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Predictions Bad (1)

The precautionary principle fails—there are always possibilities of impacts that we cannot know.

Dupuy 2004, (Jean-Pierre. Ecole Polytechnique, Paris, and Stanford University “Complexity and Uncertainty: A Prudential Approach to Nanotechnology.” http://www.ulb.ac.be/penser-la-science/images/conf2/dupuy_complexity.pdf)
When the precautionary principle states that the "absence of certainties, given the current state of scientific and technical knowledge, must not delay the adoption of effective and proportionate preventive measures aimed at forestalling a risk of grave and irreversible damage to the environment at an economically acceptable cost", it is clear that it places itself from the outset within the framework of epistemic uncertainty. The presupposition is that we know we are in a situation of uncertainty. It is an axiom of epistemic logic that if I do not know p, then I know that I do not know p. Yet, as soon as we depart from this framework, we must entertain the possibility that we do not know that we do not know something. An analogous situation obtains in the realm of perception with the blind spot, that area of the retina unserved by the optic nerve. At the very center of our field of vision, we do not see, but our brain behaves in such a way that we do not see that we do not see. In cases where the uncertainty is such that it entails that the uncertainty itself is uncertain, it is impossible to know whether or not the conditions for the application of the precautionary principle have been met. If we apply the principle to itself, it will invalidate itself before our eyes. 
Fatalist predictions are inherently flawed—predictions ignore contingent effects upon the world and ignore the fact that the future is preventable.

Dupuy 2004,  (Jean-Pierre. Ecole Polytechnique, Paris, and Stanford University “Complexity and Uncertainty: A Prudential Approach to Nanotechnology.”.  

The temporal experience I am trying to describe – and which, again, I call "projected time" -, is ours on a daily basis. It is facilitated, encouraged, organized, not to say imposed by numerous features of our social institutions. All around us, more or less authoritative voices are heard that proclaim what the more or less near future will be: the next day's traffic on the freeway, the result of the upcoming elections, the rates of inflation and growth for the coming year, the changing levels of greenhouse gases, etc. The futurists and sundry other prognosticators, whose appellation lacks the grandeur of the prophet's, know full well, as do we, that this future they announce to us as if it were written in the stars is a future of our own making. We do not rebel against what could pass for a metaphysical scandal (except, on occasion, in the voting booth). It is the coherence of this mode of coordination with regard to the future that I have endeavored to bring out. A sine qua non must be respected for that coherence to be the case: a closure condition, as shown in the following graph. Projected time takes the form of a loop, in which past and future reciprocally determine each other.  To foretell the future in projected time, it is necessary to seek the loop's fixed point, where an expectation (on the part of the past with regard to the future) and a causal production (of the future by the past) coincide. The predictor, knowing that his prediction is going to produce causal effects in the world, must take account of this fact if he wants the future to confirm what he foretold. Traditionally, which is to say in a world dominated by religion, this is the role of the prophet, and especially that of the biblical prophet.37 He is an extraordinary individual, often excentric, who does not go unnoticed. His prophecies have an effect on the world and the course of events for these purely human and social reasons, but also because those who listen to them believe that the word of the prophet is the word of Yahveh and that this word, which cannot be heard directly, has the power of making the very thing it announces come to pass. We would say today that the prophet's word has a performative power: by saying things, it brings them into existence. Now, the prophet knows that. One might be tempted to conclude that the prophet has the power of a revolutionary: he speaks so that things will change in the direction he intends to give them. This would be to forget the fatalist aspect of prophecy: it describes the events to come as they are written on the great scroll of history, immutable and ineluctable. Revolutionary prophecy has preserved this highly paradoxical mix of fatalism and voluntarism that characterizes biblical prophecy. Marxism is the most striking illustration of this.  However, I am speaking of prophecy, here, in a purely secular and technical sense. The prophet is the one who, more prosaically, seeks out the fixed point of the problem, the point where voluntarism achieves the very thing that fatality dictates. The prophecy includes itself in its own discourse; it sees itself realizing what it announces as destiny. In this sense, as I said before, prophets are legion in our modern democratic societies, founded on science and technology. What is missing is the realization that this way of relating to the future, which is neither building, inventing or creating it, nor abiding by its necessity, requires a special metaphysics. Perhaps the best way to bring out the specificity of the metaphysics of projected time is to ponder the fact that there is no such closure or looping condition as regards our "ordinary" metaphysics, in which time bifurcates into a series of successive branches, the actual world constituting one path among these. I have dubbed this metaphysics of temporality "occurring time"; it is structured like a decision tree:  Obviously the scenario approach presupposes the metaphysics of occurring time. But that is also the case of the metaphysical structure of prevention. Prevention consists in taking action to insure that an unwanted possibility is relegated to the ontological realm of non-actualized possibilities. The catastrophe, even though it does not take place, retains the status of a possibility, not in the sense that it would still be possible for it to take place, but in the sense that it will forever remain true that it could have taken place. When one announces, in order to avert it, that a catastrophe is coming, this announcement does not possess the status of a prediction, in the strict sense of the term: it does not claim to say what the future will be, but only what it would have been had one failed to take 29 preventive measures. There is no need for any loop to close here: the announced future does not have to coincide with the actual future, the forecast does not have to come true, for the announced or forecast "future" is not in fact the future at all, but a possible world that is and will remain not actual.38 By contrast, in projected time, the future is held to be fixed, which means that any event that is not part of the present or the future is an impossible event. It immediately follows that in projected time, prudence can never take the form of prevention. Once again, prevention assumes that the undesirable event that one prevents is an unrealized possibility. The event must be possible for us to have a reason to act; but if our action is effective, it will not take place. This is unthinkable within the framework of projected time. Such notions as "anticipatory self-defense", "preemptive attack", or "preventive war" do not make any sense in projected time. They correspond to a paradox exemplified by a classic figure from literature and philosophy, the killer judge. The killer judge "neutralizes" (murders) the criminals of whom it is "written" that they will commit a crime, but the consequence of the neutralization in question is precisely that the crime will not be committed!39 The paradox derives from the failure of the past prediction and the future event to come together in a closed loop. But, I repeat, the very idea of such a loop makes no sense in our ordinary metaphysics.  

