K Answers








     



  
ENDI










  

         Lab CGLT

K ANSWERS

2***Optimism***


3General


4Abortion


5Democracy


6Environment


7Health


8Inequality


9Poverty


10Racism


11War


12Working Conditions


13***Inevitability***


14Hierarchy


15Hierarchy – Math Proves


16Realism


18Realism – Better than Critical Theory


20Realism – Empirically Proven


22Realism – Human Nature Proves


25Realism – Not Deterministic


26Realism – Permutation


27Realism – Policymakers


28Realism – AT: Humans Are Cooperative


29Utopian Alternatives Fail


30Nonviolence Fails


31***Predictions***


32We Can Make Them


33***Cede The Political***


34Link – Academic Left


35Link – Identity Politics


36Link – Marxism


38Link – Postmodernism


40Impact – Authoritarianism/Generally Bad Stuff


41Impact – Inequality


42Alternative – People’s Charter


43Permutation Solves


45Progressive Reform Works


46***Policy Debate Good***


47Policy Debate Good


50***Neg***


51No Universals




Brought to you by Alexis, Chelsea, Daniella, Jackie, Leah, Leena, Misbah, Robert, and Sam.
***Optimism***

General

All global indicators are improving
Kenny, 10 (Charles Kenny, “Getting better why global development is succeeding--and how we can improve the world even more”, a senior fellow at the Center for Global Development, His current work covers topics including the demand side of development, the role of technology in quality of life improvements, and governance and anticorruption in aid. He has published articles, chapters and books on issues including progress towards the Millennium Development Goals, what we know about the causes of economic growth, the link between economic growth and broader development, the causes of improvements in global health, the link between economic growth and happiness, the end of the Malthusian trap, the role of communications technologies in development, the ‘digital divide,’ and corruption. He is a contributing editor at Foreign Policy magazine and a Schwartz Fellow at the New America Foundation. Charles was previously at the World Bank, where his assignments included working with the VP for the Middle East and North Africa Region, coordinating work on governance and anticorruption in infrastructure and natural resources, and managing a number of investment and technical assistance projects covering telecommunications and the Internet, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?id=R3vRVSrMqxYC&printsec=frontcover&dq=getting+better+why+global+development+is+succeeding--and+how+we+can+improve+the+world+even+more&hl=en&ei=sYscTpb5AYTHgAf6n_THCQ&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=genocide&f=false)
The four horsemen of the apocalypse are on the retreat. A century of development has seen considerable tragedy—world warm, genocide, mass starvation—but, globally, rates of absolute income poverty have fallen dramatically even as populations have grown. Every region has escaped the Malthusian trap. And in every region more children are being educated, people are living longer, and liberties have expanded. Even the concept of stagnation can only fairly be applied if we limit ourselves pretty much to one indicator (GDP per capita) and one region (Africa). From a long-term perspective, the idea of crisis ill fits the evidence of how the world is getting better. Not least, the last century saw an unprecedented change in the nature of human health. Infant mortality declined from ubiquity to a rarity worldwide and adults lived longer across the globe. This development occurred everywhere. It did not require rapid economic growth to sustain it, suggesting instead that the spread of cheap technologies and approaches were the key—technologies such as immunizations, antibiotics, boiling water, washing hands, and using latrines. And the spread of these technologies has become even more rapid over time. We saw that it took 180 years between the introduction of a smallpox vaccine and the disease’s global eradication. The world as a whole saw only 1.313 cases of polio in all of 2007—this only fifty-two years after Jonas Salk developed the first polio vaccine.

Everything is getting better
Ridley, 10 (Doctor of Philosophy in zoology & non-executive chairman of the UK bank Northern Rock. “2010 The Rational Optimist: How Prosperity Evolves, HarperCollins. Reviewed in Nature 465, 294–295 (20 May 2010)”) DMF
By the middle of this century the human race will have expanded in ten thousand years from less than ten million to nearly ten billion people. Some of the billions alive today still live in misery and dearth even worse than the worst experienced in the Stone Age. Some are worse off than they were just a few months or years before. But the vast majority of people are much better fed, much better sheltered, much better entertained, much better protected against disease and much more likely to live to old age than their ancestors have ever been. The availability of almost everything a person could want or need has been going rapidly upwards for 200 years and erratically upwards for 10,000 years before that: years of lifespan, mouthfuls of clean water, lungfuls of clean air, hours of privacy, means of travelling faster than you can run, ways of communicating farther than you can shout. Even allowing for the hundreds of millions who still live in abject poverty, disease and want, this generation of human beings has access to more calorjes, watts, lumen-hours, square feet, gigabytes, megahertz, light-years, nanometres, bushels per acre, miles per gallon, food miles, air miles, and ofcourse dollars than any that went before. They have more Velcro, vaccines, vitamins, shoes, singers, soap operas, mango slicers, sexual partners, tennis rackets,.guided missiles and anything else they could even imagine needing. By one estimate, the number of different products that you can buy in New York or London tops ten billion.
As evolution continues life gets better


Veenhoven, 09 (Ruut Veenhoven, Professor - Doctor, Erasmus University Rotterdam, Faculty of Social Sciences, Netherlands, 12/30/09, “Life is Getting Better: Societal Evolution and Fit with Human Nature”, p.106)JS
The idea that life is getting better draws on several achievements of modern society. One is the unprecedented rise in the material standard of living; the average citizen lives more comfortably now than kings did a few centuries ago. Another improvement that strikes the eye is that the chance of an untimely death is greatly reduced; ever fewer people die in accidents and epidemics and fewer are murdered. A number of social evils have been abated, such as poverty, inequality, ignorance and oppression. A recent statement of this view can be found in ‘It’s getting better all the time’ by Moore and Simon (2000). This notion of improvement is typically part of an evolutionary view, in which society is seen as a human tool that is gradually perfected. This idea developed during the period of enlightenment in the 18th century and lives today. The idea that we can improve society by ‘social engineering’ is part of this belief and forms the ideological basis of many major contemporary institutions, such as the welfare state and development aid organizations. This journal of ‘Social Indicators Research’ roots in that movement. The idea that life is getting better breaks with the traditional religious view of earthly life as a phase of penance awaiting paradise in the afterlife. It is deemed possible to reduce suffering by creating a better world and societal development is seen to head in that way, be it with some ups and downs.

Abortion

Abortion rates decreasing

Rogers, 11 (James Rogers, FIND QUALS, 2/04/11, “It’s Getting Better All the Time”, http://www.theamateurthinker.com/2011/02/its-getting-better-all-the-time/)JS
The rate of abortion peaked in about 1981, and has been steadily falling ever since.8 Most people, whether they are pro-choice or pro-life, believe that abortion is not a good thing. Most people who are pro-choice generally believe that even though abortion is often a difficult thing, each woman should have the right to evaluate her circumstances and decide for herself whether to get an abortion. Since abortion is still legal and available in the United States, if abortions are going down, then it is because more women are choosing not to get one. This fact is something that both the pro-choice and pro-life crowds can agree is a good thing. Many people who are pro-life are motivated by a religious conviction that abortion is evil; from that perspective, then the last thirty years have brought a significant decrease in evil and increase in goodness How about sex? I hear people in church talk all the time about the sexual immorality running rampant in the United States. In 2009, teen birth rates hit the lowest rate they’ve ever been since the government started measuring statistics in 1940.9 The teen birth rate is lower now than it has even been in the last 70 years (and it is not because teens are getting more abortions, since abortion rates are down too). Teen pregnancy rates (which can be different than teen birth rates because of abortions) have also been decreasing10 (there was a 28% decrease11 from 1990 to 2000). 

Democracy

Global support for democratic values is growing
Kenny, 10 (Charles Kenny, “Getting better why global development is succeeding--and how we can improve the world even more”, a senior fellow at the Center for Global Development, His current work covers topics including the demand side of development, the role of technology in quality of life improvements, and governance and anticorruption in aid. He has published articles, chapters and books on issues including progress towards the Millennium Development Goals, what we know about the causes of economic growth, the link between economic growth and broader development, the causes of improvements in global health, the link between economic growth and happiness, the end of the Malthusian trap, the role of communications technologies in development, the ‘digital divide,’ and corruption. He is a contributing editor at Foreign Policy magazine and a Schwartz Fellow at the New America Foundation. Charles was previously at the World Bank, where his assignments included working with the VP for the Middle East and North Africa Region, coordinating work on governance and anticorruption in infrastructure and natural resources, and managing a number of investment and technical assistance projects covering telecommunications and the Internet, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?id=R3vRVSrMqxYC&printsec=frontcover&dq=getting+better+why+global+development+is+succeeding--and+how+we+can+improve+the+world+even+more&hl=en&ei=sYscTpb5AYTHgAf6n_THCQ&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=genocide&f=false)

Certainly, since World War II, the ideas of democracy and universal rights have proven powerful ones, repeated in numerous documents signed on to by governments throughout the world as we have seen. Surveys of popular opinion worldwide also point to ubiquitous and considerable majorities in favor of statements such as “Democracy may have its problems, but it’s better than any other form of government” (ranging from a low of 81 percent in the former Soviet Union to 88 percent in the Middle East and 92 percent in the West). It is worth noting that while surveys comparing Western and Muslim countries report very similar levels of support for democratic ideals including political toleration, participation, and support for free speech, they suggest markedly different support for gender equality. In this sense, the popular support for universal civil liberties may be somewhat lagging behind that for universal political rights. Nonetheless, the concepts of both civil and political rights are ubiquitous in both legal and popular opinion worldwide—a circumstance that in no manner prevailed even seventy-five years ago. And while the de jure and the de facto regarding rights can all too often be some considerable distance apart, the power that the idea of rights can have is made clear by the snowballing of democratic change across borders. Think, for example, of the shock wave of communist collapse across Eastern Europe, or the link between the Philippines’ expression of “people power” with the support of Cardinal Sin and Cardinal Kim’s leadership role in mass Korean protests demanding democratic change the following year. Once the transition to democracy is made to look possible by (peaceful) neighboring example, it often spreads.

Environment

Extinction of species is necessary for evolution to occur

PNAS, 94 (Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the USA. “The role of extinction in evolution”, http://www.pnas.org/content/91/15/6758.abstract, July 19, 1994) DMF
The extinction of species is not normally considered an important element of neodarwinian theory, in contrast to the opposite phenomenon, speciation. This is surprising in view of the special importance Darwin attached to extinction, and because the number of species extinctions in the history of life is almost the same as the number of originations; present-day biodiversity is the result of a trivial surplus of originations, cumulated over millions of years. For an evolutionary biologist to ignore extinction is probably as foolhardy as for a demographer to ignore mortality. The past decade has seen a resurgence of interest in extinction, yet research on the topic is still at a reconnaissance level, and our present understanding of its role in evolution is weak. Despite uncertainties, extinction probably contains three important elements. (i) For geographically widespread species, extinction is likely only if the killing stress is one so rare as to be beyond the experience of the species, and thus outside the reach of natural selection. (ii) The largest mass extinctions produce major restructuring of the biosphere wherein some successful groups are eliminated, allowing previously minor groups to expand and diversify. (iii) Except for a few cases, there is little evidence that extinction is selective in the positive sense argued by Darwin. It has generally been impossible to predict, before the fact, which species will be victims of an extinction event.
Solutions for alternative energy are advancing now.

Feeney, 11 (Lauren Feeney, graduate of Bard College and the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2/16/11, “Futurist Ray Kuzweil isn’t Worried About Climate Change”) JS
One of my primary theses is that information technologies grow exponentially in capability and power and bandwidth and so on. If you buy an iPhone today, it’s twice as good as two years ago for half that cost. That is happening with solar energy — it is doubling every two years. And it didn’t start two years ago, it started 20 years ago. Every two years we have twice as much solar energy in the world. Today, solar is still more expensive than fossil fuels, and in most situations it still needs subsidies or special circumstances, but the costs are coming down rapidly — we are only a few years away from parity. And then it’s going to keep coming down, and people will be gravitating towards solar, even if they don’t care at all about the environment, because of the economics. So right now it’s at half a percent of the world’s energy. People tend to dismiss technologies when they are half a percent of the solution. But doubling every two years means it’s only eight more doublings before it meets a hundred percent of the world’s energy needs. So that’s 16 years. We will increase our use of electricity during that period, so add another couple of doublings: In 20 years we’ll be meeting all of our energy needs with solar, based on this trend which has already been under way for 20 years. People say we’re running out of energy. That’s only true if we stick with these old 19th century technologies. We are awash in energy from the sunlight. 
Health

Life expectancy is increasing

Ridley, 10 (Doctor of Philosophy in zoology & non-executive chairman of the UK bank Northern Rock. “2010 The Rational Optimist: How Prosperity Evolves, HarperCollins. Reviewed in Nature 465, 294–295 (20 May 2010)”) DMF
Meanwhile, average life expectancy in the longest-lived country (Sweden in 1850, New Zealand in 1920, Japan today) continues to march upwards at a steady rate of a quarter of a year per year, a rate of change that has altered little in 200 years. It will shows no sign of reaching a limit, though surely it must oneday. In the 1920s demographers confidently asserted that age life span would peak at 65 'without intervention of radical innovations or fantastic evolutionary change in our physcological make-up'. In 1990 they predicted life expectancy should not exceed . .. 35 years at age 50 unless major break~ throughs occur in controlling the fundamental rate of ageing'. within just five years both predictions were proved wrong in at least one country.
Medicine will continue advancing allowing people to live longer lives.

Feeney, 11 (Lauren Feeney, graduate of Bard College and the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2/16/11, “Futurist Ray Kuzweil isn’t Worried About Climate Change”) JS
We will be extending the human life expectancy; in fact, we have done that already. Human life expectancy was 37 years in 1800, 48 in 1900; it’s now pushing 80. But this is going to go into high gear now that health and medicine has changed. It used to be hit or miss. We’d just find things — medicine was just a kind of an organized set of ideas that we discovered accidentally. We now have the actual means of understanding the software of life and reprogramming it; we can turn genes off without any interference, we can add new genes, whole new organs with stem cell therapy. The point is that medicine is now an information technology — it’s going to double in power every year. These technologies will be a million times more powerful for the same cost in 20 years. However, the same technologies that are going to extend life and nudge up the biological population are also going to expand the resources. We just talked about energy, because we are running out of it, but actually we are awash in energy. We are awash in water — pun intended. Just most of it is dirty and polluted. And we know how to convert it, today, but it takes energy, which is why it’s expensive. Once energy is inexpensive, we can create water. There is a whole set of new food technologies. We are going to go from this revolution that happened 10,000 years ago of horizontal agriculture to what’s called vertical agriculture, where we grow plants, fruits, vegetables and meat in computerized factories by artificial intelligence; hydroponic plants tended by intelligent robots to create fruits and vegetables, in-vitro cloned meats, basically just cloning the part of the animal that you want to eat, which is the muscled tissue. There is no reason to create a whole animal to get to the parts that we want to eat. The point is that the same technologies that are going to increase human longevity are also going to expand the resources and ultimately make them very inexpensive.
Inequality
Inequality statistics are overstated

Banks, 10 (James Banks, the director of the Center for Multicultural Education at the University of Washington, 10/29/10, “Inequality Statistics and Poverty Facts”, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/10/29/inequality-statistics-and-poverty-facts/?query=Inequality+Statistics+and+Poverty+Facts)JS
This interpretation of income inequality statistics grossly misrepresents the true data. As The Heritage Foundation’s research on the subject reveals, income inequality in the United States is frequently overstated. Conventional measurements of income inequality do not include the impact of taxes on the wealthy and the middle class; the value of realized capital gains; the value of welfare benefits such as food stamps, public housing, the school lunch program, and the earned income tax credit; the value of employee health benefits; and insurance values of Medicaid and Medicare benefits. Alter goes on to claim that income inequalities are “the result of politics and policies” that can “be tilted back over time.” It is true that government policies can increase poverty, but this is probably not what Alter has in mind. Government has contributed to inequality through its social welfare policies rather than its economic deregulation. 
International inequality is decreasing

Ridley, 10 (Doctor of Philosophy in zoology & non-executive chairman of the UK bank Northern Rock. “2010 The Rational Optimist: How Prosperity Evolves, HarperCollins. Reviewed in Nature 465, 294–295 (20 May 2010)”) DMF
Even inequality is declining worldwide. It is true that in Britain and America income equality, which had been improving for most ofthe past two centuries (British aristocrats were six inches taller than the average in 1800; today they are less than two inches taller), has stalled since the 1970s. The reasons for this are many, but they are not all causes for regret. For example, high earners now marry each other more than they used to (which concentrates income), immigration has increased, trade has been freed, cartels have been opened up to entrepreneurial competition and the skill premium has grown in the work place. All these are inequality-boosting, but they stem from liberalising trends. Besides, by a strange statistical paradox, while inequality has increased within some countries, globally it has been falling. The recent enrichment of China and India has increased inequality within those countries by making the income of the rich grow faster than that of the poor - an income gap is an inevitable consequence of an expanding economy. Yet the global effect of the growth of China and India has been to reduce the difference between rich and poor worldwide. As Hayek put it, 'once the rise in the position of the lower classes gathers speed, catering to the rich ceases to be the main source of great gain and gives place to efforts directed towards the needs ofthe masses. Those forces which at first make inequality self-accentuating thus later tend to diminish it.'

