***global/local kritik***

1nc kritik

Imagining global threats deprives us of our political agency—we bow down to supposed experts and inevitabilities and ignore the consequences of local choices 

Grondin 07 David Grondin Lecturer   School of Political Studies  Faculty of Social Sciences  University of Ottawa  The US Religion of Technology in the Weaponization of Outer Space  A Case for Technological Atheism and Resisting Space War  Paper to be presented at ISA Convention 2007 
Technocracy relies on centralized, expert knowledge. Critics of technocratic society like Theodore Roszak (1969) say that in a technocratic society, to make sense of life’s complexity, citizens will tend to defer to experts, to those who “know better” (Roszak, 1969: 7). During the Cold War, it was believed by supporters and critics alike that technocracy was above ideology, “that technocracy was a form of governing that moved beyond the ideological divide of the Cold War” and that “[t]echnocratic rule was simply the rational mode of governance for complex societies” (Dean, 2002: 103). Technocratic society is society sleeping, it is a depoliticized society and it is said to be a programmed society. Under the pressures of capitalist liberalism, the industrial and postindustrial societies dreamed of technocratic control, of greater management, efficiency, stability, and rationality. But societies are made of individuals and groups that are diversified and which highlight the human and social dimensions that technocracy seeks to control and make disappear. With technocratic thinking, as one finds in the US national security state, a balanced governementality of security and economy makes sure that the demands of the welfare state, military preparedness, economic efficiency, and national security imperatives are met (Dean, 2002: 103). This was another development associated with the national security state apparatus, which introduced a new governmentality of the technologies of security and economy. Jodi Dean advances that “[c]ompliance with the efficient plans of expert planners had little in common with the mythologies of frontier freedom and creative individuality that had long been part of America’s self-understanding and were crucial to the image it used to differentiate itself from communism during the Cold War. If technocracy was post-ideological, this was part of the problem: it had purchased bland efficiency and security at the cost of the American adventure, of freedom and meaning” (Dean, 2002: 103). A technocratic society, such as that represented by the US national security state, functions in such a way that many issues that are political in substance will go unchallenged because it will be stressed that they only need to be assessed by the administrative systems which will treat them in the most efficient way possible. In these cases, political questions become technical ones. This is what Jenny Edkins has described as the “depoliticization or technologization in politics” (Edkins, 1999: xi-xii). This is why Andrew Feenberg asserts that it is in the rhetoric more than in the practices that one will find a technocratic society. For instance, this is how the US government sold the Vietnam War as quick-fix problem that American ingenuity could solve by bombing villages in South Vietnam for the inhabitants to reject communism (Feenberg, 1999: 4). As is well-known, some of the harshest critiques of the ideological dimensions of technocracy came from the critical theorists of the Frankfurt school who rightly exposed how technocracy renders governing as technology and “where the technological achievements justify themselves”, of which the American space program is one fine example (Dean, 2002: 104). The idea is not to stress that with regard to outer Space, we fall prey to the perils of technocracy asdescribed by Herbert Marcuse’s work on the one-dimensional society where people are controlled, disciplined, and transformed into docile and conformist individuals by a social matrix governing their life. This is where technology becomes ideology as part of technocratic rule and where instrumental rationality takes away possibilities of resistance or critical thought. This happens in such a way that people are “disciplined into acquiescence so great that they were unable to contest the Cold War politics that threatened global survival” (Dean, 2002: 105). This was the case with the Cold War logic of terror resulting from nuclear deterrence. Within this national security state governmental regime, technocracy has become “criminal” in the sense that it “asserts, in the name of progress and reason, that the unthinkable may become thinkable and the intolerable tolerable” (Theodore Roszak, quoted in Virilio, 1976: 24). In effect, the constant preparedness for war, deeply entranched in the US governmentality, normalizes the threat construction process and transforms it in a technological process, as if it were a social technique applying rationality and efficiency to design the best ways to cope with these “objective” threats. Imagining threats therefore deprives imagination of it subjectivity and human imagination is dehumanized, systematized, and deformed to a point that everything in the realm of reason, of reality, of progress and knowledge leads to madness (Rozsak, 1969 [1974]: 12). This is why it is not the materialization of a threat that creates fear but its imagination. Virilio was thus so right when he wrote that “[f]rom the laser beam illuminating the objective the elites’ police to the laser beam destructing missiles in a star war, there is only a step, ‘one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind’, a great leap for its loss” (Virilio, 1996 [1984]: 177). This is Marcuse’s concept of mystification in action, as ideology is being embodied in the process of production itself, it is able to sell as rational irrationalities in action. This allows technocratic rule to legitimize actions and ideas that would be ruled out as irrational if people were able to take a step back and analyze them before complying to its rule. The success of technocracy has relied upon this mystification derived from the ideology of technocracy where you depoliticize the mass public through the enforcement of the rational and logical functioning of the technocratic order.11 This is how Cold War US civil defense programs were sold to the public. There is no doubt that during the Cold War, Americans were leveraged by their state leaders (and the rest of the world); they were never protected from risks of nuclear war. The home bunkers and civil defense measures were lures and inappropriate defenses. That is why “[p]eople have to take things into their own hands, politicize the processes of decision-making, and stop allowing scientific and technocratic imperatives to organize all social life” (Dean, 2002: 108). The Frankfurt School’s critique of technology as ideology describes how technology imposes a system of domination and Foucault’s critique of technocratic rationality works in the same way where a systemic domination subjugates subjects and knowledge. Both Marcuse and Foucault rightly held that technologies are forms of power that will build and shape life and environments. However, both positions leave us with an impossibility for human subjects to act against the system, i.e. the technologies, with an overall strategy (Feenberg, 1999: 8). What needs to be from a theorist/activist standpoint is to explore the possibilities of resistance that are open to us as human subjects, in the public sphere especially. It means we must strive to demystify the technologies with arguments that may sound anti-technological but which are political reflections on the consequences of technologies and active resistance to the dominant technical institutions of our societies, of the US society of security in this case. This constructivist view of technology thus calls for a reconceptualised politics of technology.
A need for a global world order leads to the globalization of violence, wherein human relationships become disconnect from the personal in which true relations lie
Nayar, University of Warwick Law Professor, 2001 

(Jayan, “A People's Tribunal Against the Crime of Silence? - The Politics of Judgement and an Agenda for People's Law,” Law, Social Justice and Global Development, p. 620, December 14, http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/law/elj/lgd/2001_2/nayar/)

My questioning is not of intent, or of commitment, or of the sincerity of those who advocate world-order transformations. Rather, my questionings relate to a perspective on "implications." Here, there is a very different, and more subtle, sort of globalized world-order that we need to consider--the globalization of violence, wherein human relationships become disconnected from the personal and are instead conjoined into distant and distanced chains of violence, an alienation of human and human. And by the nature of this new world-ordering, as the web of implication in relational violence is increasingly extended, so too, the vision of violence itself becomes blurred and the voice, muted. Through this implication into violence, therefore, the order(ing) of emancipatory imagination is reinforced. What we cannot see, after all, we cannot speak; what we refuse to see, we dare not speak.

Global ordering necessitates endless war
Dallmayr, 04 (Fred, PhD, Professor, Department of Government and International Studies, Notre Dame, Constellations Volume 11, No 1, 2004 The Underside of Modernity: Adorno, Heidegger, and Dussel).

Themes and insights of this kind are carried forward in Die Geschichte des Seyns, a series of texts dating from the onset of World War II. Politically, the texts are still more nonconformist and rebellious than preceding writings—an aspect largely attributable to their grim context. Central to the volume is again the critique of Machenschaft defined as a mode of being that “pushes everything into the mold of ‘makeability’.” As before, Machenschaft is intimately linked with the glorification of power (Macht), and the latter is anchored ultimately in “will” to power and in “unconditional subjectivity” (a chief trait of modern metaphysics). To effectuate its rule, power relies on violence (Gewalt) as its chief instrument. When violence or brutality becomes predominant, matters are starkly simplified: everything is geared toward the “unconditional annihilation (Vernichtung) of opposing forces by unconditional means.” The unleashing of brutal violence carries in its train the “devastation” (Verwüstung) of everything with the result that a “desert” (Wüste) spreads where nothing can grow any longer—especially not thoughtfulness and care for being. A particularly vivid and harrowing sign of this devastation is the hankering for warfare—a warfare that, due to the totalizing ambitions of Machenschaft, now turns into “total war” (totaler Krieg). Given the steadily widening range of modern technology and weaponry, Heidegger adds somberly, the relentless struggle for power and more power necessarily leads to “unbounded or limitless wars (grenzenlose Kriege) furthering the empowerment of power.” Unsurprisingly, such wars ultimately take the form of “world wars” in the service of a globally unleashed Machenschaft.16 

Politicizing our personal relations to criticize world ordering allows us to recognize our position as global civilizers, which is the first step towards critical emancipation. Evaluating the violence here is a necessary precondition to dealing with violence out there. 
Nayar 99, (Jayan, Law Student at the University of Warwick, Re-Framing International Law for the 21st Century: Orders of Inhumanity, 9 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems 599, Fall 1999)
So, back to the question: to what extent, for this, "our world," do we contemplate change when "we" imagine transformed "world-orders?" In addition to the familiar culprits of violent orderings, such as government, financial institutions, transnational corporations, the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO (as significant culprits they indeed are), do we, in our contemplations of violent orders, vision our locations within corporate "educational" institutions as "professional academics" and "researchers," our locations within corporate NGOs as "professional activists," our locations within "think-tanks" and "research organizations" as "professional policy-formulators," and whatever other locations of elite "expertise" we have been "trained" to possess, as ordered sites, complicit and parasitic, within a violent "world-order"? Do we see in our critiques of world-orderings, out there, the orderings we find, right here, in our bodies, minds, relationships, expectations, fears and hopes? Would we be willing to see "our (ordered) world" dismantled in order that other worlds, wherein our "privileges" become extinguished, may flourish? These concerns are, then, I believe, the real complexities of judgment and action. Consideration should be given, not only to those of the political-structural, so often honed in on, but also to the  [*628]  issue of the political-personal, which ultimately is the "unit" of "worlds" and of "orders." If "globalization," as a recent obsession of intellectual minds, has contributed anything to an understanding of the ways of the "world," I suggest, it is that we cannot escape "our" implication within the violence of "world (mis)orders."

IV. A WORLD FOR TRANSFORMATION: TWO POEMS

Despite the fixation of the beneficiaries of ordered worlds, even the ordered "critic," with the prescribed languages, visions and possibilities of human socialities, other realities of humanity nevertheless persist. Notwithstanding the globalization of social concern and the transnationalization of professionalized critique and reformatory action, struggles against violence remain energized, persistent and located. They are waged through the bodies of lives lived in experiential locations against real instruments of terror, functioning within embodied sites of violence. Non-information and non-representation of the existence of such struggles, and non-learning of the wisdoms thus generated do not negate their truths or the vibrancy of their socialities.   n51

"We" are participants in ordered worlds, not merely observers. The choice is whether we wish to recognize our own locations of ordered violence and participate in the struggle to resist their orderings, or whether we wish merely to observe violence in far-off worlds in order that our interventionary participation "out there" never destabilizes the ground upon which we stand. I suggest that we betray the spirit of transformatory struggle, despite all our expressions of support and even actions of professionalized expertise, if our own locations, within which are ordered and from which we ourselves order, remain unscrutinized.
links

link – economy 

Global economic collapse is a problem of supralocality – not global geographics

Peck and Tickell, 94 – professor of Geography at the University of British Columbia, Canada Research Chair in Urban & Regional Political Economy Professor of Geography, former Professor of Geography & Sociology, University of Wisconsin-Madison, former Professor of Geography, University of Manchester, former National Research Fellow, Department of Geography, University of Melbourne, Melbourne, Ph.D. Geography, University of Manchester, B.A. in Geography, the University of Manchester, (Jamie and Adam, “Searching for a New Institutional Fix: the After-Fordist Crisis and the Global-Local Disorder”, Post-Fordism, A Reader, 1994, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/store/10.1002/9780470712726.ch9/asset/ch9.pdf?v=1&t=h52tjdc7&s=4ea5bd0675b256e27a2b6dbf44e0120497fe1ca8)//JKahn

It is in this sense that the crisis of Fordism and the search for a new institutional fix are both intrinsically geographical problems. The collapse of Fordism-Keynesianism led to a crisis in which the nation state was decentred and its capacity to intervene eroded. In the vacuum created by the weakening of the nation state, a new set of global-local relations have emerged, though these remain profoundly asymmetrical, and almost by definition unstable. This alignment of global-local relations - which Swyngedouw (1992) has termed ‘glocalization’ - is not so much a new spatial order as a continuing spatial disorder. It is the geography of the unresolved crisis. Resolving this crisis, is, first and foremost, a supralocal matter: it is about overthrowing the ‘jungle rule’ of neo-liberalism at the level of the global economy and international political relations (see Altvater, 1992, 1993).  In this chapter, we take up the issue of the search for a new institu- tional fix. Questions of social regulation will be emphasized, in contra- distinction to the focus, in the majority of the post-Fordist literature, on changing conditions in the productive sphere. We begin by briefly sketching our position on the post-Fordist debate, within which, we maintain, regulation theory continues to have some utility. This is followed by an examination of regulation under Fordism and the search for a new institutional fix which has accompanied its breakdown. The final section of the chapter considers the changing nature of global- local relations during this period of crisis and institutional searching.

link – free trade

Free trade is coercive regulation of the global security complex

Nayar 99, (Jayan, Professor at the University of Warwick School of Law “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity”, Fall, 9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599)

In my identification of what may be regarded as the technologies of ordering, I have consciously omitted sustained discussion of one--the regulation of regulation. Regulation, as the coercive agent of ordering, means to be "included," kicking and screaming, into the global marketplace, to engage in "free-trade" and be subject to the decisions of the WTO, to be persuaded of the necessary good of the Multilateral Agreement of Investment, to be "assisted" by the prescriptions of the "experts" of the World Bank and the IMF, to be good "subject-citizens" and be willing (or unwilling--it does not really matter) objects of "security"-related surveillance, to be modernized, trained, moved, developed. Regulation, then, is for the "critic" an obvious focus of analysis. My omission of any further discussion of the violence of the regulation of regulation, therefore, is not because I consider it unimportant, but rather, because this is the aspect of world (mis)ordering which has already been the subject of much sophisticated discussion. n39 For the purposes [*621] of the present discussion, I take it as a given that we stand informed by the effective repudiations of much of contemporary regulatory endeavors aimed at the coercive "integration" of human sociality into a universalizing and violent "order" of destructive globalization. Having said this, I wish instead to invite
link – threats
Imagining global threats deprives us of our political agency—we bow down to supposed experts and inevitabilities and ignore the consequences of local choices 

Grondin 07 David Grondin Lecturer   School of Political Studies  Faculty of Social Sciences  University of Ottawa  The US Religion of Technology in the Weaponization of Outer Space  A Case for Technological Atheism and Resisting Space War  Paper to be presented at ISA Convention 2007 
Technocracy relies on centralized, expert knowledge. Critics of technocratic society like Theodore Roszak (1969) say that in a technocratic society, to make sense of life’s complexity, citizens will tend to defer to experts, to those who “know better” (Roszak, 1969: 7). During the Cold War, it was believed by supporters and critics alike that technocracy was above ideology, “that technocracy was a form of governing that moved beyond the ideological divide of the Cold War” and that “[t]echnocratic rule was simply the rational mode of governance for complex societies” (Dean, 2002: 103). Technocratic society is society sleeping, it is a depoliticized society and it is said to be a programmed society. Under the pressures of capitalist liberalism, the industrial and postindustrial societies dreamed of technocratic control, of greater management, efficiency, stability, and rationality. But societies are made of individuals and groups that are diversified and which highlight the human and social dimensions that technocracy seeks to control and make disappear. With technocratic thinking, as one finds in the US national security state, a balanced governementality of security and economy makes sure that the demands of the welfare state, military preparedness, economic efficiency, and national security imperatives are met (Dean, 2002: 103). This was another development associated with the national security state apparatus, which introduced a new governmentality of the technologies of security and economy. Jodi Dean advances that “[c]ompliance with the efficient plans of expert planners had little in common with the mythologies of frontier freedom and creative individuality that had long been part of America’s self-understanding and were crucial to the image it used to differentiate itself from communism during the Cold War. If technocracy was post-ideological, this was part of the problem: it had purchased bland efficiency and security at the cost of the American adventure, of freedom and meaning” (Dean, 2002: 103). A technocratic society, such as that represented by the US national security state, functions in such a way that many issues that are political in substance will go unchallenged because it will be stressed that they only need to be assessed by the administrative systems which will treat them in the most efficient way possible. In these cases, political questions become technical ones. This is what Jenny Edkins has described as the “depoliticization or technologization in politics” (Edkins, 1999: xi-xii). This is why Andrew Feenberg asserts that it is in the rhetoric more than in the practices that one will find a technocratic society. For instance, this is how the US government sold the Vietnam War as quick-fix problem that American ingenuity could solve by bombing villages in South Vietnam for the inhabitants to reject communism (Feenberg, 1999: 4). As is well-known, some of the harshest critiques of the ideological dimensions of technocracy came from the critical theorists of the Frankfurt school who rightly exposed how technocracy renders governing as technology and “where the technological achievements justify themselves”, of which the American space program is one fine example (Dean, 2002: 104). The idea is not to stress that with regard to outer Space, we fall prey to the perils of technocracy asdescribed by Herbert Marcuse’s work on the one-dimensional society where people are controlled, disciplined, and transformed into docile and conformist individuals by a social matrix governing their life. This is where technology becomes ideology as part of technocratic rule and where instrumental rationality takes away possibilities of resistance or critical thought. This happens in such a way that people are “disciplined into acquiescence so great that they were unable to contest the Cold War politics that threatened global survival” (Dean, 2002: 105). This was the case with the Cold War logic of terror resulting from nuclear deterrence. Within this national security state governmental regime, technocracy has become “criminal” in the sense that it “asserts, in the name of progress and reason, that the unthinkable may become thinkable and the intolerable tolerable” (Theodore Roszak, quoted in Virilio, 1976: 24). In effect, the constant preparedness for war, deeply entranched in the US governmentality, normalizes the threat construction process and transforms it in a technological process, as if it were a social technique applying rationality and efficiency to design the best ways to cope with these “objective” threats. Imagining threats therefore deprives imagination of it subjectivity and human imagination is dehumanized, systematized, and deformed to a point that everything in the realm of reason, of reality, of progress and knowledge leads to madness (Rozsak, 1969 [1974]: 12). This is why it is not the materialization of a threat that creates fear but its imagination. Virilio was thus so right when he wrote that “[f]rom the laser beam illuminating the objective the elites’ police to the laser beam destructing missiles in a star war, there is only a step, ‘one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind’, a great leap for its loss” (Virilio, 1996 [1984]: 177). This is Marcuse’s concept of mystification in action, as ideology is being embodied in the process of production itself, it is able to sell as rational irrationalities in action. This allows technocratic rule to legitimize actions and ideas that would be ruled out as irrational if people were able to take a step back and analyze them before complying to its rule. The success of technocracy has relied upon this mystification derived from the ideology of technocracy where you depoliticize the mass public through the enforcement of the rational and logical functioning of the technocratic order.11 This is how Cold War US civil defense programs were sold to the public. There is no doubt that during the Cold War, Americans were leveraged by their state leaders (and the rest of the world); they were never protected from risks of nuclear war. The home bunkers and civil defense measures were lures and inappropriate defenses. That is why “[p]eople have to take things into their own hands, politicize the processes of decision-making, and stop allowing scientific and technocratic imperatives to organize all social life” (Dean, 2002: 108). The Frankfurt School’s critique of technology as ideology describes how technology imposes a system of domination and Foucault’s critique of technocratic rationality works in the same way where a systemic domination subjugates subjects and knowledge. Both Marcuse and Foucault rightly held that technologies are forms of power that will build and shape life and environments. However, both positions leave us with an impossibility for human subjects to act against the system, i.e. the technologies, with an overall strategy (Feenberg, 1999: 8). What needs to be from a theorist/activist standpoint is to explore the possibilities of resistance that are open to us as human subjects, in the public sphere especially. It means we must strive to demystify the technologies with arguments that may sound anti-technological but which are political reflections on the consequences of technologies and active resistance to the dominant technical institutions of our societies, of the US society of security in this case. This constructivist view of technology thus calls for a reconceptualised politics of technology. 
link – systemic failure 

Modern terrorism proves systemic failure are due to global emphasis

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

While the other two modes have focused on the ways in which actors external to the conflict system interact with the local dynamics, it is also the case that small-scale actors are increasingly aiming outwards at large-ranging actions. This is particularly the case with the leverage modality, which we can see operating in terrorism and the rise of ‘global guerrillas’, along with their emerging awareness of the material and immaterial networks which constitute the fabric of a conflict system (Robb, 2007). These actors recognize that the global is intimately intertwined with the local, and that small-scale actions can have vast global repercussions. For instance, the power grids, power plants, electrical engineers, transmission lines and electrical towers in Iraq have been the subject of numerous attacks (Robb, 2007, pp. 52-4). Other crucial infrastructure networks of the state system have also been attacked, such as transportation routes, oil pipelines, and even multinational companies. In Iraq, insurgents have used kidnapping and assassination on key foreign companies (e.g. food providers or shipping companies) in order to leverage these small actions for large effects (Robb, 2007, pp. 54-57).  A particular variant of the leverage modality is what John Robb calls the cascade mode, which operates by disrupting a single node, which then forces excess flows into other channels, overloading them and ultimately leading to a cascade of failures. The most obvious example is of electricity, whereby the disruption of a single crucial substation can lead to a cascade of failures throughout the surrounding network. But a similar mechanism holds for disrupting traffic flows (as exemplified when a road is closed or blocked, and side streets become congested and jammed), oil flows (as disrupting a pipeline or blockading a shipping channel restrict the flow and drive up prices), and information flows (with Denial-of-Service attacks being a common tactic for taking down a website).  What these events share is a similar mode of leveraging, which is the exertion of force upon a key node in a (often nonhuman) network, which then has disproportionate ramifications throughout the entire assemblage. It belies the standard idea that small causes equal small effects, and is premised upon the science of complexity and networks.39 This mechanism operates not only through intentional action, but also through unintended events, such as the massive blackout that occurred in North America in 2003 (Bennett, 2005). The key point is merely that a local scale can transform a micro-actor into a macro-actor merely by virtue of its relative structural placement within the assemblage, thus providing another mechanism through which micro- and macro-actors become related in conflict.