Predictions Bad (2)

Experts are no better predictors than dart throwing monkeys—specialist biases and market incentives for punditry

Menand 2005 (Louis. “Everybody’s An Expert.” The New Yorker. December 5,  http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2005/12/05/051205crbo_books1?currentPage=1)
It is the somewhat gratifying lesson of Philip Tetlock’s new book, “Expert Political Judgment: How Good Is It? How Can We Know?” (Princeton; $35), that people who make prediction their business—people who appear as experts on television, get quoted in newspaper articles, advise governments and businesses, and participate in punditry roundtables—are no better than the rest of us. When they’re wrong, they’re rarely held accountable, and they rarely admit it, either. They insist that they were just off on timing, or blindsided by an improbable event, or almost right, or wrong for the right reasons. They have the same repertoire of self-justifications that everyone has, and are no more inclined than anyone else to revise their beliefs about the way the world works, or ought to work, just because they made a mistake. No one is paying you for your gratuitous opinions about other people, but the experts are being paid, and Tetlock claims that the better known and more frequently quoted they are, the less reliable their guesses about the future are likely to be. The accuracy of an expert’s predictions actually has an inverse relationship to his or her self-confidence, renown, and, beyond a certain point, depth of knowledge. People who follow current events by reading the papers and newsmagazines regularly can guess what is likely to happen about as accurately as the specialists whom the papers quote. Our system of expertise is completely inside out: it rewards bad judgments over good ones.  “Expert Political Judgment” is not a work of media criticism. Tetlock is a psychologist—he teaches at Berkeley—and his conclusions are based on a long-term study that he began twenty years ago. He picked two hundred and eighty-four people who made their living “commenting or offering advice on political and economic trends,” and he started asking them to assess the probability that various things would or would not come to pass, both in the areas of the world in which they specialized and in areas about which they were not expert. Would there be a nonviolent end to apartheid in South Africa? Would Gorbachev be ousted in a coup? Would the United States go to war in the Persian Gulf? Would Canada disintegrate? (Many experts believed that it would, on the ground that Quebec would succeed in seceding.) And so on. By the end of the study, in 2003, the experts had made 82,361 forecasts. Tetlock also asked questions designed to determine how they reached their judgments, how they reacted when their predictions proved to be wrong, how they evaluated new information that did not support their views, and how they assessed the probability that rival theories and predictions were accurate. Tetlock got a statistical handle on his task by putting most of the forecasting questions into a “three possible futures” form. The respondents were asked to rate the probability of three alternative outcomes: the persistence of the status quo, more of something (political freedom, economic growth), or less of something (repression, recession). And he measured his experts on two dimensions: how good they were at guessing probabilities (did all the things they said had an x per cent chance of happening happen x per cent of the time?), and how accurate they were at predicting specific outcomes. The results were unimpressive. On the first scale, the experts performed worse than they would have if they had simply assigned an equal probability to all three outcomes—if they had given each possible future a thirty-three-per-cent chance of occurring. Human beings who spend their lives studying the state of the world, in other words, are poorer forecasters than dart-throwing monkeys, who would have distributed their picks evenly over the three choices.  