Poverty

Poverty is down globally

Wallen, 10 (Fabian, active in growth analysis, international trade/finance and relocation/globalisation at the Confederation of Swedish Enterprise. Establishing Abroad, “Global poverty is decreasing”, http://www.establishingabroad.com/bazment/1236.aspx, 2010) DMF
The past decade has been fantastic for us who don’t like poverty. According to statistics from the World Bank, the number of people living on less than a dollar a day has decreased by 250 million. This means that global poverty has been reduced from 24 percent to 16 percent. Even though China represents the most dramatic decrease, there is a similar spin in the rest of Asia as well as in Africa and Latin America. What happened in the last decade was that global growth accelerated significantly. This acceleration can largely be explained by a near duplication in growth in the poor parts of the world. Growth in developed countries has been almost unchanged. This could be explained by a wave of reforms sweeping across large parts of the poor world. More and more countries have liberalised their economies simultaneous with opening up to the world for trade and investments. The result is a substantial increase in global trade and a gigantic increase in capital transfer between countries. With increasing salary levels in many nouveau riche development countries, we notice two interesting trends. First of all, many companies in development countries are looking for new markets and countries where labour costs are still relatively low. Secondly, there is growing institutional competition, where politicians in development countries make major investments in improving entrepreneurship, employment and financial growth. To sum up, these trends mean that global poverty will most likely continue to decrease in the next decade. Those of us, fortunate enough to be living in the rich part of the world, should encourage this development. We could do this by urging our politicians not to discriminate poor countries in trade agreements with so-called social and ecological clauses. In addition, we could consume products from poor countries. Our consumption benefits their production. Historically, a growing production results in increased employment and salaries which leads to reduced poverty.

Poverty and low income are becoming less of an issue around the world

Rogers, 11 (James Rogers, FIND QUALS, 2/04/11, “It’s Getting Better All the Time”, http://www.theamateurthinker.com/2011/02/its-getting-better-all-the-time/)JS
Despite the recession, living conditions have significantly improved for most people over the last few decades. Poverty rates (as measured by the percentage of people living on less than $1 a day) have been decreasing in all regions of the world for the last few decades.17 Other indicators of human development (such as literacy and life expectancy) have been getting better as well. For most parts of the world,18 the last decade has been the best ever.19 In the United States, things have also been getting better for the poor, especially when you account for the lower rate of inflation of goods purchased by low-income households.20 By most measures, the poor in the United States today enjoy a higher standard of living than the middle class did in 1971.21 People in the United States need to spend far less of their income on food, clothing, and shelter,22 and have a far greater percentage of their income available to spend on non-necessities than ever before.23 Americans have more leisure now, and spend less time working.24 

Poverty is decreasing

Ridley, 10 (Doctor of Philosophy in zoology & non-executive chairman of the UK bank Northern Rock. “2010 The Rational Optimist: How Prosperity Evolves, HarperCollins. Reviewed in Nature 465, 294–295 (20 May 2010)”) DMF
The rich have got richer, but the poor have done even better. The poor in the developing world grew their consumption twice as fast as the world as a whole between 1980 and 2000. The Chinese are ten times as rich, one-third as fecund and twentyeight years longer-lived than they were fifty years ago. Even Nigeriansare twice as rich, 25 per cent less fecund and nine years longer-lived than they were in 1955. Despite a doubling of the world population, even the raw number of people living in solute poverty (defined as less than a 1985 dollar a day) has fallen since the 1950s. The percentage living in such absolute poverty has dropped by more than half - to less than 18 per cent. That number is, of course, still all too horribly high, but the trend is hardly a cause for despair: at the current rate of decline, it would hit zero around 2035 - though it probably won't. The United Nations estimates that poverty was reduced more in the last fifty years than in the previous 500. 
Racism

Obama’s election decreased racism

Salvatore, 09 (Political journalist and reporter. “Study Shows Obama's Role Is Reducing Racism”, http://www.wctv.tv/home/headlines/39516132.html, February 12, 2009) DMF
Obama's role as president could be helping to reduce racism in our country. A study done by an FSU psychology professor finds a change in the way whites think about African Americans. She found that of the 300 non black college students who participated, only 51 percent demonstrated automatic preference for white people. The others had no preference or preferred blacks. A previous study showed an 80 percent preference to whites. "It really suggested to us that the really surprising drop in prejudice we were seeing was due to the fact that now when people thought of African Americans, Barack Obama and the characteristics associated with him were what were coming to their mind for some people," says E. Ashby Plant, an Associate Professor at FSU. When asked what comes to mind when they think of African Americans, 22 percent cited Obama and 50 % listed a positive role model such as MLK Jr. Research Study: THE OBAMA EFFECT: RESEARCHERS CITE PRESIDENT’S ROLE IN REDUCING RACISM TALLAHASSEE, Fla. -- President Obama spurred a dramatic change in the way whites think about African-Americans before he had even set foot in the Oval Office, according to a new study. Florida State University Psychology Professor E. Ashby Plant and University of Wisconsin-Madison Professor Patricia Devine have documented a decrease in racial prejudice during the Fall 2008 period between the Democratic Party’s nomination of Barack Obama and the Nov. 4 election. They call it the Obama Effect. “The unprecedented drop in implicit bias observed in our studies indicates that the impact of Obama’s historic campaign went beyond his winning the election,” the researchers wrote in a paper outlining the study’s results that has not yet been published. “It appears to have produced a fundamental change in at least the minds of the American public. Although the full impact of this historic election will play out over time, we are encouraged by the early returns.” aAbout 300 non-black (white, Asian or Hispanic) college students in Wisconsin and Florida participated in a variety of experiments and surveys designed to measure stereotyping and implicit prejudice -- that is, the kind of prejudice that is typically described as “automatic” or “knee-jerk” and, although not directly stated, can influence people’s behavior. The researchers found that 51 percent of the participants demonstrated automatic preferences for white people. The others had no preference or preferred blacks. This is significant because previous research, even Plant’s own studies conducted on the same college campuses, typically has found that about 80 percent of white people demonstrate an automatic preference for other whites.

Obama’s presidency decreases people’s perception on racism

Gordon, 09 (Bennett, AP writer. UTNE, “Obama’s Effect on Racism and Test Scores”, http://www.utne.com/Science-Technology/Obamas-Effect-on-Racism-and-Test-Scores.aspx, Febuary 18, 2009) DMF
Barack Obama’s election is hailed as a step forward in American race relations. Now, researchers are trying to quantify the “Obama Effect” to figure out how it’s changing American culture. One study, reported by the New York Times, found that a test-taking achievement gap between black people and white people disappeared after Obama’s election. In other words, before Obama’s election, white people tended to do better on this test than black people. Now, that gap has disappeared, at least for this test The reason why that gap existed in the first place, Jonah Lehrer writes for the Frontal Cortex blog, may be due to a “stereotype threat.” Stereotypes can creep into the minds of test takers, making them perform worse on tests because of the threat, rather than any difference in intelligence. An inspiring politician isn’t needed to erase that achievement gap, according to the WNYC show Radio Lab. All that’s needed is a simple change in language: When a test is referred to as an “intelligence test,” the gap remains. But if researchers refer to the exact same test as a “puzzle,” or some other word that is less loaded than “test,” the difference goes away “The real subtle power of a stereotype isn’t that it prevents you from the thing you want to do,” Radio Lab’s Jad Abumrad says, “it distracts you for just a beat from the thing you want to do. And that may be all the difference.Obama’s election could be lowering racism coming from white people, too. Tom Jacobs reports for Miller McCune that biases against black people registered significantly lower after Obama’s election in certain research. Researchers from Florida State University used Implicit Association Tests and found that the participants, 80 percent of which were white, showed no biases against black people, while previous studies showed a preference for white people. The researchers described this as a “fundamental change” in American race relations.  

War

There is a lower number of death rates from war, and still decreasing 

Rogers, 11 (James Rogers, FIND QUALS, 2/04/11, “It’s Getting Better All the Time”, http://www.theamateurthinker.com/2011/02/its-getting-better-all-the-time/)JS
The murder rate in the United States has gone down from 10.2 per 100,000 in 1980 to 5.0 in 2009 – a greater than fifty percent decrease.1 Many people don’t really understand the scale of death and horror which occurred in the first half of the twentieth century. It was truly the bloodiest, most deadly period in all of human history. Things have significantly improved since then. During World War I2 and its aftermath, 9 million combatants died, 5 to 10 million Russians died in the famine of 1921, about one million Armenians were died in Turkey, and the 1918 flu pandemic (which spread mostly because of the wartime conditions) killed at least 50 million people. Between 11 and 17 million people3 died in the holocaust (six million Jews, plus gypsies, POW’s, Jehovah’s Witnesses, other political prisoners); during World War II,4 a total of between fifty and seventy million people died as a result of the war (about 20 million soldiers and about 40 million civilians) – one of out every four citizens of the USSR was wounded or killed. The number of people killed during Stalin’s rule in the USSR has been estimated at between 3.5 to 50 million people.5 The number of people killed under Mao’s rule in China has been estimated at between 19.5 and 77 million. The number of people who died under communist regimes has been estimated at between 94 and 144.7 million. So, let’s add up these numbers from WWI, WWII, and from communism gives us a range of between 220 million and 284 million (the numbers of people who died from the 1918 flu account for 50 million of each of these numbers, since the principal cause of the pandemic was WWI, I think it appropriate to include them as being a result of the violence and murder of the war). These numbers are so big that it can be easy to gloss over them. To emphasize: 284,000,000 individuals and their potential descendants, each with families, hopes, and aspirations are gone forever. The numbers I cite are for the years from 1914 to 1976, which would be a yearly death rate of between 3.5 and 4.6 million people (there was significant variation in the rate – the yearly rate trended down after WWI and would have been much lower in the 1970s than during WWI or WWII). How does that compared with now? In 2004 the worldwide number of people killed in armed conflicts was 250,000, and number killed by intentional homicide was 490,000, for a total of 740,000 killed as a result of violence.6 Doesn’t the huge decrease in murder mean that on the whole, the world is much less evil than it used to be? Doesn’t this mean that goodness, and not evil, has increased in the world over the last thirty to fifty years? Worldwide, the risk of dying in armed conflict is 0.8 per 100,000 population – if you only count countries in conflict, the risk is 2 per 100,000.7 I don’t have the numbers for the first half of the 20th century, but I am sure that this number was much higher then. The number of direct conflict deaths from intrastate conflict decreased by almost one-third from 31,607 in 2004 to 23,517 in 2007. In 68 countries examined, homicide rates decreased in 33 of them and stayed flat in 17 of them between 1998 and 2006 – that is a total of 50 countries where homicide rates decreased or stayed flat. In only 11 countries was there an increasing trend in homicide rates. 

Death rates in war are decreasing – World War II and Cold War prove

Lacina, 06 (Bethany Lacina, Standford University, Nils Pettergleditsch, Centre for the Study of Civil War, International Peace Research Institute, Bruce Russett, Yale University, “The Declining Risk of Death in Battle”, http://www.prio.no/sptrans/564439087/2006bl001.pdf)JS
A recent article using the new Correlates of War (COW) data on the distribution of interstate, intrastate, and extrastate wars from 1816 to 1997 claims there was a relatively constant risk of death in battle during that time. We show that the authors’ information is skewed by irregularities in the COW deaths data, and contest their pessimistic interpretation. Using revised information on battle deaths from 1900 to 2002 we demonstrate that the risk of death in battle by no means followed a flat line, but rather declined significantly after World War II and again after the end of the Cold War. Future users should note that the deaths data collected for the three conflict types by COW are not comparable, and using them as such tends to underestimate the share of fatalities due to major interstate conflicts.

Combat deaths are declining
Lacina, 06 (Bethany Lacina, Standford University, Nils Pettergleditsch, Centre for the Study of Civil War, International Peace Research Institute, Bruce Russett, Yale University, “The Declining Risk of Death in Battle”, http://www.prio.no/sptrans/564439087/2006bl001.pdf)JS
We have sounded a note of some optimism about the international system. The post-World War II international system witnessed a remarkable decline in the numbers of combat deaths worldwide. This is in large part due to the decreasing incidence of interstate and Great-Power wars, the most deadly type of conflict humans have ever faced, and to decreased casualty levels in civil wars due to less frequent intervention by major powers. Thus, the success of the post-World War II period has been in building a historically unprecedented network of peaceful ties among the most powerful states in the international system.8 The challenge going into the twenty-first century is to expand these gains into areas still torn by domestic conflict, terrorism, and interstate feuds.
Working Conditions

Working conditions are improving

Sherk, 08 (James Sherk, Senior Policy Analyst in Labor Economics, 7/01/08, “Getting Better All the Time: Improving Job Quality in the United States”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/07/Getting-Better-All-the-Time-Improving-Job-Quality-in-the-United-States) JS
These fears are unfounded. Opportunities rise and fall with the business cycle, and many good jobs have disappeared since the 1970s - but so too have many undesirable low-wage positions. The economy is constantly in flux, creating new jobs and destroying old ones. Last year employers created 58 million new jobs, but eliminated 55 million existing positions. On balance, however, the quality of jobs available to Americans has increased over the past generation. Employers today need fewer workers doing mindlessly repetitive or physically demanding tasks. Computer programs and robots now do much of this work. Jobs such as machine operators, assemblers, and material handlers have decreased their share of total employment considerably since 1980. But computers cannot think for or interact with people, and highly paid jobs that require greater mental skills are an increasingly large part of the economy. Executive and managerial, professional specialty, and technical and sales jobs are the three most highly paid occupations in America. They have expanded their share of employment by 10 percent since 1980. Employers need more educated workers in these jobs, and both the average education level and the return to education in the economy have grown dramatically. Americans work in an economy where skills and education provide a pathway to success. This shift benefits American workers. The increased need for highly skilled and educated workers means expanded opportunities for upward mobility. The average annual incomes of American-born workers rose 27 percent between 1980 and 2000. Wages are only part of what workers earn. Benefits make up 30 percent of the typical worker's total compensation. Contrary to popular perceptions, jobs with benefits are not disappearing: Workers are just as likely to work in jobs with health benefits now as in the mid-1990s. More workers have paid sick leave today than in the past. Pension coverage rates have remained stable. Pension benefits have changed toward greater employee control. Most workers today have defined-contribution pensions that provide higher returns and give them the flexibility to move between employers. Concerns about decreased job security are also misplaced. Conventional wisdom holds that workers have less job security than in the past. This is not the case. Workers are somewhat more likely to change jobs than in the 1980s, but this is because workers are more likely to voluntarily decide to move between employers. Companies, however, are much less likely to fire or lay off workers than a generation ago. Workers jobs are more secure today than in the 1970s. Jobs have also improved in non-monetary ways. Jobs are safer and more comfortable than a generation ago. Working on an assembly line is substantially less pleasant and more dangerous than working on documents in an office. On-the-job injuries have declined significantly in recent decades. Projecting the future is difficult, but the best estimates indicate that despite the current weakness in the economy, long-term job growth will continue to occur in higher-paying occupations. Today, the typical American works in a better job than his or her parents did, and his or her children will probably work in a better job still. 

***Inevitability***

Hierarchy

Social inequality and the development of elites are inevitable – biology, math models, and Pareto prove

Bodley, 99 (John. H-, Professor of Anthropology @ Washington State University, December, Socioeconomic Growth, Culture Scale, and Household Well-Being, Current Anthropology Volume 40, Number 5, p.596 http://libarts.wsu.edu/anthro/pdf/Bodley%201999%20Socio-economic%20Growth.pdf)
This work defines elites as the individuals at the top of any rankable social-power scale. It assumes that elites of some sort are universal in human societies. Because of their power, they are in the best position to direct culture change. It is expected that their actual number and power will be functionally related to the absolute scale of material resources and population in a given society and the cultural rules regulating power and the distribution of resources (Mayhew 1973, Mayhew and Schollaert 1980b). The focus here will be on political and economic elites, and the hypothesis will be tested by comparing the power and distribution of economic elites in communities of different scale in a single region at a particular time. In his classic study of political elites, Mosca (1939:53) proposed that it was “natural” but not intuitively obvious that “the larger the political community, the smaller would be the proportion of the governing minority to the governed majority.” This means that as the scale of the society increases, proportionately fewer elites will control, and consequently both their proportionate and their absolute power will increase. Mayhew [1973] devised a mathematical formula to test Mosca’s hypothesis, defining elites as less than half of any society. When he applied his formula to a hypothetical society of 100 people he found that political elites did in fact acquire more power as scale increased. Because these predictions follow from the definition of elites (as less than half of society) and are a “natural” function of scale, concentration can in theory be explained without reference to individual differences, details of history, or cultural process. Other theoretical predictions based on biology and biocultural processes provide further reasons to expect growth to concentrate power. Flannery [1972], Rappaport [1977], and Johnson [1978, 1982] have pointed out that information management and decision making are inherently more difficult in larger social systems. The theoretical limits of individual human memory capability may be related to Mosca’s predictions, because memory restricts the number who can rule. Linguistic evidence from folk biological taxonomies, the scale of human social groups, and recall experiments suggest that in any particular information domain people can work proficiently with only 500 distinguishable objects (or recognizable persons), although such domains may be nested in hierarchies (Kosse 1990). Thus, military units personally led by single officer do not usually exceed 500 men. Likewise, if members of a decision-making elite must interact with each other face-to-face, we would expect that it would never exceed 500 people, regardless of the total size of a society, although it might direct a hierarchy of lower-level elites. Political elites necessarily become a smaller, more powerful proportion of any society as scale increases, just as Mosca predicted. Pursuing the significance of pure scale, Mayhew and Schollaert [1980a, b] devised other mathematical models to test Pareto’s (1896-97, 1907) prediction that in any complex society economic resources would almost invariably be inequitably distributed such that an economic elite would occupy the top of the scale. Pareto thought this would happen because of innate differences in individual drives and ability, but his explanation is not required. Given any quantifiable economic resource, such as property, income, or wealth, the probability of a Pareto economic elite’s occurring in any society increases with societal scale. This is because only one distribution form (everyone having an equal share) does not produce a Pareto elite, whereas other possible distribution forms multiply quickly as social scale increases. Furthermore, Mayhew and Schollaert demonstrate that the Pareto elite will almost invariably be a proportionately smaller and thus more powerful minority as either the scale of the society or its wealth increases.