link – nuclear weapons 

Impressions that nuclear weapons are global ignore extra-territoriality on microcosmic levels

Kato, 93 – lecturer of Political Science, Department of Social Sciences, University of Hawaii and Leeward community college, (Masahide, “Nuclear Globalism: Traversing Rockets, Satellites, and Nuclear War via the Strategic Gaze”, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 18, No. 3 (Summer 1993), Jstor)//JKahn

Nuclear war has been enclosed by two seemingly opposite yet complementary regimes of discourse: nation-state strategic discourse (nuclear deterrence, nuclear disarmament, nuclear non-proliferation, and so on) and extra-nation-state (or extra-territorial) discourse (antinuclearism, nuclear criticism, and so on). The epistemology of the former is entrenched in the "possible" exchange(s) of nuclear warheads among nation states. The latter, which emerged in reaction to the former, holds the "possibility of extinction" at the center of its discursive production. In delineating the notion of "nuclear war," both of these discourses share an intriguing leap: from the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki to the "possible" nuclear explosions in an indefinite-yet-ever-closer- to-the-present future. Thus any nuclear explosions after World War II do not qualify as nuclear war in the cognitive grid of conventional nuclear discourse. Significantly, most nuclear explosions after World War II took place in the sovereign territories of the Fourth World and Indigenous Nations. This critical historical fact has been contained in the domain of nuclear testing. Such obliteration of the history of undeclared nuclear warfare by nuclear discourse does not merely posit the deficiency of the discourse. Rather, what it does is reveal the late capitalist form of domination, whereby an ongoing extermination process of the periphery is blocked from constituting itself as a historical fact.

link –hegemony

US hegemonic imperialism attempts to order the globe, causing endless wars
Foster 3, (John Bellamy, co-editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon 2k3 [“The new Age of Imperialism,” Monthly Review 55.3]

At the same time, it is clear that in the present period of global hegemonic imperialism the United States is geared above all to expanding its imperial power to whatever extent possible and subordinating the rest of the capitalist world to its interests. The Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea Basin represent not only the bulk of world petroleum reserves, but also a rapidly increasing proportion of total reserves, as high production rates diminish reserves elsewhere. This has provided much of the stimulus for the United States to gain greater control of these resources--at the expense of its present and potential rivals. But U.S. imperial ambitions do not end there, since they are driven by economic ambitions that know no bounds. As Harry Magdoff noted in the closing pages of The Age of Imperialism in 1969, "it is the professed goal" of U.S. multinational corporations "to control as large a share of the world market as they do of the United States market," and this hunger for foreign markets persists today. Flo rida-based Wackenhut Corrections Corporation has won prison privatization contracts in Australia, the United Kingdom, South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and the Netherlands Antilles ("Prison Industry Goes Global," www.futurenet.org, fall 2000). Promotion of U.S. corporate interests abroad is one of the primary responsibilities of the U.S. state. Consider the cases of Monsanto and genetically modified food, Microsoft and intellectual property, Bechtel and the war on Iraq. It would be impossible to exaggerate how dangerous this dual expansionism of U.S. corporations and the U.S. state is to the world at large. As Istvan Meszaros observed in 2001 in Socialism or Barbarism, the U.S. attempt to seize global control, which is inherent in the workings of capitalism and imperialism, is now threatening humanity with the "extreme violent rule of the whole world by one hegemonic imperialist country on a permanent basis...an absurd and unsustainable way of running the world order."* This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means, and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed. Rather than generating a new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts. The greatest hope in these dire circumstances lies in a rising tide of revolt from below, both in the United States and globally. The growth of the antiglobalization movement, which dominated the world stage for nearly two years following the events in Seattle in November 1999, was succeeded in February 2003 by the largest global wave of antiwar protests in human history. Never before has the world's population risen up so quickly and in such massive numbers in the attempt to stop an imperialist war. The new age of imperialism is also a new age of revolt. The Vietnam Syndrome, which has so worried the strategic planners of the imperial order for decades, now seems not only to have left a deep legacy within the United States but also to have been coupled this time around with an Empire Syndrome on a much more global scale--something that no one really expected. This more than anything else makes it clear that the strategy of the American ruling class to expand the American Empire cannot possibly succeed in the long run, and will prove to be its own--we hope not the world's--undoing.
link–environmental solutions
Addressing environmental problems on a global scale discourages individual responsibility

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Page 22-23)

We can only think wisely about what we actually know well. And no person, however sophisticated, intelligent and overloaded with the information age state-of-the-art technologies, can ever "know" the Earth ¬except by reducing it statistically, as all modern institutions tend to do today, supported by reductionist scientists." Since none of us can ever really know more than a minuscule part of the earth, "global thinking" is at its best only an illusion, and at its worst the grounds for the kinds of destructive and dangerous actions perpetrated by global "think tanks" like the World Bank, or their more benign counterparts – the watchdogs in the global environmental and human rights movements. Bringing his contemporaries "down to earth" from out-of-space or spacy "thinking," teaching us to stand once again on our own feet (as did our ancestors), Wendell Berry helps us to rediscover human finiteness, and to debunk another "fact" of TV manufactured reality: the "global village." The transnational reach of Dallas and the sexual escapades of the British Royal Family or the Bosnian bloodbath, like the international proliferation of McDonald's, Benetton or Sheraton establishments, strengthen the modern prejudice that all people on Earth live in "One World."(' McLuhan's (McLuhan and Powers, 1989) unfortunate metaphor of the "global village" now operates as a presupposition, completely depleting critical consciousness. Contemporary arrogance suggests that modern man and woman can know the globe, just as pre-moderns knew their village. Rebutting this nonsense, Berry confesses that he still has much to learn in order to "husband" with thought and wisdom the small family farm which he has tilled and harvested for the past forty years in his ancestral Kentucky. His honesty about his ignorance in caring for his minuscule piece of our earth renders naked the dangerousness of those who claim to "think globally" and aspire to monitor and manage the "global village." Once environmental "problems" are reduced to the ozone layer or to global warming, to planetary "sources" and "sinks," faith in the futility of local efforts is fed by global experts; while their conferences, campaigns and institutions present the fabulous apparition of solutions "scientifically" pulled out of the "global hat." Both a global consciousness and global government (such as the Global Environmental Facility "masterminded " at the Earth Summit) appear as badly needed to manage the planets "scarce resources" and "the masses" irresponsibly chopping "green sinks” to their daily tortillas or chappatis, threatening the "experts" planetary designs for eco-development. The "ozone layer" or "global warming are abstract hypotheses, offered by some scientists as an explanation of recent phenomena. Even in that condition, they could prove to be very useful for fostering critical awareness of the folly of the "social minorities." But they are promoted as "a fact,” reality itself; and all the socio-political and ecological dangers inherent in the illusion of the "Global Management" of planet Earth is hidden from "the people." Excluded, for example, from critical scrutiny is the reflection that in order for "global thinking" to be feasible, we should be able to "think" from within every culture on Earth and come away from this excursion single-minded - clearly a logical and practical impossibility, once it is , critically demythologized. For it requires the supra-cultural criteria of "thinking" - implying the dissolution of the subject who "thinks"; or assuming that it is possible to "think" outside of the culture in which every man and woman on Earth is immersed. The human condition does not allow such operations. We celebrate the hopefulness of common men and women, saved from the hubris of "scientific man," unchastened by all his failures at playing God. With the traditional humility of Gandhi, Ivan IIlich, Leopold Kohr, Fritz Schumacher, and others of their ilk, Berry warns of the many harmful consequences of "Thinking Big": pushing all human enterprises beyond the human scale. Appreciating the genuine limits of human intelligence and capacities, Berry celebrates the age-old wisdom of "thinking little" or small” on the proportion and scale that humans can really understand, know and assume responsibility for the consequences of their actions and decisions upon others
link –environmental rhetoric 

Experts monopolization of “solving the environment” perpetuate specious ideals of universal understanding and deny individuals agency. 

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural

Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of

Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism

– Remaking the Soil of Cultures” Pg.23) 

Once environmental “problems” are reduced to the ozone layer or to global warming, to planetary “sources” and “sinks”, faith in the futility of local efforts is fueled by global experts; while their conferences, campaigns, and institutions present the fabulous apparition of solutions “scientifically” pulled out of the “global hat.” Both a global consciousness and a global government (such as the Global Environmental Facility “masterminded” at the Earth Summit) appear as badly needed to manage the planet’s “scarce resources” and “the masses” irresponsibly chopping “green sinks” for their daily tortillas or chappatis, threatening the “experts” planetary designs for the eco-development. The “ozone layer” or “global warming” are abstract hypothesis, offered by some scientists as an explanation of recent phenomena. Even in that condition, they could prove to be very useful for fostering critical awareness of the folly of the “social minorities.” But they are promoted as “a fact,” reality itself; and all the socio-political and ecological dangers inherent in the illusion of the “Global Management” of plant Earth are hidden from “the people.” Excluded, for example, from critical scrutiny is the reflection that in order for “global thinking” to be feasible, we should be able to “think “ from within every culture on Earth and come away from this excursion critical de-mythologized. For it requires the supra-cultural criteria of “thinking”—implying the dissolution of the subject who “thinks”; or assuming it is possible to “think outside of the culture in which every man and woman on Earth is immersed. The human condition does not allow such operations. We celebrate the hopefulness of common men and women, saved from the hubris of “scientific man,” unchastened by all his failures at playing God. 

link – human rights 

Human rights are merely globalism’s excuse for opportunism—destroys local agency. 

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural

Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of

Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism

– Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 113 ) 

The latest breed of developers and globalizers—new promoters of human rights—are resorting to other strategies for capturing the interests of some people. These include convincing persons suffering a communal “penalty” imposed by their own people that they have the right to a “fair trial” in an “official” court of law, as defined by the Mexican Constitution. Indigenous communities are “educated” that this constitution establishes the dissolution of exclusive communal courts with autonomy and held together these communities for centuries. That task of persuasion is difficult or even impossible for indigenous communities who know quite well the reality of the official state courts: ruled by codes most people either ignore, consider immoral, or distrust due to their corruption by the professional and the powerful, inside and outside the government hierarchy. 

link – global rhetoric

The rhetoric of “globalism” falsely idealizes a vision of the future. 
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  It has become a convenience, even an imperative, it seems, to speak in terms of a "global," world. The proliferation of world-order rhetoric is a noticeable feature of contemporary politico-legal, economic and socio-cultural discourse. In politico-legal terms, languages of the "harmonization" and "integration" of polities have gained prominence since the early [*603] experimentations of the League of Nations and, later, the United Nations. Gradually, it seems, we have moved from a world organized through the isolationism of "coexisting" states, to one co-ordinated by the UN-led interactions of "co-operating" states which have seen the emergence of "internationalism" and "regionalism." Most recently we see a world characterized by a shift, slowly but surely, toward ever greater "interdependence," as reflected through the contemporary mantra of "global governance." In economic and socio-cultural terms, imaginations of a "global village (market-place)" or a "Global Neighborhood," n4 encapsulate this evolution, the final stage toward realizing the aspiration of a "We the Peoples," as contained in the UN Charter, n5 ostensibly to be "connected" through the "world-wide web" of the internet through its many "dot-coms." n6 Driving this movement toward ever greater globality are the new realities of economic and social exchange in human relationships. There appears to be no escaping the bombardment of "globalization-speak." All this, we are told, is in the name of "inclusion" into "one world." n7 Ultimately, what we are witnessing is a nascent "global culture" emerging as an historic movement. The coming together of the peoples of the world is the great challenge of the twenty-first century civilizational project. n8    [*604] Indeed, much of what provides the descriptive content of world-order narratives appears to be happening. Increased interaction at the global, let alone international, level is taking place. Leisurely meanderings through the streets of any major city, or even minor town, anywhere, provide ample sensory evidence of a globalization-led rise in homogeneity of social experience and aspiration. From advertising hoardings to cinema posters, restaurants to cyber-cafes, shopping malls to banks, hotels to discotheques, muzak to top-tens, fashion of the chic to that of the executive, monocultures prevail. Everywhere, local flavors provide an exotic touch of difference to the otherwise comfortable familiarity of the global. Of course, such leisurely meanderings are limited to those who have the resources by which to make such a comparative study, to those with the mobility to "be anywhere"--the professional, the corporate player, the "global activist," the footloose academic. For these, narratives of a "global world" find appeal.    Thus, a "globalized" world-order has come to fit snugly within the common parlance of these "global citizens" (politicians, lawyers, corporate actors, professional NGOists, academics), and world-order possibilities have infused their imaginations. The struggle ahead, from such vantage points, lies in determining what the image of order might be, what the structures of a global order might look like. The rush to capture the symbolic and futuristic landscape of world-order provides us with the rich exhortations of "new beginnings," open to the intellectual expertise of both "right" and "left" politico-economic orientations. These range from the "ordering" inclinations of U.S. State officials asserting the right of "benign imperialism," n9 to the "reordering" demands of progressive internationalists calling for "humane governance" n10 and "neighborhood" perspectives. n11 Regardless of political and ideological orientations, the underlying message of the rhetoric of world-order, however conceptualized, is one of increased human welfare, freed now [*605] from the ideological constraints of an outdated, geo-politically based state system. A new order for these exciting times is the order of the day.

link – security discourse/ threats constructed 

Security threats are the mechanisms of globalization to dominate the local in the name of humanity. 
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"Security" is another bulwark of the "new world-order." This is not surprising, for "development" requires the creation of conditions that facilitate its implementation and that ensure the obedience, if not the subservience, of those to be "developed." Security, as a motive for ordering, has been a useful distraction for this purpose, as is demonstrated by its transformation from a precept of coexistence to a common cause of globalization.  From its very conception, the current framework of international order, constructed through the United Nations Charter, had as its fundamental rationale the creation of conditions of security. Born out of the expressed aspirations of the Atlantic Charter n26 amid the early phases of the Second World War, the postwar UN Charter begins with words that were intended to resonate generations down the line: "We the Peoples of the United Nations Determined to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind. . . ." n27  [*613] With these visions of an order freed from the madness of states in conflict, there was created a basis for collective responsibility in the preservation of peace--the collective security regime under the supervision of the Security Council, and particularly, its "Permanent Members," as stipulated in Chapter VII of the UN Charter. n28 Many further refinements to these high ideals have since been made as the post-UN Charter world-order evolves. With the end of formal colonialism, attention was transferred in the 1960s and 1970s to the perceived importance of elaborating on principles of non-aggression and non-intervention. The 1980s and 1990s have seen a reversal of enthusiasms, however, as interest is being increasingly expressed, especially within "Western" states, for a more "collective" undertaking of responsibility in matters of security. This includes the forwarding of arguments in favor of "humanitarian intervention" in cases of "internal" conflicts. n29 These trends in the changing outlook on "security" and its relationship to "sovereignty" have continued, and have recently resulted in the formation of a permanent International Criminal Court to bring to justice perpetrators of "genocide," "war crimes" and "crimes against humanity." n30 Ever so gradually, it seems, the "new world-order" is moving away from the statist pillars of sovereignty and domestic jurisdiction to a globalist notion of collective rights and responsibilities. Yet, as the following two observations on the nature of the global "security" landscape demonstrate, the realities of ordering that have flowed from reiterations of the commitment to non-violence have failed to establish a legacy of security for the majority of the global population:  The period since 1945 may be regarded as a long peace only in the restricted sense that there has been no war between major powers. In other respects, and for much of the world, it has been a period of frequent wars. . . . By one estimate, between 1945 and 1989 there were 138 wars, resulting in some 23 million deaths. . . . All 138 wars were fought in the Third World, and many were fuelled by weapons provided by the two major powers [the United States and the Soviet Union] or their allies. n31  The twentieth-century is a period of history which, in the words of anthropologist Marvin Harris, has seen "a war to end all wars followed by a war to make the world safe for [*614] democracy, followed by a world full of military dictatorships." We were then promised a New World-order as the reward for agreeing to the Gulf War, as the end of the Cold War gave way to a seemingly endless series of intra-state wars which the international community is unwilling or unable to bring to order. n32  Once again, from the perspective of the ordered, the order of security has proved to be the ideological weapon for the systematic infliction of violence. It is not so much the order of security that is of interest here, but rather, the ordering which takes place in its guise.  And with the passing of history, so has the legitimizing claim for the necessity of violent ordering for "security" purposes--fascism, colonialism, communism, capitalism (depending on the ideological orientation of the claimant), terrorism (particularly of the Islamic bent). There is always an enemy, sometimes internal, sometimes external, threatening the well-being of the people. The languages of nationalism and sovereignty, of peace and collective security, constructed to suit whichever threat happens to be in fashion, are passionately employed; the anarchy that is a Hobbesian state of nature is always the prophesied consequence of the lack of order that is impending. And the price that the "ordered" has to pay for all this "security" in the post-colonial, new world-order?: the freedom of those who order to be violent!  From a "nationalist" standpoint, the rhetoric would insist that the security of the state is paramount, all else flowing from it. By this perspective, the state, that prize which was (re)gained from the colonial epoch, that jewel to be protected by the international order of "collective security," becomes the expression of the dignity of the "people," no questions asked. n33 From the anti-colonial struggle, from independence, the reasoning flows naturally, it seems, that the State is to be preserved from any challenge. The police, the military, and the secret service, purportedly given sight and hearing by the eyes and the ears of "the people," are the trophies of "independence." Overnight, the term "freedom fighter" is banished from the vocabulary of the state, the notion of the "terrorist" becomes its replacement. Overnight, the revolution is terminated, with "counter-revolution" becoming [*615] the label for any attempt to challenge the new status quo. Overnight, supposedly, the basic structures for freedom from violence are achieved--the condition of "security" that must be preserved is attained.  Of course, the post-colonial state could not construct this security alone. In the spirit of the new "co-operation," where security is a global concern, the contribution by the "international community," providing the basic instruments of and training for security, proves essential. n34 From this "internationalist," arguably now, global, perspective, this "freedom to be violent" is a selective freedom, however. In some cases--in Turkey, Mexico, Burma, and until recently, in Indonesia, for example--the preserve of the state to "secure" its jurisdictional space is maintained, even encouraged, if not supported. In others--Kosovo and Iraq, for example--this "freedom to be violent" is denounced with the force of righteousness that automatically flows from the labeling of actions as "genocide," "crimes against humanity," "ethnic cleansing," or "holocaust." Most other cases, however, remain largely outside of global vision--Angola, Sierra Leone, Tibet, and Liberia being examples--where the sensitivities of morality are little disturbed by the apparent inconsequentiality of the deaths, pain and fear, the insecurity, of those sectors of humanity. Why this discrepancy in the international community's moral judgment on violence and "insecurity"? It may be that no "development" stakes presently exist for the international community with regard to the fate of these nameless, faceless wretches; they are so deemed unworthy of a starring role in the real-life dramas of prime-time television.  Media hype and its feeding of the fixation of the arm-chair audience who are the ratings-figures that inform the corporate media of "newsworthiness" notwithstanding, the reality of insecurity is that it is a localized experience. No amount of editorial juxtapositioning of "shots" of suffering is able to capture fear and pain. "Insecurity" is beyond "order;" it either exists as an experiential reality or it does not. And where it does exist, it exists as a result of relationships of violence. Issues of complicity here warrant little air-time. Less compelling are revelations that distant suffering is not often the result of depravities "out there," but rather, the outcome of "securities" enforced on [*616] "our" behalf. In this respect, I wonder for whom projections of order are (re)articulated at timely intervals. Is it for the secure who need reassurance to dissuade the suspicions within their conscience, or for the insecure whose very bodies and minds are the material "subjects" and objects of the very real effects of the ordering that is violence?

link – media reps 

The media propagates globalized discourse, ignoring the “local” as unworthy. 
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Media hype and its feeding of the fixation of the arm-chair audience who are the ratings-figures that inform the corporate media of "newsworthiness" notwithstanding, the reality of insecurity is that it is a localized experience. No amount of editorial juxtapositioning of "shots" of suffering is able to capture fear and pain. "Insecurity" is beyond "order;" it either exists as an experiential reality or it does not. And where it does exist, it exists as a result of relationships of violence. Issues of complicity here warrant little air-time. Less compelling are revelations that distant suffering is not often the result of depravities "out there," but rather, the outcome of "securities" enforced on [*616] "our" behalf. In this respect, I wonder for whom projections of order are (re)articulated at timely intervals. Is it for the secure who need reassurance to dissuade the suspicions within their conscience, or for the insecure whose very bodies and minds are the material "subjects" and objects of the very real effects of the ordering that is violence?

Media perpetuates globalized nationalism. 