Tetlock also found that specialists are not significantly more reliable than non-specialists in guessing what is going to happen in the region they study. Knowing a little might make someone a more reliable forecaster, but Tetlock found that knowing a lot can actually make a person less reliable. “We reach the point of diminishing marginal predictive returns for knowledge disconcertingly quickly,” he reports. “In this age of academic hyperspecialization, there is no reason for supposing that contributors to top journals—distinguished political scientists, area study specialists, economists, and so on—are any better than journalists or attentive readers of the New York Times in ‘reading’ emerging situations.” And the more famous the forecaster the more overblown the forecasts. “Experts in demand,” Tetlock says, “were more overconfident than their colleagues who eked out existences far from the limelight.” 

Expert predictions have the lowest probability—bias and grandstanding are inherent in their self-interested politics
Menand, Louis. “Everybody’s An Expert.” The New Yorker. December 5, 2005. http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2005/12/05/051205crbo_books1?currentPage=1
The expert-prediction game is not much different. When television pundits make predictions, the more ingenious their forecasts the greater their cachet. An arresting new prediction means that the expert has discovered a set of interlocking causes that no one else has spotted, and that could lead to an outcome that the conventional wisdom is ignoring. On shows like “The McLaughlin Group,” these experts never lose their reputations, or their jobs, because long shots are their business. More serious commentators differ from the pundits only in the degree of showmanship. These serious experts—the think tankers and area-studies professors—are not entirely out to entertain, but they are a little out to entertain, and both their status as experts and their appeal as performers require them to predict futures that are not obvious to the viewer. The producer of the show does not want you and me to sit there listening to an expert and thinking, I could have said that. The expert also suffers from knowing too much: the more facts an expert has, the more information is available to be enlisted in support of his or her pet theories, and the more chains of causation he or she can find beguiling. This helps explain why specialists fail to outguess non-specialists. The odds tend to be with the obvious.
Predictions Bad (3)  

Don’t grant their long internal link anything more than a low risk probability—the more variables, the less likely something is likely to occur.

Menand 2005 

(Louis. “Everybody’s An Expert.” The New Yorker. December 5, http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2005/12/05/051205crbo_books1?currentPage=1
And, like most of us, experts violate a fundamental rule of probabilities by tending to find scenarios with more variables more likely. If a prediction needs two independent things to happen in order for it to be true, its probability is the product of the probability of each of the things it depends on. If there is a one-in-three chance of x and a one-in-four chance of y, the probability of both x and y occurring is one in twelve. But we often feel instinctively that if the two events “fit together” in some scenario the chance of both is greater, not less. The classic “Linda problem” is an analogous case. In this experiment, subjects are told, “Linda is thirty-one years old, single, outspoken, and very bright. She majored in philosophy. As a student, she was deeply concerned with issues of discrimination and social justice and also participated in antinuclear demonstrations.” They are then asked to rank the probability of several possible descriptions of Linda today. Two of them are “bank teller” and “bank teller and active in the feminist movement.” People rank the second description higher than the first, even though, logically, its likelihood is smaller, because it requires two things to be true—that Linda is a bank teller and that Linda is an active feminist—rather than one.
Predictions fail—there will never be complete disorder like the impacts, only the emergence of new patterns. Stabilizing the system by eliminating the difference between the rich and the poor is the best option