Cultural processes will cause the poor to emulate the rich and support their policies

Bodley, 99 (John. H-, Professor of Anthropology @ Washington State University, December, Socioeconomic Growth, Culture Scale, and Household Well-Being, Current Anthropology Volume 40, Number 5, p.596-597 http://libarts.wsu.edu/anthro/pdf/Bodley%201999%20Socio-economic%20Growth.pdf)

Biocultural evolution or coevolution and dual-inheritance theory (Boyd and Richerson 1985, Durham 1991) can also be used to predict socioeconomic growth and the concentration of elite power. From this perspective elites will be expected to promote increase in scale because it will give them more social power to improve their life chances, thereby increasing their individual genetic fitness. Elite-initiated growth-promoting beliefs and symbols will be reproduced and transmitted rapidly and will prove culturally fit through the process of indirectly biased cultural transmission (Boyd and Richerson 1985:243). Nonelite individuals will model their beliefs and associated behaviors on those of elites in the hope of achieving similar success. This form of indirect bias is Veblen’s (1994[1899]) emulation. Emulation is an adaptive strategy for individuals because it is a more efficient way to choose cultural traits than trial-and-error. The best life strategy is simply to copy everything the most successful people do, because it is difficult to know why they are successful. Wealth can be an indicator trait for success. If the wealthy believe in perpetual economic growth and live in larger houses, these cultural traits can be expected to proliferate.
Hierarchy – Math Proves

Math models prove, population growth causes concentrated political power

Bodley, 99 (John. H-, Professor of Anthropology @ Washington State University, December, Socioeconomic Growth, Culture Scale, and Household Well-Being, Current Anthropology Volume 40, Number 5, p.596-597 http://libarts.wsu.edu/anthro/pdf/Bodley%201999%20Socio-economic%20Growth.pdf)

Carneiro (1978) and Taagepera (1978a, b, 1997) find a steady decline in the number of historical polities and an increase in their size as global population has increased over the past 5,000 or more years, suggesting that political elites have in fact successively overcome scalar constraints to both political control and population growth. Carneiro (1978) assumed that continuous population growth and conflict between circumscribed groups would steadily produce a world with fewer and larger polities through the bioevolutionary process of competitive exclusion and group selection. Thus, increased scale of world population corresponds with more concentrated political power, just as Mayhew’s mathematical models predict. Taagepera also shows that there are dramatic increases in the land area of the populations contained within the largest political empires, thus producing ever greater political power for empire-directing elites. Vast bureaucracies can support a very small elite even in very large polities. Kosse (1990) cites ethnographic and historical evidence that the top political elite did not exceed 500 in a wide sample of large polities from ancient Rome to modern Venezuela.

Realism

Realism is inevitable –five reasons

Mearshiemer, 94 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 94. John J., “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security Vol. 19, No. 3, Winter, 1994-1995, p. 10-11)
This  pessimistic  view  of  how  the  world  works  can  be  derived  from  realism's  five  assumptions  about  the international  system.  The first is that the international system  is anarchic. This does  not mean  that it is chaotic  or driven by  disorder.22 It is  easy  to draw that conclusion,  since realism depicts a world  characterized by security competition  and war. However,  "anarchy" as employed  by realists has nothing  to do with  conflict; rather it is  an  ordering  principle,  which  says  that  the  system  comprises  independent  political units  (states)  that have  no  central  authority  above  them.  Sovereignty,  in  other  words, inheres  in  states,  because  there  is  no  higher  ruling  body  in  the  international  system. There is no "government over governments."23 The  second  assumption  is  that  states  inherently  possess  some  offensive  military capability, which  gives  them the wherewithal  to hurt and possibly  to destroy  each other. States are potentially dangerous to each other.  A  state's  military  power  is  usually identified  with  the particular weaponry  at its disposal,  although  even  if  there were  no weapons,  the  individuals  of  a  state  could  still  use  their  feet  and  hands  to  attack  the population  of  another  state. The third assumption is that states  can never be certain about  the intentions  of other states. Specifically, no state can be certain another state will not use its offensive military capability against the first. This is not to say that states necessarily have  malign intentions. Another  state  may  be  reliably  benign,  but  it is  impossible  to  be  certain  of that judgment  because  intentions  are impossible  to  divine  with  100 percent  certainty. There  are many  possible  causes  of  aggression,  and  no  state  can  be  sure  that  another state is  not  motivated  by  one  of  them.  Furthermore, intentions can change quickly, so a state's intentions can be benign one  day  and malign  the next. Uncertainty  is unavoidable  when  assessing  intentions,  which  simply  means  that  states  can  never  be  sure that  other  states  do  not  have  offensive  intentions  to  go  with  their  offensive  military capability. The fourth assumption is that the most basic motive driving states is survival.  States want to maintain their sovereignty. The fifth assumption is that states think strategically about how to survive  in  the  international  system.  States are instrumentally rational. Nevertheless,  they may miscalculate  from time  to  time because  they  operate in a world of  imperfect  information,  where  potential  adversaries  have  incentives  to misrepresent their own  strength  or weakness  and  to conceal  their true aims. None of these assumptions alone mandates  that states  will  behave  competitively.  In fact,  the  fundamental  assumption  dealing  with  motives  says  that states  merely  aim  to survive,  which  is a defensive  goal.24 When  taken  together, however,  these  five  assumptions can  create incentives  for  states  to  think  and  sometimes  to behave  aggressively.  Specifically, three main patterns of behavior result.

The inherent anarchy of international relations makes realism inevitable

Zhang, 11 (Professor of Political Science at Lingnan University,  Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies. Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the US-China Military Space Relationship,” Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332)
In both cases, Chinese security experts believe that the U.S. seeks “absolute security” in order to maximize protection for the American population from external threats. This means that China at least recognizes the defensive motivations behind the U.S. quest for space dominance and missile defense. However, with the chaotic nature of international relations, one country’s efforts to maximize its security could degrade the security of others by changing the balance of power. Inevitably, the U.S. quest for “absolute security” evokes countermeasures from other countries. As Kenneth Waltz observes, when a great power seeks superiority, others will respond in kind, since “maintaining status quo is the minimum goal of any great power.” According to Robert Jervis, “The heart of the security dilemma argument is that an increase in one state’s security can make others less secure, not because of misperceptions or imagined hostility, but because of the anarchic context of international relations.” In this context, “Even if they can be certain that the current intentions of other states are benign, they can neither neglect the possibility that the others will become aggressive in the future nor credibly guarantee that they themselves will remain peaceful.” Inevitably, when one state seeks to expand its military capability, others have to take similar measures.

The world of international politics is unavoidably ruthless and based on power

Mearshiemer, 94 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 94. John J., “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security Vol. 19, No. 3, Winter, 1994-1995, p. 10-11)
The sad fact is that international politics has always been a ruthless and dangerous business, and it is likely to remain that way. Although the intensity of their competition waxes and wanes, great powers fear each other and always compete with each other for power. The overriding goal of each state is to maximize its share of world power, which means gaining power at the expense of other states. But great powers do not merely strive to be the strongest of all the great powers, although that is a welcome outcome. Their ultimate aim is to be the hegemon—that is, the only great power in the system. There are no status quo powers in the international system, save for the occasional hegemon that wants to maintain its dominating position over potential rivals. Great powers are rarely content with the current distribution of power; on the contrary, they face a constant incentive to change it in their favor. They almost always have revisionist intentions, and they will use force to alter the balance of power if they think it can be done at a reasonable price. At times, the costs and risks of trying to shift the balance of power are too great, forcing great powers to wait for more favorable circumstances. But the desire for more power does not go away, unless a state achieves the ultimate goal of hegemony. Since no state is likely to achieve global hegemony, however, the world is condemned to perpetual great-power competition. This unrelenting pursuit of power means that great powers are inclined to look for opportunities to alter the distribution of world power in their favor. They will seize these opportunities if they have the necessary capability. Simply put, great powers are primed for offense. But not only does a great power seek to gain power at the expense of other states, it also tries to thwart rivals bent on gaining power at its expense. Thus, a great power will defend the balance of power when looming change favors another state, and it will try to undermine the balance when the direction of change is in its own favor. Why do great powers behave this way?  My answer is that the structure of the international system forces states which seek only to be secure nonetheless to act aggressively toward each other. Three features of the international system combine to cause states to fear one another: 1) the absence of a central authority that sits above states and can protect them from each other, 2) the fact that states always have some offensive military capability, and 3) the fact that states can never be certain about other states’ intentions. Given this fear—which can never be wholly eliminated—states recognize that the more powerful they are relative to their rivals, the better their chances of survival. Indeed, the best guarantee of survival is to be a hegemon, because no other state can seriously threaten such a mighty power.

The main two goals of all states are power and survival, inevitably driving competition and conflict

Mearsheimer, 01 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 01. John J., The Tragedy of Great Power Politics)
Human nature realism, which is sometimes called “classical realism,” dominated the study of international relations fro m the late 1940s, when Morgenthau’s writings began attracting a large audience, until the early 1970s. It is based on the simple assumption that states are led by human beings who have a “will to power” hardwired into them at birth. That is, states have an insatiable appetite for power, or what Morgenthau calls “a limitless lust for power,” which means that they constantly look for opportunities to take the offensive and dominate other states. All states come with an “animus dominandi,” so there is no basis for discriminating among more aggressive and less aggressive states, and there certainly should be no room in the theory for status quo states. Human nature realists recognize that international anarchy- - the absence of a governing authority over the great powers—causes states to worry about the balance of power. But that structural constraint is treated as a second-order cause of state behavior. The principal driving force in international politics is the will to power inherent in every state in the system, and it pushes each of them to strive for supremacy. Defensive realism, which is frequently referred to as “structural realism,” came on the scene in the late 1970s with the appearance of Waltz’s Theory of International Politics. Unlike Morgenthau, Waltz does not assume that great powers are inherently aggressive because they are infused with a will to power; instead he starts by assuming that states merely aim to survive. Above all else, they seek security. Nevertheless, he maintains that the structure of the international system forces great powers to pay careful attention to the balance of power. In particular, anarchy forces security-seeking states to compete with each other for power, because power is the best means to survival. Whereas human nature is the deep cause of security competition in Morgenthau’s theory, anarchy plays that role in Waltz’s theory.

The lack of a central authority in a dog-eat-dog world forces states to take realist actions

Mearsheimer, 01 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 01. John J., The Tragedy of Great Power Politics)
Great powers fear each other. They regard each other with suspicion, and they worry that war might be in the offing. They anticipate danger. There is little room for trust among states. For sure, the level of fear varies across time and space, but it cannot be reduced to a trivial level. From the perspective of any one great power, all other great powers are potential enemies. This point is illustrated by the reaction of the United Kingdom and France to German reunification at the end of the Cold War. Despite the fact that these 3 states had been close allies for almost 45 years, both the UK and France immediately began worrying about the potential dangers of a united Germany. The basis of this fear is that in a world where great powers have the capability to attack each other and might have the motive to do so, any state bent on survival must be at least suspicious of other states and reluctant to trust them. Add to this the “911” problem—the absence of a central authority to which a threatened state can turn for help—and states have even greater incentive to fear each other. Moreover, there is no mechanism, other than the possible self-interest of third parties, for punishing an aggressor. Because it is sometimes difficult to deter potential aggressors, states have ample reason not to trust other states and to be prepared for war with them. The possible consequences of falling victim to aggression further amplify the importance of fear as a motivating force in world politics. Great powers do not compete with each other as if international politics were merely an economic marketplace. Political competition among states is a much more dangerous business than mere economic intercourse; the former can lead to war, and war often means mass killing on the battlefield as well as mass murder of civilians. In extreme cases, war can even lead to the destruction of states. The horrible consequences of war sometimes cause states to view each other not just as competitors, but as potentially deadly enemies. Political antagonism, in short, tends to be intense, because the stakes are great. States in the international system also aim to guarantee their own survival. Because other states are potential threats, and because there is no higher authority to come to their rescue when they dial 911, states cannot depend on others for their own security. Each state tends to see itself as vulnerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide for its own survival. In international politics, God helps those who help themselves. This emphasis on self-help does not preclude states from forming alliances. But alliances are only temporary marriages of convenience: today’s alliance partner might be tomorrow’s enemy, and today’s enemy might be tomorrow’s alliance partner. For example, the US fought with China and the Soviet Union against Germany and Japan in World War II, but soon thereafter flip-flopped enemies and partners and allied with West Germany and Japan against China and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. States operating in a self-help world almost always act according to their own self-interest and do not subordinate their interests to the interests of other states, or to the interests of the so-called international community. The reason is simple: it pays to be selfish in a self-help world. This is true in the short term as well as in the long term, because if a state loses in the short run, it might not be around for the long haul.
Realism – Better than Critical Theory

Only realist theory avoids idealizing the state of international politics for practical solutions 

Mearshiemer, 94 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 94. John J., “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security Vol. 19, No. 3, Winter, 1994-1995, p. 10-11)
Critical theory  is well-suited  for challenging  realism because  critical theory  is, by its very  nature,  concerned  with  criticizing  "hegemonic"  ideas  like  realism,  not  laying  out alternative  futures. The central aim is  "to seek  out the contradictions  within  the existing order, since  it  is  from  these  contradictions  that  change  could  emerge." 131  It is  called "critical" theory  for good  reason.  Very significantly,  however, critical theory per se has little to say  about the future shape of international politics.  In  fact,  critical  theory emphasizes  that,  "It is  impossible  to  predict  the  future."132 Robert Cox  explains  this point: "Critical awareness  of potentiality  for change must be distinguished  from utopian planning,  i.e.,  the laying  out  of  the design  of  a future  society  that is  to be  the end  goal of  change.  Critical understanding  focuses  on  the  process  of  change  rather than  on  its ends; it concentrates  on  the possibilities  of launching  a social movement  rather than on what  that movement  might  achieve."133 Nevertheless, international relations scholars who  use  critical theory to challenge  and subvert realism certainly expect  to create a more harmonious  and peaceful  international system.  But  the  theory  itself  says  little  about  either  the  desirability  or  feasibility  of achieving  that particular end. CAUSAL  LOGIC. Institutions  are at  the  core of  critical theory, as its  central aim is  to alter  the  constitutive  and  regulative  norms  of  the  international  system  so  that  states stop  thinking  and  acting  according  to  realism.  Specifically,  critical  theorists  hope  to create  "pluralistic  security  communities,"  where  states  behave  according  to  the  same norms  or institutions  that underpin  collective  security.134  States would  renounce  the useof military force, and there would  instead  be "a generally  shared expectation  of peaceful change."  35 Furthermore, states would  "identify positively  with  one  another so  that the security  of  each  is  perceived  as  the  responsibility  of  all." 136 States would  not  think in terms  of  self-help  or  self-interest,  but  would  instead  define  their interests  in  terms  of the  international  community.  In  this  new world,  "national  interests  are international interests."137 Critical theorists  have  a more  ambitious  agenda  than  proponents  of  collective  security. Critical theorists  aim  to  create a world  in  which  all  states  consider  war  an  unacceptable practice,  and  are not  likely  to  change  their minds  about  the matter. There do not  appear  to  be  any  troublemaker  states  in  a pluralistic  security  community,  as  there might  be  in  a  collective  security  system.  In  fact,  military  power  seems  to  be  largely irrelevant in  the  critical theorists'  post-realist  world,  which  has  the  earmarks of  a  true "peace system."138  For critical theorists,  the key  to achieving  a  "postmodern  international  system"  is  to alter  state  identity  radically, or more  specifically,  to  transform  how  states  think-about themselves  and  their  relationship  with  other  states.139 In  the  jargon  of  the  theory, "intersubjective  understandings  and  expectations"  matter  greatly.140  In  practice,  this means  that  states  must  stop  thinking  of  themselves  as  solitary  egoists,  and  instead develop  a powerful  communitarian  ethos.141 Critical  theorists  aim  to  create  an  inter- national  system  characterized  not  by  anarchy, but  by  community.  States  must  stop thinking  of  themselves  as  separate  and  exclusive-i.e.,  sovereign-actors,  and  instead see  themselves  as  mutually  conditioned  parts  of  a  larger  whole.142 States,  or  more precisely,  their  inhabitants  and  leaders,  should  be  made  to  care  about  concepts  like "rectitude," "rights," and  "obligations." In short, they  should  have  a powerful  sense  of responsibility  to  the broader international  community. A  realist  might  argue  that  this  goal  is  desirable  in  principle,  but  not  realizable  in practice,  because  the  structure  of  the  international  system  forces  states  to  behave  as egoists.  Anarchy, offensive  capabilities,  and uncertain intentions  combine  to leave  states with  little  choice  but  to  compete  aggressively  with  each  other. For realists, trying to infuse  states  with  communitarian  norms  is  a hopeless  cause.

