and operating a business, and restrictions on hiring and firing workers. I get data for my development indicators from Shleifer (2009), who collects his information from several standard sources. His data on countries’ GDP per capita and life expectancies are from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators (2006). His data on education and democracy are from the Barro-Lee (2000) dataset and the Polity IV Database (2000) respectively. A Funny Thing Called Evidence Over the past quarter century there’s been a clear trend in the world’s political-economic organization: the globe has moved toward more capitalism and less reliance on government management of the economy. The growth of capitalism globally is remarkable in both its consistency and magnitude. Figure 1 depicts this growth by plotting the average level of economic freedom in the world over the last 25 years at 5-year intervals. Contrary to the “two cheers for capitalism” view, flourishing capitalism has unequivocally led to flourishing development. Figure 2a illustrates the movement of income over the same period. It depicts average GDP per capita PPP (in constant 2000 international $) at 5-year intervals in countries that became more capitalist over the last quarter century. To determine which countries became more capitalist over this period, I simply subtracted countries’ economic freedom scores in 2005 from their scores in 1980. When scores weren’t available for 1980, I used the next closest year to calculate their change. The resulting subsample includes all countries that had a positive economic freedom change. The data are clear: countries that became more capitalist became much wealthier. The average country that became more capitalist over the last 25 years saw its GDP per capita (PPP) rise from about $7600 to nearly $11,800—a 43% increase. If rapidly rising wealth deserves cheering, so does capitalism. What about longevity? All the money in the world doesn’t mean anything if you’re not alive to spend it on things that improve your life. Figure 2b charts the movement of average life expectancy at birth in countries that became more 5.4 5.6 5.8 6 6.2 6.4 6.6 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 Economic Freedom in the World Fig. 1 The growth of capitalism globally Soc (2010) 47:227–233 229 capitalist over the last quarter century at 5-year intervals. Growing capitalism is clearly associated with growing life expectancy. In the average country that became more capitalist over the last 25 years, the average citizen gained nearly half a decade in life expectancy. If longer life for the average person deserves cheering, so does capitalism. Man doesn’t live by bread alone. Education not only allows him to live the “life of the mind,” but also to build his human capital. Both of these things give individuals more power to shape their identity and their destiny—to live life as they see fit. How has the spread of capitalism world-wide affected education? Figure 2c illustrates this relationship by plotting average years of schooling in the total population (citizens age 25 and over) in countries that became more capitalist for the years 1980 through 1995 at 5-year intervals. (Data were unavailable for the years 2000 and 2005). In the average country that became more capitalist, the average number of years of schooling in the population rose from 4.7 to just over 6. If more education for the average citizen deserves cheering, so does capitalism. Economic freedom and the economic benefits it brings are one thing. But what about political freedom? How has democracy fared in countries that have become more capitalist over the last quarter century? Consider Fig. 2d, which illustrates the growth of democracy in countries that became more capitalist over the last 20 years at 5-year intervals between 1980 and 2000. (Data were unavailable for 2005). The discerning reader will have now detected a pattern: the growth of capitalism has unequivocally led to improved development in countries that became more capitalist. Political freedom is no exception. Countries that became more capitalist over the last 20 years became dramatically more democratic. On a 0–10 scale, where 10 represents “total democracy” or “complete political freedom,” the average country that became more capitalist rose from a democracy level of 3.8 to 6.4—a 68% increase. If growing political freedom and democracy deserves cheering, so does capitalism. There are no ambiguities about what capitalism has meant for development. If, like most people, you consider large increases in wealth, health, education, and freedom a good thing, capitalism deserves three loud cheers.  
Cap Good – Democracy 

Capitalism is the best way to obtain a global democracy

Boswell and Chase-Dunn 2000

(Terry Boswell and Christopher Chase-Dunn, writers of "The Spiral of Capitalism and Socialism: Toward Global Democracy (Power and Social Change--Studies in Political Sociology)" March 2000. Text from their book.)

An enduring distinction within social democracy is whether it is possible to achieve socialism through progressive reform of a society or whether reformed capitalism is the best that can be achieved. The latter position has been in the ascendance since World War II ( with an added boost since 1989). This has led to the use of the term "democratic socialists" by those who hold to the possibility of a truly socialist system. From a global perspective, we agree that reformed capitalism is the best one can hope for within a single society as long as it exists in the context of the continuing predominance of the world capitalist system. But, democratic socialism is a real possibility for the world-system as a whole. National states are inherently limited in any attempt to fully exercise democratic control over their slice of the world economy. Only world socialism is possible because only a global democracy can govern transnational relations. As a global phenomenon, we will argue that world socialism is inherently limited to very broad parameters of directing capital investment and economic development within a market framework. While a command economy has proven to be a societal failure, globally it would be absurd. Both the means and the goals of socialism are important. Basic needs, sustainable development, social justice, and peace are the goals. Global democracy is both a means and goal. 
Cap Good – War 

Capitalism is key to solve for wars. 