Young 1991 (T.R., Red Feather Institute for Advanced Sociology, The Social Science Journal, “Chaos and social change: Metaphysics of the postmodern,” 28:3, EBSCO)

Since we do not think in terms of bifurcations in social change theory it is necessary to give some thought to the epistemic correlates of such bifurcations now. In other work, I have suggested that when the forms of wealth, status and power bifurcate beyond a critical value, then far from equilibrium patterns of chaos set in.(n35) In terms of wealth, when land holdings bifurcate such that the average holdings of one group are doubled four times, i.e., are 16 or more times as large as the land holdings of a second group, one can expect destabilizing chaos. Or, in the case of demographics, if one group has an infant mortality rate two, then four, then eight, then 16 times as high as a second, more priviliged group, unstable chaotic systems can be expected.(n36) Again, in the case of power, When one group doubles and redoubles its representation in a legislature while other groups of the same or larger size lose half and half again of their representation, then political unrest might be expected. It is these bifurcations for which the change researcher might well look.  In the case of economic behavior, small margins of profit may optimize the system while slightly larger margins of profit produce bifurcations in demand and supply until the system goes into far from stable chaotic behavior.(n37) One must keep in mind that chaos theory would not predict complete disorder; an end to production and distribution; it would predict the emergence of new patterns. A pattern we see now in such a situation is a very complex life style for the rich and a very chaotic life style for the poor. Since there are linear social connections between rich and poor in our society, should life styles continue bifurcating, the whole systems will transform to far-from-stable chaotic dynamics. As inequality grows within a social formation, the cycles of life of differing but interdependent segments of the population may get so far out of phase that a wide variety of contradictory and pretheoretical responses are adopted to meet the life crises of those affected; inflation, crime, migration or totalitarian methods of social control.(n38)  In the case of crime, bifurcations between desire and resources may be involved in high crime societies. With the interaction of American values, violent crime and property crime become attractors of behavior.(n39) It is not, then, poverty which 'causes' crime but cycles of desire for goods and services not matched by the cycles of resources with which to obtain them. In this perspective, the rich are as likely to commit crime as violent as are the poor; more likely if their levels of desire greatly outrun their levels of income. 

Risk Assessment Bad (1)

As a judge you must not base decisions on worst-case scenarios but rather balanced risk assessment

Rescher ‘83

[Nicholas, Professor of Philosophy at University of Pittsburgh, Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the Theory of Risk Evaluation and Management, Pg 50]

The "worst possible case fixation" is one of the most damaging modes of unrealism in deliberations about risk in real-life situations. Preoccupation about what might happen "if worst comes to worst" is counterproductive whenever we proceed without recognizing that, often as not, these worst possible outcomes are wildly improbable (and sometimes do not deserve to be viewed as real possibilities at all). The crux in risk deliberations is not the issue of loss "if worst comes to worst'' but the potential ac- ceptability of this prospect within the wider framework of the risk situation, where we may well be prepared "to take our chances," considering the possible advantages that beckon along this route. The worst threat is certainly something to be borne in mind and taken into account, but it is emphatically not a satisfactory index of the overall seriousness or gravity of a situation of hazard.
Low probabilities should be dismissed as zero risk.