Constructivism doesn’t disprove realism – human nature may be malleable, but there are inherent biological limits to all human behavior

Spegele, 96 (Cambridge University studies in international relations (Robert D. Spegele, Political Realism International Theory, ed. Steve Smith, pg. 14-19, A.W.)
The political realists have been traditionally committed to some concept of human nature will hardly come as a surprise to international relationists familiar with the writings of Thucydides, St Augustine, Machiavelli and Hobbes, or of such modern realists as Morgenthau, Butterfield, Niebuhr and Isaiah Berlin. In particular, international relationists may well be familiar with this famous statement by Morgenthau: ‘Human nature, in which the laws of politics have their roots, has not changed since the classical philosophies of China, India, and Greece endeavored to discover these laws.’ It should also be noted that Herbert Butterfield devoted an entire chapter of Christianity and Politics to the notion of human nature, and that Reinhold Niebuhr regretted the ‘excessively optimistic estimate of human nature’ with which the ‘democratic credo’ had been associated. Isaiah Berlin, a profoundly important realist, went far towards summing up the traditional realist view when he wrote that the ‘ideas of every philosopher concerned with human affairs in the end rest on his conception of what man is and can be’. For many years, this realist view was dismissed as a philosophical speculation rather than scientific fact; but recent scientific research in evolutionary biology and cognate disciplines, coupled with the increasingly evident biology and cognate disciplines, coupled with the increasingly evident failure of positivist-empiricism to achieve is self-declared goals, suggest the need to re-evaluate this judgment. In pursuing this route I am fully aware that certain feminist theories of international relations (among other) regard appeals to biologically based facts as manifestations of patriarchal thinking of precisely the sort which feminism needs to overcome. There is merit in this complaint and I argue below that if we conceptualize the relationship between the biological and non-biological correctly, we can obviate the difficulty. According to the evaluative political realist, we can – and should want to – avoid the sort of robust naturalism which evokes the complaint in the first place. On the other hand, we cannot legitimately construct a conception of human beings which transcends the biological altogether. More about this below. The idea of a common human nature has, of course, an ancient lineage; it is bound up with some deep philosophical questions concerning rationality and change. Plato and Aristotle both believed in a common human nature and located it in human rationality. Although they recognized that what human beings observe is constantly changing, they also held that there is a limit and order to these changes. Plato had one way of explaining this limit and order, but the difficulties of relating everything to forms is too well-known to rehearse here. Aristotle avoided Plato’s difficulty by introducing the concept of a ‘final cause’ – that for the sake of which things happen. What makes the idea of a final cause so ingenious is that it allows for a distinction between the human and the non-human within a single order of nature; nonetheless, the idea of final causes is itself problematic and arguably not recoverable from the wreckage of defunct and discredited teleological theories of nature. So the problem for evaluative political realists may be described as how, in eliminating the metaphysics of final causes, they can carve out a conception of themselves and the species to which they belong in which they participate in the natural order of things but without such participation leading to a reductive naturalism which has no place for the concept of human beings as rational persons.
Human nature is changeable but has limits – evolutionary biology and inevitable cultural disagreements mean that competition is inevitable

Spegele, 96 (Cambridge University studies in international relations (Robert D. Spegele, Political Realism International Theory, ed. Steve Smith, pg. 14-19, A.W.)
Apart from the implications considered elsewhere, there are two additional upshots of this second thesis for a revised realism. First, our schema offers a route to avoid radical relativism of the sort to be found in the views of many international relationists from Quincy Wright to Richard Ashley and R.B.J Walker. Evolutionary biology and cognate disciplines oppose every form of cultural relativism which holds that all truths about human activity (assuming there are any) are relative to the culture in which the activity takes place. This sort of cultural relativism might even agree with Jean-Paul Sartre’s assessment that there is no such thing as human nature. But, as we have just seen, there is a solid biological basis for accepting the commonsense view that human nature exists and that it serves to limit cultural divergence. But although there is good biological evidence for stating that human nature exists, we have no grounds for supporting Morgenthau’s statement that human nature ‘has not changed…’ On the contrary, the appropriate conclusion to reach on the basis of evolutionary biology is that although human animals have a nature, it is complex and changing. Nonetheless, the implication of the ‘older’ political realist’s view – that human nature involves conflict and cooperative competition – is overwhelmingly supported by evidence from evolutionary biology. A second upshot of these considerations for the study of international relations lies in the resuscitation of the realist idea of the primacy of foreign policy, understood in terms of how the heritage of different nation-states shapes the views of statesperson. This idea, rooted in von Ranke’s notion of historical individuality, arises although our interpretation of the person component of human nature. At the alpha level of personal activity, we can expect political leaders to act in ways which are shaped by the tradition and history of their society vis-à-vis their competitors. If our analysis of persons is correct, then we have undercut the ground for holding that particular states, and the different ways of life and culture they represent, can be integrated into one another into a world state or some similar universal institution. Hence, under these conditions, we should treat states as independent life forms (keeping always in mind that states are comprised of individuals) from within which one tries to understand and explain the activities of other states similarly understood. Since there is no impersonal, detached absolute perspective from which to view other people, societies or their foreign policies, we have no choice but to describe them from where we actually are i.e. from within our particular historical, cultural, institutional configurations. This creates the risk of parochialism, the fear of being conceptually trapped within the confines of the culture into which one happens to be born; but the risk is exaggerated. In accepting personhood we are not obliged on this account to give up an objective understanding of human beings; for, as we have shown, there is a Beta level of personhood which is objective and cross-cultural. So we can describe and analyze ourselves not only at the alpha level of different cultures and ways of life, but also at the beta level of persons consisting of ‘universal’ facts of the self, keeping in mind at the beta level descriptions of international relations gathered at the alpha level. From the evaluative political realist point of view, we are encouraged to deploy all three levels – animal, alpha and beta – in our descriptions and explanations of human beings engaged in activity in international relations, remaining mindful of the need to grasp the limits of each.
Realism – Empirically Proven

Realism is an empirically proven theory—its assumptions underlie the actions of states throughout history

Mearshiemer, 94 (Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 94. John J., “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security Vol. 19, No. 3, Winter, 1994-1995, p. 10-11)
Three points are in order  regarding  the  critical  theorists'  interpretation  of  history.  First, one  cannot  help  but  be  struck by  the  sheer  continuity  of  realist behavior  in  the critical theorists'  own  account  of  the  past.  Seven  centuries of  security  competition  and war  represents  an impressive  span  of  time,  especially  when  you  consider  the  tremendous  political  and economic  changes  that have  taken place  across the world  during  that lengthy period. Realism is  obviously  a  human  software  package  with  deep-seated appeal,  although  critical theorists  do  not  explain  its  attraction. 
Realism is inevitable – tests of great powers throughout history prove

Snyder, 02 (Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 02. Glenn H., “Mearsheimer’s World—Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security,”  International Security, Vol. 27,  No. 1 (Summer 2002), pp. 149-173)
Mearsheimer tests and demonstrates the empirical validity of his theory by examining six cases of great power behavior: Japan from 1868 to 1945; Germany from 1862 to 1945; the Soviet Union from 1917 to 1991; Italy from 1861 to 1943; Great Britain from 1792 to 1945; and the United States from 1800 to 1990. He seeks to show that “the history of great-power politics involves primarily the clashing of revisionist states” and that “the only status quo powers that appear in the story are regional hegemons.” The evidence must also show that great powers “do not practice self-denial when they have the wherewithal to shift the balance in their favor, and that the appetite for power does not decline once states have a lot of it” (pp. 168–169).The cases of Japan, Germany, the Soviet Union, and Italy strongly support Mearsheimer’s theory. These states were constantly alert for opportunities to expand and took advantage of them. Further, they became more aggressive the more power they accumulated. The primary motive in all four cases was increasing security. Their leaders “talked and thought” like offensive realists (p. 170). There were a few exceptions, but according to Mearsheimer, these are mostly explainable in the theory’s terms. Thus instances of nonexpansion were largely the result of successful deterrence, rather than a disappearance of the motive to expand (p. 169). Germany between 1871 and 1900, for example, was a nonaggressive state, but this was because any further expansion beyond the unification of Germany would have triggered a great power war that Germany would lose. So, as the theory predicts, it accepted the status quo, lying low until 1903, by which time it had become a potential hegemon, possessing both more wealth and a more powerful army than any other European state. The aggressive policy of Weltpolitik soon followed. A reasonable question can be raised, especially in the case of Nazi Germany, as to whether these states were driven chiefly by security aspirations or by other values, such as economic aggrandizement, prestige, or power as an end in itself. Moreover, it is not convincing that states that were temporarily nonaggressive, such as late nineteenth-century Germany, nevertheless entertained secret aggressive aims. Such an interpretation tends to make the theory nonfalsiªable because any state that desisted from power maximization could be said to be merely biding its time. Mearsheimer’s theory faces a much harder test, it would seem, in the two cases involving democratic powers—the United States and Great Britain. They pass the test, however, although on somewhat different grounds. By 1900 the United States had established itself as a great power and hegemon in the Western Hemisphere and possessed the capability to expand into Europe and Asia. Yet it did not do so, in apparent contradiction of Mearsheimer’s claim that great powers attempt to maximize power. Nor did Great Britain aspire to hegemony in Europe during the peak of its power in the nineteenth century. Mearsheimer explains these anomalies in terms of “the stopping power of water”—large bodies of water, he claims, drastically limit the power-projection capability of armies. Thus the Atlantic Ocean not only protected the United States from Europe but also Europe from the United States; likewise the English Channel blocked British expansion in Europe. Mearsheimer marshals little theoretical or historical support for this thesis, other than to emphasize the difficulty of carrying out amphibious landings against a well-defended shoreline. The apparent counterexample of Japan’s successful invasions is neutralized by citing the weakness of its continental opponents, Russia and China (p. 265). But then one wonders whether the “stopping power” resides in the water or the strength of opponents—or simply a lack of interest in expansion. Having attained hegemonic status in its own region, the United States acted in other regions as offensive realism predicts: It intervened as an “offshore balancer” to prevent the rise of hegemons in other regions—notably Europe and Northeast Asia. No matter that the United States passed the buck to others in the years just prior to the two world wars. The theory predicts that regional hegemons do not intervene in neighboring regions until it is clear that local powers cannot contain their would-be hegemon. When intervention became necessary in Europe and Northeast Asia, the United States acted as Mearsheimer’s theory predicts. Great Britain did likewise. Mearsheimer claims that the behavior of both Britain and the United States “corresponds with the predictions of offensive realism” (p. 264).

Realism is predictive of state actions—historical and contemporary

Brown, Lynn-Jones, Miller (Professor of International Affairs and Political Science at Washington University and Belfer Center researcher at Harvard University, Director of the International Security Program at Belfer Center for International Affairs) 95
Ed: Michael E., Sean M., Steven E. The Perils of Anarchy: Contemporary Realism and International Security, pp. xiv

The first section of this book explores how realist theories can shed light on changing international orders of the past, present, and future. Realism suggests that changes in the distribution of power in an international system have important implications for levels of conflict, war, and peace, and for the foreign policies of individual states. The four essays here use the insights of realist theories to explain why the Cold War ended, and to predict how the international system will be changed by the end of hostility between superpowers. In “Realism and the End of the Cold War,” William Wohlforth argues that realist theories of hegemonic rivalry and power transitions can shed light on the transformation of the international system wrought by the peaceful decline and dissolution of the Soviet Union. In contrast to other scholars who claim that realist theories have been invalidated by the end of the Cold War, Wohlforth finds that realism explains much about the end of the Cold War, Wohlforth finds that realism explains much about the end of the U.S.-Soviet antagonism. Realist theories focus on the consequences of changes in the international distribution of power. In Wohlforth’s view, a shift in the distribution of power—the relative decline of Soviet power—caused Moscow to retrench strategically and to seek a peaceful rapprochement with the United States. Wohlforth argues that Soviet perceptions of the distribution of power must be examined in any full account of the Cold War’s end. When Soviet leaders perceived that their country was falling further behind the US and its Western Allies, it adopted “new thinking” and a more moderate foreign policy. Because the Soviet Union was a declining challenger, not a declining hegemon, it more readily accepted its loss of power without launching a preventive war. Wohlforth concedes that realist theories are “terribly weak” because they cannot always offer clear predictions and explanations, but concludes that they remain stronger than the alternatives, which are even more indeterminate. In his view, realist-scholars need to focus on how states actually perceive relative power, instead of relying on quantitative indicators of power such as gross national product, population, military force levels, and defense spending. Scholars should test realist theories by tracing how leaders’ assessment of power shape their choices about foreign policy. 

Realism – Human Nature Proves

Science proves realism is inevitable

Thayer, 10 (Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota (Bradley A. Thayer, Darwin and International Relations Theory: Improving Theoretical Assumptions of Political Behavior, April 1 2010, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/1024_897.pdf, A.W.)
Kenneth Waltz placed realism on a more scientific foundation by introducing a new realist theory: neorealism or structural realism. Neorealism points to international anarchy, a phenomenon we can evaluate, as the ultimate cause of state behavior. This more scientific foundation permits us to reach realist conclusions about international politics, such as the importance of power in interstate relations, without having to believe in the theological or metaphysical concepts that Niebuhr and Morgenthau suggest.25 Waltz argued in Theory of International Politics that the international political system is anarchic. That is, there is no ultimate authority in international politics comparable to a domestic government that can adjudicate disputes and provide protection for citizens.26 Without governmental authority, Waltz argues, the international system is anarchic, making international politics a dangerous environment, and a self‐help system, where states must provide for their own protection through arms and alliances. Anarchy allows Waltz to argue that international politics is dangerous and states must rely on the balance of power and behave much the way Morgenthau or Niebuhr expected. And he could advance these arguments without arguing that individuals or individual states are evil or possess an animus dominandi. While anarchy provides the ultimate cause of state behavior, Waltz also uses a structuralist analysis in his argument. Structuralism is a method of study that focuses on the interaction of the parts, or units of a system, seeing them as more useful to study than the individual units themselves.27 Waltz uses structuralism to demonstrate how the distribution of power in international politics is critical for understanding whether war is more or less likely. He argues that a world where power is largely distributed to two poles, bipolarity, such as during the Cold War, is more stable than multipolarity, where power is about equally distributed to three or more great powers, such as in Europe before World War II.28 This is because superpowers achieve security more easily in bipolarity. To maintain its security, each superpower will balance against the other. It can do so more effectively in bipolarity than multipolarity because it faces only one other major threat: the other superpower. By wedding anarchy as an ultimate cause and structuralism as a method of analysis, Waltz created a new realist theory—neorealism—that improves upon the realism of Morgenthau or Niebuhr in two ways. First, it does not rely on noumenal ultimate causation; and second, it can explain and predict the likelihood of great power war in international politics.

Anarchic views are responsible for most war, fear, and security competition present in the International System – the cause for destruction is solely rooted in our chaotic, domination grounded mindset.

Thayer, 10 (Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota (Bradley A. Thayer, Darwin and International Relations Theory: Improving Theoretical Assumptions of Political Behavior, April 1 2010, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/1024_897.pdf, A.W.)
John Mearsheimer’s more recent contribution to neorealism is also significant. In The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, he argues, like Waltz, that the anarchic international system is responsible for much trouble—wars, suspicion, fear, and security competition—in international politics.29 Also like Waltz, Mearsheimer argues that bipolarity is more stable than multipolarity for three reasons: first, it provides more opportunities for war between or among great powers; second, it allows larger imbalances of power between great powers; and third, there is more potential for great power miscalculation.30 However, unlike Waltz, who feared that too much power for a state would lead to balancing against it and thus actually threaten its security, Mearsheimer argues that the international system requires states to maximize their offensive power in order to be secure and to keep rivals from gaining power at their expense.31 In fact, this systemic incentive is so powerful that states would be hegemons if they could: “A state’s ultimate goal is to be the hegemon in the system.”32 Only by being the hegemon can the state be absolutely sure of its security. For Mearsheimer, states should behave this way not because they are aggressive but because the system requires it: this behavior is the best way to maximize security in an anarchic world. Mearsheimer’s argument is a major contribution to a growing body of literature within realist thought called offensive realism.33 In general, offensive realists argue that states are compelled to maximize their relative power because of competition in the international system.34 They will be secure only by acting in this way. As Eric Labs argues, “a strategy that seeks to maximize security through a maximum of relative power is the rational response to anarchy.”35 As the theory of offensive realism is now formulated by Mearsheimer, it is a type of neorealism because the principal causes of state behavior are rooted in the anarchic international system; however, as I show below, offensive realists need not depend on the anarchy of the state system to advance their argument.36 Evolutionary theory makes two contributions to the realist theory of international politics. First, it places the theory on a scientific foundation for the first time. No longer must realists ground their theory on noumenal ultimate causes because evolutionary theory can explain why egoism and domination evolved as human traits; it can strengthen realist theory. Second, it allows realists to advance a theory of offensive realism without depending upon international anarchy to do so. This allows realists to recognize that offensive realism explains more than state behavior and is thus a more powerful theory. It also may be applied to other cases to explain the behavior of non‐state actors both today and before the state system was founded in 1648. The theory might be used to explain the behavior and actions of many entities: empires like Rome, indigenous tribes in Papua New Guinea or North America, institutions like the Catholic Church in the Middle Ages, or commercial organizations from the East India Company to Coca Cola. In sum, I argue that evolutionary theory explains why humans seek gain and domination whether they are acting as an individual, like Pizarro who sought to conquer territory in the Incan Empire for its riches, or as an agent of an institution like the church, a corporation like Microsoft, or a state, like a U.S. president. Table 1 captures the essence of my argument with respect to evolutionary theory and realist and neorealist theories of international politics.