Foreign Policy 98

(Foreign Policy is the award-winning, bimonthly magazine of global politics, economics, and ideas. 1998. "international relations" http://www.jstor.org/stable/1149275?seq=11)

This perspective implies that war will remain a remote possibility among the advanced industrial democracies. It also suggests that brining China and Russia into the relentless embrace of world capitalism is the best way to promote both prosperity and peace, particularly if this process creates a strong middle class in these states and reinforces pressures to democratize. Get these societies hooked on prosperity and competition will be confined to the economic realm. This view has been challenged by scholars who argue that the actual scope of "globalization" is modest and that these various transactions still take place in environments that are shaped and regulated by states. Nonetheless, the belief that economic forces are superseding traditional great power politics enjoys widespread acceptance among scholars, pundits, and policymakers, and the role of the state is likely to be an important topic for future academic inquiry. 

No War – Capitalist nations have more to lose

Doyle 86

Michael W. Doyle is an international relations scholar best known as a theorist of the liberal “democratic peace” and author of “Liberalism and World Politics,” [1] the 16th most cited article in the 100 year history of the American Political Science Review. He has also written widely on the comparative history of empires and the evaluation of UN peace-keeping, DECEMBER, 1986, "LIBERALISMA ND WORLD POLITICS", http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/1960861.pdf?acceptTC=true
Schumpeter's theme now emerges. Capitalism and democracy are forces for peace. Indeed, they are antithetical to imperialism. For Schumpeter, the further development of capitalism and democracy means that imperialism will inevitably disappear. He maintains that capitalism produces an unwarlike disposition; its populace is "democratized, individualized, rationalized" (Schumpeter, 1955, p. 68). The people's energies are daily absorbed in production. The disciplines of industry and the market train people in "economic rationalism"; the instability of industrial life necessitates calculation. Capitalism also "individualizes"; "subjective opportunities" replace the "immutable factors" of traditional, hierarchical society. Rational individuals demand democratic governance. Democratic capitalism leads to peace. As evidence, Schumpeter claims that throughout the capitalist world an opposition has arisen to "war, expansion, cabinet diplomacy"; that contemporary capitalism is associated with peace parties; and that the industrial worker of capitalism is "vigorously anti-imperialist." In addition, he points out that the capitalist world has developed means of preventing war, such as the Hague Court and that the least feudal, most capitalist societythe United States-has demonstrated the least imperialistict endencies( Schumpeter 1955, pp. 95-96). An example of the lack of imperialistic tendencies in the U.S., Schumpeter thought, was our leaving over half of Mexico unconquered in the war of 1846-48. Schumpeter's explanation for liberal pacifism is quite simple: Only war profiteers and military aristocrats gain from wars. No democracy would pursue a minority interest and tolerate the high costs of imperialism. When free trade prevails, "no class" gains from forcible expansion because foreign raw materials and food stuffs are as accessible to each nation as though they were in its own territory. Where the cultural backwardness of a region makes normal economic intercourse dependent on colonization it does not matter, assuming free trade, which of the "civilized"n ationsu ndertakest he task of colonization. (Schumpeter1, 955, pp. 75-76) Schumpeter'sa rgumentsa re difficultt o evaluate. In partial tests of quasi- Schumpeterian propositions, Michael Haas (1974, pp. 464-65) discovered a cluster that associates democracy, development, and sustained modernization with peaceful conditions. However, M. Small and J. D. Singer (1976) have discovered that there is no clearly negative correlation between democracy and war in the period 1816-1965-the period that would be central to Schumpeter's argument (see also Wilkenfeld, 1968, Wright, 1942, p. 841). Later in his career, in Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, Schumpeter, (1950, pp. 127-28) acknowledged that "almost purely bourgeois commonwealths were often aggressive when it seemed to pay-like the Athenian or the Venetian commonwealths." Yet he stuck to his pacifistic guns, restating the view that capitalist democracy "steadily tells ... against the use of military force and for peaceful arrangements when the balance of pecuniary advantage is clearly on the side of war which, under modem circumstances, s not in generally likely" (Schumpeter, 1950, p. 128).1 A recent study by R. J. Rummel (1983) of "libertarianism" and international violence is the closest test Schumpeterian pacifism has received