Wilson and Dissanayake 96“Global Local: Cultural Production and the Transnational Imaginary.” Rob Wilson and Wimal Dissanayake. 1996. Duke University Press. Rob Wilson (Professor of Literature, Creative Writing, and Cultural Studies at the University of California Santa Cruz), Wimal Dissanayake (Leading scholar on Asian Cinema) 

It can be argued that images that are constructed through television and the cinema are a necessary part in the process of the formation of a nation, especially in their capacity to bridge the public and the private. It is evident that a nation is an abstract collectivity which is far too big to be directly experienced by people. Hence it is not only the existence of civic rituals, such as Remembrance Day, royal weddings, etc., which provide the sense of the sacred which binds the nation together; which is increasingly it is the representations of these evens which is crucial. For people whose knowledge of these events is restricted to viewing television in their living room, it is clear that the television doesn’t merely represent such events, but also constructs them. Yet it is not a question of a passive audience taking in an event, as Dyan and Katz have argued, but it is also possible for individuals and families to reconstitute the ceremonial space in the home by observing rituals, dressing up, and “participating” in the knowledge that countless others are doing the very same thing. Hence, an “atomized” audience can occasionally be united via television media events. 

link – utopianism

The utopian visions they offer risk becoming totalitarian and falsely equate violence to power in terms of state-centered politics

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 14)[rkezios]

Although it must certainly be the aim of any liberation politics to dismantle the social power structure and thus to decrease the possibilities for systematic violence and abuse, this does not spare us the question of a politics of behaviour in a world which has not yet been rid of these power structures. Nor does it suffice simply to wish for a future society in which power may no longer be exercised. Here lies the crucial difference between a utopia or vision on the one hand, and a politics of change whose aims, however utopian they may seem, are derived from a political analysis and critique of reality on the other. For a utopia or `vision' is the idealist sketch of a future state of society that remains silent about how this state can be reached (or maintained). Its focus is on the happy future, jumping the analysis of the present and the particular problems which will need to be solved on the way to the future. It means not only to abandon any responsibility for the present, but to build this non-responsibility into the future, since personal responsibility is given up in favour of a superior, even if invisible, institution and authority: the abolished power structure. For in the future utopia there will be no abuse of power because there will be no power to abuse, and no violence because it will be impossible to act violently - because, in other words, not only the traditional offenders but also we ourselves would simply be prevented from behaving violently. Not only is it a vision of perfect unfreedom of being forced to be `good', it is also a fallacy to believe that if there were no social power structures there would no longer be any opportunities for being violent. 
link – otherization

The production, representation, and valuation associated with their imagery of otherness causes violence

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 44-46)[rkezios]

But the problem lies less in the content of the images and that `their "backwardness" makes us superior' - which implies that an image of them as `bearers of hope' makes them superior, while perhaps one somewhere in the middle would make us equal. Our `superiority' stems from the fact that it is we who are making the image of the `others', never mind what is its content. Out of the unassailable safety of our status as subjects, making the picture and organizing the comparison, we may even put `them' on a pedestal as those who will save the world; as the creators of the picture and the judges of its content we remain unchallengeably superior. This pictorial discourse about the `other' is no less an act of violence against them than is a verbal discourse of naming and defining: a coercive objectification of them out of a position of power. I am the subject making an image, the `Other' becomes the object and content of my image. This violence, moreover, reproduces and propagates itself, since the created image has a function beyond being a nice or an accurate picture: it must be applicable, and it is being applied, namely to women in the Third World. Hence these women not only are the victims of a process of objectification which makes them the object of representation; they in turn become the victims of an `application' of this representation: a confrontation with this image in a renewed encounter, where the women are not perceived in their reality, but where an image is being `applied' to them, projected on to them, superimposed on them. The real women who first were the `model' for a picture are now being reduced to the created image. If first they were model in the creation of the picture, now the picture is `model' for their reality. To make an image of somebody is an act of ideological violence, a determination and definition to which the other has nothing to say. To have an `image' of the other means to select particular factors of my perception on the basis of criteria which I choose, reducing the other to these factors. The image is a fiction, a work of my own creation, a `knowledge' of my own making. It is the expression of my subjectivity, my fantasy and my thinking, which says nothing about the so-called object of my representation. The reality of the other woman, everything I have not perceived and also cannot perceive, but above all her self-determination and her continuing changing, remain out of consideration, are suppressed and excluded. The arrogance of such imaging consists not only in mistaking my perception for knowledge, but in thinking that what I know is everything there is to know, is my unwillingness to reflect my own subjectivity, according to the principle that `reality is where I perceive it.' It betrays not only an incapacity for reality, but an unwillingness to realism, a will to power. For it is this same arrogance which moves me anew to reapply my image to reality, to travel there with my learnt knowledge in order to approach reality through its screen. Hence it matters little whether the image is `negative' or `positive', insulting or flattering. The image is made in the interest of the imager, a means of controlling the `other' with her `knowledge', fortifying herself against the risks of an unknowable reality. It shows her decision to affect the other while taking preventive measures against any possibility of herself being affected by the other, let alone changed in the fortress of her self-built Self. If the researcher thus sets out anew in order to change her first image, it is not out of an insight into what her imaging means to those imaged, what violence it constitutes against them. We set out to change the picture because it is not `applicable', because what we have learnt as knowledge is not true, that is, because we cannot use this picture and this knowledge. It does not lead us to give up making pictures, it makes us want to make better ones. Any `critique' of the image remains within the framework of the subject's calculations of its own advantages and benefits - it remains the subject's interest to have the knowledge and to have the image. The interest of the other does not appear in the calculation, it is not a factor. Hence it comes as no surprise that the desired `encounter with the Others' once again does not materialize, that, as the researcher is obliged to recognize, `encounters often take place within a prison of images."' Yet the foundations of her own subjectivity which is building this prison - her own subject-object thinking and her own will to power - remain unshaken and unchanged. And so it remains a matter of hot and cold baths for the researcher - an apt image, since she sits in her bath all alone. There is no `other' to be seen anywhere, only the water in which the subject takes her bath and which at one time is hot and another time cold, at one time euphoria and another time frustration. The subject sees herself on both sides of her equation, entering herself in both columns of her accounting: on the one side her takings and on the other her expenses. The profit is mine, and the costs are mine. It is not, say, a question of the costs the other has to bear, of what the encounter means to the other. There is no attempt at an equation here, between the concerns on both sides, assessing the responsibility for the situation and considering the other's situation as well as her own. 

link – heg/ soft power

Heg and soft power are born out of the need for globalization and totalizing the Other 
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Order as Evolutionary Structure: The potency of the term "world-order" to mobilize human imagination lies in its appeal to something almost divine: the civilizational project that is the natural path of human evolution, our common destiny, inherently good, bound by the "cords of the heart." n13 In this respect, "order" is presented as standing in opposition to the undesired condition of "disorder." Therefore, to construct an order out of this condition which, at best, is one of nothingness, and at worst, one of chaos and anarchy, stands as a task of historic human responsibility. Being of the "order of things," so to speak, we may regard the project of creating order, of "ordering," as inherent and intrinsic to human history in its movement toward ever greater levels of evolutionary unfolding. This assumption of order gives rise to a Cartesian conception of the organization of human relationships, wherein the progressive evolution of human civilization entails the mechanical, "neutral" and necessary process of amalgamating diversity ("disorder") into an efficient and unitary total structure of world-order.  Order as Coercive Command: The flip side of order as "structure" is order as "command." Viewed in this way, it is the present of the coercive process of "ordering" rather than the future of the emancipatory condition/structure of order that becomes emphasized. There is nothing "natural," "evolutionist" or "neutral" about world-order when the command of ordering is made visible. The vision of civilization as mechanical organization of the component parts of "humanity" is no longer tenable when the coercion of command to fit into this order is exposed. World-order, then, no longer describes the "order" of the world open to discovery, but rather, the "ordering" of the world open to conflict.  [*606] Distinguishing these two meanings of "order" provides us with radically opposed directions of analysis and orientations for future imagings of social relations. Although the rhetoric of world-order would focus on visions of some projected "world" that provides the aspiration for collective endeavors, "order" does not come to be without necessary "ordering;" the "world" of "world-order" has not come to be without the necessary ordering of many worlds. The ordering and the ordered, the world of order and the ordered world, all are inextricable parts of the past and the present of "civil-ization."  Despite the vision of world-order founded on a notion of a universal society of humankind aspiring toward a universal common good, (first given meaning within a conceptual political-legal framework through the birth of the so-called "Westphalian" state system n14 ), the materialities of "ordering" were of a different complexion altogether. Contrary to the disembodied rhetoric of world-order as bloodless evolution, the new images of the world and languages of "globality" did not evolve out of a sense of "hospitality" n15 to the "other," the "stranger." Rather, the history of the creation of the post-Westphalian "world" as one world, can be seen to be most intimately connected with the rise of an expansionist and colonizing world-view and practice. Voyages of "discovery" provided the necessary reconnaissance to image this "new world." Bit by bit, piece by piece, the jigsaw of the globe was completed. With the advance of the "discoverer," the "colonizer," the "invader," the "new" territories were given meaning within the hermeneutic construct that was the new "world."

link – free trade/regulation

Free trade is the integration of the global
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In my identification of what may be regarded as the technologies of ordering, I have consciously omitted sustained discussion of one--the regulation of regulation. Regulation, as the coercive agent of ordering, means to be "included," kicking and screaming, into the global market-place, to engage in "free-trade" and be subject to the decisions of the WTO, to be persuaded of the necessary good of the Multilateral Agreement of Investment, to be "assisted" by the prescriptions of the "experts" of the World Bank and the IMF, to be good "subject-citizens" and be willing (or unwilling--it does not really matter) objects of "security"-related surveillance, to be modernized, trained, moved, developed. Regulation, then, is for the "critic" an obvious focus of analysis. My omission of any further discussion of the violence of the regulation of regulation, therefore, is not because I consider it unimportant, but rather, because this is the aspect of world (mis)ordering which has already been the subject of much sophisticated discussion. n39 For the purposes [*621] of the present discussion, I take it as a given that we stand informed by the effective repudiations of much of contemporary regulatory endeavors aimed at the coercive "integration" of human sociality into a universalizing and violent "order" of destructive globalization. Having said this, I wish instead to invite reflection on what is perhaps less often the focus of critiques of "ordering."

link – science 

Science co-opts individuals into globalism, destroying personal agency, and creating superficially causal relationships. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities

and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The

Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 16-17 

Scientific discourse, too, which is one of the major instruments of  cultural and ideological power, certainly is no longer the prerogative  of those who rule and administer society according to their will and  interests. A comparable pseudo-scientific standpoint, abstracted from  any specificity of the actual situation, increasingly characterizes the  discourse of individuals - including that of a critical opposition - who  then regard the 'problems of the world' from a similarly lofty and  lordly view, arriving at similar solutions. So-called standpointlessness,  the objectifying look from 'above' and 'outside', and its concomitant  subjectless speech are the trademark of any discursively constructed  authority. And since it is a speciality of scientific discourse to abstract  action from its agents, representing it as (agentless) acts, it is only logical that this action too, this production of knowledgeable  scientific speech, is presented as an act without an agent, a discourse  without an author, a monological speech product without a producer. Trust  as public discourse is the market-place of industrially published  discursive products, so-called private communication increasingly  takes the form of an exchange of personal speech products, with  individuals fighting each other by means of rivalling representations in  preference to reaching a common understanding, Many a political  meeting, seminar or conversation among several people bears testimony  to the fact that, however small this public arena, it is seen and  used as an opportunity for putting one's own products on offer and  achieving a victory for one's own representation - over any reality to  be analysed and any people involved in analysing iSJ Science, of course, is less concerned with the question of people's  responsible action in the world than professedly with the principle of  cause and effect in the reality which is the object of its study - 'nature'  in the case of the original natural sciences, long since joined by  'culture' and 'society' as the objects of the social sciences. Causes are  the objectified impetuses of actions ('events' or 'processes'), presented  without regard to these as actions, while effects are the objectified  consequences of these. The changing continuity of action (or a process  or event) is separated into its apparent beginning and end, a point  of departure and a final outcome, between 'which a connection, a  causal relationship, is then inferred. A rational morality, if any; derives  from the evaluation of effects, which are judged as good or bad, useful  or harmful, desirable or undesirable - leaving aside for the moment by  whom and in whose interests.

impacts

impact – extinction reps

Globalism is key to quantify extinction reps

Kato, 93 – lecturer of Political Science, Department of Social Sciences, University of Hawaii and Leeward community college, (Masahide, “Nuclear Globalism: Traversing Rockets, Satellites, and Nuclear War via the Strategic Gaze”, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 18, No. 3 (Summer 1993), Jstor)//JKahn

Nuclear criticism offers preservation of self and matter as a solution to its own imaginary/ideological construct of extinction (as manifested in the buzzword "freeze"). Accordingly, preservation of self and matter as an alternative to the inertia of the "unthinkable" cannot be anything but an imaginary/ideological construct It is in this fantasy that one can find the ideological content of globalism. The proposition of preservation as a solution to the imagined extinction at the same time involves redefinition of the notion of "humanity." The image of extinction drove even a Marxist, namely, E. E Thompson, to abandon "class" analysis, embracing humanity instead: "exterminism itself is not a 'class issue': it is a human issue."43 In this sense, nuclear criticism recreates the Renaissance in the late capitalist era in its reinvention of humanity through technosubjectivity. Robert Lifton defined the collectivity in danger by comparing the threat of extinction with the hostage-taking, which in turn entails a very revealing redefinition of humanity: But unlike ordinary hostage taking, nuclear terror encompasses everyone. Precisely for that reason it throws us back on our collective humanity. In calling into question the idea of human future, it raises equally ultimate questions about our evolutionary equipment for shaping that threatened future.44 But what does "humanity" designate? Who are "we"? Sontag also encountered this obscure notion of humanity created by the photo images, and she deciphered it as "a quality things have in common when they are viewed as photographs."45 Again we cannot escape from finding the figurai origin (i.e., photo image of the globe) of the construction of "humanity." Herein the "interpretative delirium" proceeds with the disguise of "universalism," establishing a total "deregulation" in exchanges among what are reconstructed as objects by way of figure. The regime of the "absolute" subject (i.e., technosubject) governs this deregulated image economy where heterogeneous existence of subjectivity (whose epistemological basis is anchored in locality) is reduced to one of many objects. The notion of humanity is thus a reification of the regime of the absolute technosubject cloaked in pseudo-universal

impact – vtl

Looking at the world through purely global policymaking reduces it to a lifeless husk

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

Beyond the tracing of lines, this ontology also leads one to proliferate the actors involved. Rather than reducing the world to a lifeless husk through which a few major forces play out their battles (e.g. the forces of modernization, class conflict, ethnic war, clash of civilizations, etc.), it must be acknowledge that social forces act through actors that have their own relative autonomy. Thus, accounts of conflict which attempt to explain it on the basis of greed, grievances, a ‘new barbarism’, underdevelopment, ethnicity or nationalism are weak accounts, accordingly.20 They do not trace the pathways through which these causal factors are actually carried out and their efficacy created. It makes no difference to these theories, whether the resources in question are oil or whether they are cocaine or agriculture. It makes no difference to them whether the weapons used are machetes, assault rifles, explosives, or armored vehicles. An ANT analysis rejects this structuralism, and looks at how each actor contributes and constructs phenomena. For instance, grievances may form a part of a conflict system, but they must pass through – and be altered by – familial relations, education by religious leaders, the pervasiveness of nationalism within local textbooks, the networks of informal relations between disparate hierarchies, etc. An account which attempts to reduce a conflict to grievance or greed ultimately explains nothing.

impact – error replication

To justify violence contributes to the very cycle of violence

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 256-257)[rkezios]

Rather than analysing the violent action proposed (from personal violence through to war) and its adequacy as a means to a defined political end, we tend instead to adduce examples - say, of armed liberation struggles in the Third World, the armed uprising of the Warsaw ghetto, or a woman's self-defence in a life-threatening situation - to prove the justifiability of violent self-defence. Far from clarifying the question at hand, namely how we propose to act, why, and to what end, in which situation, such comparisons suggest the self-evident comparability of our own situation (oppression) with the situations (oppressions) in these historical precedents. Questioning the usefulness of women arming ourselves here and now or of beating up select men in the park thus becomes equivalent to suggesting that the Jews in the Warsaw ghetto should have nonviolently awaited their destruction. Such comparisons, however, mean abusing the suffering (and the resistance) of other people in the interests of justifying our own actions. Our situation is alleged to be comparable to that in the examples, the analogy having to stand in for an analysis of our own situation. The proposal to use violence is derived not from an analysis of our situation and a definition of our political aims; rather, violence is the chosen means, for which justification is now being sought. 

impact –  democracy 

Globalism kills local democracy

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural  Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of  Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism  – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 153 ) 
The “catastrophe” of the “Global Project” that some foresee in the future has already occurred for the “social majorities.” They are suffering many of the worst consequences for market excesses, while simultaneously harassed by state force, all too often used against them to subvert their legitimate claims. Modernity never did bring democracy to them; but damaged the democracy of their commons. The claim of the individual rights against the absolute state of monarchy or colonialism supposedly liberated society, including all those local spaces and political bodies in which “the people” were able to exert their power even under the most despotic pre-modern regimes. In fact, that “liberation” has attempted to dissolve those local political bodies surviving through colonial and other repressive regimes, thereby subordinating local autonomy to the design of the centralist modern democratic state. The “Global Project” is attempting to further dissolve and destroy what still remains of those democratic commons. 

impact –   biopower/ v2l 

Globalism reentrenches neo-colonialism, subjugating the “Other” to the ideals of the State. 

Nayar 99 Copyright (c) 1999 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Fall, 1999  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599. “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Jayan Nayar (Ph. D from the University of Cambridge, Professor of International Development Law and Human Rights and the University of Warwick) cylab.info/u/JQ/texts/Nayar-_Orders_of_Inhumanity.doc

The significance of this evolution of the world does not, however, lie merely in its acquiring meaning. It is not simply the "idea" of the world that was brought to prominence through acts of colonization. The construction of the "stage" of the world has also occurred, albeit amid the performance of a violent drama upon it. The idea of a single world in need of order was followed by a succession of chained and brutalized bodies of the "other." The embodied world that has been in creation from the "colonial" times to the present could not, and does not, accommodate plurality. The very idea of "one world" contains the necessary impetus for the absorption, assimilation, if not destruction, of existing worlds and the genocide of existing socialities. This violence of "order-ing" within the historical epoch of colonialism is now plainly visible.  Through "colonialism" was reshaped the material basis of exchange that determined human relationships. Put differently, the very idea of what is "human" was recast by the imposed value-systems of the "civilizing" process that was colonialism. To be human, to live, and to relate to others, thus, both lost and gained meaning. Lost were many pre-colonial and indigenous conceptions of human dignity, of subsistence, production, consumption, wealth and poverty. Gained was the advent of the human "self" as an objective "economic" agent and, with it, the universals of commodification as the basis for human relations.  Following this transformation of the material political-economy of the colonized, or "ordered," colonialism entrenched the "state" as the symbolic "political" institution of "public" social relations. The effect of this "colonization of the mind" was that the "political-economic" form of social organization--the state--was universalized as common, if not "natural," resulting in a homogenization of "political" imagination and language. Thus, diversity was unified, while at the same time, unity was diversified. The particularities and inconveniences of human diversity--culture and tradition--were subordinated to the "civilized" discourse of secular myths (to which the "rule of law" is central), n16 while concurrently, humanity was formally segregated into artificial "states," enclosures of mythic solidarities and common destinies.  This brief remembering of colonialism as an historic process, provides us with the most explicit lessons on the violence of the "ordering" of "worlds." From its history we see that an important feature of ordering prevails. The world of those who "order" is the destruction of the "worlds" of those ordered. So many ideologies of negation and (re)creation served to justify this "beginning"--terra nullius, the "savage" native, the "civilizing mission." n17 The [*608] "world," after all, had to be created out of all this "unworldly" miasma, all for the common good of the universal society of humankind.  Although historical colonialism as a formal structure of politico-legal ordering of humanity has come and gone, the violence of colonization is very much a persistent reality. A striking feature of historical world-orderings was the confidence with which the "new world" was projected upon human imagination. Colonialism was not a tentative process. The "right" of colonization, both as a right of the colonizer and as a right thing to do by the colonizer, was passionately believed and confidently asserted. Thus, for the most part, this "right" was uncontested, this confidence unchallenged. "World-order" today is similarly asserted with confidence and rectitude.  Contemporary world-orderings, consistent with those of the past, are implemented using a range of civilizational legitimization. With the advent of an ideology of "humanity," a "post-colonial" concession to human dignity demanded by the previously colonized, new languages of the civilizational project had to be conceived of and projected. "Freed" from the brutalities of the order of historical colonialism, the "ordered" now are subjected to the colonizing force of the "post-colonial," and increasingly, globalization-inspired ideologies of development and security. Visible, still, is the legitimization of "order" as coercive command through the rhetoric of "order" as evolutionary structure