Evolutionary theory is scientifically testable and is the core foundation for realism and the explanation for the apparent need of dominance in the human race

Thayer, 10 (Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota (Bradley A. Thayer, Darwin and International Relations Theory: Improving Theoretical Assumptions of Political Behavior, April 1 2010, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/1024_897.pdf, A.W.)
In my discussion of Niebuhr and Morgenthau I demonstrated that realism lacks a scientific ultimate cause for the proximate causes of behavior that those authors identify. Evolutionary theory can provide this foundation for realism and moreover also supply ultimate and proximate causes that are both logically coherent and testable. Philosophers of science agree that a theory is better, that is, more scientific, if its ultimate and proximate causes are logically coherent and testable. A realism anchored on evolutionary theory meets these criteria for the first time. In this section I show that evolutionary theory is logically coherent according to two common metrics used in philosophy of science. I then explain how the traits of egoism and the need to dominate may be derived from evolutionary theory. Evolutionary theory is the result of specific processes, and evolution by natural selection is particularly important for the development of human traits, including egoism and the need to dominate. This process is testable, as Darwin proved in his famous example of the species of mocking‐thrushes or finches of the Galápagos. It does account for observed differences in animal behavior and is rightly accepted as a scientific fact.37 This strongly suggests that human evolution is a better ultimate cause of the behavior expected by realists than either of the ultimate causes presented by Niebuhr or Morgenthau. But this can also be demonstrated with two common metrics that philosophers of science use to evaluate theories: The deductivenomological (D‐N) model of scientific explanation developed by Carl Hempel and Karl Popper’s conception of theory falsification, which is known more formally as critical rationalism.38 Using Hempel’s criteria for the D‐N model, evolution is a better ultimate cause because it meets all the criteria of the D‐N explanation, unlike Niebuhr’s evil or Morgenthau’s animus dominandi. For Hempel, and indeed almost all philosophers of science, good theories can be logically deduced from their antecedent conditions.39 Formally, the D‐N model requires that the explanation, or explanans, is comprised of statements of the antecedent conditions, C, and general laws such as laws of nature L. The explanandum, E, is the description of whatever is being explained, predicted or postdicted. E must follow deductively from C and L. Evolution provides a better ultimate causal foundation according to the D‐N model because it tightly fits this model on two levels. First, it explains how life evolves through the evolutionary processes (natural selection, gene mutation, etc.) that provide the general laws of evolution and specific antecedent conditions that may provide specific circumstances affecting general laws. This theory of how nature evolves may be applied and tested against specific evidence, for example, about how early primates and humans lived and continue to do so which may confirm evolutionary processes. Second, proximate causes of human (or other animal) behavior can be deduced from it. That is, if the evolutionary process is valid, then much of human behavior must have evolved because the behavior contributed to fitness in past environments. Accordingly, evolutionary theory provides an adequate causal explanation for realism because if the antecedent conditions are provided the ultimate cause logically produces the proximate causes (egoism and domination) of realism. Measured by Popper’s method of falsification, evolutionary theory is also superior to the ultimate causes of Niebuhr and Morgenthau because it is falsifiable.40 That is, scholars know what evidence would not verify the theory. Popper argued that if a theory is scientific, then observations can be conceived of which would show the theory to be false. His intent was to make precise the idea that scientific theories should be subject to empirical test. In contrast to good scientific theories that can be falsified, Popper suggested that no pattern of human behavior could falsify Marxism or Freudian psychoanalytic theory. More formally, Popper’s criterion of falsifiability requires that a theory contain “observation sentences,” that is, “proposition P is falsifiable if and only if P deductively implies at least one observation sentence O.”41 Falsifiable theories contain predictions that may be checked against empirical evidence. So according to Popper, scientists should accept a theory only if it is falsifiable and no observation sentence has falsified it. Evolutionary theory is falsifiable. That is, the conditions under which the theory would be disproved can be derived from the fundamental theory, along with the empirical evidence that would show it to be false. However, Popper himself once charged that evolutionary theory was “not a testable scientific theory.”42 Popper’s argument with respect to evolutionary theory is incorrect and seems to have stemmed from confusion about its complete contents.43 He later reversed himself and declared it to be falsifiable.44 Indeed, evolutionary theory is a testable scientific theory that possesses many falsifiable claims. For example, the key components of evolution, natural selection and genetic variation, have been shown to be falsifiable by Michael Ruse, Elliott Sober, and Mary Williams, among others.45 Natural selection has been tested against alternative theories of evolution such as Lamarckism, saltationism, creationism, and orthogenesis and found to possess more logical coherence and to better account for empirical evidence.46 Although scholars may find this hard to appreciate today, an intense struggle occurred among these competing theories a century ago.47 However, genetic variation within populations and between and among species has been demonstrated beyond doubt. Thus, in the marketplace of ideas, natural selection has properly won its predominant place.

Human nature makes realism inevitable

Donnelly, 00 (Andrew Mellon Professor at the Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver, 00. Jack, Realism and International Relations, p. 9-10)
Realism emphasizes the constraints on politics imposed by human nature and the absence of international government. Together, they make international relations largely a realm of power and interest. “Human nature has not changed since the days of classical antiquity” (Thompson 1985: 17). And that nature, according to realists, is at its core egoistic, and thus inalterably inclined towards immorality. As Machiavelli puts it, in politics “it must needs be taken for granted that all men are wicked and that they will always give vent to the malignity that is in their minds when opportunity offers” (1970: Book I, ch. 3). Some realists, such as Reinhold Niebuhr (1944: 19) and Hans Morgenthau (1946: 202), see Machiavelli’s claim as largely descriptive. Many, like Machiavelli himself, contend only that there are enough egoists to make any other assumption unduly risky. All, however, emphasize the egoistic passions and self-interest in (international) politics. “It is above all important not to make greater demands upon human nature than its frailty can satisfy” (Treitschke 1916: 590). “It is essential not to have faith in human nature. Such faith is a recent heresy and a very disastrous one” (Butterfield 1949: 47). 

Mankind’s inherent struggle for power and domination makes realism inevitable and universal

Donnelly, 00 (Andrew Mellon Professor at the Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver, 00. Jack, Realism and International Relations, p. 9-10)
Nonetheless, realists characteristically give primary emphasis to egoistic passions and “the tragic presence of evil in all political action” (Morgenthau 1946: 203). And, because these passions are ineradicable, “conflict is inevitable” (Niebuhr 1932: xv). “It is profitless to imagine a hypothetical world in which men no longer organize themselves in groups for purposes of conflict” (Carr 1946: 231). Whatever their other disagreements, realists are unanimous in holding that human nature contains an ineradicable core of egoistic passions; that these passions define the central problem of politics; and that statesmanship is dominated by the need to control this side of human nature. Realists also stress the political necessities that flow from international anarchy. In the absence of international government, “the law of the jungle still prevails” (Schumann 1941:9). “The difference between civilization and barbarism is a revelation of what is essentially the same human nature when it works under different conditions” (Butterfield 1949: 31; compare Schuman 1941: 9; Spykman 1942: 141). Within states, human nature usually is tamed by hierarchical political authority and rule. In international relations, anarchy not merely allows but encourages the worst aspects of human nature to be expressed. “That same human nature which in happy conditions is frail, seems to me to be in other conditions capable of becoming hideous” (Butterfield 1949: 44). The interaction of egoism and anarchy leads to “the overriding role of power in international relations” (Schwarzenberger 1951: 147) and requires “the primacy in all political life of power and security” (Gilpin 1986: 305). “The struggle for power is universal in time and space” (Morgenthau 1948: 17). “The daily presence of force and recurrent reliance on it marks the affairs of nations” (Waltz 1979: 186). “Security” thus means a somewhat less dangerous and less violent world, rather than a safe, just, or peaceful one. Satesmanship involves mitigating and managing, not eliminating, conflict. 

Realism in politics is just a greater reflection of human nature at large

Schuett, 11 (Research Fellow at the School of Governmental and International Affairs at the University of Durham, 11. Robert, “Peace through Transformation? Political Realism and the Progressivism of National Security.’ International Relations 2011 25: 185. pp. 188-189)
It is a truism that a well-specified political anthropology is the philosophical starting point of any genuine realist philosophy or theory of international relations; in this regard, Realism is no exception. In Realism, the concept of human nature serves essentially two foundational purposes: to enquire into the nature and structure of the political and the dynamics inherent in international political reality (the is); and to help determine the limits and potentialities in politics and foreign policy (the  ought). With regard to the former, still a cause of controversy in neorealist and critical circles, Morgenthau defends the methodological and philosophical purpose of the concept of human nature. ‘We have no other access to the knowledge of social structures’, he argues, ‘than through individual beings. All data which we call political lead to the soul of man as conveyor of Politics and knowledge of man’s nature is the key to politics.’ All social, political and international political reality is, the methodological individualist declares, ‘but a projection of human nature onto the collective plane, being but man writ large’. On the basis of a subtle political anthropology, Realism engages with, and helps explain, the timeless philosophical questions about the nature of the political, the internal dynamics of the state and politics, and the externalised struggle and yearning for power and prestige.
Realism – Not Deterministic

Realism can admit the influence of ideological factors – but the alternative’s dismissal of power dynamics means their theoretical scheme inevitably fails 

Kirshner, 10 (Professor of International Relations at Cornell University, Director of the Reppy Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies. Jonathan, “The Tragedy of Offensive Realism: Classical Realism and the Rise of China,” European Journal of International Relations, August 2010, p  1-2)
What is the realist position on how best to deal with the rise of China? Many academic debates invoke versions of a dichotomy of ‘containment’ versus ‘engagement’ strategies, and this suggests an implicit distinction between liberals and realists: liberal engagers and realist containers. Most analysts recognize these as archetypes and treat the complex issues involved with nuance and sophistication, but the distinction certainly captures some broad truth. And there is one very prominent scholar, John Mearsheimer (2001), who argues, from a self-consciously realist orientation, not just for simple containment, but for a determined costly effort to take down China’s emerging powerand influence. However, in this article I argue that while this is a realist perspective, it is not the realist perspective. There are a number of theories and resulting policy prescriptions that can derive from a realist tradition, and they do not speak with one voice. In particular, realist approaches that derive from a classical foundation suggest policies that are fundamentally different from those favored by Mearsheimer. This does not mean that realists of any stripe can be at all sanguine about the implications of China’s rise. They cannot. And classical realists, if anything, in particular, must be alarmed by the rise of China. A classical realist perspective inherently observes the emergence of new great powers in the system with enormous apprehension, because it expects the ambition of rising states to expand along with their capabilities, and also because of the anxiety that this expectation provokes in their neighbors and potential adversaries. As Robert Gilpin (1981: 93) has argued, the ‘most important factor’ for understanding world politics is not the static distribution of power, but ‘dynamics of power relations over time.’ From this perspective, changes in relative power, which ultimately derive from long-run variations in economic growth, are a mainspring of international political conflict. Economic change redistributes relative power over time, creating a natural tendency for divergences to emerge between power and privilege in world politics, which encourages rising states to challenge the status quo. A central problem in International Relations is addressing these changes to the balance of power, which historically has commonly been resolved by war. But alarm in and of itself offers very little analytical purchase. There is also, I would argue, a classical realist position on what to do about rising states in general, and what to do (from the perspective of the US) about the rise of China in particular. As a general rule (from which there will necessarily be occasional exceptions), the classical realist, however inherently wary and skeptical (very, always), seeks to accommodate rising power. This accommodation is rooted in three core tenets of classical realism: first, and always, is the acknowledgment of the reality of power, which is part of seeing the world as it is, not as we would like it to be; second is an unwillingness to automatically privilege the perspective of those that would defend the status quo; and third is the belief that politics matters, and that therefore the future is largely unwritten. It is on this last point that classical realists break most sharply with their structuralist cousins. The classical view holds that while they must, irretrievably, be alert to the condition of anarchy and sensitive to the balance of power, nevertheless states — especially great powers — enjoy considerable discretion with regard to the strategic choices that they can and will make, and that these choices are shaped by the context in which they are made, that is, by both domestic and international politics.
Realism – Permutation

We can still stop violent escalation within the frame of international relations realism

Zhang, 11 (Professor of Political Science at Lingnan University,  Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies. Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the US-China Military Space Relationship,” Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332)
China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007 ASAT test. This article suggests that the Chinese military space program is also influenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.” The military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare reflects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to its national security. This response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or activity.” This article, citing firsthand Chinese military sources, identifies the major factors contributing to the security dilemma that is driving China’s military space program. The first is China’s attempt to respond to perceived U.S. military strategies to dominate outer space. Chinese strategists are keenly aware of the U.S. military’s plan to achieve so-called full-spectrum dominance, and the Chinese military feels compelled to deny that dominance. The second factor is China’s concern about U.S. missile defense, which could potentially weaken Chinese strategic nuclear deterrence. Many PLA analysts believe that a multilayered ballistic missile defense system will inevitably compromise China’s offensive nuclear forces. China’s response is to attempt to weaken the U.S. space-based sensor system that serves as the eyes and brains of missile defense. Thus, U.S. missile defense has forced China to contemplate the integration of nuclear war and space warfare capabilities. Because of the security dilemma, many experts in both China and the U.S. have expressed growing pessimism about the future of arms control. However, this article suggests that precisely because the current U.S.-China military space relationship is governed by the security dilemma, it is amenable to changes in the strategic environment that could extricate both from their mutual mistrust and the ongoing cycle of actions and counteractions. The current strategic adjustment by the U.S., efforts by the Obama administration to curb missile defense, and the fundamentally altered situation in the Taiwan Strait offer a window of opportunity for the two countries to relax the tensions in their space relationship. With the right strategies, China and the U.S. could slow the momentum toward a space arms race.
Realism – Policymakers

It’s impossible to just discard realism – exists in the minds of policymakers

Guzzini, 98 (Researcher at the Danish Institute for International Studies, 98. Stefano, Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, pp. 212)
Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew. This is a non-option. Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs. Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world-view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it. Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs. Realism is alive in the collective memory and self-understanding of our (i.e. Western) foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not. Hence, we cannot but deal with it. For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable. Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics. But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the languages of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions. To the contrary, this understanding, as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession. More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism. 

Realism – AT: Humans Are Cooperative

Even if cooperation can exist on an individual level, competition in international relations is inevitable
Donnelly, 00 (Andrew Mellon Professor at the Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver, 00 Jack, Realism and International Relations, p. 9-10)
The larger the group within which we operate, Neibuhr argued, the less the power of sympathy, and thus the greater the distance between moral ideal and political reality. International relations, involving interactions among the largest social groups, thus stands at the pinnacle of immorality. “A perennial weakness of the moral life in individuals is simply raised to the nth degree in national life.” The best we can hope for is an ethically paradoxical patriotism that “transmutes individual unselfishness into national egoism.” “The nation is at one and the same time a check upon, and a final vent for, the expression of individual egoism.” “A combination of unselfishness and the vicarious selfishness in the individual thus gives a tremendous force to national egoism, which neither religious nor rational idealism can ever completely check” (1932: 107, 91, 93, 94). Another central figure in the development of realism’s post-World War II dominance was George Kennan, a principal architect of the American policy of containment. Kennan’s 1950 Walgreen Lectures at the University of Chicago, published in 1951 (along with 2 essays from Foreign Affairs) as American Diplomacy, provided a powerful and accessible critique of moralism and legalism in US foreign policy. In his 1954 book The Realities of American Foreign Policy, Kennan continued to lament “the great American capacity for enthusiasm and self-hypnosis,” calling on the United States to restrict itself to an international politics of power and security. “In most international differences elements of right and wrong, comparable to those that prevail in personal relations, are—if they exist at all, which is a question—simply not discernable to the outsider.” Government in general, and foreign policy in particular, Kennan claimed, “is primarily a sorry chore consisting of the application of restraint by man over man, a chore devolving on civilized society, most unfortunately, as a result of man’s irrational nature, his selfishness, his obstinacy, his tendency to violence” (1954: 26, 36, 48). 
Utopian Alternatives Fail

To disregard policy and the balance of power in hopes of a perfect world is idealist thought

Kirshner, 10 (Professor of International Relations at Cornell University, Director of the Reppy Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies, 10. Jonathan, “The Tragedy of Offensive Realism: Classical Realism and the Rise of China,” European Journal of International Relations, August 2010, p  13-14)
It is the utopian who seeks to turn back the rise of power by force of will. Naive idealists come in many stripes: not all of them are doe-eyed well-wishers, some are dangerous crusaders; but from a classical realist perspective they both share a cavalier attitude toward power (one underestimates its danger; the other disregards its limits), and a blind spot for the ubiquity of politics (one underestimating the clash of interests; the other the consequences of the will to resist domination). 

The K is bad – in trying to improve human nature, it simply creates more evil

Stagl, 00 (Justin-, Professor of Sociology of Culture at University of Salzburg, Being Humans: Anthropological Universality and Particularity in Transdisciplinary Perspectives, “On the Validity of Generalisations about Human Nature” p.36)

Meliorism is a noble thought, focusing in the very best in human nature. Yet in spite of that (or is it because of that?) it has caused much evil. The somewhat reserved expression “utopian potential” has not been chosen inadvertently. Whoever strives to improve men opens up a gulf between the objects of their endeavours and the unimproved rest, and we are back with Aristotle and the exclusion. If it is to be all mankind, this entails a universal compulsion to adopt the thus improved nature, and in consequence the oppression—and in last consequence the extermination—of all those who cannot or don’t want to catch up with it.
Nonviolence Fails

Utopianism is not the way, because it blindly aims for a better world without recognizing the contradictions and questions that arise in that pursuit

Sorensen, 92 (George, Professor of International Politics and Economics, Arhus University, Journal of Peace Research “Utopianism in Peace Research: The Gandhian Heritage” p.142 http://jpr.sagepub.com/content/29/2/135)
The aim above has been to demonstrate that there are contradictions involved in the pursuit of the value of peace (absence of violence). The focus in the present paper has been on non-violence, but it can be demonstrated that every element in the concept of peace contains serious contradictions. Peace research recognizing such contradictions (i.e. constructivist peace research) is preferable to peace research which does not (i.e. utopianism). Basing itself on the Gandhian heritage, the utopianist trend in peace research is strong. The problem with this is not the mere support of a vision of a better world. Neither is the problem the endorsement and promotion of sympathetic values, such as non-violence. The problem is that without the recognition of tensions and contradictions a number of important questions never get to be asked at all. It is quietly assumed that the promotion of the ‘good’, i.e. of all elements in the concept of peace, can be undertaken without encountering any stumbling blocks. In the case of non-violence, the principle is that non-violence is the way and further debate ends there. This makes it impossible to ask questions about blends of violence and non-violence, about situations where non-violence is infeasible, about developmental violence. Such questions may contribute to proceed beyond sterile debate between believers in non-violence and believers in violence. The lack of progress on this front rests heavily with those who champion the utopianist doctrine of non-violence. A peace research coming of age ought to go down the constructivist road.