Cap Good – War 

Capitalism does not cause war

MacKenzie 2003

D.W. MacKenzie is an assistant professor at Carroll College, April 07, 2003, " Does Capitalism Require War?", http://mises.org/daily/1201/
Of all the false charges leveled against capitalism, the indictment of promoting or requiring imperialism and warfare is most certainly the least deserved. Given recent events, this proposition has received much undeserved attention, but is by no means new. This claim has a long legacy, tracing back at least to 19th century critics of Political Economy.  J.A. Hobson claimed that capitalism concentrates too much wealth into too few hands. Capitalists employ the smallest number of workers so as to keep wages low. This leads to oversaving and underconsumption in capitalist nations, as the rich can consume only so much. The supposed capitalist solution to this alleged problem is aggressive imperialist expansion. Hobson sought third-way reforms of capitalism as an alternative to perceived capitalist imperialism.  Karl Marx claimed that capitalism keeps wages at a subsistence level with a reserve army of the unemployed. Followers of Marx, like Lenin and Bukharin, claimed the profits of capitalism 'cannot' be invested domestically. Capitalists even conspire to promote war, as a means of reaping grim profits from armaments production.  Earlier last century, J.M. Keynes established greater respectability for the notion that capitalism underemploys workers. His Principle of Effective Demand enamored a generation of economists, and still has a few ardent parishioners. For instance, Paul Krugman claims that the Second World War has had positive effects. WWII spending supposedly got us out of the Great Depression by removing our inhibitions towards public spending. Krugman has also claimed (in the New York Times) that the September 11th attacks might improve economic conditions by stimulating business investment. Krugman seems to believe in a kind of destructive creation where prosperity emerges from devastation.  Perhaps the oddest aspect of these various, but similar, claims is that their proponents appeal so often to historical examples. They often claim that history shows how capitalism is imperialistic and warlike or at least benefits from war. Capitalism supposedly needs a boost from some war spending from time to time, and history shows this. Robert Higgs demonstrated that the wartime prosperity during the Second World War was illusory[i]. This should come to no surprise to those who lived through the deprivations of wartime rationing. We do not need wars for prosperity, but does capitalism breed war and imperialism anyway?  History is rife with examples of imperialism. The Romans, Alexander, and many others of the ancient world waged imperialistic wars. The Incan Empire and the empire of Ancient China stand as examples of the universal character of imperialism. Who could possibly claim that imperialism grew out of the prosperity of these ancient civilizations? Imperialism precedes modern industrial capitalism by many centuries. Uneven wealth distribution or underconsumption under capitalism obviously did not cause these instances of imperialism. Of course, this fact does not prove that modern capitalism lacks its own imperialistic tendencies.  The notion that income gets underspent or maldistributed lies at the heart of most claims that capitalism either needs or produces imperialistic wars. As J.B. Say argued, supply creates its own demand through payments to factors of production. Demand Side economists Hobson and Keynes argued that there would be too little consumption and too little investment for continuous full employment. We save too much to have peace and prosperity.  The difficulty we face is not in oversaving, but in underestimating the workings of markets and the desires of consumers. Doomsayers have been downplaying consumer demand for ages. As demand side economist J.K. Galbraith claimed, we live in an affluent society, where most private demands have been met. Of course, Hobson made the same claim much earlier. Earlier and stranger still, mercantilists claimed that 'wasteful acts' such as tea drinking, gathering at alehouses, taking snuff, and the wearing of ribbons were unnecessary luxuries that detracted from productive endeavors.   The prognostications of esteemed opponents of capitalism have consistently failed to predict consumer demand. Today, consumers consume at levels that few long ago could have imagined possible. There is no reason to doubt that consumers will continue to press for ever higher levels of consumption. Though it is only a movie, Brewster's Millions illustrates how creative people can be at spending money. People who do actually inherit, win, or earn large sums of money have little trouble spending it. Indeed, wealthy individuals usually have more trouble holding on to their fortunes than in finding ways to spend them. We are never going to run out of ways to spend money.  Many of the complaints about capitalism center on how people save too much. One should remember that there really is no such thing as saving. Consumers defer consumption to the future only. As economist Eugen Böhm-Bawerk demonstrated, people save according to time preference. Savings diverts resources into capital formation. This increases future production. Interest enhanced savings then can purchase these goods as some consumers cease to defer their consumption.  Keynes' claim that animal spirits drive investment has no rational basis. Consumer preferences are the basis for investment. Investors forecast future consumer demand. Interest rates convey knowledge of these demands. The intertemporal coordination of production through capital markets and interest rates is not a simple matter. But Keynes' marginal propensities to save and Hobson's concentration of wealth arguments fail to account for the real determinants of production through time.  Say's Law of Markets holds precisely because people always want a better life for themselves and those close to them. Falling interest rates deter saving and increase investment. Rising interest rates induce saving and deter investment. This simple logic of supply and demand derives from a quite basic notion of self interest. Keynes denied that the world worked this way. Instead, he claimed that bond holders hoard money outside of the banking system, investment periodically collapses from 'the dark forces of time and uncertainty, and consumers save income in a mechanical fashion according to marginal propensities to save. None of these propositions hold up to scrutiny, either deductive or empirical.   