Rescher 1983 

(Nicholas. University Professor of Philosophy at the University of Pittsburg. Chairman of the Philosophy Department. Director of the Center for Philosophy of Science. Honorary degrees from 8 universities on 3 continents. Doctorate in Philosophy from Princeton. “Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the theory of Risk Evaluation and Management”.. University Press of America.  P 39-40)
But in decision theory there are two different, more pressing reasons for dismissing sufficiently improbable possibilities. One is that there are just too many of them. To be asked to reckon with such remote possibilities is to baffle our thought by sending it on a chase after endless alternatives. Another reason lies in our need and desire to avoid stultifying action. It’s simply “human nature” to dismiss sufficiently remote eventualities in one’s personal calculations. The “Vacationer’s Dilemma” of Figure 1 illustrates this. Only by dismissing certain sufficiently remote catastrophic possibilities as outside the range of real possibilities – can we avoid the stultification of action on anything like standard decision-making approach represented by expected-value calculations. The vacationer takes the plausible line of reviewing the chance of disaster as effectively zero, thereby eliminating that unacceptable possible outcome from playing a role by way of intimidation. People generally (and justifiedly) proceed on the assumption that the probability of sufficiently unlikely disasters can be set at zero; that unpleasant eventuations of “substantial improbability” can be dismissed and taken to lie outside the realm of “real” possibilities.
High magnitude impacts like extinction must be avoided regardless of probability, some impacts should not be suspect to risk evaluation—“we just can’t take the chance”
Rescher 1983

(Nicholas. University Professor of Philosophy at the University of Pittsburg. Chairman of the Philosophy Department. Director of the Center for Philosophy of Science. Honorary degrees from 8 universities on 3 continents. Doctorate in Philosophy from Princeton. “Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the theory of Risk Evaluation and Management”.. University Press of America.  P 64-65)
A disparity of risks arises when there is so serious an imbalance among alternative eventuations – so great a difference in the relative size of the prospective negativities at issue – that one alternative can be viewed as simply ineligible relative to another, quite independently of considerations of probabilistic detail. The prospect of such a negativity is simply unacceptable relative to the gains or losses otherwise operative in the situation, without reference to any “balance of probabilities.” Thus no matter what the balance of probabilities, the “reasonable man” would not risk loss of life or limb to avert the prospect of some trivial inconvenience. Nor would he ever risk utter impoverishment to avert the possible loss of a few cents – at any rate as long as we are not dealing with probabilities that are “effectively zero.” The prospective damage of the one alternative is too great in relation to the potential loss of the other, regardless of the odds. One “just can’t take the chance.” In this light consider a choice-situation of the form set out in Figure 1. In a situation of this sort, the possible losses at issue can prove to be of altogether different orders. The negativity of Y can be so large relative to that of X that they are simply not in the same league – one would rationally opt for one and shun the other regardless of how the probabilities of  x and y are adjusted. In the conditions at issue, the Y risking hazard is simply unacceptable. It is unjustified as well as unrealistic to take the stance that all negativities are essentially comparable and to hold that one can always be balanced off against another by such probabilistic manipulations.
Risk Assessment Bad (2)

High magnitude impacts like extinction must be avoided regardless of probability

Rescher, 1983. 

(Nicholas. University Professor of Philosophy at the University of Pittsburg. Chairman of the Philosophy Department. Director of the Center for Philosophy of Science. Honorary degrees from 8 universities on 3 continents. Doctorate in Philosophy from Princeton. “Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the theory of Risk Evaluation and Management”. University Press of America.  P 67-68

In such situations we are dealing with hazards that are just not in the same league. Certain hazards are simply unacceptable because they involve a (relatively) unacceptable threat – things may go so wrong so badly that, relative to the alternative, it’s just not worthwhile to “run the risk”; even in the face of a favorable balance of probabilities. The rational man is not willing to trade off against one another by juggling probabilities such outcomes as the loss of one hair and the loss of his health or his freedom. The imbalance or disparity between the risks is just too great to be restored by probabilistic readjustments. They are (probabilistically) incommensurable: confronted with such “incomparable” hazards, we do not bother to  weigh this “balance of probabilities” at all, but simply dismiss one alternative as involving risks that are in the circumstances, “unacceptable.” The disparity of risks resides in considerations of self protections so basic and rudimentary that considerations of probabilistic detail are brushed aside and overridden. The overwhelming negativity of a possible outcome is itself a deciding factor. The situation cries out to be viewed in terms of the following principle of safety first in the face of unacceptable risks. Unacceptable Risk Principle. A disparity of risk exists when the maximum possible loss associated with one of the choice alternatives is massively, nay, incomparably greater than that associated with others. In such cases we regard these comparatively catastrophic alternatives as automatically ineligible. (Unless the relatively unacceptable outcomes at issue are associated are associated with effectively zero probabilities.)