The K, in creating an alternative, simply runs away from problems without recognizing developmental violence sometimes is the answer

Sorensen, 92 (George, Professor of International Politics and Economics, Arhus University, Journal of Peace Research “Utopianism in Peace Research: The Gandhian Heritage” p.142 http://jpr.sagepub.com/content/29/2/135)
The utopianist, on the other hand, tends (to the extent that he or she actually recognizes the existence of contradictions) to run away from the problems, for example by claiming that it is possible to devise alternative paths towards the satisfaction of the welfare dimension of peace / development without running into the contradictions outlined here. In doing so, the utopianist joins a large group of ‘runners’ that go back to the early days of industrialization (cf. Kitching, 1982). The same reasoning applies to the security (and also the freedom and identity) aspects of peace / development as to the welfare dimension: the strong utopianist trend either ignores or attempts to run away from the contradictions in these basic dimensions of peace / development. In peace research, this utopianist trend has been strong, beginning with Gandhi but also present in more recent analyses (cf. the overview in Sorensen, 1985). In the present context, I wish to concentrate on the basic definition of peace as the absence of violence. The promotion of peace, the core value of peace research, is identical with the eradication of violence. There are two basic types of violence to eradicate: direct violence and structural violence. How is this done? Through a long range of different strategies for peace. Could it be that violence has a role to play in any of these strategies? Immediately it sounds odd that violence (absence of peace) can be used to fight for a situation where there is absence of violence (peace). But it is clear that this can be the case. There are societies with a high level of indirect (and also direct) violence against the large majority of the population, e.g. Stroessner’s Paraguay, Somoza’s Nicaragua or Batista’s Cuba. In such societies it becomes almost logical for the mass of the people to resort to direct violence in order to get rid of the misery and repression created by the ruling elite and the highly unequal social structure over which it presides. If a quick dose of direct violence (a revolution) against a comparatively small ruling elite can bring about a new type of less repressive rule and also reform the social structure so as to improve welfare (eradicate structural violence), then this quick employment of direct violence paves the way for a situation which is much more peaceful in the sense then there is much less structural and direct violence. In order to avoid the awkward expression ‘peaceful violence’, we might suggest the term developmental violence, which is defined as violence which contributes to reducing the total sum of violence inflicted upon individuals, groups and nations. (If we focus specifically on human rights the implication is that a violation of human rights might bring about a situation where the total sum of human rights is better looked after.)
***Predictions***

We Can Make Them

Accumulation and diversity of facts increase predictive accuracy

Tetlock and Gardner, 11 (Philip Tetlock is the Leonore Annenberg professor at the University of Pennsylvania. Dan Gardner is a journalist and author of the forthcoming book Future Babble. “Why Most Predictions Are So Bad.” 3-17-11. http://www.forbes.com/2011/03/17/why-predictions-bad-leadership-managing-forecast.html)
Prediction horizons vary, but the general idea is the same whether experts are trying to forecast the weather, economies, elections or social unrest: No matter how brilliant the analysts may be, no matter how abundant the resources at their disposal, their vision can only go so far. A second point is even more humbling: People are really bad at predicting the future. This very much includes experts. In the largest and best-known test of the accuracy of expert predictions, a study reported in Philip Tetlock's book Expert Political Judgment: How Good Is It? How Can We Know?, the average expert was found to be only slight more accurate than a dart-throwing chimpanzee. Many experts would have done better if they had made random guesses. And even the best forecasters were beaten by arbitrary rules such as "always predict no change" (a rule that worked very well for the first 30 years of Hosni Mubarak's regime). It's easy to conclude that all hope is lost. But that would be wrong. In the Tetlock study, what separated those with modest but significant predictive ability from the utterly hopeless was their style of thinking. Experts who had one big idea they were certain would reveal what was to come were handily beaten by those who used diverse information and analytical models, were comfortable with complexity and uncertainty and kept their confidence in check. What this and much other research suggests is that the right training, tools and organization can make people better forecasters. Their vision will be not be perfect, so they won't see to the prediction horizon. But they will see closer to the horizon. And their vision will be as good as anyone's can reasonably be expected to be.

***Cede The Political***

Link – Academic Left

The alt marginalizes the left out of politics

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 14-15, SamH)
Insofar as a Left becomes spectatorial and retrospective, it ceases to be a Left. I shall be claiming in these lectures that the American Left, once the old alliance between the intellectuals and the unions broke down in the course of the Sixties, began to sink into an attitude like Henry Adams'. Leftists in the academy have permitted cultural politics to supplant real politics, and have collaborated with the Right in making cultural issues central to public debate. They are spending energy which should be directed at proposing new laws on discussing topics as remote from the country's needs as were Adams' musings on the Virgin and the Dynamo. The academic Left has no projects to propose to America, no vision of a country to be achieved by building a consensus on the need for specific reforms. Its members no longer feel the force of James's and Croly's rhetoric. The American civic religion seems to them narrow-minded and obsolete nationalism.

Link – Identity Politics

Focus on Difference is less effective than and hurts intersectional approaches to fixing the problems we deal with in our lives

Rorty 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 100-101, SamH)
The problems which can be cured by governmental action, and which such a list would canvass, are mostly those that stem from selfishness rather than sadism. But to bring about such cures it would help if the Left would change the tone in which it now discusses sadism. The pre-Sixties reformist Left, insofar as it concemed itself with oppressed minorities, did so by proclaiming that all of us-black, white, and brown-are Americans, and that we should respect one another as such. This strategy gave rise to the "platoon" movies, which showed Americans of various ethnic backgrounds fighting and dying side by side. By contrast, the contemporary cultural Left urges that America should not be a melting-pot, because we need to respect one another in our differences. This Left wants to preserve other-ness rather than ignore it. The distinction between the old strategy and the new is important. The choice between them makes the difference between what Todd Gitlin calls "common dreams" and what Arthur Schlesinger calls "disuniting America." To take pride in being black or gay is an entirely reasonable response to the sadistic humiliation to which one has been subjected. But insofar as this pride prevents someone from also taking pride in being an American citizen, from thinking of his or her country as capable of reform, or from being able to join with straights or whites in reformist initiatives, it is a political disaster. The rhetorical question of the "platoon" movies-"What do our differences matter, compared with our commonality as fellow American?"-did not commend pride in diference, but neither did it condemn it. The intent of posing that question was to help us become a country in which a person's difference would be largely neglected by others, unless the person in question wished to call attention to it. If the cultural Left insists on its present strategy-on asking us to respect one another in our differences rather than asking us to cease noticing those differences-it will have to find a new way of creating a sense of commonality at the level of national politics. For only a rhetoric of commonality can forge a winning majority in national elections. I doubt that any such new way will be found. Nobody has yet suggested a viable leftist alternative to the civic religion of which Whitman and Dewey were prophets. That civic religion centered around taking advantage of traditional pride in American citizenship by substituting social justice for individual freedom as our country's principal goal. We were supposed to love our country because it showed promise of being kinder and more generous than other countries. As the blacks and the gays, among others, were well aware, this was a counsel of perfection rather than description of fact. But you cannot urge national political renewal on the basis of descriptions of fact. You have to describe the country in terms of what you passionately hope it will become, as well as in terms of what you know it to be now. You have to be loyal to a dream country rather than to the one to which you wake up every morning. Unless such loyalty exists, the ideal has no chance of becoming actual.

Link – Marxism
Ideological Marxism fails as an effective basis for political struggle – compromise with the state is a better option
Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University. Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 41-44, SamH)
IT IS IMPOSSIBLE to discuss leftist politics in the twentieth century, in any country, without saying something about Marxism. For Marxism was not only a catastrophe for all the countries in which Marxists took power, but a disaster for the reformist Left in all the countries in which they did not. At the end of the twentieth century, Marxism is in the position of Roman Catholicism at the end of the seventeenth. By then the full horror of the Renaissance papacies and ofthe Inquisition had been made known. Many Christians thought that it would be best for the bishops of Rome to close up shop. Christianity, they pointed out, had long antedated the papacy, and would be much better off for its demise. Many present-day eastern and central Europeans hold an analogous view about Marxism, and I think they are right. The ideals of social democracy and economic justice, these people say, long antedated Marxism, and would have made much more headway had "Marxism-Leninism" never been invented. Now that the last general secretary of the Communist Party of the USSR has pointed out how much better off Russia would have been if Lenin had failed, people on the Left should stop being sentimental about the Bolshevik Revolution. ' Leftists should repudiate links with Lenin as firmly as the early Protestants repudiated the doctrine of the Primacy of Peter. For us Americans, it is important not to let Marxism influence the story we tell about our own Left. We should repudiate the Marxists' insinuation that only those who are con- vinced capitalism must be overthrown can count as leftists, and that everybody else is a wimpy liberal, a self-deceiving bourgeois reformer.2 Many recent histories of the Sixties have, unfortunately, been influenced by Marxism. These his- tories distinguish the emergent student Left and the so-called Old Left from the "liberals" -a term used to cover both the people who administered the New Deal and those whom Kennedy brought from Harvard to the White House in 1961. In such histories, you are counted as a member of the Old Left only if you had proclaimed yourself a socialist early on, and if you continued to express grave doubts about the via- bility of capitalism? So, in the historiography which has un- fortunately become standard, Irving Howe and Michael Har- rington count as leftists, but John Kenneth Galbraith and Arthur Schlesinger do not, even though these four men pro- moted mostly the same causes and thought about our coun- try's problems in pretty much the same terms. I think we should abandon the leftist-versus-liberal dis- tinction, along with the other residues of Marxism that clut- ter up our vocabulary - overworked words like "commod- ification" and "ideology," for example. Had Kerensky managed to ship Lenin back to Zurich, Marx would still have been honored as a brilliant political economist who foresaw how the rich would use industrialization to immiserate the poor. But his philosophy of history would have seemed, like Herbert Spencer's, a nineteenth-century curiosity. People on the Left would not have wasted their time on Marxist scholas- ticism, nor would they have been so ready to assume that the nationalization of the means of production was the only way to achieve social justice. They would have evaluated sugges- tions for preventing the immiseration of the proletariat country by country, in the pragmatic, experimental spirit which Dewey recommended. The contrast between genuine revolutionary leftists and wishy-washy liberal reformers would never have taken hold. I think we should drop the term "Old Left" as a name for the Americans who called themselves "socialists" between 1945 and 1964. I propose to use the term "reformist Left" to cover all those Americans who, between 1900 and 1964, struggled within the framework of constitutional democracy to protect the weak from the strong. This includes lots of people who called themselves "communists" and "social- ists, " and lots of people who never dreamed of calling them- selves either. I shall use "New Left" to mean the people- mostly students-who decided, around 1964, that it was no longer possible to work for social justice within the system. In my sense of the term, Woodrow Wilson-the president who kept Eugene Debs in jail but appointed Louis Brandeis to the Supreme Court-counts as a part-time leftist. So does FDR-the president who created the rudiments of a welfare state and 'urged workers to join labor unions, while obdu- rately turning his back on African-Americans. So does Lyndon Johnson, who permitted the slaughter of hundreds of thou- sands of Vietnamese children, but also did more for poor chil- dren in the United States than any previous president. I cannot offer, and we do not need, a criterion specifying how much time a politician must spend on leftist reforms to be counted as a man or woman of the Left. My term "reformist Left" is in- tended to cover most of the people who were feared and hated by the Right, and thereby to smudge the line which the Marxists tried to draw between leftists and liberals. Erasing that line is easier if we reflect that the Communist Party of the United States was of very little importance to the political life of our country. It marshaled some good picket lines, and it recruited a few good agents for Soviet intelli- gence. But the most enduring effects of its activities were the careers of men like Martin Dies, Richard Nixon, and Joseph McCarthy. On the other hand, we should remember that in- dividual members of that party worked heroically, and made very painful sacrifices, in the hope of helping our country to achieve its promise. Many Marxists, even those who spent decades apologizing for Stalin, helped change our country for the better by helping to change its laws. So did many managerial technocrats in the Kennedy White House, even those who later helped Johnson wage the Vietnam War.
Fight against capitalism is doomed to failure if you don’t offer the people a concrete alternative that they can believe in

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 102-104, SamH)
Among these ideals are participatory democracy and the end of capitalism. Power will pass to the people, the Sixties Left believed, only when decisions are made by all those who may be affected by their results. This means, for example, that economic decisions will be made by stakeholders rather than by shareholders, and that entrepreneurship and markets will cease to play their present role. 'When they do, capitalism as we know it will have ended, and something new will have taken its place. But what this new thing will be, nobody knows. The Sixties did not ask how the various groups of stakeholders were to reach a consensus about when to remodel a factory rather than build a new one, what prices to pay for raw materials, and the like. Sixties leftists skipped lightly over all the questions which had been raised by the experience of nonmarket economies in the so-called socialist countries. They seemed to be suggesting that once we were rid of both bureaucrats and entrepreneurs, "the people" would know how to handle competition from steelrnills or textile factories in the developing world, price hikes on imported oil, and so on. But they never told us how "the people" would learn how to do this. The cultural Left still skips over such questions. Doing so is a consequence of its preference for talking about "the system" rather than about specific social practices and specific changes in those practices. The rhetoric of this Left remains revolutionary rather than reformist and pragmatic. Its insouciant use of terms like "late capitalism" suggests that we can just wait for capitalism to collapse, rather than figuring out what, in the absence of markets, will set prices and regulate distribution. The voting public, the public which must be won over if the Left is to emerge from the academy into the public square, sensibly wants to be told the details. It wants to know how things are going to work after markets are put behind us. It wants to know how participatory democracy is supposed to function. The cultural Left offers no answers to such demands for further information, but until it confronts them it will not be able to be a political Left. The public, sensibly, has no interest in getting rid of capitalism until it is offered details about the alternatives. Nor should it be interested in participatory democracy-the liberation of the people from the power of the technocrats-until it is told how deliberative assemblies will acquire the same know-how which only the technocrats presently possess. Even someone like myself , whose admiration for John Dewey is almost unlimited, cannot take seriously his defense of participatory democracy against Walter Lippmann's insistence on the need for expertise.
A combination of political and social action is key to solve for their criticism

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist 

Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 52-55 SamH)
Those dispossessed farmers were often racist, nativist, and sadistic. The millionaire socialists, ruthless robber barons though they were, nevertheless set up the foundations which sponsored the research which helped get leftist legislation passed. We need to get rid of the Marxist idea that only bottom-up initiatives, conducted by workers and peasants who have somehow been so freed from resentment as to show no trace of prejudice, can achieve our country. The history of leftist politics in America is a story of how top-down initiatives and bottom-up initiatives have interlocked. Top-down leftist initiatives come from people who have enough security, money, and power themselves, but nevertheless worry about the fate of people who have less. Examples of such initiatives are muckraking exposes by journalists, novelists, and scholars-for example, Ida Tarbell on Standard Oil, Upton Sinclair on immigrant workers in the Chicago slaughterhouses, Noam Chomsky on the State Department's lies and the New York Times's omissions. Other examples are the Wagner and Norris-Laguardia Acts, novels of social protest like People of the Abyss and Studs Lonigan, the closing of university campuses after the American invasion of Cambodia, and the Supreme Court's decisions in Brown v. Board of Education and Romer v. Evans. Bottom-up leftist initiatives come from people who have little security, money, or power and who rebel against the unfair treatment which they, or others like them, are receiving. Examples are the Pullman Strike, Marcus Garvey's black nationalist movement, the General Motors sit-down strike of 1936, the Montgomery bus boycott, the creation of the Mis sissippi Freedom Democratic Party, the creation of Cesar Chavez's United Farrn Workers, and the Stonewall "riot" (the beginning of the gay rights movement). Although these two kinds of initiatives reinforced each other, the people at the bottom took the risks, suffered the beatings, made all the big sacrifices, and were sometimes murdered. But their heroism might have been fruitless if leisured, educated, relatively risk-free people had not joined the struggle. Those beaten to death by the goon squads and the lynch mobs might have died in vain if the safe and secure had not lent a hand. These loans were unheroic but indispensable. The Luce journalists of 1937 who filled the pages of Life magazine with pictures of the National Guard beating up striking United Automobile Workers were not taking many risks. 1 5 Nor were the TV reporters who kept the cameras focused on Bull Connor's dogs and cattle prods in 1961. But if they had not been there, and if a lot of secure and well-off Americans had not reacted to those images as they did, the UAW strike against Ford and the Freedom Ride through Alabama would both have been ineffectual. Somebody has to convince the voters that what the authorities are calling senseless violence is actually heroic civil disobedience. The conviction that the vast inequalities within American society could be corrected by using the institutions of a constitutional democracy-that a cooperative commonwealth could be created by electing the right politicians and passing the right laws-held the non-Marxist American Left together from Croly's time until the early 1960s. But the Vietnam War splintered that Left. Todd Gitlin believes August 1964 marks the break in the leftist students' sense of what their country was like. That was the month in which the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party was denied seats at the Democratic Convention in Atlantic City, and in which Congress passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. 
Link – Postmodernism

Their cultural pessimism precludes the formation of a political left that can produce social change 

Rorty, 98  (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 6-9, SamH)
One does not need to know whether Silko has read Foucault or Heidegger to see her novel as offering a vision of recent history similar to the one which readers of those two philosophers often acquire. In this vision, the two-hundred year history of the United States-indeed, the history of the European and American peoples since the Enlightenment has been pervaded by hypocrisy and self-deception. Readers of Foucault often come away believing that no shackles have been broken in the past two hundred years: the harsh old chains have merely been replaced with slightly more comfortable ones. Heidegger describes America's success in blanketing the world with modern technology as the spread of a wasteland. Those who find Foucault and Heidegger convincing often view the United States of America as Silko does: as something we must hope will be replaced, as soon as possible, by something utterly different. Such people find pride in American citizenship impossible, and vigorous participation in electoral politics pointless. They associate American patriotism with an endorsement of atrocities: the importation of African slaves, the slaughter of Native Americans, the rape of ancient forests, and the Vietnam War. Many of them think of national pride as appropriate only for chauvinists: for the sort of American who rejoices that America can still orchestrate something like the Gulf War, can still bring deadly force to bear whenever and wherever it chooses. When young intellectuals watch John Wayne war movies after reading Heidegger, Foucault, Stephenson, or Silko, they often become convinced that they live in a violent, inhuman, corrupt country. They begin to think of themselves as a saving remnant-as the happy few who have the insight to see through nationalist rhetoric to the ghastly reality of contemporary America. But this insight does not move them to formulate a legislative program, to join a political movement, or to share in a national hope. The contrast between national hope and national selfmockery and self-disgust becomes vivid when one compares novels like Snow Crash and Almanac of the Dead with socialist novels of the first half of the century-books like The Jungle, An American Tragedy, and The Grapes of Wrath. The latter were written in the belief that the tone of the Gettysburg Address was absolutely right, but that our country would have to transform itself in order to fulfill Lincoln's hopes. Transformation would be needed because the rise of industrial capitalism had made the individualist rhetoric of America's first century obsolete. The authors of these novels thought that this rhetoric should be replaced by one in which America is destined to become the first cooperative commonwealth, the first classless society. This America would be one in which income and wealth are equitably distributed, and ir1 which the government ensures equality of opportunity as well as individual liberty. This new, quasi-communitarian rhetoric was at the heart of the Progressive Movement and the New Deal. It set the tone for the American Left during the first six decades of the twentieth century. Walt Whitman and John Dewey, as we shall see, did a great deal to shape this rhetoric. The difference between early twentieth-century leftist intellectuals and the majority of their contemporary counterparts is the difference between agents and spectators. In the early decades of this century, when an intellectual stepped back from his or her country's history and looked at it through skeptical eyes, the chances were that he or she was about to propose a new political initiative. Henry Adams was, of course, the great exception-the great abstainer from politics. But William James thought that Adams' diagnosis of the First Gilded Age as a symptom of irreversible moral and political decline was merely perverse. James's pragmatist theory of truth was in part a reaction against the sort of detached spectatorship which Adams affected. For James, disgust with American hypocrisy and selfdeception was pointless unless accompanied by an effort to give America reason to be proud of itself in the future. The kind of proto-Heideggerian cultural pessimism which Adams cultivated seemed, to James, decadent and cowardly. "Democracy, " James wrote, "is a kind of religion, and we are bound not to admit its failure. Faiths and utopias are the noblest exercise of human reason, and no one with a spark of reason in him will sit down fatalistically before the croaker's picture." 