Speculators do not hoard cash outside of banks. To do this means a loss of interest on assets. People do move assets from one part of the financial system to another. This does not cause deficient aggregate demand. Most money exists in the banking system, and is always available for lending.  In fact, the advent of e-banking makes such a practice even less sensible. Why hoard cash when you can move money around with your computer? It is common knowledge that people save for homes, education, and other expensive items, not because they have some innate urge to squirrel some portion of their income away. This renders half of the market for credit rational.  Investors do in fact calculate rates of return on investment. This is not a simple matter. Investment entails some speculation. Long term investment projects entail some uncertainty, but investors who want to actually reap profits will estimate the returns on investment using the best available data. Keynes feared that the dark forces of time and uncertainty could scare investors. This possibility, he thought, called for government intervention. However, government intervention (especially warfare) generally serves to increase uncertainty. Private markets have enough uncertainties without throwing politics into the fray. The vagaries of political intervention serve only to darken an already uncertain future. Capital markets are best left to capitalists.  Nor is capital not extracted surplus value. It comes not from exploitation. It is simply a matter of people valuing their future wellbeing. Capitalists will hire workers up to the point where the discounted marginal product of their labor equals the wage rate. To do otherwise would mean a loss of potential profit. Since workers earn the marginal product of labor and capital derives from deferred consumption, Marxist arguments about reserve armies of the unemployed and surplus extraction fail.   It is quite odd to worry about capitalists oversaving when many complain about how the savings rate in the U.S. is too low. Why does the U.S., as the world's 'greatest capitalist/imperialist power', attract so much foreign investment? Many Americans worry about America's international accounts. Fears about foreigners buying up America are unfounded, but not because this does not happen. America does have a relatively low national savings rate. It does attract much foreign investment, precisely because it has relatively secure property rights. Indeed, much of the third world suffers from too little investment. The claims of Marxists, and Hobson, directly contradict the historical record. Sound theory tells us that it should. The Marxist claim that capitalists must find investments overseas fails miserably.  Larry Kudlow has put his own spin on the false connection between capitalism and war. We need the War as shock therapy to get the economy on its feet. Kudlow also endorses massive airline subsidies as a means of restoring economic prosperity.   Kudlow and Krugman both endorse the alleged destructive creation of warfare and terrorism. Kudlow has rechristened the Broken Window fallacy the Broken Window principle. Kudlow claims that may lose money and wealth in one way, but we gain it back many time over when the rebuilding is done. Kudlow and Krugman have quite an affinity for deficits. Krugman sees debt as a sponge to absorb excess saving. Kudlow see debt as a short term nuisance that we can dispel by maximizing growth. One would think that such famous economists would realize that competition does work to achieve the goal of optimum growth based on time preference, but this is not the case.  While these economists have expressed their belief in writing, they could do more. If the destruction of assets leads to increased prosperity, then they should teach this principle by example. Kudlow and Krugman could, for instance, help build the economy by demolishing their own private homes. This would have the immediate effect of stimulating demand for demolition experts, and the longer term affect of stimulating the demand for construction workers. They can create additional wealth by financing the reconstruction of their homes through debt. By borrowing funds, they draw idle resources into use and stimulate financial activity. Of course, they would both initially lose wealth in one way. But if their thinking is sound, they will gain it back many times over as they rebuild.   The truth is that their beliefs are fallacious. Bastiat demonstrated the absurdity of destructive creation in his original explanation of the opportunity costs from repairing broken windows.  Kudlow is quite clear about his intentions. He wants to grow the economy to finance the war. As Kudlow told some students, "The trick here is to grow the economy and let the economic growth raise the revenue for the war effort"[ii]. Kudlow also praises the Reagan Administration for growing the economy to fund national defense. Here Kudlow's attempts to give economic advice cease completely. His argument here is not that capitalism needs a shot in the arm. It is that resources should be redirected towards ends that he sees fit. Kudlow is a war hawk who, obviously, cannot fund this or any war personally. He instead favors using the state to tax others to fund what he wants, but cannot afford. He seems to think that his values matter more than any other's. Why should anyone else agree with this?  Kudlow tarnishes the image of laissez faire economics by parading his faulty reasoning and his claims that his wants should reign supreme as a pro-market stance. Unfortunately, it is sometimes necessary to defend capitalism from alleged advocates of liberty, who employ false dogmas in pursuit of their own militaristic desires.  Capitalism neither requires nor promotes imperialist expansion. Capitalism did not create imperialism or warfare. Warlike societies predate societies with secure private property. The idea that inequity or underspending give rise to militarism lacks any rational basis. Imperialistic tendencies exist due to ethnic and nationalistic bigotries, and the want for power. Prosperity depends upon our ability to prevent destructive acts. The dogma of destructive creation fails as a silver lining to the cloud of warfare. Destructive acts entail real costs that diminish available opportunities.  The idea that we need to find work for idle hands in capitalism at best leads to a kind of Sisyphus economy where unproductive industries garner subsidies from productive people. At worst, it serves as a supporting argument for war. The more recent versions of the false charges against capitalism do nothing to invalidate two simple facts. Capitalism generates prosperity by creating new products. War inflicts poverty by destroying existing wealth. There is no sound reason to think otherwise.  