impact – political agency

Imagining threats deprives us of our political agency 

Grondin 07 David Grondin Lecturer   School of Political Studies  Faculty of Social Sciences  University of Ottawa  The US Religion of Technology in the Weaponization of Outer Space  A Case for Technological Atheism and Resisting Space War  Paper to be presented at ISA Convention 2007 
Technocracy relies on centralized, expert knowledge. Critics of technocratic society like Theodore Roszak (1969) say that in a technocratic society, to make sense of life’s complexity, citizens will tend to defer to experts, to those who “know better” (Roszak, 1969: 7). During the Cold War, it was believed by supporters and critics alike that technocracy was above ideology, “that technocracy was a form of governing that moved beyond the ideological divide of the Cold War” and that “[t]echnocratic rule was simply the rational mode of governance for complex societies” (Dean, 2002: 103). Technocratic society is society sleeping, it is a depoliticized society and it is said to be a programmed society. Under the pressures of capitalist liberalism, the industrial and postindustrial societies dreamed of technocratic control, of greater management, efficiency, stability, and rationality. But societies are made of individuals and groups that are diversified and which highlight the human and social dimensions that technocracy seeks to control and make disappear. With technocratic thinking, as one finds in the US national security state, a balanced governementality of security and economy makes sure that the demands of the welfare state, military preparedness, economic efficiency, and national security imperatives are met (Dean, 2002: 103). This was another development associated with the national security state apparatus, which introduced a new governmentality of the technologies of security and economy. Jodi Dean advances that “[c]ompliance with the efficient plans of expert planners had little in common with the mythologies of frontier freedom and creative individuality that had long been part of America’s self-understanding and were crucial to the image it used to differentiate itself from communism during the Cold War. If technocracy was post-ideological, this was part of the problem: it had purchased bland efficiency and security at the cost of the American adventure, of freedom and meaning” (Dean, 2002: 103). A technocratic society, such as that represented by the US national security state, functions in such a way that many issues that are political in substance will go unchallenged because it will be stressed that they only need to be assessed by the administrative systems which will treat them in the most efficient way possible. In these cases, political questions become technical ones. This is what Jenny Edkins has described as the “depoliticization or technologization in politics” (Edkins, 1999: xi-xii). This is why Andrew Feenberg asserts that it is in the rhetoric more than in the practices that one will find a technocratic society. For instance, this is how the US government sold the Vietnam War as quick-fix problem that American ingenuity could solve by bombing villages in South Vietnam for the inhabitants to reject communism (Feenberg, 1999: 4). As is well-known, some of the harshest critiques of the ideological dimensions of technocracy came from the critical theorists of the Frankfurt school who rightly exposed how technocracy renders governing as technology and “where the technological achievements justify themselves”, of which the American space program is one fine example (Dean, 2002: 104). The idea is not to stress that with regard to outer Space, we fall prey to the perils of technocracy asdescribed by Herbert Marcuse’s work on the one-dimensional society where people are controlled, disciplined, and transformed into docile and conformist individuals by a social matrix governing their life. This is where technology becomes ideology as part of technocratic rule and where instrumental rationality takes away possibilities of resistance or critical thought. This happens in such a way that people are “disciplined into acquiescence so great that they were unable to contest the Cold War politics that threatened global survival” (Dean, 2002: 105). This was the case with the Cold War logic of terror resulting from nuclear deterrence. Within this national security state governmental regime, technocracy has become “criminal” in the sense that it “asserts, in the name of progress and reason, that the unthinkable may become thinkable and the intolerable tolerable” (Theodore Roszak, quoted in Virilio, 1976: 24). In effect, the constant preparedness for war, deeply entranched in the US governmentality, normalizes the threat construction process and transforms it in a technological process, as if it were a social technique applying rationality and efficiency to design the best ways to cope with these “objective” threats. Imagining threats therefore deprives imagination of it subjectivity and human imagination is dehumanized, systematized, and deformed to a point that everything in the realm of reason, of reality, of progress and knowledge leads to madness (Rozsak, 1969 [1974]: 12). This is why it is not the materialization of a threat that creates fear but its imagination. Virilio was thus so right when he wrote that “[f]rom the laser beam illuminating the objective the elites’ police to the laser beam destructing missiles in a star war, there is only a step, ‘one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind’, a great leap for its loss” (Virilio, 1996 [1984]: 177). This is Marcuse’s concept of mystification in action, as ideology is being embodied in the process of production itself, it is able to sell as rational irrationalities in action. This allows technocratic rule to legitimize actions and ideas that would be ruled out as irrational if people were able to take a step back and analyze them before complying to its rule. The success of technocracy has relied upon this mystification derived from the ideology of technocracy where you depoliticize the mass public through the enforcement of the rational and logical functioning of the technocratic order.11 This is how Cold War US civil defense programs were sold to the public. There is no doubt that during the Cold War, Americans were leveraged by their state leaders (and the rest of the world); they were never protected from risks of nuclear war. The home bunkers and civil defense measures were lures and inappropriate defenses. That is why “[p]eople have to take things into their own hands, politicize the processes of decision-making, and stop allowing scientific and technocratic imperatives to organize all social life” (Dean, 2002: 108). The Frankfurt School’s critique of technology as ideology describes how technology imposes a system of domination and Foucault’s critique of technocratic rationality works in the same way where a systemic domination subjugates subjects and knowledge. Both Marcuse and Foucault rightly held that technologies are forms of power that will build and shape life and environments. However, both positions leave us with an impossibility for human subjects to act against the system, i.e. the technologies, with an overall strategy (Feenberg, 1999: 8). What needs to be from a theorist/activist standpoint is to explore the possibilities of resistance that are open to us as human subjects, in the public sphere especially. It means we must strive to demystify the technologies with arguments that may sound anti-technological but which are political reflections on the consequences of technologies and active resistance to the dominant technical institutions of our societies, of the US society of security in this case. This constructivist view of technology thus calls for a reconceptualised politics of technology. 

impact – racism

Speech acts of racism on the local level matter than global action 

Dijk 1987- professor of discourse analysis at the University of Amsterdam (Teun A.van, Sage Publications, Communicating Racism Ethnic Prejudice in thought and talk, pg. 37)

The next set of principles of discourse analysis pertains to the “scope” of our description and theory formation. At several levels, especially those of semantics, pragmatics, and action theory, it makes sense to distinguish between a “local” and a “global” range of phenomena, that is, between microstructures and macrostructures (van Dijk, 1980a, 1981a). Local structures of discourse are partly accounted for in terms of the usual grammatical levels: words, phrases, clauses, sentences, and immediate sentence connections. The same is true for the analysis of isolated speech acts or speech act pairs, or for the local analysis of turn taking in conversation. It is, however, characteristic of discourse that global levels of analysis are also involve, for instance, meanings for larger discourse segments, or global (speech) acts (Ferrara, 1985; van Dijk, 1980a, 1981a). That is, we deal with sequences of sentences, proportions, (speech) acts, turns, or moves, and these may exhibit specific forms of organization. 

Local framing is necessary to combat racism

Schwartz, 3 (Peter, Fellow at the Ayn Rand Institute, “The Racism of ‘Diversity,’” 2/15/03, http://www.aynrand.org/site/News2?news_iv_ctrl=1076&page=NewsArticle&id=7915)

Texas A&M president Robert Gates should be praised for announcing that race will no longer be a factor when applications are considered, and that students "should be admitted as individuals, on personal merit--and no other basis." What is needed now is for him, and others, to go further in challenging "diversity." They ought to declare their categorical opposition to racism--and, therefore, their repudiation of the entire policy of "diversity," which is simply an insidious form of racism. Unlike the valid policy of racial integration, "diversity" propagates all the evils inherent in racism. According to its proponents, we need "diversity" in order to be exposed to new perspectives on life. We supposedly gain "enrichment from the differences in viewpoint of minorities," as the MIT Faculty Newsletter puts it. Admissions should be based on race, the University of Michigan's vice president insists, because "learning in a diverse environment benefits all students, minority and majority alike." These circumlocutions translate simply into this: one's race determines the content of one's mind. They imply that people have worthwhile views to express because of their ethnicity, and that "diversity" enables us to encounter "black ideas," "Hispanic ideas," etc. What could be more repulsively racist than that? This is exactly the premise held by the South's slave-owners and by the Nazis' Storm Troopers. They too believed that an individual's thoughts and actions are determined by his racial heritage. Whether a given race receives special rewards or special punishments is immaterial. The core of racism is the notion that the individual is meaningless and that membership in the collective--the race--is the source of his identity and value. To the racist, the individual's moral and intellectual character is the product, not of his own choices, but of the genes he shares with all others of his race. To the racist, the particular members of a given race are interchangeable. The advocates of "diversity" similarly believe that colleges must admit not individuals, but "representatives" of various races. These advocates believe that those representatives have certain ideas innately imprinted on their minds, and that giving preferences to minority races creates a "diversity" of viewpoints on campus. This is the quota-mentality, which holds that in judging someone, the salient fact is the racial collective to which he belongs. This philosophy is why racial division is growing at our colleges. The segregated dormitories, the segregated cafeterias, the segregated fraternities--these all exist, not in spite of the commitment to "diversity," but because of it. The overriding message of "diversity," transmitted by the policies of a school's administration and by the teachings of a school's professors, is that the individual is defined by his race. It is no surprise, then, that many students associate only with members of their own race and regard others as belonging to an alien tribe. If racism is to be repudiated, it is the premise of individualism, including individual free will, that must be upheld. There is no way to bring about racial integration except by completely disregarding color. There is no benefit in being exposed to the thoughts of a black person as opposed to a white person; there is a benefit only in interacting with individuals, of any race, who have rational viewpoints to offer. "Diversity," in any realm, has no value in and of itself. Investors can be urged to diversify their holdings--but for the sake of minimizing their financial risk, not for the sake of "diversity" as such. To maintain that "diversity" per se is desirable--that "too much" of one thing is objectionable--is ludicrous. Do brown-eyed students need to be "diversified" with green-eyed ones? Does one's unimpaired health need to be "diversified" with bouts of illness? The value of a racially integrated student body or work force lies entirely in the individualism it implies. It implies that the students or workers were chosen objectively, with skin color ignored in favor of the standard of individual merit. But that is not what "diversity" advocates want. They sneer at the principle of "color-blindness." They want decisions on college or job applicants to be made exactly as the vilest of racists make them: by bloodline. They insist that whatever is a result of your own choices--your ideas, your character, your accomplishments--is to be dismissed, while that which is outside your control--the accident of skin color--is to define your life.

impact – generic violence

The externalization of violence allows individuals to absolve their own responsibility. This turns any chance for solvency

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 1-4)[rkezios]

What is striking is that the violence which is talked about is always the violence committed by someone else: women talk about the violence of men, adults about the violence of young people; the left, liberals and the centre about the violence of right extremists; the right, centre and liberals about the violence of leftist extremists; political activists talk about structural violence, police and politicians about violence in the `street', and all together about the violence in our society. Similarly, Westerners talk about violence in the Balkans, Western citizens together with their generals about the violence of the Serbian army. Violence is recognized and measured by its visible effects, the spectacular blood of wounded bodies, the material destruction of objects, the visible damage left in the world of `objects'. In its measurable damage we see the proof that violence has taken place, the violence being reduced to this damage. The violation as such, or invisible forms of violence - the non-physical violence of threat and terror, of insult and humiliation, the violation of human dignity - are hardly ever the issue except to some extent in feminist and anti-racist analyses, or under the name of psychological violence. Here violence is recognized by the victims and defined from their perspective - an important step away from the catalogue of violent acts and the exclusive evidence of material traces in the object. Yet even here the focus tends to be on the effects and experience of violence, either the objective and scientific measure of psychological damage, or the increasingly subjective definition of violence as experience. Violence is perceived as a phenomenon for science to research and for politics to get a grip on. But violence is not a phenomenon: it is the behaviour of people, human action which may be analysed. What is missing is an analysis of violence as action - not just as acts of violence, or the cause of its effects, but as the actions of people in relation to other people and beings or things. Feminist critique, as well as other political critiques, has analysed the preconditions of violence, the unequal power relations which enable it to take place. However, under the pressure of mainstream science and a sociological perspective which increasingly dominates our thinking, it is becoming standard to argue as if it were these power relations which cause the violence. Underlying is a behaviourist model which prefers to see human action as the exclusive product of circumstances, ignoring the personal decision of the agent to act, implying in turn that circumstances virtually dictate certain forms of behaviour. Even though we would probably not underwrite these propositions in their crass form, there is nevertheless a growing tendency, not just in social science, to explain violent behaviour by its circumstances. (Compare the question, `Does pornography cause violence?') The circumstances identified may differ according to the politics of the explainers, but the method of explanation remains the same. While consideration of mitigating circumstances has its rightful place in a court of law trying (and defending) an offender, this does not automatically make it an adequate or sufficient practice for political analysis. It begs the question, in particular, `What is considered to be part of the circumstances (and by whom)?' Thus in the case of sexual offenders, there is a routine search - on the part of the tabloid press or professionals of violence - for experiences of violence in the offender's own past, an understanding which is rapidly solidifying in scientific model of a `cycle of violence'. That is, the relevant factors are sought in the distant past and in other contexts of action, e a crucial factor in the present context is ignored, namely the agent's decision to act as he did. Even politically oppositional groups are not immune to this mainstream sociologizing. Some left groups have tried to explain men's sexual violence as the result of class oppression, while some Black theoreticians have explained the violence of Black men as the result of racist oppression. The ostensible aim of these arguments may be to draw attention to the pervasive and structural violence of classism and racism, yet they not only fail to combat such inequality, they actively contribute to it. Although such oppression is a very real part of an agent's life context, these `explanations' ignore the fact that not everyone experiencing the same oppression uses violence, that is, that these circumstances do not `cause' violent behaviour. They overlook, in other words, that the perpetrator has decided to violate, even if this decision was made in circumstances of limited choice. To overlook this decision, however, is itself a political decision, serving particular interests. In the first instance it serves to exonerate the perpetrators, whose responsibility is thus transferred to circumstances and a history for which other people (who remain beyond reach) are responsible. Moreover, it helps to stigmatize all those living in poverty and oppression; because they are obvious victims of violence and oppression, they are held to be potential perpetrators themselves.' This slanders all the women who have experienced sexual violence, yet do not use violence against others, and libels those experiencing racist and class oppression, yet do not necessarily act out violence. Far from supporting those oppressed by classist, racist or sexist oppression, it sells out these entire groups in the interest of exonerating individual members. It is a version of collective victim-blaming, of stigmatizing entire social strata as potential hotbeds of violence, which rests on and perpetuates the mainstream division of society into so-called marginal groups - the classic clienteles of social work and care politics (and of police repression) - and an implied `centre' to which all the speakers, explainers, researchers and careers themselves belong, and which we are to assume to be a zone of non-violence.  Explaining people's violent behaviour by their circumstances also has the advantage of implying that the `solution' lies in a change to circumstances. Thus it has become fashionable among socially minded politicians and intellectuals in Germany to argue that the rising neo-Nazi violence of young people (men), especially in former East Germany, needs to be countered by combating poverty and unemployment in these areas. Likewise anti-racist groups like the Anti. Racist Alliance or the Anti-Nazi League in Britain argue that `the causes of racism, like poverty and unemployment, should be tackled and that it is `problems like unemployment and bad housing which lead to racism'.' Besides being no explanation at all of why (white poverty and unemployment should lead specifically to racist violence (and what would explain middle- and upper-class racism), it is more than questionable to combat poverty only (but precisely) when and where violence is exercised. It not only legitimates the violence (by `explaining' it), but constitutes an incentive to violence, confirming that social problems will be taken seriously when and where `they attract attention by means of violence - just as the most unruly children in schools (mostly boys) tend to get more attention from teachers than well-behaved and quiet children (mostly girls). Thus if German neo-Nazi youths and youth groups, since their murderous assaults on refugees and migrants in Hoyerswerda, Rostock, Dresden etc., are treated to special youth projects and social care measures (to the tune of DM 20 million per year), including `educative' trips to Morocco and Israel,' this is am unmistakable signal to society that racist violence does indeed 'pay off'.
impact – environment

Local movements solve the environment best 

Goodenough, 2010 (Patrick, February, http://cnsnews.com/news/article/head-policy-neutral-ipcc-calls-grassroots-action-response-setbacks-climate-legislation, “Head of Policy Neutral IPCC calls for Grassroots Action in Response to Setbacks on Climate Legislation,” CNS News)

The chairman of the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) – a scientific panel embroiled in controversy -- has appealed for “grassroots action” on climate initiatives in the face of global warming skepticism, which he attributed to well-funded lobbying. Rajendra Pachauri made the call, in the op-ed pages of an Indian newspaper, despite the fact that the IPCC’s mandate requires it to be “policy-neutral.” Noting that climate legislation in the U.S. Senate was “running into stiff resistance” and “may not see the light of day in the near future,” Pachauri said that without the United States being an important part, any global climate agreement would be ineffective. Because of this, he wrote, “The challenge and opportunity facing human society is, therefore, to launch urgent grassroots action by civil society, business and local governments towards a pattern of sustainable development. National governments and multilateral initiatives would follow inevitably.” The main function of the IPCC, which Pachauri has chaired since 2002, is to assess scientific data and compile reports which help politicians around the world develop climate policies. “Because of its scientific and intergovernmental nature, the IPCC embodies a unique opportunity to provide rigorous and balanced scientific information to decision makers,” the organization says. “By endorsing the IPCC reports, governments acknowledge the authority of their scientific content. The work of the organization is therefore policy-relevant and yet policy-neutral, never policy-prescriptive.” Pachauri faces calls to resign because of the inclusion in a key IPCC report of unsubstantiated and inappropriately-sourced claims. (He also faces conflict of interest accusations, arising from his non-governmental organization, the New Delhi-based Energy & Resources Institute (TERI), which has benefited from foreign government funding.) But in his 1,360-word op-ed in The Hindu, the embattled IPCC chairman did not once directly mention the controversies plaguing the Nobel peace prize-winning panel. Instead, he repeated the assertion that “the science of climate change is now well established,” and favorably cited the same 2007 IPCC report which has been found to contain errors. The IPCC early this month retracted one claim in the supposedly scientifically robust report, relating to the rate of melting of Himalayan glaciers. But it has not responded to further revelations calling into question assertions in the report about the effect of less rainfall on Amazon forests, and claims about the reduction of ice on mountaintops in the Andes and the Alps. Some environmentalists have acknowledged that the negative publicity swirling around the IPCC is weakening its credibility and fueling skepticism, and polling data appears to bear this out. A poll released last week by researchers at Yale and George Mason universities found that public concern and public trust about global warming in the U.S. has eroded, with a 14-point drop since the fall of 2008 in the percentage of Americans who think global warming is happening (down to 57 percent) and a 10-point drop in the number who think it is caused mostly by human activities (down to 47 percent). The researchers attributed the shifts, in part, to an earlier controversy – the“climategate” emails revealing manipulation of data by some IPCC-linked scientists. A lot of additional information damaging to the IPCC has emerged since the poll interviews were carried out in late December and early January. For his part, Pachauri in his op-ed attributed a rise in skepticism and opposition to prescriptive climate policies not to the recent revelations, but to “vested interests.” He cited a Center for Public Integrity report finding that the number of climate lobbyists in the U.S. had risen by 300 percent between 2003 and 2008, when some 2,340 were working to “influence federal policy on climate change.” “The power of skeptics has become extremely high because economic interests which resist change support them on a substantial scale,” he said. In an interview with another Indian daily, the Hindustan Times, published on Tuesday, Pachauri again hit out at lobbyists. Despite President Obama’s commitment to take action and the introduction of legislation in Congress, he told the paper, “there are 2,300 lobbyists in Washington DC, whose only job is to see no policy, no legislation comes into existence that will tackle the problem of climate change.” Pachauri said companies were funding the effort as “part of the strategy to demolish the science of climate change and thereby continue to earn their huge profits.” 