Critical theory is contradictory and gives us no basis for political action

Femia, 08 (Professor of Political Theory at the University of Liverpool, 08. Joseph, “Gramsci, Epistemology, and International Relations Theory,” paper presented at the Political Studies Association conference, Swansea, April 1-3 2008, p. 7)
The question that is often asked of postmodernists should also be addressed to the ‘critical’ or neo-Gramscian thinkers within IR/IPE. How does one construct a political agenda from a disbelief in the truth of any agenda? How can you ask people to accept your political analysis as a basis for action when you simultaneously declare that all knowledge is relative? Yet this is precisely what theorists like Cox and Neufeld are trying to do. Their efforts are doomed. How, for example, can they assure us that reality is malleable rather than fixed without appealing to the ‘true nature’ of reality? Would this not be an objective standpoint outside of time – something they have consistently rejected? Postmodernists and neo-Gramscians tend to ‘solve’ the ‘problem of objectivity’ by purporting to give ‘voice to many voices’ hitherto ignored, by identifying with oppressed groups who have a ‘compelling interest in transforming the world political economy’. These voices are – according to Murphy and Tooze, prominent defenders of radical IR/IPE – ‘multiple sources of objectivity’ (1991, 28-9). I fail to see why. Even if – as seems unlikely – we could all agree on who the oppressed actually are (which voices?), and on what they actually want (which opinions?), representing their perspective would be no guarantee of either objectivity or correctness. Perhaps their voices have been ignored because they are talking utter drivel, and the radical IR/IPE theorists have left themselves no way of proving otherwise. The new Gramscians, like the postmodernists, will have to confront the logical implication of their epistemological ‘defeatism’ – that is, ‘anything goes’. Neufeld, however, is in denial. For him, ‘reflexivity’ requires ‘the reasoned adjudication of the inherent value of competing normative claims’, even though there are no ‘a priori standards or criteria for assessing the merits of contending paradigms’ (1995, 45-6). Alas, he gives no plausible illustration of how we can square this particular circle. If, as he says, ‘rival paradigms are incommensurable’ (1995, 68), if criteria of rationality are all paradigm-specific, then any standard that we adopt for claiming that paradigm A is better than paradigm B will be internal to paradigm A. To be specific, the proposition that ‘transforming the world political economy’ is a ‘compelling interest’ of the ‘oppressed’ can only be verified within paradigm A, and therefore gives us no cogent reason for claiming that paradigm A is superior to paradigm B. Of course, we could still express a preference for the former paradigm and base it on faith or sentiment. This, though, would not be the ‘reasoned assessment’ Neufeld insists upon in order to rebut the charge of irrationalism (1995, 65).
Impact – Authoritarianism/Generally Bad Stuff

Disengagement of the left from politics prevents the alt from solving, wipes out the gains of the last half century, and allows a new Hitler to come to power

Rorty 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 89-94, SamH)
Many Writers on socioeconomic policy have Warned that the old industrialized democracies are heading into a Weimar-like period, one in which populist movements are likely to overturn constitutional governments. Edward Luttvvak, for example, has suggested that fascism may be the American future. The point of his book The Endangered American Dream is that members of labor unions, and unorganized unskilled Workers, will sooner or later realize that their government is not even trying to prevent wages from sinking or to prevent jobs from being exported. Around the same time, they will realize that suburban White-collar Workers-them~ selves desperately afraid of being downsized-are not going to let themselves be taxed to provide social benefits for anyone else. At that point, something will crack. The nonsuburban electorate will decide that the system has failed and start looking around for a strongman to vote for-someone willing to assure them that, once he is elected, the smug bureaucrats, tricky lawyers, overpaid bond salesmen, and postmodernist professors will no longer be calling the shots. A scenario like that of Sinclair Lewis' novel lt Can't Happen Here may then be played out. For once such a strongman takes office, nobody can predict what will happen. In 1932, most of the predictions made about what would happen if Hindenburg named Hitler chancellor were wildly overoptimistic. One thing that is very likely to happen is that the gains made in the past forty years by black and brown Americans, and by homosexuals, will be wiped out. Jocular contempt for women will come back into fashion. The words "nigger" and "kike" will once again be heard in the workplace. All the sadism which the academic Left has tried to make unacceptable to its students will come flooding back. All the resentment which badly educated Americans feel about having their manners dictated to them by college graduates will find an outlet. But such a renewal of sadism will not alter the effects of selnshness. For after my imagined strongman takes charge, he will quickly make his peace with the international superrich, just as Hitler made his with the German industrialists. He will invoke the glorious memory of the Gulf War to provoke military adventures which will generate short-term prosperity. He will be a disaster for the country and the world. People will wonder why there was so little resistance to his evitable rise. Where, they will ask, was the American Left? Why was it only rightists like Buchanan who spoke to the workers about the consequences of globalization? Why could not the Left channel the mounting rage of the newly dispossessed? It is often said that we Americans, at the end of the twentieth century, no longer have a Left. Since nobody denies the existence of what I have called the cultural Left, this amounts to an admission that that Left is unable to engage in national politics. It is not the sort of Left which can be asked to deal with the consequences of globalization. To get the country to deal with those consequences, the present cultural Left would have to transform itself by opening relations with the residue of the old reformist Left, and in particular with the labor unions. It would have to talk much more about money, even at the cost of talking less about stigma. I have two suggestions about how to effect this transition. The first is that the Left should put a moratorium on theory. It should try to kick its philosophy habit. The second is that the Left should try to mobilize what remains of our pride in being Americans. It should ask the public to consider how the country of Lincoln and Whitman might be achieved. In support of my first suggestion, let me cite a passage from Dewey's Reconstruction in Philosophy in which he expresses his exasperation with the sort of sterile debate now going on under the rubric of "individualism versus communitarianism." Dewey thought that all discussions which took this dichotomy seriously suffer from a common defect. They are all committed to the logic of general notions under which specific situations are to be brought. What we want is light upon this or that group of individuals, this or that concrete human being, this or that special institution or social arrangement. For such a logic of inquiry, the traditionally accepted logic substitutes discussion of the meaning of concepts and their dialectical relationships with one another. Dewey was right to be exasperated by sociopolitical theory conducted at this level of abstraction. He was wrong when he went on to say that ascending to this level is typically a rightist maneuver, one which supplies "the apparatus for intellectual justifications of the established order."9 For such ascents are now more common on the Left than on the Right. The contemporary academic Left seems to think that the higher your level of abstraction, the more subversive of the established order you can be. The more sweeping and novel your conceptual apparatus, the more radical your critique. When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been "inadequately theorized," you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of language, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist version of economic determinism. Theorists of the Left think that dissolving political agents into plays of differential subjectivity, or political initiatives into pursuits of Lacan's impossible object of desire, helps to subvert the established order. Such subversion, they say, is accomplished by "problematizing familiar concepts. " Recent attempts to subvert social institutions by problematizing concepts have produced a few very good books. They have also produced many thousands of books which represent scholastic philosophizing at its worst. The authors of these purportedly "subversive" books honestly believe that they are serving human liberty. But it is almost impossible to clamber back down from their books to a level of abstraction on which one might discuss the merits of a law, a treaty, a candidate, or a political strategy. Even though what these authors "theorize" is often something very concrete and near at hand-a current TV show, a media celebrity, a recent scandal-they offer the most abstract and barren explanations imaginable.  These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into political relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left retreats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice produces theoretical hallucinations. These result in an intellectual environment which is, as Mark Edmundson says in his book Nightmare on Main Street, Gothic. The cultural Left is haunted by ubiquitous specters, the most frightening of which is called "power." This is the name of what Edmundson calls Foucault's "haunting agency, which is everywhere and nowhere, as evanescent and insistent as a resourceful spook." 

Impact – Inequality

Focus on radical reformism dooms America to greater economic inequality and larger income gaps

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University. Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 83-84, SamH)

Nevertheless, there is a dark side to the success story I have been telling about the post-Sixties cultural Left. During the same period in which socially accepted sadism has steadily diminished, economic inequality and economic insecurity have steadily increased. It is as if the American Left could not handle more than one initiative at a time-as if it either had to ignore stigma in order to concentrate on money, or vice versa. One symptom of this inability to do two things at once is that it has been left to scurrilous demagogues like Patrick Buchanan to take political advantage of the widening gap between rich and poor. While the Left's back was turned, the bourgeoisification of the white proletariat which began in World War II and continued up through the Vietnam War has been halted, and the process has gone into reverse. America is now proletarianizing its bourgeoisie, and this process is likely to culminate in a bottom-up populist revolt, of the sort Buchanan hopes to foment. Since 1973, the assumption that all hardworking American married couples would be able to afford a home, and that the wife could then, if she chose, stay home and raise kids, has begun to seem absurd. The question now is whether the average married couple, both working full time, will ever be able to take home more than $30,000 a year. If husband and wife each work 2,000 hours a year for the current average wage of production and nonsupervisory workers (3 7.50 per hour), they will make that much. But $30,000 a year will not permit homeownership or buy decent daycare. In a country that believes neither in public transportation nor in national health insurance, this income permits a family of four only a humiliating, hand-to-mouth existence. Such a family, trying to get by on this income, will be constantly tormented by fears of wage rollbacks and downsizing, and of the disastrous consequences of even a brief illness.3 Seventy-two percent of Americans now think that "layoffs and loss of jobs in this country will continue indefinitely." They have good reason to think this. Unless something very unexpected happens, economic insecurity will continue to grow in America. Indeed, it is easy to imagine things getting much worse much faster. This is because a good deal of the insecurity is due to the globalization of the labor market-a trend which can reasonably be expected to accelerate indefinitely. 

Alternative – People’s Charter
Alt: The Left should make a People’s Charter, a list of concrete political reforms to fight the problems in society. This list should be constantly discussed and made known to people of all walks of life.

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 98-99, SamH)
The cultural Left often seems convinced that the nationstate is obsolete, and that there is therefore no point in attempting to revive national politics. The trouble with this claim is that the government of our nation-state will be, for the foreseeable future, the only agent capable of making any real difference in the amount of selfishness and sadism inflicted on Americans. It is no comfort to those in danger of being immiserated by globalization to be told that, since national governments are now irrelevant, we must think up a replacement for such governments. The cosmopolitan super-rich do not think any replacements are needed, and they are likely to prevail. Bill Readings was right to say that "the nation-state [has ceased] to be the elemental unit of capitalism," but it remains the entity which makes decisions about social benefits, and thus about social justice." The current leftist habit of taking the long view and looking beyond nationhood to a global polity is as useless as was faith in Marx's philosophy of history, for which it has become a substitute. Both are equally irrelevant  to the question of how to prevent the reernergence of hereditary castes, or of how to prevent right-Wing populists from taking advantage of resentment at that reemergence. When we think about these latter questions, we begin to realize that one of the essential transformations which the cultural Left will have to undergo is the shedding of its semiconscious anti-Americanism, which it carried over from the rage of the late Sixties. This Left will have to stop thinking up ever more abstract and abusive names for "the system" and start trying to construct inspiring images of the country. Only by doing so can it begin to form alliances with people outside the academy-and, specifically, with the labor unions. Outside the academy, Americans still want to feel patriotic. They still want to feel part of a nation which can take control of its destiny and make itself a better place.  If the Left forms no such alliances, it will never have any effect on the laws of the United States, To form them will require the cultural Left to forget about Baudrillard's account of America as Disneyland-as a country of simulacra-and to start proposing changes in the laws of a real country, inhabited by real people who are enduring unnecessary suffering, much of which can be cured by governmental action."� Nothing would do more to resurrect the American Left than agreement on a concrete political platform, a People's Charter, a list of specific reforms. The existence of such a list endlessly reprinted and debated, equally familiar to professors and production workers, imprinted on the memory both of professional people and of those who clean the professionals' toilets-might revitalize leftist politics. 
Permutation Solves

The Radical Leftist approach of the alt should be combined with the restrained political reformism of the aff

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 67-71 SamH)
The heirs of that student Left and the heirs of the older, reformist Left are still unreconciled with one another. I want to suggest that such a reconciliation could be started by agreeing that the New Left accomplished something enormously important, something of which the reformist Left would probably have been incapable. It ended the Vietnam War. It may have saved our country from becoming a garrison state. Without the widespread and continued civil disobedience conducted by the New Left, we might still be sending our young people off to kill Vietnamese, rather than expanding our overseas markets by bribing kleptocratic Communists in Ho Chi Minh City. Without the storm that broke on the campuses after the invasion of Cambodia, we might now be fighting in the farther reaches of Asia. For suppose that no young Americans had protested-that all the young men had dutifully trotted off, year after year after year, to be killed in the name of anti-Communism. Can we be so sure that the war's mere unwinnability would have been enough to persuade our government to make peace? America will always owe an enormous amount to the rage which rumbled through the country between 1964 and 1972. We do not know what our country would be like today, had that rage not been felt. But we can be pretty certain that it would be a much worse place than it is. The CIA would undoubtedly be even more of a loose cannon than it is now. It is even possible that the Defense Department might lie to the public more frequently and fluently than at present, though I admit that this is hard to imagine. The anti-antiCommunism of the New Left, and its counterproductive habit of spelling "America" with a are not important in comparison to what it achieved. By saving us from the Vietnam War, the New Left may have saved us from losing our moral identity. It would be pointless to debate whether the New Leftists were justified in breaking with the reformist Left, and with the hope of participating in ordinary old-fashioned reformist politics, by the events of 1964-1966. There is no way to decide whether their patience should have run out in those years, rather than earlier or later. But if their patience had not run out at some point, if they had never taken to the streets, if civil disobedience had never replaced an insistence on working within the system, America might no longer be a constitutional democracy. Their loss of patience was the result of perfectly justified, wholly sincere moral indignation-moral indignation which, the New Left rightly sensed, we reformists were too tired and too battered to feel. For reformers like Walter Reuther, seating the white delegates from Mississippi in the 1964 Democratic Convention was, despite the outrageous insult to the incredibly brave African-Americans who had contested those seats, justified by the need to keep the South voting Democratic." The reformers were divided as to whether the Tonkin Gulf Resolution was just one more example of the spinelessness of Congress or rather a prudent attempt to give President Johnson room to maneuver. But Gitlin may be right that for the New Left these two events were the last straws. There had to be a last straw sooner or later if American leftism was ever to be revitalized. The New Left was right to say that America was in danger of selling its soul in order to defeat Communism. Even if one agrees with me in thinking that the Cold War was a necessary war, that does nothing to diminish the service which the New Left did for our country. American leftism was revived in the 1960s by calls for revolution which, fortunately, were not successful. They did, however, lead to reform-to the passage of the legislation which johnson rammed through Congress after being elected in 1964, and, eventually, to the withdrawal of our troops. These successes are a sufficient excuse for the Left's many and varied stupidities-even for what Paul Berman has called its "slightly crazy attempt to raise insubordination into a culture."29 Analogously, the labor movement did succeed in getting American workers a forty-hour week and some collective-bargaining rights. This is quite enough to excuse the many instances of venal corruption in the unions and of insouciant featherbedding, which rightists prefer to dwell on. When compared with the ruthless greed, systematic corruption, and cynical deceit of the military-industrial establishment, both the New Left and the American labor movement look very good indeed. But the old-timey Trotskyites and the people whom Lasch called "managerial liberals"-the Howes and the Schlesingers, the Hooks and the Galbraiths-do not look so bad either. A battered and exhausted Left, a Left too tired to experience rage when only rage will work, and too chastened by knowledge of the results of revolutions elsewhere to urge a revolution in America, is not the same as a Left that has sold out or become discredited. Lasch was simply wrong when he said that it was hard to get a political education in the Fifties because of "intellectuals' acquiescence in the premises of the cold war. " My friends and I got an admirable leftist education in that decade from such books as Schlesinger's The Vital Center and Galbraith's The Affluent Society. Paul Goodman was simply wrong when he said that there was no "persuasive program for social reconstruction, thought up by many minds," available for the inspection of the young in the Forties and Fifties. He can be thought right only if one takes the phrase "program for social reconstruction" to mean a proposal for revolution, rather than a list of reforms. As I see it, the honors should be evenly divided between the older, reformist Left and the New Left of the Sixties. The heirs of that older Left should stop reminding themselves of the stupid and self-destructive things the New Left did and said toward the end of that decade. Those who are nostalgic for the Sixties should stop reminding themselves that Schlesinger lied about the Bay of Pigs and that Hook voted for Nixon. All of us should take pride in a country whose historians will someday honor the achievements of both of these Lefts. 