Cap Good – Disease 

Capitalism solves for disease 

Gates 8
(Bill gates, inventor of Microsoft, writing for times magazine. 7/31/08 "Making Capitalism More Creative" http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1828417,00.html)

Capitalism has improved the lives of billions of people — something that's easy to forget at a time of great economic uncertainty. But it has left out billions more. They have great needs, but they can't express those needs in ways that matter to markets. So they are stuck in poverty, suffer from preventable diseases and never have a chance to make the most of their lives. Governments and nonprofit groups have an irreplaceable role in helping them, but it will take too long if they try to do it alone. It is mainly corporations that have the skills to make technological innovations work for the poor. To make the most of those skills, we need a more creative capitalism: an attempt to stretch the reach of market forces so that more companies can benefit from doing work that makes more people better off. We need new ways to bring far more people into the system — capitalism — that has done so much good in the world. There's much still to be done, but the good news is that creative capitalism is already with us. Some corporations have identified brand-new markets among the poor for life-changing technologies like cell phones. Others — sometimes with a nudge from activists — have seen how they can do good and do well at the same time. To take a real-world example, a few years ago I was sitting in a bar with Bono, and frankly, I thought he was a little nuts. It was late, we'd had a few drinks, and Bono was all fired up over a scheme to get companies to help tackle global poverty and disease. He kept dialing the private numbers of top executives and thrusting his cell phone at me to hear their sleepy yet enthusiastic replies. As crazy as it seemed that night, Bono's persistence soon gave birth to the (RED) campaign. Today companies like Gap, Hallmark and Dell sell (RED)-branded products and donate a portion of their profits to fight AIDS. (Microsoft recently signed up too.) It's a great thing: the companies make a difference while adding to their bottom line, consumers get to show their support for a good cause, and — most important — lives are saved. In the past year and a half, (RED) has generated $100 million for the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, helping put nearly 80,000 people in poor countries on lifesaving drugs and helping more than 1.6 million get tested for HIV. That's creative capitalism at work. Creative capitalism isn't some big new economic theory. And it isn't a knock on capitalism itself. It is a way to answer a vital question: How can we most effectively spread the benefits of capitalism and the huge improvements in quality of life it can provide to people who have been left out?  

Cap Good – Econ 

Capitalism is the best economic system, and we need it now to prevent economic collapse. Prefer this card to their evidence because we assume the critics who say capitalism is bad and point out why they are wrong. 

Forbes and Ames 11

(Steve Forbes and Elizabeth Ames. Steve is the Forbes Media Chairman and CEO, and Editor-in-Chief of Forbes magazine. Elizabeth is a writer. Text from the book: "How Capitalism Will Save Us: Why Free People and Free Markets Are the Best Answer in Today's Economy" Jun 21, 2011)

THE RAP: Capitalism is an amoral, dog-eat-dog system founded on greed and the survival of the fittest. THE REALITY: Capitalism is the world's most humane economic system, promoting the democratic values of a free and open society: hard work, cooperation, generosity, charity, and devotion to the rule of law. Is capitalism moral? The question has been debated for generations. But it has more relevance today than ever in the wake of the recent financial crisis and recession. Capitalism's critics insist that evidence of its "immorality" is everywhere ---- from the collapse of Enron in the early 2000s to the "predatory lending" that helped bring on the subprime-mortage meltdown and subsequent recession to investment adviser Bernard Madoff's mammoth $50 billion Ponzi scheme that wiped out personal and institutional fortuens around the globe.These and other events, they say, demonstrate that the free market is a winner-take-all jungle, a place where the most ferocious and dishonest triumph, where nice guys finish last, where greed rules and people get ahead by exploiting others. No doubt there can be bad behavior in a capitalist syster. There is bad behavior in any society. However, when viewed as a system, capitalism is more moral than any and all alternatives. Capitalism has produced the world's highest standard of living by promoting the moral values of cooperation, democracy, and free choice. Nobel Prize-wining economist and noted free-market advocate Milton Friedman frequently made the point that capitalism's foremost historic contribution has been its moral influence. As we started to discuss in the introduction to this book, capitalism is not about selfishness, but about the needs and wants of others. Former U.S. ambassador, noted theologian, and author Micahel Novak makes this point: The capitalist economy is not characterized, as Marx thought, by private ownership of the means of production, market exchange, and profit. All these were present in the precapitalist aristocratic age. Rather, the distinctive, defining difference of the capitalist economy is enterprise: the habit of employing human wit to invent new goods and services, and to discover new and better ways to bring them to the broadest possible public. 

Cap Good – Structural Violence/Sustainability 

Capitalism helps the poor and sick. The aff creates a better economy, allowing people to improve their lives.

Gates 8

(Bill gates, inventor of Microsoft, writing for times magazine. 7/31/08 "Making Capitalism More Creative" http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1828417,00.html)

It might seem strange to talk about creative capitalism when we're paying more than $4 for a gallon of gas and people are having trouble paying their mortgages. There's no doubt that today's economic troubles are real; people feel them deeply, and they deserve immediate attention. Creative capitalism isn't an answer to the relatively short-term ups and downs of the economic cycle. It's a response to the longer-term fact that too many people are missing out on a historic, century-long improvement in the quality of life. In many nations, life expectancy has grown dramatically in the past 100 years. More people vote in elections, express their views and enjoy economic freedom than ever before. Even with all the problems we face today, we are at a high point of human well-being. The world is getting a lot better.  The problem is, it's not getting better fast enough, and it's not getting better for everyone. One billion people live on less than a dollar a day. They don't have enough nutritious food, clean water or electricity. The amazing innovations that have made many lives so much better — like vaccines and microchips — have largely passed them by. This is where governments and nonprofits come in. As I see it, there are two great forces of human nature: self-interest and caring for others. Capitalism harnesses self-interest in a helpful and sustainable way but only on behalf of those who can pay. Government aid and philanthropy channel our caring for those who can't pay. And the world will make lasting progress on the big inequities that remain — problems like AIDS, poverty and education — only if governments and nonprofits do their part by giving more aid and more effective aid. But the improvements will happen faster and last longer if we can channel market forces, including innovation that's tailored to the needs of the poorest, to complement what governments and nonprofits do. We need a system that draws in innovators and businesses in a far better way than we do today. 