Global authoritative environmental policies destroy the environment – local policies solve

Zandbergen et al, 02 – Paul Zandbergen Doctor of Philosophy,1998. Resource Management and Environmental Studies, P. Devereaux Jennings: associate professor in the faculty of commerce at the University of British Columbia, Vancouver. Martin Martens: PhD candidate in the faculty of commerce at the University of British Columbia, Vancouver (Stanford University Press, Organizations, Policy, and the natural Environment, Chapter 3, pages 60-61)
The environmental domain is one arena in which cyclical patterns of enforcement are particularly likely. Like other enforcement domains, the natural environment is an area in most developed states and has a formal regulatory system in charge of policy creation and interpretation and application (Frank, 1997; Laumann and Knoke, 1987). In addition, most nation-states tend to incorporate the machinery for regulation into a few closely related organizations that are in charge of a wide variety of environmental laws. Similarly to police forces, environmental agencies tend to have enforcement branches with conservation officers (Cos) who enforce these laws, at times drawing on local police. In addition, and in contrast to some others enforcement domains, the environmental domain often requires active negotiations by actors in the regulatory system and organizational field as to the boundaries and indicators for each (Hironaka and Shofer, Chapter 9; Jennings, Zandbergen, and Clark, 1999). Furthermore, because environmental enforcement involves both social and ecological components, these two dimensions often delimit enforcement (Jennings and Zandbergen, 1995). For instance, an enforcement subdomain may be defined in relation to regional ecosystem that is naturally bounded by mountains and rivers and with social and political boundaries that roughly match the natural ones. Or it may be built around a type of community that has become somewhat sustainable in particular locale (King, 1995). Enforcement in the regions is determined jointly by the needs of the local ecosystem for sustainability, part of which can be documented by ecologists, and by the demands of the social system for efficient regulation. In many local domains, conservation officers do not act as police officers or as military personal, but as conservation biologists and stewards who negotiate local standards. 

impact – poverty 

Global economic control hurts poorer regions

Alain Lipietz 1993- economist and writes about social- economic relationships (Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, New Series, Vol. 18, No. 1 (1993), pages 11-12, jstor)

It was clearly easy to transpose this second orthodoxy from the international scale to that of the interregional, in order to take account of the unequal development of French, British or North American regions. However from the late 1960s onwards the changing evidence forced a re-think: certain peripheral countries were becoming industrialized. Industrial production was becoming commonplace. Could this be seen as 'taking-off', according to the Rostow-Vernon paradigm? Certainly, but it was not necessarily a 'catching-up', a homogenization of space. Indeed one could always read, in the inter- regional inequalities of the level of qualification in the heart of manufacturing industries themselves, more of an instant complementarity (synchronic) rather than a delayed similarity in time. So far as concerns the division of labour between the French regions, there can now notably be seen the succession of a new interregional division of labour to the pre-war complementarity of agriculture/industry. This new division corresponds to the three synchronic functions of productive activity within a particular sector: a) conception; b) skilled fabrication; c) unskilled fabrication and assembly. Each of these functions would tend to localize itself in the regions previously best disposed to receive them (by the degree of their development, by the level of their unionization, qualifications and salary etc.). This tripartite division, typical of the 'Fordist' organization of work, was then excessively considered as the definite 'scientific' shape of the organization of work, and its deployment was christened the 'branch circuit'.4 The progressive diffusion of this thesis was accompanied by the appearance of 'newly industrializing countries' in the Third World which led towards the end of the 1970s to a 'new orthodoxy': the new international division of labour (Froebel et al., 1980). The developed countries (or regions) were becoming the central regions for the organization of labour and the principal markets, but were 'delocalizing' the activities of the unskilled workforce towards poorer and less skilled regions even though the production was destined for their own market (Fig. 2). This rather hasty generalization of a 'global structuralism' governing the whole world economy, including within it the division of labour at the heart of industry, rapidly stirred up objections, including those of the theoreticians of the 'new interregional division of labour' (Aydalot, 1984; Lipietz, 1985; Massey, 1985). It could be admitted that in a politically homogeneous land like France, some firms might deploy their branch circuit on a checker-board of unequally developed regions by installing some establishments of 'level 3' in the 'under-developed' 11

impact – economy

Economics is global and local analysis is key 

Agar 05 Michael Agar Feb. 2005- : Ph.D., Linguistic Anthropology (Michael Agar, Language in Society, Volume 34. No. 1, Local Discourse and Global Research: The Role of Local Knowledge, page 2-3)

All these issues - multiple distributors, multiple products, economics, in- crease in youth and female participation - are keys for the global side of the analysis as well. For the present, I just want to note that whatever Roberta, James, and Andy had to say about these issues got nudged to the side because they weren't topically linked, in the interviewer's mind, with the focus of the oral history. However, I also want to note that global research, using non-ethnographic sources, has allowed me to interpret what they said. Thus, one reason for the limits on local discourse lies in the fluidity and path- dependency of "living narratives." Does this mean that local discourse simply needs to open up into an infinitely long process so that all possible topic frame- works can be explored? Under these conditions, would the original idea work? That is, can we derive global explanations directly from local discourse?   No, because of Reason 2 for limits on local discourse: RELEVANCE. For example, as a former user and a policy person in contact with police sources, in our conversation Andy put together his version of what was happening. His version was incomplete, like Roberta's and James's, though like them both, he was aware that a new drug had exploded onto the scene and that new marketing forces were at work. In the end, though, what difference would it have made for Andy to know more about the global dynamics of the crack trend? Or what difference would it have made for Roberta or James? I'm not sure it would have made any difference at all, as far as what they needed to do in their local moments. Roberta needed to get crack. James needed to counsel a new breed of client. Andy wanted to prevent the drug from rolling south into Baltimore from New York City. How and why the situation came about was less important to them than the fact that it had. They all, in their different ways, had to deal with it.   The global dynamics that I was after probably wouldn't have mattered much to the three people involved in crack scenes. Global explanations just aren't very useful to those dependent on the drug or to those charged with intervention. To metaphorically extend Sperber & Wilson's (1995) work, transnational events just weren't pragmatically "relevant" to their local moments. Who cares about his- tory and transnational influences when it's a hassle just to make it through the day? Drug-dependent persons, overworked counselors, and underfunded administrators have more pressing problems to deal with.   This is an interesting problem. A limit on local discourse is really about the lack of relevance of global analysis to more pressing needs of everyday practice. Global research just isn't that useful to "the community," if I may use that massively ambiguous term. Or is it? I think it's useful as a kind of clinical political intervention. Providing locals with a global perspective, though it probably won't help them make it through the day, does give them a view of things that they didn't have before (if you've done your job right), and perhaps some material for those in that community who struggle against the powers that be. Maybe what we can do is to offer a mixture of psychiatric reframing, critical theory, and out- side agitation. 

The alternative solves the economy

Carter, 10 – executive director of Maintenance Technology, (Rick, “For On The Floor: Fixing The Skills Shortage From The Inside Out,” http://www.mt-online.com/mtsection/278-oct2010/1612-for-on-the-floor-fixing-the-skills-shortage-from-the-inside-out.html)

As the skills shortage has sunk in for manufacturers, outreach—a strategy to connect with local communities in a way that influences student career choices and skills training —is increasingly seen as a way to ensure a steady flow of future workers. But, as with salaries and benefits, Panelists’ employers are not fully on board with the concept. Some may be unsure of what it involves: “If we do this, it would be through local job fairs,” says one. Most Panelists simply say that their companies don’t conduct outreach activities. Those that do, however, report success. “With the greening of the world and the need for more base load, nuclear has soared to the forefront and our efforts to recruit have had to go into high gear,” states a journeyman maintenance team member at a nuclear facility in the Northeast. “We are active on our Website, we send our people into the school system, we sponsor and participate in high-school science fairs, we are in the technical colleges and do presentations at universities. We even furnish instructors for some classes.” This individual reports that his operation’s efforts seem to be producing the desired effects. “Our biggest bang for the buck,” he says, “has been from regular employees going out to the schools and spreading the word about the safety of our units and the opportunities that exist.” Others are beginning to catch on about outreach. “We recently had a few openings and were not seeing the applicants we wanted to see,” says the heavy-industry maintenance supervisor in the South. “But after contacting local technical colleges, we received some promising resumes.” How to fix things Despite the seeming lack of widespread participation in outreach efforts among their employers, most Panelists themselves believe the practice is a key element in the fight to combat the skills shortage. “If every industrial plant or facility in the Fortune 500 were to ‘adopt’ a local high school or junior college, and offer technical courses, tours, etc. to our young people,” a West Coast consultant suggests, “maybe we could rekindle some of the hands-on ‘hardware’ interests that used to exist with teenagers when we were growing up.” Similarly, the maintenance supervisor in New England calls for an emphasis on encouraging young people to consider the trades. “We are not seeing any programs to spark interest in the schools for students to become maintenance techs,” he laments. Another Panelist makes the point that “local technical schools and businesses need to advertise the need and benefits of attending technical colleges and pursuing careers in these areas.” For another, “educational institutions should educate and train on curricula developed with the help of the industry, and industries should pool their needs by similarities to develop the kinds of workers they need.” Finally, says one, manufacturers should “support and hire from good two-year technical/industrial schools, and create job-shadowing programs and student-training programs.” 

Local approaches are key to prevent economic collapse

Hall, 97 – professor at the dept. of sociology and anthropology DePauw University (Thomas D., “Economic Analysis Beyond The Local System”, Part 2, chapter 5: Finding the Global in the Local, Pages 89-90)

Richard Wilk’s paper, in my view, nicely complements the pleas I make here and in my previous chapter, and the comments made by Blanton and Peregrine, to give the world-system perspective serious consideration. Wilk discusses three founding assumptions- the dichotomy of autonomy and dependence, the impact myth, and functional integration- which have blocked economic anthropologists from addressing the complexities of globalization. The contribution that economic anthropologists, indeed all anthropologists, can make to anthropology and world-system analysis is, as Wilk says, “to re-problematize the relationship between cultural production and economic integration in a comparative framework.” Only by comparative study of the myriad manifestation of world-system processes in local events can we hope to find the underlying processes that create this tremendous variety of local responses to globalization.

impact – ethics

Globalization is key to global ethics

Sen 6, (Amartya, Nobel Prize-Winning Economist, Professor of Economics and Philosophy at Harvard University, “Identity and Violence: The Illusion of Destiny,” pg. 122-124)

I will presently go into the substantive questions raised by the protestors, and by others skeptical of globalization, and I shall also have to examine the counterarguments presented by the defenders of globalization. But before that, I want to comment briefly on the nature of global identity involved- explicitly or by implication- in these debates. Some overarching critics of globalization see themselves as forcefully pointing to the deplorable absence, in a heartless world, if an effective sense of global solidarity. Certainly, there is much to be depressed about in the manifest lack of an effective global morality in dealing with deeply distressing international issues. But do we really in a morally sequestered world? If a sense of a global solidarity is really so nonsensical, why should so many people around the world (including the “antiglobalization” protestors and indeed a great many others) be so upset about the state of the world and argue passionately- if noisily- for a better deal for the disadvantage and deprived? The protestors themselves come from all over the world- they are not just local inhabitants of Seattle or Melbourne or Genoa or Edinburgh. The dissidents try to work together to protest about what they see as serious iniquity or injustice that plaques the people of the world. Why should women and men from one part of the world worry about the fact that people in other parts of the world are getting a raw deal if there is no sense of global belonging and no concern about global unfairness? Global discontent, to which the protest movements give voice (sometimes, admittedly, a very rough voice), can be seen as evidence of the existence of a sense of global identity and some concern about global ethics. I must presently discuss why the term “antiglobalization” is not a good description of the nature of the discontent that goes under that name. But no matter what we call it, that borderless disconnect is itself a major global phenomenon, both in terms of the subject of its concern (including its implicitly humanitarian ethics and inclusive politics) and in the form of the wide interest and involvement it generates across the world. The sense of extensive identity underlying these concerns goes well beyond the borders of nationality, culture, community, or religion. It is hard to miss the powerfully inclusive idea of belonging that moves many people to challenge what they see as unfairness that divides the world population. Indeed, the so-called antiglobalization critique is perhaps the most globalized moral movement in the world today. 

impact – homogenization 

Globalism destroys individual identity – crushes unique historical details

Kearney, 95 – Ph.D. in anthropology from the Universiy of California Berkeley, professor of anthropology at the University of California Riverside, Department of Anthropology, (M., “THE LOCAL AND THE GLOBAL: The Anthropology of Globalization and Transnationalism”, Anthropology Journal, 1995, http://ceres.fss.uu.nl/files/pdf/The%20Local%20and%20the%20Global.pdf)//JKahn

Movement toward global theory also corresponds to some postcolonial displacement of the loci, authors, and subjects of historiography from central elites to the periphery, even as the spatial and categorical distinctions between center and periphery lessen. In the modern era this displacement begins with dependency theory, most of the authors of which are Latin Americans writing from the periphery. Nevertheless, the history of the modern world as portrayed by dependency and world-system theories is somewhat of a subjectless his­ tory. Wolf (139) advanced this displacement by writing about "the people without history" within a global perspective. This trend continues to deepen. Thus, whereas the precursors of global theory focused on the economic aspects of production, trade, colonialism, and imperialism, contemporary anthropo­ logical global theory is innovating theories of culture, social organization, and identity for global and transnational persons and communities.  The most cogent and comprehensive analysis of changing images of time and space associated with globalization is Harvey's (66). Although not dealing with globalization per se, Harvey's thesis is that a marked acceleration in a secular trend of time-space compression in capitalist political economy is central to current culture change. Time compression results from the impera­ tive in capitalism to constantly shorten the average turnover time between investment and the taking of profit. During periods of capitalist restructuring, changes are made that markedly reduce turnover time by shrinking barriers to production, marketing, and profit taking, while also relocating production so as to disrupt worker solidarity. According to Harvey, "it is exactly at such moments that major shifts in systems of representation, cultural forms, and philosophical sentiment occur" (p. 239). The most recent shift began with the recession of 1973, occasioned in part by OPEC's raising oil prices and the Arab embargo of oil exports to the West. Western industries adapted to this situation by shifting from Fordist to flexible forms of production and accumu­ lation (p. 145). Liberated from the fixity of smokestack industries, strategies of flexible accumulation took advantage of global opportunities in labor markets, research and development, materials, assembly, and marketing, thus spatially disaggregating business operations, while also decreasing turnover time by shifting from heavy to light industries and services. Reduction of turnover time was also facilitated by means for rapid transmission of information, goods, services, and capital. Overall this shift amounted to "another fierce round in that process of annihilation of space through time that has always lain at the center of capitalism's dynamic..." (p. 293). For Harvey, such postmod­ ernism is not a definitive historic break, but instead is a technological, social, and cultural reflex of contemporary capitalism as a global process.

Globalization and lack of locality destroys personal identity

Kearney, 95 – Ph.D. in anthropology from the University of California Berkeley, professor of anthropology at the University of California Riverside, Department of Anthropology, (M., “THE LOCAL AND THE GLOBAL: The Anthropology of Globalization and Transnationalism”, Anthropology Journal, 1995, http://ceres.fss.uu.nl/files/pdf/The%20Local%20and%20the%20Global.pdf)//JKahn

Growing appreciation of the complexity of identity, and its implications for the culture concept, was also noted by speakers in a session at the 1994 Annual Meeting of the AAA, "Rethinking the Cultural: Beyond Intellectual Imperial­ isms and Parochialisms of the Past," organized by Borofsky. In this session, Geertz underscored how contemporary people who live in close proximity often do not share a common culture, but instead interact with people who are dispersed, resulting in an increasingly interconnected world: "We are trying to find our field in a seriously scrambled world that does not divide itself cleanly at the joints into societies or traditions.... That makes the analysis of culture a far more awkward enterprise" (quoted in 138:A18). In the same session, Rosaldo asked, "What happens to notions of cultural uniqueness when indi­ viduals acquire cultural repertoires that are binational?" (quoted in 138:A18).  The anthropological analysis of personal and collective identity depends on some theory of classification. If indeed the world has turned a corner into a period of globalization that is distinctly different from the modern, then what are the implications for classification, considered not as an invariant subject of investigation in anthropology, but taken instead as a historically contingent world-view category able to assume different forms in different periods in the history of anthropology? Elsewhere I argue (73) that modern anthropological classification of social types is a variant of "official" principles of classifica­ tion that are predicated on presuppositions of unitary identities, i.e. of indi­ viduals as members of bounded groups, of which the most rationalized are modern nation-states. Such official individual identities are either-or catego­ ries, of which "citizen," and other officially licensed, credentialed, censused, and documented forms are variants. Such classification of individuals obeys a binary logic in which one either is or is not a distinct member of a category such as a nation, a military unit, or a firm. Modern anthropology has been enamored of this kind of classification as in, for example, ethnoscience, which assumes a binary either-or logic, the logic of the branching tree in which diacritica of identity become more and more discreet and distinctive until the unique form is identified. In contrast we can consider what form classification would take in an anthropology sensitive to globalized and transnationalized identities that resist official classification by being constituted in non-official social spaces such as transnational communities, informal economies, and border areas populated by "undocumented" persons (71). For example, Velez­ Ibanez (134) examines the life and work of Anzaldua (2), who uses her lesbianism to transcend the multiple dualities of gender, race, ethnicity, class, and nationality that shape identity in the Mexican-US border area (see also 54). Similarly, Ong examines overseas Chinese who, "As postcolonial transna­ tional subjects [call] into question not only stability in cultural identity, but also ties to a single nation-state, or even to a single imagined community"  (102:747).  
impact –  exclusion/vtl 

The symbolism of universalism justifies hierarchies in the name of ideology, excluding entire populations. 

Nayar 99 Copyright (c) 1999 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Fall, 1999  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599. “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Jayan Nayar (Ph. D from the University of Cambridge, Professor of International Development Law and Human Rights and the University of Warwick) cylab.info/u/JQ/texts/Nayar-_Orders_of_Inhumanity.doc

The discussion above was intended to provide a perspective of world-order as an historical process of ordering which, contrary to the benign symbolism of universalism evoked by notions such as "one world" and "global village," is constructed out of the violent destruction of diverse socialities. World-order, when re-viewed, therefore, may be understood as follows:  . As a concept that seeks to articulate the civilizational project of humanity, it is at best nonsense, and at worst a fraudulent ideology of legitimization for the perpetuation of colonizing violence--"world-order" as symbolic violence.  . As a material reality of violent social relations, it is a conscious and systematized design for the control of resources through the disciplining of minds and bodies--"world-order" as embodied violence.  What is to be the outcome of this violent ordering which has coercively structured (in)humanity into the present-day "global village"? Perhaps the following categorization as a recasting of the Three Worlds of world-order might better reflect the material locations of humanity within "worlds" of "order." Perhaps when all the legitimizations, promises and regrets of world-orderings are stripped bare of their rhetorical garb, this is the materiality of misorders which resurfaces to vision, naked:  The First World is the virtual world of "anywhere" people. This is the world of dreams and lights, its inhabitants, the models of humanity at its [*619] highest point of evolution--mobile, sophisticated, no longer bound by the mind-numbing falsehoods of ideologies of control. They are individual, free, confined to no particular place. This is the world that is the "promised land"--the aspiration for all. The First World of the ordered world is that of the "corporate leader"--entrepreneur, politician, academic, NGOist, celebrity--all "stars" within the globalized universe.  The Second World is the located world of "somewhere" people. This is the world of work, its inhabitants, the honest grafters whose efforts create and sustain the pillars of the First World, aspiring one day to be rewarded with the benefits of being able to be anywhere, but constantly having to fight the disappearance of this elusive prize. This is the world that is in perpetual limbo, bound in its location between the "promised land" and the fate of the Third World. The Second World of the ordered world is that of the "corporate servant--the blue collar worker, the middle-manager, bureaucrat, publicsector worker, short-term unemployed--all crucial cogs of the globalizing juggernaut.  The Third World is the dislocated world of "nowhere" people. This is the world that is the underground of the First World, its inhabitants, the chewedout remains of the ordering of civilization. Neither being anywhere, nor somewhere, their homes are welcome nowhere. They are the "unfit," unable to participate in or unwilling to be seduced into the "honest" servitude of those in the Second World. They may be trampled on, disregarded, expended. This is the world of enforced invisibility. The Third World of the ordered world is the world of the "corporate out-caste"--the "untouchable," the tribal, the "gypsy," the refugee, the landless laborer, the displaced person, the scrounging teenage single-mother, the long-term unemployed--all disposables in this historic journey of a globalizing civil-ization.  This I present as the screen upon which our projections of possible human futures must fall. This screen is also one which raises questions of where "we" fit in within the context of sites of and for transformation.

global bad

global bad – ordering

Ordering is bad

Nayar, 99 (Jayan, Professor at the University of Warwick School of Law “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity”, Fall, 9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 605)
Order as an Evolutionary Structure: The potency of the term “world-order” to mobilize human imagination lies in its appeal to something almost divine: the civilizational project that is the natural path of human evolution, our common destiny, inherently good, bound by the “cords of the heart.” In this respect, “order” is presented as standing in opposition to the undesired condition of “disorder.” Therefore, to construct an order out of this condition which, at best, is one of nothingness, and at worst, one of chaos and anarchy, stands as a taks of historic human responsibility. Being of the “order of things,” so to speak, we may regard the project of creating order, of “ordering,” as inherent and intrinsic to human history in its movement toward ever greater levels of evolutionary unfolding. This assumption of order gives rise to a Cartesian conception of the organization of human relationships, wherein the progressive evolution of human civilization entails the mechanical, “neutral” and necessary process of amalgamating diversity (“disorder”0 into an efficient and unitary total structure of world-order. Order as Coercive Command: The flip side of order as “structure” Is order as “command.” Viewed in this way, it is the present of the coercive process of “ordering” rather than the future of the emancipatory condition/structure of order that becomes emphasized. There is nothing “natural,” “evolutionist” or “neutral” about world-order when the command of ordering is made visible. The vision of civilization as mechanical organization of the component parts of humanity is no longer tenable when the coercion of command to fit into this order is exposed. World-order, then, no longer describes the “order” of the world open to discovery, but rather, the “ordering” of the world open to conflict. 

global bad – purposeless

Internationally-oriented movements fail

Totten, 07 – professor at the University of Arkansas, fellow at the Centre for Conflict Management, National University of Rwanda, Butare, (Samuel, review of original publication by Don Cheadle and John Prendergast, “Not on Our Watch: The Mission to End Genocide in Darfur and Beyond”, Genocide Studies and Prevention Journal of Project Muse, Volume 4, Number 1, Spring 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/genocide_studies_and_prevention/v004/4.1.totten01.html)//JKahn