Criticisms of traditional liberalism and humanism aren't incompatible with political action - the alternative kills politics by demanding a perfectionism that can never been satisfied

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 96-97, SamH)
I have argued in various books that the philosophers most often cited by cultural leftists-Nietzsche, Heidegger, Foucault, and Derrida-are largely right in their criticisms of Enlightenment rationalism. I have argued further that traditional liberalism and traditional humanism are entirely compatible with such criticisms, We can still be old- fashioned reformist liberals even if, like Dewey, we give up the correspondence theory of truth and start treating moral and scientific beliefs as tools for achieving greater human happiness, rather than as representations of the intrinsic na- ture of reality. We can be this kind of liberal even after we turn our backs on Descartes, linguistify subjectivity, and see everything around us and within us as one more replaceable social construction. But I have also urged that insofar as these antimetaphysical, anti-Cartesian philosophers offer a quasi-religious form of spiritual pathos, they should be relegated to private life and not taken as guides to political deliberation. The notion of "infinite responsibility," formulated by Emmanuel Levinas and sometimes deployed by Derrida-as well as Der- rida's own frequent discoveries of impossibility, unreacha- bility, and unrepresentability-may be useful to some of us in our individual quests for private perfection. When We take up our public responsibilities, however, the infinite and the unrepresentable are merely nuisances. Thinking of our re-sponsibilities in these terms is as much of a stumbling-block to effective political organization as is the sense of sin. Em- phasizing the impossibility of meaning, or of justice, as Der- rida sometimes does, is a temptation to Gothicize-to view democratic politics as ineffectual, because unable to cope with preternatural forces.
Progressive Reform Works

Piecemeal political change works – don’t sacrifice the civil rights movement and women’s suffrage for utopian fantasies

Rorty, 98 (Professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 105-107, SamH)
LET ME RETURN, yet again, to the theme with which I began: the contrast between spectatorship and agency. From the point of view of a detached cosmopolitan spectator, our country may seem to have little to be proud of. The United States of America finally freed its slaves, but it then invented segregation laws which were as ingeniously cruel as Hitler's Nuremberg laws. It started to create a welfare state, but quickly fell behind the rest of the industrial democracies in providing equal medical care, education, and opportunity to the children of the rich and of the poor. Its workers built a strong labor movement, but then allowed this movement to be crushed by restrictive legislation and by the gangsters whom they weakly allowed to take over many locals. Its government perverted a justified crusade against an evil empire into a conspiracy with right-wing oligarchs to suppress social democratic movements. I have been arguing that the appropriate response to such observations is that we Americans should not take the point of view of a detached cosmopolitan spectator. We should face up to unpleasant truths about ourselves, but we should not take those truths to be the last word about our chances for happiness, or about our national character. Our national character is still in the making. Few in 1897 would have predicted the Progressive Movement, the forty-hour week, Women's Suffrage, the New Deal, the Civil Rights Movement, the successes of second-wave feminism, or the Gay Rights Movement. Nobody in 1997 can know that America will not, in the course of the next century, witness even greater moral progress. Whitman and Dewey tried to substitute hope for knowledge. They wanted to put shared utopian dreams-dreams of an ideally decent and civilized society-in the place of knowledge of God's Will, Moral Law, the Laws of History, or the Facts of Science. Their party, the party of hope, made twentieth-century America more than just an economic and military giant. Without the American Left, we might still have been strong and brave, but nobody would have suggested that we were good. 

***Policy Debate Good***

Policy Debate Good
Debating domestic and international policy is key for students to learn about the world and develop analytical mindsets
Joyner, 99 (Christopher C 1999. (Joyner- Co-Director of the Institute for International Law and Politics and oversees the Master's Degree in International Law and Politics in the Government Department. “Teaching International Law: Views from an International Relations Political Scientist” http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/ilsaic5&div=49&g_sent=1&collection=journals   // r.papel)

Use of the debate can be an effective pedagogical tool for education in the social sciences. Debates, like other role-playing simulations, help students understand different perspectives on a policy issue by adopting a perspective as their own. But, unlike other simulation games, debates do not require that a student participate directly in order to realize the benefit of the game. Instead of developing policy alternatives and experiencing the consequences of different choices in a traditional role-playing game, debates present the alternatives and consequences in a formal, rhetorical fashion before a judgmental audience. Having the class audience serve as jury helps each student develop a well-thought-out opinion on the issue by providing contrasting facts and views and enabling audience members to pose challenges to each debating team. These debates ask undergraduate students to examine the international legal implications of various United States foreign policy actions. Their chief tasks are to assess the aims of the policy in question, determine their relevance to United States national interests, ascertain what legal principles are involved, and conclude how the United States policy in question squares with relevant principles of international law. Debate questions are formulated as resolutions, along the lines of: "Resolved: The United States should deny most-favored-nation status to China on human rights grounds;" or "Resolved: The United States should resort to military force to ensure inspection of Iraq's possible nuclear, chemical and biological weapons facilities;" or "Resolved: The United States' invasion of Grenada in 1983 was a lawful use of force;" or "Resolved: The United States should kill Saddam Hussein." In addressing both sides of these legal propositions, the student debaters must consult the vast literature of international law, especially the nearly 100 professional law-school-sponsored international law journals now being published in the United States. This literature furnishes an incredibly rich body of legal analysis that often treats topics affecting United States foreign policy, as well as other more esoteric international legal subjects. Although most of these journals are accessible in good law schools, they are largely unknown to the political science community specializing in international relations, much less to the average undergraduate. realize that United States actions do not always measure up to international legal expectations; that at times, international legal strictures get compromised for the sake of perceived national interests, and that concepts and principles of international law, like domestic law, can be interpreted and twisted in order to justify United States policy in various international circumstances. In this way, the debate format gives students the benefits ascribed to simulations and other action learning techniques, in that it makes them become actively engaged with their subjects, and not be mere passive consumers. Rather than spectators, students become legal advocates, observing, reacting to, and structuring political and legal perceptions to fit the merits of their case. The debate exercises carry several specific educational objectives. First, students on each team must work together to refine a cogent argument that compellingly asserts their legal position on a foreign policy issue confronting the United States. In this way, they gain greater insight into the real-world legal dilemmas faced by policy makers. Second, as they work with other members of their team, they realize the complexities of applying and implementing international law, and the difficulty of bridging the gaps between United States policy and international legal principles, either by reworking the former or creatively reinterpreting the latter. Finally, research for the debates forces students to become familiarized with contemporary issues on the United States foreign policy agenda and the role that international law plays in formulating and executing these policies. 8 The debate thus becomes an excellent vehicle for pushing students beyond stale arguments over principles into the real world of policy analysis, political critique, and legal defense. A debate exercise is particularly suited to an examination of United States foreign policy, which in political science courses is usually studied from a theoretical, often heavily realpolitik perspective. In such courses, international legal considerations are usually given short shrift, if discussed at all. As a result, students may come to believe that international law plays no role in United States foreign policy-making. In fact, serious consideration is usually paid by government officials to international law in the formulation of United States policy, albeit sometimes ex post facto as a justification for policy, rather than as a bona fide prior constraint on consideration of policy options. In addition, lawyers are prominent advisers at many levels of the foreign-policy-making process. Students should appreciate the relevance of international law for past and current US actions, such as the invasion of Grenada or the refusal of the United States to sign the law of the sea treaty and landmines convention, as well as for  [*387]  hypothetical (though subject to public discussion) United States policy options such as hunting down and arresting war criminals in Bosnia, withdrawing from the United Nations, or assassinating Saddam Hussein. Through collaborative learning students become problem solvers, contributors and analytical discussants. The more undergraduate students learn through these exercises to form and test their own ideas about international law, the more significant the professor's role becomes as the class mentor and source of authority in the learning process. Teaching international law offers a unique opportunity to depart from the traditional approach to classroom learning from lecture and rote regurgitation of dates, events and situations. The interactive quality of the learning environment allows for students to move from a strategy of peer competition to one of peer collaboration. Participation in these exercises can be important for the learning process, particularly since students are encouraged to develop keener judgment on the merits of legal questions, gain insights into the potential of group decision-making, and acquire greater self-confidence about their contribution to planning and decision-making for the class presentation. The role of the professor in this collaborative learning process comes principally as a bridge between international law theory and the real world. Much of the emphasis in contemporary international relations courses aims at emphasizing theoretical concepts to students in order to make them think more critically about the process and motivations of state behavior in international affairs. Symbolic thinking is often substituted for historical analysis. The teacher of international law as international relations should strive to introduce the theory and conceptual thinking behind the law as states have created it. More than this, however, he/she should offer to students various models and examples for real world engagement with situation-specific exercises. This should permit students to engage in a collaborative learning process, such that they can improve their critical, flexible, and creative thinking skills in dealing with real-world problems that are ambiguous, ill-defined and unfamiliar. V. Conclusion. International law is expressly relevant for the foreign policy process and international relations. While some political scientists note and highlight theoretical deficiencies of international law, governments do not deem international rules to be irrelevant in formulating real world foreign policy choices. Indeed, governments attach considerable importance to international rules, and decision- makers expend much energy and effort contending over issues concerning their interpretation and evolution. Clearly, policy-making elites strive to fashion, revise and interpret  [*388]  international law such that the outcome best serves their state's purposes and advances their national interests. This is evident from the functional role assigned to legal advisers in a government's foreign policy apparatus, and it should be reflected in the teachings of international political scientists. A debate exercise provides students with deeper insights into and appreciation of the complexities of integrating international law into the foreign policy making process. The success of any given debate depends upon the quality of the team members' efforts to research and present a topic, and on their ability to relate concepts and principles of international law to the ways in which foreign policy objectives are formulated and achieved. The exercise is not intended to train international lawyers or to promote forensics as a skill, but rather to give undergraduate political science students a greater sense of the real-world process by which foreign policy is made and implemented, and of the place international legal considerations must be given in that process. In this way, the relevance and reality of international law can be more effectively demonstrated for students of political science in general and of international relations theory in particular.

Policy debate creates informed citizens, who can take on matters of national and international policy as they research and study

Muir, 93 (Star Muir is an associate professor of communication at George Mason University. “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”  [accessed through JSTOR] // r.papel)
The isolation of debate from the real world is a much more potent challenge to thè activity. There are indeed "esoteric" techniques, special terminologies, and procédural constraints that limit the applicability of debate knowledge and skills to the rest of the student's life. The first and most obvious rejoinder is that debate puts students into greater contact with the real world by forcing them to read a great deal of information from populär periodicals, scholarly books and Journals, government documents, reports, newsletters, and daily newspapers. Debaters also frequently seek out and query administrators, policy makers, and public personae to gain more data. The constant consumption of material by, from, and about the real world is significantly constitutive: The information grounds the issues under discussion, and the process shapes the relationship of the citizen to the public arena. Debaters can become more involved than uninformed Citizens because they know about important issues, and because they know how to find out more information about thèse issues.

Policy debaters go from role playing to the front stage, using their knowledge to be policy makers of the future.
Muir, 93 (Star Muir is an associate professor of communication at George Mason University. “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”  [accessed through JSTOR] // r.papel)
Most classes provide information, but debate compels thè use, assimilation, and évaluation of information that is not required in most classrooms. As one debate alumnus writes: "The lessons learned and thè expérience gained have been more valuable to me than any other aspect of my formal éducation."31 It is no wonder, then, that surveys of Congress and other policy-making institutions reveal a high percentage of exdebaters. 32 The argument that debate isolâtes participants from thè "real world" is not sustained in practice when debaters, trained in research, organization, strategy, and technique, are consistently effective in integrating thèse skills into success on thè job. Even thè specialized jargon required to play thè game successfully has benefits in terms of analyzing and understanding society's Problems. Consider thè terminology of thè "disadvantage" against thè affirmative's plan: There is a "link" between thè pian and some effect, or "impact"; thè link can be actions that push us over some "threshold" to an impact, or it can be a "linear" relationship where each increase causes an increase in thè impact; thè link from thè affirmative plan to thè impact must be "unique," in that thè pian itself is largely responsible for thè impact; thè affirmative may argue a "turnaround" to thè disadvantage, claiming it as an advantage for thè plan. Such specialized jargon may separate debate talk from other types of discourse, but thè ideas represented here are also significant and useful for analyzing the relative desirability of public policies. There really are threshold and brink issues in evaluating public policies. Though listening to debaters talk is somewhat disconcerting for a lay person, familiarity with thèse concepts is an essential means of Connecting the research they do with the evaluation of options confronting Citizens and décision makers in politicai and social contexts. This familiarity is directly related to the motivation and the ability to get involved in issues and controversies of public importance.

Being able to question one’s own beliefs and values is critical to being an individual of value to society
Muir, 93 (Star Muir is an associate professor of communication at George Mason University. “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”  [accessed through JSTOR] // r.papel)
At an individual level, tolérance is related to moral identity via empathie and criticai assessments of diff ering perspectives. Paul posits a strong relationship between tolérance, empathy, and criti-cai thought. Discussing the function of argument in everyday life, he observes that in order to overcome naturai tendencies to reason egocentrically and sociocentrically, individuals must gain the capac-ity to engage in self-reflective questioning, to reason dialogically and dialectically, and to "reconstruet alien and opposing belief Systems empathically."42 Our System of belief s is, by définition, irrational when we are incapable of abandoning a belief for ra-tional reasons; that is, when we egocentrically associate our beliefs with our own integrity. Paul describes an intimate relationship between private inferential habits, moral practices, and the nature of argumentation. Criticai thought and moral identity, he urges, must be predicated on discovering the insights of opposing views and the weaknesses of our own beliefs. Rôle playing, he reasons, is a cen-tral élément of any effort to gain such insight.
Firm moral values comes out of switch-side debate (aka policy debate) while learning to debate opposite sides of an argument, at the same time teaching what schools fail to do
Muir, 93 (Star Muir is an associate professor of communication at George Mason University. “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”  [accessed through JSTOR] // r.papel)
Firm moral commitment to a value System, however, along with a sensé of moral identity, is founded in reflexive assessments of multiple perspectives. Switch-side debate is not simply a matter of speaking persuasively or organizing ideas clearly (although it does involve thèse), but of understanding and mobilizing arguments to make an effective case. Proponents of debating both sides observe that thè debaters should prepare the best possible case they can, given the facts and information available to them.52 This process, at its core, involves critical assessment and évaluation of argu-ments; it is a process of criticai thinking not available with many traditional teaching methods.53 We must progressively learn to recognize how often thè concepts of others are discredited by thè concepts we use to justify ourselves to ourselves. We must come to see how often our claims are compelling only when expressed in our own egocentric view. We can do this if we learn thè art of using concepts without living in them. This is possible only when thè intellectual act of stepping outside of our own Systems of belief has become second nature, a routine and ordinary responsibility of everyday living. Neither académie schooling nor socialization has yet addressed this moral responsibility,54 but switch-side debating fosters this type of rôle playing and générâtes reasoned moral positions based in part on values of tolérance and fairness. 

***Neg***

No Universals

There are no univerals – people can always say no

Stagl, 00 (Justin-, Professor of Sociology of Culture at University of Salzburg, Being Humans: Anthropological Universality and Particularity in Transdisciplinary Perspectives, “On the Validity of Generalisations about Human Nature” p.29-30)

“Cultural universals” are hard to operationalize in such a way that their presence can be proven for all places, times, and circumstances. They are thus a favourite battleground for the age-old dispute between anthropology and historicism. Historicists delight in bringing up empiricist objections against any propounded universal. They thereby reduce anthropology to the rather insipid status of a “museum of counter-examples” (Christian Morgenstern). This of course cuts short any further discussion of human nature (Cf. Herskovits 1948; Rudolph 1968; Gellner 1985; Bohannan 1995; Searle 1995). I consider this a rather facile strategy. Employing it can enable one to gain the satisfaction of proclaiming one’s own high methodological standards whilst dismissing those of other people, relegating their problems to the realm of nonsense. Yet however strict, I doubt that these methodological standards can do justice to disciplines like history and cultural anthropology, and to the problem under discussion. Firstly, the obsession with counter-examples does not reckon with the qualities of self-consciousness and world-openness, which enable human beings to “say no” even to their own inherent tendencies. “Cultural universals” are not so much extant institutions than such tendencies. Alleged counter-examples turn out under closer inspection frequently to be intended exceptions to recognized rules. This seems, for instance, to be the case in the reported transgressions of the prohibition of incest (Vivelo 1978, 214-230). Secondly, the empirical verification of whether a universal forms part of a particular culture is necessarily hampered by the fact that “cultures”, “societies”, “peoples” and other units of that kind are notorioiusly hard to delimitate. It is next to impossible to put forward exact criteria for membership in them—this too being a consequence of human world-openness (see below). But if such units are ill defined, it is hard to say which cultural properties form part of them and which not. Statements about “cultural universals” are thus necessarily less verifiable than an empiricist would wish. Nonetheless, they are possible within the indicated limits. And such statements are no doubt anthropological claims.
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