Cap Good – Sustainability 

Capitalism is sustainable and good. 

Gore and Blood 11 

(Al Gore and David Blood, chairman of Generation Investment Management, is a former vice president of the United States, and managing partner of Generation Investment Management, repectively. " A Manifesto for Sustainable Capitalism" http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203430404577092682864215896.html#articleTabs%3Darticle 12/14/11)

In the immediate aftermath of World War II, when the United States was preparing its visionary plan for nurturing democratic capitalism abroad, Gen. Omar Bradley said, "It is time to steer by the stars, and not by the lights of each passing ship." Today, more than 60 years later, that means abandoning short-term economic thinking for "sustainable capitalism."  We are once again facing one of those rare turning points in history when dangerous challenges and limitless opportunities cry out for clear, long-term thinking. The disruptive threats now facing the planet are extraordinary: climate change, water scarcity, poverty, disease, growing income inequality, urbanization, massive economic volatility and more. Businesses cannot be asked to do the job of governments, but companies and investors will ultimately mobilize most of the capital needed to overcome the unprecedented challenges we now face.  Before the crisis and since, we and others have called for a more responsible form of capitalism, what we call sustainable capitalism: a framework that seeks to maximize long-term economic value by reforming markets to address real needs while integrating environmental, social and governance (ESG) metrics throughout the decision-making process.  Such sustainable capitalism applies to the entire investment value chain—from entrepreneurial ventures to large public companies, seed-capital providers to institutional investors, employees to CEOs, activists to policy makers. It transcends borders, industries, asset classes and stakeholders.  Those who advocate sustainable capitalism are often challenged to spell out why sustainability adds value. Yet the question that should be asked instead is: "Why does an absence of sustainability not damage companies, investors and society at large?" From BP to Lehman Brothers, there is a long list of examples proving that it does.  Enlarge Image  Corbis Moreover, companies and investors that integrate sustainability into their business practices are finding that it enhances profitability over the longer term. Experience and research show that embracing sustainable capitalism yields four kinds of important benefits for companies:  • Developing sustainable products and services can increase a company's profits, enhance its brand, and improve its competitive positioning, as the market increasingly rewards this behavior.  • Sustainable capitalism can also help companies save money by reducing waste and increasing energy efficiency in the supply chain, and by improving human-capital practices so that retention rates rise and the costs of training new employees decline.  • Third, focusing on ESG metrics allows companies to achieve higher compliance standards and better manage risk since they have a more holistic understanding of the material issues affecting their business.  • Researchers (including Rob Bauer and Daniel Hann of Maastricht University, and Beiting Cheng, Ioannis Ioannou and George Serafeim of Harvard) have found that sustainable businesses realize financial benefits such as lower cost of debt and lower capital constraints.  Sustainable capitalism is also important for investors. Mr. Serafeim and his colleague Robert G. Eccles have shown that sustainable companies outperform their unsustainable peers in the long term. Therefore, investors who identify companies that embed sustainability into their strategies can earn substantial returns, while experiencing low volatility.  Because ESG metrics directly affect companies' long-term value, pension funds, sovereign wealth funds, foundations and the like—investors with long-term liabilities—should include these metrics as an essential aspect of valuation and investment strategy. Sustainable capitalism requires investors to be good investors, to fully understand the companies they invest in and to believe in their long-term value and potential. 
Cap Good – Warming 