Not on Our Watch: The Mission to End Genocide in Darfur and Beyond is a call to activism; it is not a scholarly work, and it does not present itself as such. What it does best is provide a solid overview of the anti-genocide activist movement that has been created as a result of the ongoing crisis in Darfur, Sudan. What it does not do, though it tries, is to offer any solid answers as to how genocide can be stopped. This is not surprising, given that the first author is a Hollywood actor (Don Cheadle starred in the feature film Hotel Rwanda). That said, a book of greater substance could have been expected from the second author, John Prendergast, a long-time associate of the highly regarded International Crisis Group and a former official in the Clinton Administration (1992–2000). But both authors are obviously concerned and passionate about the ongoing crisis in Darfur and are intent on doing their utmost to rally citizens to apply pressure on the United States and the international community to act whenever genocide’s ugly face appears on the horizon.  The book’s main title—Not on Our Watch—can be interpreted in at least four different ways. First, it is an assertion that the authors and many of the activists they write about (for that matter, anyone involved in the anti-genocide movement) will not remain silent when a genocide-like situation occurs. Second, it is a clarion call to citizens across the globe to join the current movement to bring an end to the crisis in Darfur. Third, it is a call to all people, no matter where they reside, to join the larger anti-genocide effort—an effort to end genocide once and for all.  Fourth, it is a dig at US President George W. Bush, who purportedly wrote—as he was about to take office, or early in his presidency—the words “Not on my watch” in the margins of a report about how the Clinton administration totally and callously ignored the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, allowing between 500,000 and 1 million people to be murdered by Hutu extremists. It is a dig at the fact that while the Bush administration declared, on 9 September 2004, that genocide had been perpetrated—and possibly continued—in Darfur, it simply referred the matter to the United Nations, and has subsequently done little more than watch as the Darfur crisis continues to this day (early 2009).  The authors correctly assert that “throughout American history, social movements have helped shape our government’s policy on a variety of issues” (13), but what they do not seem to appreciate (or do not want to admit, as it would interfere with their argument and their agenda) is that such social movements dealt with single self-contained national issues such as the emancipation of women, the Civil Rights movement, the anti–Vietnam War movement. Some, such as the anti-nuclear movement, had an international focus, but one has to question just how much good the anti-nuclear movement of the 1980s did, given the nuclear arsenals that exist [End Page 139] around the world today: both the number of weapons in these arsenals and the number of nations belonging to the so-called nuclear club are slowly but inexorably growing.  The international anti-apartheid movement, on the other hand, was successful; but it took many, many years to finally break the spine of apartheid South Africa. The problem with approaching genocide from this perspective is at least twofold. First, genocide has the maddening tendency to pop up here, there, and everywhere, under different guises, in different circumstances, driven by vastly different antecedents, and undertaken by radically different actors. In other words, it is not the type of stationary phenomenon that apartheid was, being located solely in South Africa and thus easily zeroed in on because it was in one place and was largely the responsibility of one group that could be dealt with in a sustained fashion without Activists having to, time and again, try to figure out the causes, actions, and major actors involved. Second, by the time the international community even begins to assess the seriousness of the crimes being committed by an alleged perpetrator of genocide, hundreds of thousands, if not millions, may already have died. The point is genocide is radically different from most of the issues that successful social movements have focused on; and, in light of this, it is a phenomenon that, seemingly, going to take radically new approaches to bring to its knees. Thus far, what most scholars and activists have suggested is not radical at all (not in any sense of the word, including that of “getting at the roots” of the problem) and thus, not surprisingly, has not been particularly effective in coming up with solid ways to overcome, for example,realpolitik or the lack of political will on the part of those with the power to prevent or halt genocide. Ample proof of this, at least as far as Darfur is concerned, is that the Darfur crisis has only grown more complicated, and thus more intractable, over the past six years.  Written in a breezy style aimed at a general audience, Not on Our Watch comprises a preface (“On Our Watch”), nine chapters, a conclusion, and an appendix. The titles of the nine chapters provide a good overview of the focus of the book:  1. Challenges and Choices  2. Two Paths Out of Apathy  3. Sudan’s Backdrop to Genocide  4. From the Front Lines of Darfur  5. Citizens v. Government: Knowing What We Are Up Against  6. Activist Beginnings and Success Stories  7. The Upstanders  8. Strategies for Effective Change  9. Stop Mass Atrocities Now: An Agenda for Change  Despite the book’s limitations (which are addressed below), numerous aspects of it are interesting and informative. First, it is positive that, in certain places at least, the authors pull no punches with respect to the hesitancy of most presidential administrations in the United States (and, for that matter, other governments in the international community) to intervene in genocide. Activists and citizens need to be well aware of this tendency if they ever hope to develop an effective means of combating genocide. This is particularly true for those who believe that simply applying pressure on a US president is sufficient to bring a genocide to a close. For example, the authors assert that [End Page 140]  
global bad -- economy
Only examining localities allows us to solve the root cause of economic crisis 

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

The main result of the preceding discussion has been to show the usefulness of actor- network theory for understanding conflict dynamics, and to set forth a research program for future study. Reconfiguring the relation between the local and the global entails a number of philosophical, empirical, and methodological consequences that have only begun to be outlined here. Recent studies in conflict have in various ways contributed to this rethinking, but the aim now must be to synthesize this disparate work into a coherent framework for understanding systemic dynamics. Finally, the different modes through which global actors act through local networks has revealed some of the major processes involved in modern conflict.  Future research would tend in two major directions: an empirical and philosophical extension of the existing network. First is the local, situated and ethnographic analysis of existing networks of conflict and the national, regional and international actors involved. The particular network structures and channels of diffusion can be mapped out, with attention to the ways they are evolving. Understanding these would provide novel means to effect change in positive ways, focusing for example, on a detailed analysis of the crucial components that made the 2008 financial crisis possible, and the particular power structures that sustain resistance to reform of the financial system. The second extension would be to examine some traditional philosophical concepts in light of network thought. Notions of particularity and universality can be embedded within networks, and their effects traced and their constitution rethought. Similarly, traditional political concepts such as revolution and radical change must be reconceived in light of a non-structural account of politics. If the diffused agency of actors exists in opposition to power at every level, innovation and change become integral aspects of political space. The dynamics of change become increasingly less binary (reform versus revolution) and much more complicated. Working out the meaning of networks for political and philosophical thought is therefore one of the crucial tasks for future work.

alternative

alternative – interrogation key

We must interrogate our own will to violence in order to stop violent action

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 5)[rkezios]

A politics aiming at a change in people’s behavior would require political work that is very much more cumbersome and very much less promising of success than is the use of state power and social control. It would require political consciousness-raising – politicizing the way we think – which cannot be imposed on others by force or compulsory educational measuers. It would require a view of people which takes seriously and reckons with their will, both their will to violence or their will to change. To take seriously the will of others however would mean recognizing one’s own, and putting people’s will, including our own, at the centre of political reflection. A political analysis of violence needs to recognize this will, the personal decision in favor of violence – not just to describe acts of violence, or the conditions which enable them to take place, but also to capture the moment of decision which is the real impetus for violent action. For without this decision there will be no violent act, not even in circumstances which potentially permit it. It is the decision to violate, not just the act itself, which makes a person a perpetrator of violence – just as it is the decision not to do so which makes people not act violently and not abuse their power in a situation which would nevertheless permit it.

Action is secondary to the question of how to analyze violence. This means our criticism is a gateway issue. 

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 18-20)[rkezios]

The question which poses itself, then, is rather how we act in situations in which we do have (relative) power, not only the space to reach our own understanding of the situation, but also a choice, even if it is a limited choice, of action. To ask this question is not to shift from the political to the personal, from the social to the individual, or even psychological. Rather, it concerns the most crucial moment of our political commitment, the point where we ourselves are in a position to initiate and effect change. Moreover, it also largely determines in what manner and by what means we think that our political aim of a non-violent egalitarian society will be reached. It implies a conception of politics which sees the process of social change here and now and everywhere, and thus also in our decisions here and now to act in the interests of our political aims. Political action, in this view, is not something which will take place only in a more propitious future when circumstances have changed so much, or a revolution is already so far under way that it can take its course, and we as the 'politically active* people can join it. Nor can political action mean something we engage in only on condition that there will be enough others, or better, masses of them, who think as I do, and do what I want to do. Political action does not necessarily imply public mass actions whose massiveness will guarantee their success. For such individual conceptions of political mass action reflect the power thinking of generals commanding the troops of the 'masses' to suit their own strategies. Nor does it help to wish for the masses voluntarily to think as 1 do and to want what I want — that they be like-minded (like me), thus helping to fulfill my dream of a mass action. Even this has happened in. the history of generals. My dream remains the dream of a commander who has like-minded masses of volunteer troops at his disposal. Instead, we could consider that even our thinking is an opportunity for action, that it can be determined in this way or that, that it is the first opportunity, the first political situation, in which to exercise political choice. 'We make the war possible, we allow it to happen*, says Drakulic. 'We only have one weak protection against it, oar consciousness. There are no them and us, there are no grand categories, abstract numbers, black-and-white truths, simple facts. There is only us — and, yes, we are responsible for each other.'11 And if we find this too minimal to satisfy our aspirations for political action and change, why don't we do it anyway, for a start? So I begin from the assumption that all of us, regardless of our relative positions within the social power structure, do permanently have to decide how we are going to act in a given situation. We have described in some considerable detail the many limitations on our freedom of action — it is the first thing (and often the only one) that occurs to us in justifying our actions. But each situation, save that of the absolute and ultimate violence of our destruction, leaves scope for action, however minimal, which permits the decision to consent to violence or to resist. The question remains how we use the opportunities for action we have, and how we deal with the relative advantages which offer themselves. Here we face the decision to (ab)use our power in our own interests and to our own advantage, or not to; here we face the choice to do violence to others, or not to. It is a most political question, and a most political decision.

alternative – decentralism 

Alternative—decentralism, NOT decentralization 

**characterize the perm as decentralization, which is still globalized, and the alt as decentralism. 

Esteva and Prakash 98 – President of the 5th World Congress on Rural  Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of  Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism  – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 39 ) 

Current grassroots struggles for radical democracy are not looking for a more democratic access to the existing structures of the modern state, supposedly or conventionally democratic. Respecting their own political styles and designs, they seek to go beyond the decentralization of state structures. They radically differentiate this from decentralism, for the latter refers to authentic government by the people themselves. It cannot be reduced to the modern cliché of “self-government”—a euphemism for the democratic integration of everyone to state rule. Decentralization has as a premise a notion of power which centralizaes it at the top—delegating it from the top down through levels of competence. Decentralism, in radical contrast, retains power in the hands of “the people” –recreating, regenerating, and relying upon political bodies on the human scale, constructing from the bottom up mechanisms for delegating limited functions to the state for concerting the harmonious coexistence of local units. 

alternative – radical democracy

Radical Democracy is the only true form of democracy. 

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 160) 
People’s rule, which Lummis calls “radical democracy,” is not a kind of government, but an end to government as we have come to know it in modern times. Credos such as “government of the people by the people, and for the people” (which define democracy for many) are not acceptable substitutes for the real exercise for people’s power. Lincoln’s formula in the Gettysburg Address does not define “democracy” (a word that does not appear in his speech). He was thinking not of a society where people have the power, but of a set of institutions designed to empower the people. He knew that the Union was not democratic –its slaves being only one of many undemocratic traits. The institutions of the government imagined were not “the golden apple of liberty” but the “silver frame” by which the apple was (hopefully) to be protected (Lummus 1996 pp.23-24). Far from protecting it, those institutions of the government, “improved” and unrecognizably expanded since the time of Lincoln, have reduced people’s power to a strict minimum. Increasingly, they prevent the rule of “the people,” while sustaining that illusion within power structures which long-ago co-opted control “by the people.” Radical democracy is not a historically existing institution, but a historical project which can only exist as a never-ending horizon. It is not about “a government” but about governance. It is not about any of the existing “democracies” or “democratic institutions,” but about the thing itself, the root of democracy, the essential forms taken in the exercise of people’s power. As Marx stated, “democracy is the solved riddle of all constitutions. Here, not merely implicitly and in essence but existing in reality, the constitution is constantly brought back to its actual basis, the actual human being and the actual people, and established as the people’s own work. The constitution appears for what it is, a free product of man” (Marx, 1975 p. 29; emphasis added). 

alternative – reject/individual agency 

Individual rejection of globalism is the only way to avoid the power struggles of the status quo

Nayar, 99 – Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Fall, 1999  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599. “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Jayan Nayar (Ph. D from the University of Cambridge, Professor of International Development Law and Human Rights and the University of Warwick) cylab.info/u/JQ/texts/Nayar-_Orders_of_Inhumanity.doc)

"We" are participants in ordered worlds, not merely observers. The choice is whether we wish to recognize our own locations of ordered violence and participate in the struggle to resist their orderings, or whether we wish merely to observe violence in far-off worlds in order that our interventionary participation "out there" never destabilizes the ground upon which we stand. I suggest that we betray the spirit of transformatory struggle, despite all our expressions of support and even actions of professionalized expertise, if our own locations, within which are ordered and from which we ourselves order, remain unscrutinized.  And so, what might I contribute to the present collective exercise toward a futuristic imaging of human possibilities? I am unsure. It is only from my view of the "world," after all, that I can project my visions. These visions do not go so far as to visualize any "world" in its totality; they are uncertain even with regard to worlds closer to home, worlds requiring transformatory actions all the same. Instead of fulfilling this task of imagining future therefore I simply submit the following two "poems."  [*629] Changing the "I" of the World: The Essential Message of Mahatmas?"  We are today bombarded by images of our "one world." We speak of the world as "shrinking" into a "global village." We are not all fooled by the implicit benign-ness of this image of "time-space" contracted--so we also speak of "global pillage." This astuteness of our perceptions, however, does not prevent us from our delusion of the "global;" the image of the "global" world persists even for many activists amongst us who struggle to "change" the world.  This is recent delusion. It is a delusion which anesthetizes us from the only world which we can ever locate ourselves in and know--the worlds of "I"-in relationships.  The "I" is seldom present in "emancipatory" projects to change the world. This is because the "relational I"-world and the "global"-world are negations of one another; the former negates the concept of the latter whilst the latter negates the life of the former. And concepts are more amenable to scrutiny than life.  The advance in technologies of image-ing enables a distanciation of scrutiny, from the "I"-world of relationships to the "global"-world of abstractions. As we become fixated with the distant, as we consume the images of "world" as other than here and now, as we project ourselves through technological time-space into worlds apart from our here and now, as we become "global," we are relieved of the gravity of our present. We, thus, cease the activism of self (being) and take on the mantle of the "activist" (doing). This is a significant displacement.  That there is suffering all over the world has indeed been made more visible by the technologies of image-ing. Yet for all its consequent fostering of "networks," images of "global" suffering have also served to disempower. By this, we mean not merely that we are filled with the sense that the forces against which the struggle for emancipations from injustice and exploitation are waged are pervasive and, therefore, often impenetrable, but, more importantly, that it diverts our gaze away from the only true power that is in our disposal--the power of self-change in relationships of solidarities.  The "world," as we perceive it today, did not exist in times past. It does not exist today. There is no such thing as the global "one world." The world can only exist in the locations and experiences revealed through and in human relationships.  It is often that we think that to change the world it is necessary to change the way power is exercised in the world; so we go about the business of exposing and denouncing the many power configurations that dominate. Power indeed does lie at the core of human misery, yet we blind ourselves if we regard this power as the power out there. Power, when all the complex networks of its reach are untangled, is personal; power does not exist out there, [*630] it only exists in relationship. To say the word, power, is to describe relationship, to acknowledge power, is to acknowledge our subservience in that relationship. There can exist no power if the subservient relationship is refused--then power can only achieve its ambitions through its naked form, as violence.  Changing the world therefore is a misnomer for in truth it is relationships that are to be changed. And the only relationships that we can change for sure are our own. And the constant in our relationships is ourselves--the "I" of all of us. And so, to change our relationships, we must change the "I" that is each of us. Transformations of "structures" will soon follow. This is, perhaps, the beginning of all emancipations. This is, perhaps, the essential message of Mahatmas.

Individual speech acts can influence the politics of truth.

Nayar 01 – Nayar, University of Warwick Law Professor, 2001  (Jayan, “A People's Tribunal Against the Crime of Silence? - The  Politics of Judgement and an Agenda for People's Law,” Law, Social  Justice and Global Development, p. 620, December 14,  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/law/elj/lgd/2001_2/nayar/, Date  accessed: 7-12-06)  

Distinguishing between the mediations of 'intra-personal' and 'inter-personal' judgements upon truths, on the one hand, and constructions of 'public' judgements of truths, on the other, enables necessary attention to be drawn to the political significance of the voicing and hearing of truths. Here, therefore, it might be appropriate to locate this process of the formation of judgement upon truths within the broader context of 'politics'.  The discoursing of truths is politics; both the voicing of truths and its listening, political acts. Despite all its sophistication, the art/science of politics is in essence the method by which the voices, or whispers, of truths are given a stage, a medium, to be heard. In this respect, the politician, the corporate magnate, the religious leader, the journalist, the academic, the 'common' person, all occupy sites of privilege; different sites, no doubt; different orders of privilege, for sure. By virtue of this privilege, speech is possible, heard in different locations and within these locations, accorded different degrees of authoritative, 'authentic' value. Never are the voices, even whispers, of truths of suffering and victimisation, silent. Unheard within different locations, perhaps, but never silent. 

Our alternative solves best. The politics of individual choice is the foremost political question in that it is the only question over which we have the agency to act

Kappeler 95 (Susanne The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 19-20)[rkezios]

Instead, we could consider that even our thinking is an opportunity for action, that it can be determined in this way or that, that it is the first opportunity, the first political situation, in which to exercise political choice. `We make the war possible, we allow it to happen', says Drakulic . `We only have one weak protection against it, our consciousness. There are no them and us, there are no grand categories, abstract numbers, black-and-white truths, simple facts. There is only us - and, yes, we are responsible for each other.'" And if we find this too minimal to satisfy our aspirations for political action and change, why don't we do it anyway, for a start?  So I begin from the assumption that all of us, regardless of our relative positions within the social power structure, do permanently have to decide how we are going to act in a given situation. We have described in some considerable detail the many limitations on our freedom of action - it is the first thing (and often the only one) that occurs to us in justifying our actions. But each situation, save that of the absolute and ultimate violence of our destruction, leaves scope for action, however minimal, which permits the decision to consent to violence or to resist. The question remains how we use the opportunities for action we have, and how we deal with the relative advantages which offer themselves. Here we face the decision to (ab)use our power in our own interests and to our own advantage, or not to; here we face the choice to do violence to others, or not to. It is a most political question, and a most political decision. 
alternative – grassroots solve environment
Grassroots action is needed to solve global warming – governmental action will always be blocked

Goodenough, 2010 (Patrick, February, http://cnsnews.com/news/article/head-policy-neutral-ipcc-calls-grassroots-action-response-setbacks-climate-legislation, “Head of Policy Neutral IPCC calls for Grassroots Action in Response to Setbacks on Climate Legislation,” CNS News)
The chairman of the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) – a scientific panel embroiled in controversy -- has appealed for “grassroots action” on climate initiatives in the face of global warming skepticism, which he attributed to well-funded lobbying. Rajendra Pachauri made the call, in the op-ed pages of an Indian newspaper, despite the fact that the IPCC’s mandate requires it to be “policy-neutral.” Noting that climate legislation in the U.S. Senate was “running into stiff resistance” and “may not see the light of day in the near future,” Pachauri said that without the United States being an important part, any global climate agreement would be ineffective. Because of this, he wrote, “The challenge and opportunity facing human society is, therefore, to launch urgent grassroots action by civil society, business and local governments towards a pattern of sustainable development. National governments and multilateral initiatives would follow inevitably.” The main function of the IPCC, which Pachauri has chaired since 2002, is to assess scientific data and compile reports which help politicians around the world develop climate policies. “Because of its scientific and intergovernmental nature, the IPCC embodies a unique opportunity to provide rigorous and balanced scientific information to decision makers,” the organization says. “By endorsing the IPCC reports, governments acknowledge the authority of their scientific content. The work of the organization is therefore policy-relevant and yet policy-neutral, never policy-prescriptive.” Pachauri faces calls to resign because of the inclusion in a key IPCC report of unsubstantiated and inappropriately-sourced claims. (He also faces conflict of interest accusations, arising from his non-governmental organization, the New Delhi-based Energy & Resources Institute (TERI), which has benefited from foreign government funding.) But in his 1,360-word op-ed in The Hindu, the embattled IPCC chairman did not once directly mention the controversies plaguing the Nobel peace prize-winning panel. Instead, he repeated the assertion that “the science of climate change is now well established,” and favorably cited the same 2007 IPCC report which has been found to contain errors. Opening day of the international climate conference in Copenhagen, Denmark, on Monday, Dec. 7, 2009. (AP Photo/Anja Niedringhaus) The IPCC early this month retracted one claim in the supposedly scientifically robust report, relating to the rate of melting of Himalayan glaciers. But it has not responded to further revelations calling into question assertions in the report about the effect of less rainfall on Amazon forests, and claims about the reduction of ice on mountaintops in the Andes and the Alps. Some environmentalists have acknowledged that the negative publicity swirling around the IPCC is weakening its credibility and fueling skepticism, and polling data appears to bear this out. A poll released last week by researchers at Yale and George Mason universities found that public concern and public trust about global warming in the U.S. has eroded, with a 14-point drop since the fall of 2008 in the percentage of Americans who think global warming is happening (down to 57 percent) and a 10-point drop in the number who think it is caused mostly by human activities (down to 47 percent). The researchers attributed the shifts, in part, to an earlier controversy – the “climategate” emails revealing manipulation of data by some IPCC-linked scientists. A lot of additional information damaging to the IPCC has emerged since the poll interviews were carried out in late December and early January. For his part, Pachauri in his op-ed attributed a rise in skepticism and opposition to prescriptive climate policies not to the recent revelations, but to “vested interests.” He cited a Center for Public Integrity report finding that the number of climate lobbyists in the U.S. had risen by 300 percent between 2003 and 2008, when some 2,340 were working to “influence federal policy on climate change.” “The power of skeptics has become extremely high because economic interests which resist change support them on a substantial scale,” he said. In an interview with another Indian daily, the Hindustan Times, published on Tuesday, Pachauri again hit out at lobbyists. Despite President Obama’s commitment to take action and the introduction of legislation in Congress, he told the paper, “there are 2,300 lobbyists in Washington DC, whose only job is to see no policy, no legislation comes into existence that will tackle the problem of climate change.” Pachauri said companies were funding the effort as “part of the strategy to demolish the science of climate change and thereby continue to earn their huge profits.” 

Grassroots action is key– states and localities will shape national policy AND even if they don’t they can have a profound influence on global warming.

Sappenfield, 2005 (Mark, June 6, The Christina Science Monitor, “Global Warming Fight Goes Grass Roots,” http://www.csmonitor.com/2005/0606/p01s02-usgn.html)
Sunday, when mayors from around the world gathered in this most environmentally aware of American cities to mark World Environment Day, they hoped to make a clear statement: Local communities - even more than nations - can be the pioneers of environmental reform. The choice of place and time could hardly have been more auspicious. In recent months, it has become increasingly obvious that a critical mass is developing around perhaps the most nettlesome issue of modern American environmentalism - climate change - and that states, cities, and even some businesses are the ones taking the lead. While the Bush administration insists that human impact on climate change is far from certain, a growing number of policymakers disagree and are now taking decisive steps that the federal government has so far shunned. Mayors of more than 150 cities ranging from Los Angeles to Atlanta have signed an agreement pledging to move their communities toward the greenhouse-gas reductions laid out the Kyoto Protocol. And last week, California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger - a pro-business Republican - proposed cutting the state's greenhouse-gas emissions by 25 percent, proclaiming: "The debate is over ... and we know the time for action is now." In this context, California can have a profound influence - not only on the environment, but on shaping public policy. As the 10th largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world and a crucible of environmental policy, California's decisions could again lay the groundwork for the future path of the entire nation. "If this continues, when you add it all up, it will be significant activity on climate change even without a national policy," says Pietro Nivola of the Brookings Institution in Washington. "Very often that is the way policy works: When enough major states take action, then eventually the central government follows." That action has already begun. Nine states in the Mid- Atlantic and Northeast have already established a regional greenhouse-gas emissions-trading program. The mayors of 158 American cities - including 10 of the 30 largest - have signed the United States Mayors Climate Protection Agreement, an initiative launched by Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels. Yet, as usual, it is California's plan that has generated the most attention. Part of that is because the mayors' agreement leans toward the symbolic. Though mayors can guide land use to minimize sprawl and limit daily car commutes, the ultimate authority for shaping and enforcing policy lies with states and Washington. Yet California also demands particular attention because "it has a track record over the past four decades of setting environmental precedents that are followed across the country," says Jason Mark, state director of the Union of Concerned Scientists. It's one reason the United Nations chose to hold World Environment Day here. The purpose of the event was to get away from previous massive environmental conferences that yielded grand ideas but few results. It did yield its own accord - distinct from the US mayors' agreement, and, at only three pages, far more pithy and practical than the epics of past UN conferences. And it gave Governor Schwarzenegger the perfect opportunity to unveil his new proposal. As of yet, it is still light on details. Schwarzenegger has simply signed a nonbinding executive order, which seeks to reduce the state's greenhouse-gas emissions to 1990 levels in 15 years through various means, including tailpipe restrictions already in place and increased reliance on renewable energy such as wind and solar power. If the state follows through, it is a major step. "California is more significant than any single European country with the possible exception of Germany," says Mr. Nivola. Yet neither California nor any other state is likely to sway the intentions of the Bush administration. Instead, their efforts would more likely begin to lay the groundwork for a broader policy shift in years to come. "They're setting up the policy that will play out post-Bush to move the country more toward Kyoto or something like Kyoto," says Ronald Bailey, a policy analyst for the Reason Foundation in Washington. Indeed, the increasing activity in cities and states is just one facet of a broader change in public opinion about global warming. Once cast as an open question, the issue of whether humans are significantly influencing the global climate has now taken the aspect of certainty in the public mind. For now, the call for action has come predominately from coastal Democratic states; of the mayors who have signed the US mayor's climate agreement, only four come from Texas, and none from Alabama, Tennessee, or Arizona. Yet some businesses are now accepting future regulation as necessary and inevitable - reversing a long-term trend. For example, General Electric has voluntarily cut its greenhouse-gas emissions, while power companies including Duke Energy and Exelon have called for federal regulations. To analysts like Mr. Bailey, who claim that scientists have repeatedly misjudged the impact of population growth and energy consumption on the environment, it is a sign that "the climate alarmists are gaining." To others, though, it suggests that the message has finally gotten through - and if the momentum here has to start with the grass roots rather than the federal government, so be it. Ultimately, Washington will have to become involved if the country wishes to significantly reduce its greenhouse-gas emissions, analysts say. But more than half the world's inhabitants now live in cities, organizers of World Environment Day note. Therefore, cities are wielding a growing influence on policy - both in the United States and worldwide. Says Maurice Strong, secretary-general to the United Nations Earth Summit in 1992: "Our best hope is in local action." 

at – framework

framework – epist card
The question of actor is inherently epistemological

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

The arguably underdetermined definition of actors employed here has the distinct benefit that ‘who the actors are’ becomes an eminently empirical problem, rather than an a priori imposition. Moreover, the question of ‘who the actors are’ leads directly onto questions of legitimation, knowledge, expertise, and evidence since any answer is immediately wrapped up in epistemological processes. Actors appear in a multiplicity of ways, and the process of narrowing it down to a ‘fact’ is itself subject to description and study.8 Thus for an actor who has taken on a stable existence as an object of knowledge, it can be examined how it came to be determined as a ‘matter of fact’ that this a ctor indeed exists as such.9 Or the actor can continue existing as multiple, yet overlapping objects of knowledge (as, for instance, when multiple medical tests produce distinct but usually overlapping knowledges of a disease-actor; (Law, 2004, pp. 45-67) or in conflict situations, when various encounters, rumours, news reports and espionage produce overlapping but also conflicting knowledges of an enemy). This process of stabilizing an actor in knowledge is itself never finalized (in the same way that science is a constitutively incomplete project), and so the question of ‘who an actor is’ can always potentially be recommenced. The process of stabilizing an actor can include different forms of scientific knowledge, expert analysis, politically-inflected groups, as well as local knowledges, but also the tools and techniques used, the consensus practices that have become established through piecemeal construction, and the actor itself (as the invariant X10 around which discourses circle). Epistemologies and knowledges, no less than physical objects, are actors in the world – ones which shape and produce differences themselves. Thus, for example, theories of conflict determine how peacebuilding is carried out, where resources are applied, and what events are significant and insignificant for understanding a particular conflict. As these theories circulate, they act in the world by compelling more and more actors to be organized along their lines (or resisted). With this in mind, the aim of analysis is to examine the relations between particular ideas, concepts, objects, and other types of actors through an empirical investigation, and consider how they function together in a single networked system.

framework – excludes viewpoints

The rhetoric of the state excludes other viewpoints – the validity of their discourse should be questioned. 

Nayar 99 Copyright (c) 1999 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Fall, 1999  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599. “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Jayan Nayar (Ph. D from the University of Cambridge, Professor of International Development Law and Human Rights and the University of Warwick) cylab.info/u/JQ/texts/Nayar-_Orders_of_Inhumanity.doc)

Thus, just as the aspirations of most anti-colonial elite leaderships were infused with the colonizer's visions of human progress--the languages of "statehood," of "modernization," of "institution building, and the like--so too now the languages of the elites of "civil society" reflect the terrain as demarcated by contemporary world-orderists. Development, democracy, human rights, NGO "networks," even "education" and "law," are all contemporary slogans that are repeated in the hope of a progressive civilizational movement toward human emancipation. And increasingly, these "transnational," even "global," languages of human emancipation are formulated and articulated within professional sites of resistance and activism that stand as mirrors of ordering institutions; for the government committee there are the NGO forums, for the ministerial conference there is the "alternative" conference of civil society delegates, for the business/corporate coalition with government there are the similar NGO partnerships. The play of critique and legitimization, of compromise and cooperation, of review and reformulation, is thereby enabled, taking on a [*625] momentum and a rationale of its own, becoming an activity of grand proportions where the activity itself becomes a reason for, and object of perpetuation. To be outside of these circles of "communication" is deemed to be without "voice," which is for the critic, an unacceptable silencing. To be inside these circles, however, entails a constant torment of co-option, betrayal and appropriation of voice.

The judge’s individual recognition of the decision to reject violence is key to solve the root cause of violence. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities¶ and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The¶ Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 5

A political analysis of violence needs to recognize this will, the personal decision is favor of violence—not just to describe acts of violence, or the conditions which enable them to take place, but also capture the moment of decision which is the real impetus for violent action. For without this decision there will be no violent act, not even in circumstances which potentially permit it. It is the decision to violate, not just the act itself, which makes a person a perpetrator of violence—just as it is the decision not to do so which makes people not act violently and not abuse their power in a situation which would nevertheless permit it. This moment of decision, therefore, is also the locus of potential resistance to violence. To understand the structures of thinking and the criteria by which such decisions are reached, but above all to regard this decision as an act of choice, seems to me a necessary precondition for any political struggle against violence and for a non-violent society. 

Every individual, every action matters. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities¶ and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The¶ Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 19-20. 

Political action, in this view, is not something which will take place  only in a more propitious future when circumstances have changed so  much, or a revolution is already so far under way that it can take its  course, and we as the 'politically active' people can join it. Nor can  political action mean something we engage in only on condition that  there will be enough others, or better, masses of them, who think as I /'  do, and I do what I want to do. ' Political action does not necessarily.  Imply mass actions whose massiveness will guarantee their  success. For such individual conceptions of political mass action reflect  the power thinking of generals commanding the troops of the 'masses'  to suit their own strategies. Nor does it help to wish for the masses  voluntarily to think as I do and to want what I want - that they be  like-minded (like me), thus helping to fulfill my dream of a mass  action. Even this has happened in the history of generals. My dream  remains the dream of a commander who' has like-minded masses of  volunteer troops at his disposal.  instead, we could consider that even our thinking is an opportunity  for action, that it can be determined in this way or that, that it is the  first opportunity, the first political situation, in which to exercise  political choice. 'We make the war possible, we allow it to happen',  says Drakulic , 'We only have one weak protection against it, our  consciousness. There are no them and us, there are no grand categories,  abstract numbers, black-and-white truths, simple facts. There  is only us - and, yes, we are responsible for each other,. ,11 And if we  find this too minimal to satisfy cur aspirations for political action and  change, why don't we do it anyway, for a start?)  So I begin from the assumption that all of LlS, regardless of our relative  positions within the social power structure, do permanently have to  decide how we are going to act in a given situation. We have  described in some considerable detail the many limitations on our  freedom of action - it is the first thing (and often the only one) that  occurs to us in justifying our actions. But each situation, save that of  the absolute and ultimate violence' of our destruction, leaves scope for  action, however minimal, which permits the decision to consent to  violence or to resist. The question remains how we use the opportunities  for action we have, and how we deal with the relative  advantages which offer themselves. Here we face the decision to  (ab )use our power in our own interests and to our own advantage, or  not to; here we face the choice to do violence to others, or not to. It  is a most political question, and a most political decision.

framework – fiat

Legislative role-playing only propagates the malaise of inaction and irresponsibility, perpetuating the ideologies of war; individual agency is key. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities¶ and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The¶ Politics of Personal Behaviour) pg. 10-11 
‘We are the war’ does not mean that the responsibility for a war is shared collectively and diffusely by an entire society –which would be an equivalent to exonerating warlords and politicians and profiteers or, as Ulrich Beck says, upholding the notion of ‘collective irresponsibility’, where people are no longer held responsible for their actions, and where the conception of universal responsibly becomes the equivalent of universal acquittal. ON the contrary, the object is precisely to analyze the specific and differential responsibility of everyone in their diverse situations. Decisions to unleash a war are indeed taken at particular levels of power by those in a position to make them and to command such collective action. We need to hold them clearly responsible for their decisions and actions without lessening theirs by any collective ‘assumption’ of responsibility. Yet our habit of focusing on a stage where the major dramas of power take place tends to obscure our sight in relation to our own sphere of competence, our own power and our own responsibility—leading to the well-known illusion of our apparent ‘powerlessness’ and its accompanying phenomenon, our so called political disillusionment. Single citizens—even more so than those of other nations—have come to feel secure in their obvious non-responsibility for such large-scale political events as, say, wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Hecergovina or Somalia—since the decisions for such events are always made elsewhere. Yet our insight that indeed we are not responsible for the decisions of a Serbian general or a Croatian president tends to mislead us into thinking that therefore we have no responsibility at all, not even for forming our own judgment, and thus into underrating the responsibility we have within our own sphere of action. IN particular, it seems to absolve us from having to try to see any relation between our own actions and those events, or to recognize the connections between those political decisions and our own personal decisions. It not only shows that we participate in what Beck calls ‘organized irresponsibility’, upholding the apparent lack of connection between bureaucratically, institutionally, nationally and also individually organized separate competences. It also proves the phenomenal and unquestioned alliance of our personal thinking with the thinking of the major powermongers. For we tend to think that we cannot ‘do’ anything, say, about a war, because we deem ourselves to be in the wrong situation; because we are not where the major decisions are made. Which is why many of those are not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of “what would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defense? Since we seem to regard the metaspheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as ‘virtually no possibilities’: what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN—finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like ‘I want to stop this war’, ‘I want military intervention’, ‘I want to stop this backlash’, or ‘I want a moral revolution.’ ‘We are this war’, however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so called peace talks, namely as Drakulic says, in our ‘non-comprehension’: our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we ‘are’ the war in our own ‘unconscious cruelty towards you’, our tolerance of the ‘fact that you have a yellow dorm of refugees and I don’t’ –our readiness, in other words, to build identities, one for ourselves and one for refuges, one of our own and one for the ‘others’. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape our ‘feelings, our relationships, our values,’ according to the structures and values of war and violence. So if we more beyond the usual frame of violence, towards structures of thought and employed with decisions to act, this also means making an analysis of action. This seems all the more urgent as action seems barely be perceived any longer. There is talk of the government doing ‘nothing’, of its ‘inaction’, of the need for action, the time for action, the need for strategies, our inability to act as well as our desire to become ‘active’ again. We seem to deem ourselves in a kind of action vacuum which, like the cosmic black hole, tends to consume any renewed effort only to increase its size. Hence, this is also an attempt to shift the focus against to the fact that we are continuously acting and doing, and that there is no such thing as not acting or doing nothing. Rather, the binary opposition of ‘action’ and ‘no action’ seems to serve the simple evaluation of the good and bad. We speak of being ‘active’ or wanting to be active again, where being active in its simple vacuity is ‘good’, ‘doing nothing’ is rather bad, and where the quality of the action seems secondary to the fact of action as such. Quite the reverse, however, if we analyze the past tend to feature an abundance of victims, who as victims cannot by definition have done anything, and therefore cannot be ‘guilty’. 

Fiat's bad
Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities¶ and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The¶ Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 15 
A vision, moreover, is the sketch of a society to which that society itself has nothing to say. It originates in the fantasy of a subject which a realist politics - that is, a politics which refers to reality - has to is super-ordinated to society, society becoming the material in the creation  of a world after the creative subject's pleasure and will. It is a power  fantasy par excellence, whether it is the vision of a general or a revolutionary.  All the more remarkable that talk of visions and utopias is becoming  more prevalent in the women's movement, threatening to replace the  political analysis of reality and the discussion of aims and means  start from the present conditions and their changeability. It is the  critical analysis of present conditions, rather than any utopian vision of  the future, which will indicate the direction and the possibilities of  change. This would mean a politics, however, which goes beyond  being 'for' or 'against' something, and a comprehension of reality that  is gained from analysis rather than an automatic (ideological) perception  of it. If politicians and the media increasingly offer 'analyses'  conforming to the scheme of a folk tale or Hollywood western, with  their figures of good and bad guys, this is no reason for a critical  opposition to use the same scheme with at most an inverted cast.  Rather, we should aim to expose the ideological construction of these  narratives and mythologies and analyse their influence also on our  own thinking. 

at – perm

at perm – cooption

Global proposals are inherently coopted, only local movements can reflect appropriate responsibility

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural  Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of  Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism  – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 27-28 ) 

Global proposals are necessarily parochial: they inevitably express the specific vision and interests of a small group of people, even when they are supposedly formulated in the interest of humanity (Shiva 1993). In contrast, if they are conceived by communities well rooted in specific places, local proposals reflect the unique “cosmovision” that defines, differentiates, and distinguishes every culture: an awareness of the place and responsibilities of humans in the cosmos. Those who think locally do not twist the humble satisfaction of belonging to the cosmos into the arrogance of pretending to know what is good for everyone and to attempt to control the world. There is a legitimate claim to “universality” intrinsic to every affirmation of truth. However, people who dwell in their places do not identify the limits of their own vision with that of the human horizon itself. 

Engaging in the structures of the status quo merely normativize ideologies of destruction. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 6-7 

This means engaging also with the discourses which construct violence as a phenomenon but obliterates the agent’s decision to violate. Our unwillingness to recognize the will of those who act violently as their will to act violently, our readiness to exonerate violent behavior by means of spurious explanations, not only betrays our primary identification with the subjects of violence and our lack of solidary with the victims. If it itself an act of violence: the exercise of ideological violence, of the power of a discourse which legitimates violence, stigmatizes the victims, and treats people not as agents of their own actions but as material for (‘our’) social policy. Ideology, however, is not just made by others; we are all of us subjects of ideology—as the producers of our own thinking and as the recipients of other people’s discourse—unless we resist such ideological structures of thought and discourse in a continual critique of ideology itself. A decision to violate is not necessarily synonymous with a decision to be ‘bad’ or to commit an injustice. Rather, we have at our disposal structures of thought and argumentation which make such a decision appear rational, justified, or even necessary. These structures of thought are deeply rooted in our everyday thinking: they are part of the dominant ideology. We use them in our daily decisions for action –actions which are not necessarily acts of bodily injury and murder, or arson and larceny, and which do not necessarily unleash major war, but which none the less are actions of violence: violation of the rights and integrity of other people, violation of their dignity and personhood, suppression of their freedom of choice and their self-determination, acts of objectification and of exploitation at every conceivable level—in other words, war, on a small scale and against our nearest if not our dearest. 

Local movements coopted by globalism are doomed to fail

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural  Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of  Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism  – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Pg. 32-33) 

Local initiatives, no matter how wisely conceived, prima face seem too small to counteract the “global forces” now daily invading our lives and environments. The whole history of economic development, in its colonialist, socialist, or capitalist forms, is a terrible true tale of violent interventions by brutal forces “persuading” –with the use of weapons, economic lures, and “education”—small communities to surrender. Furthermore, some of the contemporary threats, as Chernobyl illustrated in a horrifying way, do not respect any frontier—national, communal or ideological. The wide decision taken by the Austrians, to ban nuclear plans in their own territory, becomes irrelevant when some are operating 50 kilometers from their frontiers. Innumerable similar chances give ample proof that local peoples often need outside allies to create a critical mass of political opposition capable of stopping those forces. But the solidary of coalitions and alliances does not call for “thinking globally.” In fact what is needed is exactly the opposite: people thinking and acting locally, while forging solidarity with other local forces that share this opposition to the “global thinking” and “global forces” threatening local spaces. For its strength, the struggle against Golaith enemies does not need to abandon its local inspiration and firmly rooted local thought. When local movements or initiatives lose the ground under their feet, moving their struggle in enemy territory –global areas constructed by global thinking—they become minor players in the global game, doomed to lose their battles. 

at perm – decentralism

Progressive decentralism is key to solve urban reform

Brenner 02 Cities, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 3–21, 2002  2002 Elsevier Science Ltd.  “Decoding the Newest “Metropolitan  Regionalism” in the USA: A Critical  Overview”   Neil Brenner (Professor of Urban Theory at the Harvard Graduate School of Design (GSD), Department of Sociology and Metropolitan Studies Program, New York University, Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Chicago) http://client6.ion.fas.nyu.edu/docs/IO/222/2002.Brenner.Cities.pdf)