Capitalism promotes new technologies which solve for global climate change 

Kahn 2010

Matthew E. Kahn, is a Professor at UCLA. He wrote the book titled "Green Cities" (Brookings Institution Press), August 17, 2010, "Capitalism is Our Best Defense Against Climate Change", http://greeneconomics.blogspot.com/2010/08/capitalism-is-our-best-defense-against.html
Capitalism is always coming up with new products," he explained. Energy-efficient air conditioners, electric cars and floating houses built to rise with sea levels or flash floods are just a few of the products that he expects will provide a profitable reason for companies to help the world adapt to climate change.   The way people will adapt depends on whether we're all a bunch of Spocks or Homers, Kahn explains. Spocks – named after the rational-to-a-fault Star Trek character — would calculate the risks of climate change and prepare accordingly. Homers — named for the bumbling father figure on “The Simpsons” — would seek instant gratification and find cheap housing exactly where climate change will cause the most damage. Whereas some economists think of the world population as either all Spocks or all Homers, Kahn thinks we're a mix of both — and that's what will save us.   "The Homers will be desperate to survive after the climate apocalypse, and their desperation creates incentives," he said. "The Spocks will respond to that need and profit by coming up with the products that will be in huge demand. The Homers’ very existence creates the demand that saves them."   That's not an excuse for people to ignore climate change, Kahn warned. For cities to adapt, households and businesses need to learn about and respond to new data, he said. Climate models being developed in UCLA's Institute of the Environment, where Kahn works, will help give people the information they need to make smart choices about where they live and work, he said.   "My colleague Alex Hall is working on very detailed climate models that turn L.A. into a checkerboard of wildfire risk, flooding risk, average temperatures and so on," he said. "Home prices will rise and fall accordingly, and people will make more climate change-based decisions." Kahn foresees homeowners picking their neighborhoods by checking climate models along with crime rates and school districts.   Accurate information will be vital for people to make good climate decisions, which is why the saving power of capitalism could be derailed by government interference, Kahn argued. Subsidies and assistance can muddy incentives, he said. For example, he's disturbed by the message sent by low water prices in Los Angeles.   "Climate change is going to make water both scarcer and more in demand, but charging so little for water is actually exacerbating the water shortage problems," Kahn said. "People need pricing signals or they won't respond to shortages."   Companies that might otherwise develop water-saving devices have no incentive to do so if tap water isn’t priced high enough to make people want to buy the new products, he argued. "Capitalism is much less efficient when pricing signals are artificial." 
Capitalism funds new innovations that solve for warming

Buzaglo 2007

Jorge Buzaglo, writer for post-autistic economics review, December 2007, " Climate change, global ethics and the market", http://www.paecon.net/PAEReview/issue44/Buzaglo44.pdf
As diverse factors as the Hurricane Katrina, the IPCC (2007) report, Al Gore’s film (An Inconvenient Truth), and the Stern (2007) review, have dramatically increased world awareness about the dangers of global heating. Different approaches to a possible solution are beginning to surface in the public debate. In Scandinavia, for instance, the ecologists’ radical vision of a simpler life close to Nature and away from the Market confronts the dream of a high growth, innovative capitalism, where the magic of technology solves all problems. These are often imaginative visions, but what is still lacking in all of them is a clear and explicit acknowledgment of the strictly global character of the climate change problem. What is lacking in the debate is the overt acceptance of the fact that in the global warming problem “we are all in the same boat,” that is, all of the globe’s population. Global problems need global solutions. A solution to global warming poses from the start the problem of the extremely biased world income and wealth distribution. A realistic solution should necessarily incorporate global redistributive mechanisms, including market mechanisms.

Cap Good – Environment 

Richer nations have healthier ecosystems-Soviet Union proves 

Taylor 2012

Christopher Taylor is a writer for "The examiner", March 16, 2012, "Green Capitalism", http://washingtonexaminer.com/article/141806   

James Watt, secretary of the Interior for Ronald Reagan is quoted as saying "After the last tree is felled, Christ will come back," as a reason for not worrying about the environment. Watt never said this, it was simply attributed to him by an author in Grist magazine, and later retracted. Still, many believe that conservatives and capitalists think that its okay to rape and destroy the planet in the name of riches and God. In reality, capitalism is one of the best hopes for our environment. The oil age did arguably save whales from extinction after all.  Looking around the world, you can find a direct correlation between poverty and ecological disaster. Where people are poorest, the pollution and economic destruction are far worse than in more wealthy areas. Places where many poor people live in close quarters such as Calcutta, Beijing, and Mexico City are even worse.   The main reason that poorer areas are such ecological disasters is because of the poverty. Economic stress causes people to stop being so fussy about how they find their next meal, or shelter, or clothing. When resources are limited, people begin choosing more critical needs over less, and picking up the trash stops being a priority, as does cleaning up waste, planting trees, and so on.   It is also no coincidence that the poorer and less ecologically sound places in the world tend to be less capitalist. One of the most shocking things to academics and leftists when the Soviet Union collapsed is what an incredibly horrendous wasteland much of Russia had become under their rule. One infamous example is Lake Karachay, which the Soviet government used as a dumping ground for radioactive materials from their nuclear power plants. There is a company which specializes in finding radioactive materials scattered around the nation, including inside Moscow. China is the world’s leading producer of carbon dioxide and general pollution.   Instead of resulting in better care for the environment, countries under totalitarian rule tend to have significantly worse care. The more collectivist the government, the worse their environmental care tends to be, for a few simple reasons.   A significant reason is economic. Capitalism gives incentive to taking care of your environment because it is costly and less attractive to customers and investors. If your company is destroying the land around it, that tends to annoy and upset customers. Further, capitalism provides not just opportunity, but pressure for poor to get out of poverty and thus away from the desperation that creates environmental stress. Capitalism helps people achieve more and opens the way for anyone to become whatever they have the ability and will to become. Other, collectivist systems such as socialism and communism stifle and discourage this economic growth.   However, the main reason is technological; capitalism tends to encourage and benefit people who innovate, invent, and create. Other systems with top-down control tend to stifle this, encouraging the status quo and simply obeying the rules to get a check. There’s no incentive to try harder, invent, or find a new way because you get paid the same either way.  Technology results in less damage to the environment for better results. In the 1960’s Paul Ehrlich believed farming and food production techniques could not and would not get any better, so we’d become overpopulated and starve. In reality, food technology exploded in the end of the 20th century, resulting in massive increases in production while using fewer resources.   Similarly, technology, driven by free-market capitalism, has resulted in a more energy-efficient world. Air conditioners and heaters are far more efficient today than they were even ten years ago. Computers, televisions, and other entertainment media use far less energy, often through simple innovations such as flat-screen LCD technology.   These innovations come about because of the freedom and rewards which a free market affords, providing the tools for a cleaner planet. Companies realize that its cheaper in the long run to pollute less (and clean up less in the future) and they can advertise themselves as being good for the environment, which is popular with buyers.  

Alt Bad – Transition Wars

The break from capitalism will be met with transition wars
Trainer 3

[Ted, Senior Lecturer in Sociology at the School of Social Work, University of New South Wales, “The Simpler Way”, http://ssis.arts.unsw.edu.au/tsw/02-The-Simpler-Way.html , February 13]

"When corporations rule the world" This heading, the title of a recent book by David Korten, sums up the situation that has arisen over the last 20 years. A tiny corporate super-rich class has risen to extraordinary wealth and power and are now able to more or less run the world in the ways that suit it. (About 1% of the world’s people now control more than half the capital; Note 7.) They run the transnational corporations, the media and especially the World Bank, IMF and World Trade Organisation. Their wealth funds the think tanks, foundations, universities, journals etc which pump out the message that the neo-liberal way is the best and the only way. Governments eagerly comply with this agenda. . They have routed the working class. The Left has been eliminated as a political force. Above all the rich have crushingly won the ideological battle establishing neo-liberalism as the only way. Rich world military power is likely to be used ruthlessly against nations which interfere with this agenda of free access for corporations and integration of all regions into the one global market (e.g., Yugoslavia, Iraq.) Much of the literature on globalisation is alarmed at this situation of corporate rule; (see especially Chussudowsky, 1996, Fotopolous, 2002, and many of the works by Chomsky.) There are good reasons for thinking that it is now too late to do anything about this rapid surge to world domination by the super-rich, especially since the "war on terrorism" has provided a perfect pretext for crushing dissent.

Perm/GG

Their monolithic presentation of capitalism makes resistance impossible

Gibson-Graham, 6 – Professor of Geosciences at University of Massachusetts, PhD; Feminist Economic Geographer and Professor at the Australian National University, PhD

(J.K. Gibson-Graham, “The End of Capitalism as We Knew It,” pg. 255-257) 
Through its architectural or organismic depiction as an edifice or body, Capitalism becomes not an uncentered aggregate of practices but a structural and systemic unity, potentially   co-extensive with the national or global economy as a whole. 11 As a large, durable, and self-sustaining formation, it is relatively impervious to ordinary political and cultural interventions. It can be resisted and reformed but it cannot be replaced, except through some Herculean and coordinated struggle. Understood as a unified system or structure, Capitalism is not ultimately vulnerable to local and partial efforts at transformation. Any such efforts can always be subverted by Capitalism at another scale or in another dimension. Attempts to transform production may be seen as hopeless without control of the financial system. Socialisms in one city or in one country may be seen as undermined by Capitalism at the international scale. Capitalism cannot be chipped away at, gradually replaced or removed piecemeal. It must be transformed in its entirety or not at all. Thus one of the effects of the unity of Capitalism is to present the left with the task of systemic transformation. Singularity If the unity of Capitalism confronts us with the mammoth task of systemic transformation, it is the singularity and totality of Capitalism that make the task so hopeless. Capitalism presents itself as a singularity in the sense of having no peer or equivalent, of existing in a category by itself; and also in the sense that when it appears fully realized within a particular social formation, it tends to be dominant or alone. As a sui generis economic form, Capitalism has no true analogues. Slavery, independent commodity production, feudalism, socialism, primitive communism and other forms of economy all lack the systemic properties of Capitalism and the ability to reproduce and expand themselves according to internal laws. 12 Unlike socialism, for example, which is always struggling to be born, which needs the protection and fostering of the state, which is fragile and easily deformed, Capitalism takes on its full form as a natural outcome of an internally driven growth process. Its organic unity gives capitalism the peculiar power to regenerate itself, and even to subsume its moments of crisis as requirements of its continued growth and development. Socialism has never been endowed with that mythic capability of feeding on its own crises; its reproduction was never driven from within by a life force but always from without; it could never reproduce itself but always had to be reproduced, often an arduous if not impossible process. 13 

Alt fails

Alt fails.  Capitalism is too ingrained to be wished away

Wilson 2K (John K., coordinator of the Independent Press Association’s Campus Journalism Project, How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People, pg 15- 16)

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