In an important recent study of governance restructuring in Los Angeles and Toronto, Keil (2000) has  underscored a key ambiguity which underpins contemporary struggles to reorganize the scalar geographies of urban governance in contemporary cityregions. As Keil’s comparative analysis demonstrates,  identical politico-ideological agendas may be pursued  through diametrically opposed strategies of institutional rescaling. Keil illustrates this proposition  quite provocatively by demonstrating how, during the  course of the 1990s, neoconservative political forces  in Los Angeles and Toronto pursued anti-statist, market-driven programs through place-speciﬁc maneuvers to establish radically different “scalings” and partitionings of urban institutional space. In Los Angeles,  conservative secessionist movements have pursued  strategies of fragmentation which aim to split off the  San Fernando Valley as well as other areas from the  city core. In contrast, in Toronto, a neoliberal provincial government has pursued consolidationist strategies by promoting an amalgamation of six municipal governments into a single regional “Megacity”.  On this basis, Keil (2000, p 760) suggests that:  the real political cleavage in cities is not fundamentally between separationists and consolidationists, but  remains one between those who favour democratization, social justice and ecological integrity and those  who hope instead to protect the market economy (and  the privileges and unequal freedoms associated it)  from what they regard as inappropriate efforts to  impose social controls.  Against the background of the interpretive strategy  mobilized in the present article, Keil’s analysis of  governance restructuring/rescaling in Los Angeles  and Toronto provides a highly salient cautionary  reminder against the reiﬁcation of particular scales in  contemporary urban studies (see also MacLeod and Goodwin, 1999). On the one hand, as Keil’s analysis  indicates, no scale of governance can ever be reduced  to a single political or ideological project, but represents instead a multidimensional institutional force-  ﬁeld permeated by ongoing conﬂicts, struggles and  contradictions. From this perspective, there is nothing  intrinsically progressive, or, for that matter, intrinsically reactionary, about the metropolitan or regional  scale of governance. Until they are vested with substantive political content and organizational capacities  through place-speciﬁc sociopolitical struggles, metropolitan institutions represent no more than empty jurisdictional shells. At the same time, as Keil (2000, p  759) argues, “[b]oth consolidation and fragmentation  can lead to either more closed or more open political  processes, to more or less equity and redistributive  justice, and to better or worse urban social and natural  environments.” In this sense, such rescaling initiatives  must be understood as “compatible strategic options  in an attempt to create regional governance at a variety of scales” (Keil, 2000, p 775; see also Kirby,  2000). From this perspective, it is apparent that projects to reorganize the scalar geographies of urban  governance may be instrumentalized by a broad range  of sociopolitical forces oriented towards only partially  compatible or even directly antagonistic visions of  urban society. The restructuring of metropolitan  governance thus provides one among many institutional avenues through which the “power-geometries” (Massey, 1993) of capitalist urbanization  may be reconﬁgured.  The preceding discussion of post-Keynesian metropolitan political reform in the US context offers a  further illustration of Keil’s valuable methodological  insights. For, as we have seen, any number of divergent political-economic and ideological agendas –  ranging from economic growth, deregulation and privatization to regional planning, environmental sustainability, social redistribution and spatial justice –  have underpinned processes of metropolitan rescaling  in contemporary US city-regions. For this reason, the  “newest” politics of metropolitan regionalism in the  USA must be conceptualized not as the embodiment  of a single, internally coherent politico-ideological  project, but rather as the outgrowth of intense, ongoing struggles among diverse actors, alliances and  institutions to manage the multifarious institutional  crises, governance problems and sociopolitical con-  ﬂicts that have crystallized in major US city-regions  since the dissolution of North Atlantic Fordism in the  early 1970s. While these struggles have certainly contributed to a highly signiﬁcant reterritorialization of  inherited geographies of urban governance in recent  decades, they have not led to the establishment of a  stabilized framework for economic regeneration at  any spatial scale. Indeed, most metropolitan reform  initiatives provide no more than “partial and temporary responses to the problems they pretend to address”  (Keil, 2000, p 777). Many growth-oriented metropolitan institutions have actually exacerbated local socioeconomic problems by contributing to a dynamic of  “beggar-thy-neighbor” interlocality competition that  signiﬁcantly intensiﬁes uneven development, sociospatial inequality and economic uncertainty at all  scales (Leitner and Sheppard, 1997; Peck and Tickell,  1994). Metropolitan reform initiatives in the postKeynesian USA must therefore be viewed as  expressions of a still ongoing, crisis-induced search  for a “new institutional ﬁx” (Peck and Tickell, 1994)  rather than as a coherent basis for socioeconomic  regeneration within cities and city-regions. The  resurgence of metropolitan reform initiatives since the  early 1990s in major western European city-regions  can be interpreted in closely analogous, crisis-theoretical terms (Brenner, 2001b).  Yet, despite the extraordinary ﬂuidity associated  with these rescaling projects, it would be a mistake  to dismiss contemporary struggles over the scalar  organization of the urban process as merely derivative  expressions of conﬂicts over other, purportedly more  essential issues such as economic development, redistribution, democracy or social justice. For, as Swyngedouw (1997, p 141) has suggested, “the continuous  reshufﬂing and reorganization of spatial scales is an  integral part of social strategies and struggles for control and empowerment.” While this proposition may  be fruitfully applied to the analysis of power struggles  in a range of institutional and scalar arenas within  contemporary capitalism, it has particularly important  methodological ramiﬁcations for the investigation of  urban governance restructuring. It seems clear, on the  one hand, that the creation of new institutional forms  at a regional or metropolitan scale can provide neoconservative and neoliberal political forces with  powerful political instruments through which to  impose market-guided forms of local economic development, to insulate the urban process still further from  popular-democratic control and to legitimate the  intensiﬁed forms of sociospatial inequality of the  post-1970s era as “necessary” consequences of purportedly ineluctable trends such as globalization and  interlocality competition. At the same time, however,  the very same rescalings of urban governance may  also, at least potentially, open up signiﬁcant new  avenues of democratic mobilization and provide new  institutional arenas in which speculative, proﬁt-driven  forms of urban growth may be subjected to political  regulation. It is for this reason, I believe, that contemporary debates on metropolitan institutional reform  have become such important lightning-rods for  broader struggles over the future of urban governance  and democratic citizenship throughout the advanced  capitalist world (Boudreau, 2000; Keil, 1998a,b; Isin,  1998). Under these conditions, struggles for regulatory control over the urban process are increasingly  being fought out in the form of a war of position in  which diverse political-economic actors, alliances and  institutions maneuver aggressively to shape and  reshape ongoing rescaling processes (Keil, 2000; Jessop, 2000). The scalar conﬁguration of urban governance has thus come to serve not only as the setting  for social, political and economic struggles, but as  their very stake (Brenner, 1999a). A key task for progressive sociopolitical forces is to harness metropolitan reform initiatives in order to enhance regional  democratic accountability, to counteract racist and  class-based forms of residential segregation, to foster  environmentally sustainable forms of urban development and to promote a more egalitarian distribution of  public resources and investments at all spatial scales.

at perm – “working within the state”

Working within the state only sustains it

Nayar 99 Copyright (c) 1999 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems  Fall, 1999  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599. “SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Jayan Nayar (Ph. D from the University of Cambridge, Professor of International Development Law and Human Rights and the University of Warwick) cylab.info/u/JQ/texts/Nayar-_Orders_of_Inhumanity.doc

The power of world-ordering to self-sustain, I suggest, lies precisely in this, its ability to order the "voices" and the "voicing" of dissent. From this perspective, the fact of dissent or critique is not, in itself, the significant indicator of resistance that we might consider it to be. The point, I argue, is not that dissent is registered, but rather, how, where and in what form that dissent is expressed. Voices of dissent that are absorbed into the channels of voicing as provided by the structures of order, in my view, have themselves been ordered. Rather than providing energies for imagination, they are drained of them, sustaining instead the orders against which they purport to stand. In the struggle to find a voice we, therefore, comply with the orders of voicing; the best of times being when our voice is "heard," tolerated, sometimes even congratulated and rewarded, the worst of times being when it is appropriated and transformed into further legitimizations of violence, and most commonly, when it is simply ignored. To sustain "us," therefore, self-referential communities of voice are founded, established and propagated, quoting back and forth the same voices, repetition being equated with significance and impact. While we keep busy being heard, "achieving" lots by way of giving volume to (our) voice, little is changed in the order-ing of worlds. How much of the continuing violence within the misorderings of the world has followed from this experience?

at – perm

The global-local combination creates the perfect prerequisite for conflict

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

What is required to overcome these difficulties and incorporate these insights is a re-thinking of the ‘global’. Conflict provides the ideal field for elaborating on the global as ‘new wars’ have increasingly involved both the local and the global (Duffield, 2001). Conflict is the immediate unity of the local and the global. Situations of collective violence also supply us with the most radical political phenomenon – one which is often taken to be chaotic and unintelligible, and one which often effects entire societies. This essay will therefore set out to understand conflict immanently – from its instantiation in local networks of human and nonhuman actors. It will proceed by briefly outlining actor-network theory and examining the basic claims of such a perspective. It will then turn to recent scholarly work which has made clearer the locality and complexity of conflict. Finally, it will analyze this work for an understanding of the global/local connections operative within conflict.

at

at – case outweighs

Weighing relative importance destroys immediate experience—prefer our impact framing. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 225)

The reorganization of human living as the production and circulation  of commodities not only displaces reality, it also dissolves any sense of  the historicity of (one's) life. For despite all emphases on 'experiences'  one wants to have and events one wishes to consume 'live' the  underlying urge is less to experience reality and to understand what is  happening, than to get the imminent future under control: to' shape  'events' after the pattern of previous events and to perceive in new  experiences what is familiar, thus facilitating the search for profit and  pleasure without the cumbersome adjustment to the nuances of the  ever new. Time thus loses its reality and significance: if anything, it is  a necessary component of labour as a productive activity 'within a  given period of time'.2 That is to say, it too is carved up into  measurable pieces, amounts of time which one invests into products.  It is part of basic capitalist thinking to compare things and to  measure them against each other. Since in historical social reality  nothing is like anything else, but on the contrary, everything is'  historically specific and thus unique, certain mechanisms are required  to enable us to compare what is actually incomparable. 'Value' is the  abstract element by means of which comparability is established.  Exchanging commodities creates a relation of value between them – a relative value of each, expressed by the other as its equivalent. In other  words, an equation. We have seen this construction of 'value' playa  vital role in social relations, so also for the client of Robin Norwood's  of whom it is said that 'She interpreted the time he stole from his other  life to be with her as the validation of her worth. ,3 That is to say, the  client does not seem to have any recognizable worth in her own eyes  except for the value which her lover's stealing time from his other life  constitutes for her.

at – consequentialism

1. We meet: we evaluate consequences on the individual, not global level

2. Global consequentialism is a construct build to evade personal responsibility by positing outcomes as absolute and shifting the blame. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 17 

A political morality could also be derived from the consequences of action, in terms of the agents' responsibility for the consequences of their actions. However, the scientific representation of the consequences of action as mere states of affairs - as factual effects - serves  to evade such responsibility as effectively as once did mythological  representations of destiny as preordained. For if we detach the act from the person acting 'and regard its consequences as an effect,  personal responsibility is no longer an issue. On the contrary, this  effect now calls for the scientific investigation of its cause. The cause,  as we have already seen and shall see again and again, is never found in the responsibility of consciously acting people, but in an array of  correlating factors and contributing circumstances which make identifying any personal responsibility virtually impossible. What IS of  advantage to the ruling interests of society, however, also has I~S  attraction for individuals, who thus similarly seek to evade their personal responsibility by means of a scientific representation of their own actions as the effect of a most complicated set of causes.

Consequentialism condones “the ends justify the means” only re-entrenching a stagnant political order. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 13 

An analysis of power relations without an analysis of the politics of personal behavior, however, leads to the classic ‘solutions’ to political problems: we reach (at least mentally) for the classic mechanisms of social control—state power and legislation—in order to sketch our visions of a future egalitarian society and to ensure its future stability. In certain knowledge of the nobility of our ends, we give little thought to the significance of means and our own readiness to deploy social control. Since the change in realizing our political visions appears so remote, we seem to think we can afford to prioritize the question of aims over the question of means. 

In striving to prevent “larger” violence, consequentialism merely perpetuates systemic violence.  

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 8

This does not mean that I deem the obvious and systematic forms of violence—from the violence of men against women and children, the racist violence of whites against black people and people of the Third World, to the violence of the state and its military forces, or violence against animals and nature (which is hardly even discussed in the context of violence) –as a less urgent problem than individual behavior. Rather, the obvious importance and magnitude of ‘social’ problems of violence cannot be the pretext for considering apparently ‘lesser’ of more ‘harmless’ forms of ‘personal’ violence (our own) a matter for postponement until the major problems have been solved. Violence cannot be measured as larger or smaller, more or less, even if the consequences of violence differ enormously. The consequences differ, however, neither in their measurable size as ‘damage’ not in the size or measure of the violence which caused them, but in terms of the means used on the one hand, and in their specificity, uniqueness, and incomparability as experience on the other. Violence as the structure of action is neither greater not lesser: it either is or is not violence. 

at – we can be local

No internal link – political action remains the same regardless of the arena

Hermann, 80 – Director, Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs, Gerald B. and Daphna Cramer Professor of Global Affairs at the Maxwell School at Syracuse University, Ph.D., Northwestern University, former president of the International Society of Political Psychology and the International Studies Association, former editor of Political Psychology and the International Studies Review (Margaret G., “Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior Using the Personal Characteristics of Political Leaders”, International Studies Quarterly, 1980, P 7-46, Vol 24, No 1, JStor)//JKahn

With regard to decision style and interpersonal style, we make an assumption that a political leader will generally engage in similar stylistic behavior regardless of arena. Thus, political leaders' preferred methods of making personal decisions and interacting with others will carry over to their political behavior. Style is probably one of the first differences, for example, noted when heads of government change as the new leader tries to make himself comfortable in his role. One head of state may focus foreign policy-making within his own office, while his predeces- sor may have been willing to let the bureaucracy handle all but problems of crisis proportions. One head of state may be given to rhetoric in the foreign policy arena; his predecessor may have wanted action. Moreover, the bureaucracy tends to adjust to changes in style from one chief executive to the next hoping to minimize differences between itself and the chief executive. The result may be to accentuate the stylistic predilections of high level decision makers. In turn, the policy begins to reflect the stylistic preferences of these high level policy makers.

at – state puppet

Turn – all local influences are inherently global – resolves the their ontology distinction

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

To remedy this reduction of the active power of an actor-network, we raise Bruno Latour’s distinction between ‘intermediaries’ and ‘mediators’. Whereas the former refers to actors who cleanly propagate the causes that instigate them (e.g. explanations in the form of “an individual is a mere puppet of social forces”, or “the individual is playing a functional, structural role”), the latter refers to actors who transform the forces that pass through them. Rather than a social force acting smoothly on an individual (regardless of how many actors it must pass through), the notion of mediators highlights the role that each actor plays in contributing to the propagation of any action.  This entails a number of significant consequences. First, the entire chain of a network becomes potentially significant to understanding the effects. In actor- network theory’s terms, we must ‘trace’ the connections – a necessarily empirical and patient project. Second, ontologically speaking, reduction becomes not an a priori assumption (e.g. “the phenomenon is clearly caused by power relations, or by knowledge epistemes, or by balances of power, etc.”), but rather something which must itself be slowly and painstakingly constructed. The work of reduction in science is something that takes numerous scientists, and numerous experiments, to produce. Third, the division between the global and the local – the mystery that we started this paper with, becomes resolvable. The gap between the two becomes reconfigured in terms of a chain of mediators; the way in which they affect each other is through this network of actors which links them in a highly specific configuration. ANT’s renewed definition thus gives scientific meaning to the emergence of such distinctions, and provides concrete answers as to how the global interacts with the local.

at – all problems global

All problems are inherently local – microcosmic activity is the root of all perceived globality

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

The problem with all three of these conceptions of the global is that they presuppose multiple levels of reality and are intelligible only in such a framework. Yet, each level of reality produces an analytically insurmountable gap between them, or it requires willfully ignoring the connections that lead out to other levels. Moreover, whenever we go out into the field looking for these multiple levels of reality, all we see is the single, same world. One goes to look for neoliberalism, and finds economists and macroeconomic models working at the World Bank. One goes to look for financial globalisation, and finds traders and computer systems in New York and London. One goes to look for global governance, and finds diplomats arguing at Security Council meetings. Everywhere we look, we run into more and more local networks, and never some independent realm labeled ‘the global’.

at – black box

Micro-actors can me macro-actors – networks of influence coalesce

Srnicek, 10 – degree in political science from the University of Western Ontario, graduate student in International Relations at the London School of Economics, Mendeley member in Social Sciences, (Nick, “Conflict Networks: Collapsing the Global into the Local”, Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, 2010, http://criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/30_64_CONFLICT_NETWORKS_ JCGS2.pdf)//JKahn

But the notion of a black box highlights a significant distinction to be made between types of global actors, and implicitly points towards an extension of Callon and Latour’s notion of a macro-actor. On the one hand, there are the established (institutionalized, organized, materialized) actor-networks for creating a global action – the realm of black boxes that Callon and Latour examine. On the other hand, there are the global actions which operate without the need for a series of black boxes. In this regard, al-Qaeda perhaps exemplifies a macro-actor that need not rely on black boxes. Instead, al-Qaeda uses the tight interconnection of modern networks against those very networks, in order to act upon key nodes, which then create disproportionate effects. Al-Qaeda requires only a minimal construction of conduits through which it can exert itself reliably;14 it only needs a wide range of actors to be affected. In the end, this is the minimal condition of globality: the capacity to affect large numbers of actors that are widely dispersed. The size of an actor is determined as much by the conduit of networks it can ally to itself, as it is by the range of effects it can carry out. In that regard, we can make a distinction between macro-actors that are founded upon a network of intermediaries (black boxes) and macro-actors that are founded upon a network of mediators (relatively independent actors). Contra Callon and Latour, what makes an actor ‘macro’ or global is not its construction of conduits for power, and the use of durable materials, but rather the range of the effects stemming from an action.15 A single pedestrian standing in front of a tank in Tiananmen Square is therefore as global an actor as the CEO of Goldman Sachs. The Board of Governors of the International Monetary Fund is as global as the individuals responsible for the destruction of Iraq’s Al-Askari mosque.16
at – not zero sum

The current state is inherently zero sum—no aff solvency. 

Kappeler 95 (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 36)

While thus women's political 'equality' in the liberal state has not  led to the deconstruction and abolition of men's crass supremacy over  women - as a form of domination that is in contradiction to the ideals  of democracy and equality - it is now not only male citizens, but  lt1creasingly also women citizens who model their aspirations on the  'freedom' and the privileges of the male citizen. That everybody  cannot have privileges, that the supremacy of the one means the  oppression of the others, that privileges are not so much rights as  advantages which are to the disadvantage of others, seems to matter as  little as it matters that everyone cannot be a .capitalist. 'Freedom and  equality' in liberal democracy do not mean freedom equally for all, but  free rein for the free competition of the self-interest to dominate  (others), and a free market for a free economy to exploit (others). And  it means 'freedom for all' to fight out the supremacy and privileges of  'privacy' in their so-called 'private relationships'.  If it is not clear to individual citizens that they cannot all  and equally become rich at the cost of others, that they cannot all and  equally dominate and rule over others, it certainly is clear to  those experienced in rule and domination. It is by reason of state and  government, and of the leading powers of the economy and society,  that only some may succeed in dominating, while others must be  subjected. Only then is the free democratic state guaranteed, only then  are power and government secured, only then is the economy really free: ..And It tends to be clear to individual men that however many  aspulI1g subjects there may be, and however fierce the competition for  that role, the pleasure of the subject consists in dominating another as  object. If those traditionally condemned to object status, if those  continuing to be oppressed and exploited, either by the state and  through structural oppression or by individuals - if rather than objectll1g  to power and domination they now themselves aspire to them, it  will only strengthen the legitimacy of dominance and cement the  power of the already powerful. It would mean that any resistance to  power had successfully been checked.

at – cede the political 

Individual agency is a prerequisite to the political—we restructure this agency to reinvigorate the political. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 26 

Even though in everyday speech we use 'politics' mostly in contrast  to self-interest, the basic attitude of looking after one's own interest has to be regarded as a fundamentally political attitude, being of  considerable consequence to society and social relations. Moreover, much .that we traditionally include under the rubric of 'politics' is of this kind. How a person decides to act is political, whatever the  content of their action and regardless of whether anyone else is  'present' or .not, since it necessarily has consequences for society. A  person acts In society, and even a so-called withdrawal 'from' society  and into the 'private' is a social act affecting the rest of society. The  very term 'private' still is testimony to an understanding of humans as  fundamentally social beings, whose retreat or banishment into an exile  of 'privacy' was considered a deprivation - a loss of society and  company. What today is being claimed from society as the individual's  'ri!?ht' was once understood as a punishment and a Ioss.

at – sq solves 

The status quo separates the government and “social majorities” into discrete entities. 

Esteva and Prakash 98 President of the 5th World Congress on Rural  Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of  Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism  – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”) 

To tell our stories of the grassroots as being “typical” rather than “unique,” we use a very imprecise Weberian model for separating two different worlds: those of the “social minorities” and the “social majorities.” While using those loose “formal” categories, we hope to maintain the diversity of their concept: not reducing the diversified worlds of both “classes” of people, but still alluding to them through simple expressions. Many times, we use “the people” as a substitute for the “social majorities.” In doing so, we are referring to groups of persons composing the new commons. “The people,” we realize, has all kinds of social and political uses, including certain perjorative connotations: basically opposing the rulers and the ruled, the powerful and the powerless, the strong and the weak. In its more technical sense, it differentiates the governing elites from the governed of the “civil society”—another imprecise term. 

Dependency on globalized “public” discourse is increasing; politics is shifting away from questioning why. 

Kappeler 95, (Susanne, Associate Professor at the School of Humanities  and Social Sciences, Al-Akhawayn University, The Will to Violence: The  Politics of Personal Behaviour) Pg. 17

If anything, however, the trend is going in the opposite direction:  not only are critiques of ideology and ideological structures becoming  rare and unfashionable, but the thinking of individuals increasingly  resembles that of official discourse; institutional 'public' discourse  shapes 'private' thinking. If George Bush represents the Gulf War of  1991 as the simple story of a courageous good guy who set out to , ;  deliver the world from the evil doings of the villain Saddam, 'private \::~)!  individuals' increasingly have recourse to similar narratives to construct an understanding of their own lives. The aim, of politicians and G  'private individuals' alike, is less to analyse a situation or to understand  a history than to construct a story and to reconstruct history. Hence  political struggle, like the struggle to come to terms with one's life,  takes place less on the level of actual events than on the level of their  representation - as a battle of representation. Thus politicians today  offer not so much solutions to current political problems as, in the  most literal sense of these formulations, 'answers' to the burning  political 'questions' of the day. These answers usually consist in a  reformulation of the question as less of a problem than we originally  might have thought. 

at – aff solves localism

Classification error, the Local is not a question of space, but a question of culture. 

Wilson and Dissanayake 96“Global Local: Cultural Production and the Transnational Imaginary.” Rob Wilson and Wimal Dissanayake. 1996. Duke University Press. Rob Wilson (Professor of Literature, Creative Writing, and Cultural Studies at the University of California Santa Cruz), Wimal Dissanayake (Leading scholar on Asian Cinema) 

The local as I use it here has meaning only insomuch as a product of the conjecture of structures located in the same temporality but with different spatialities, which gives rise to the problem of spatiality and, therefore, of the local, in the first place. The conjectural situation also defines cultures of the local, which is stripped of its reification by daily confrontation between different cultures and appears instead in the nakedness of its everyday practice. Unlike under conditions of isolation and stability, where culture appears time-less in its daily reproduction (if such is ever entirely the case), the conjectural situation reveals cultural activity as an activity in production and ceaseless reconstruction. That culture is thus constructed does not imply that the present is, therefore, immune to the burden of the past; only that the burden itself is restructured in present activity. Neither does it mean that the past is unimportant; it only undermines the claims of the present, of the living, on the past, not the other way around. Culture is no less cultural for being subject to change through the “practice of everyday life” (the term is Michel de Certeau’s), of which it is a much more source as product. It is the prevalence of the cultural conjecture as a condition of life globally that has brought forth the sharp consciousness of culture as an ongoing construction of everyday practice. 