No Extinction

Single impacts will not cause extinction- humans are resilent 

Tonn 2005 (Bruce, Futures Studies Department, Corvinus University of Budapest, “Human Extinction

Scenarios,” www.budapestfutures.org/downloads/abstracts/Bruce%20Tonn%20-%20Abstract.pdf)

The human species faces numerous threats to its existence. These include global climate change, collisions with near-earth objects, nuclear war, and pandemics. While these threats are indeed serious, taken separately they fail to describe exactly how humans could become extinct. For example, nuclear war by itself would most likely fail to kill everyone on the planet, as strikes would probably be concentrated in the northern hemisphere and the Middle East, leaving populations in South America, South Africa, Australia and New Zealand some hope of survival. It is highly unlikely that any uncontrollable nanotechnology could ever be produced but even it if were, it is likely that humans could develop effective, if costly, countermeasures, such as producing the technologies in space or destroying sites of runaway nanotechnologies with nuclear weapons. Viruses could indeed kill many people but effective quarantine of a healthy people could be accomplished to save large numbers of people. Humans appear to be resilient to extinction with respect to single events. 


Consequentialism Bad

Using the contemporary notions of consequentialism relies on the rationalist ontology of strategy and security which only enframe the image of technology and being which results in the reinforcement of war norms. 

BURKE  2006 (Anthony Burke. Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Relations at UNSW. “Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason” john Hopkins University Press. 

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v010/10.2burke.html)

This essay describes firstly the ontology of the national security state (by way of the political philosophy of Thomas Hobbes, Carl Schmitt and G. W. F. Hegel) and secondly the rationalist ontology of strategy (by way of the geopolitical thought of Henry Kissinger), showing how they crystallise into a mutually reinforcing system of support and justification, especially in the thought of Clausewitz. This creates both a profound ethical and pragmatic problem. The ethical problem arises because of their militaristic force -- they embody and reinforce a norm of war -- and because they enact what Martin Heidegger calls an 'enframing' image of technology and being in which humans are merely utilitarian instruments for use, control and destruction, and force -- in the words of one famous Cold War strategist -- can be thought of as a 'power to hurt'. 19 The pragmatic problem arises because force so often produces neither the linear system of effects imagined in strategic theory nor anything we could meaningfully call security, but rather turns in upon itself in a nihilistic spiral of pain and destruction. In the era of a 'war on terror' dominantly conceived in Schmittian and Clausewitzian terms,"20 the arguments of Hannah Arendt (that violence collapses ends into means) and Emmanuel Levinas (that 'every war employs arms that turn against those that wield them') take on added significance. Neither, however, explored what occurs when war and being are made to coincide, other than Levinas' intriguing comment that in war persons 'play roles in which they no longer recognises themselves, making them betray not only commitments but their own substance'.  

Consequences only seek a set of truths about the world which never questions the epistemology of violence

BURKE  2006 Anthony Burke. Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Relations at UNSW. “Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason” john Hopkins University Press. 

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v010/10.2burke.html

What I am trying to describe in this essay is a complex relation between, and interweaving of, epistemology and ontology. But it is not my view that these are distinct modes of knowledge or levels of truth, because in the social field named by security, statecraft and violence they are made to blur together, continually referring back on each other, like charges darting between electrodes. Rather they are related systems of knowledge with particular systemic roles and intensities of claim about truth, political being and political necessity. Positivistic or scientific claims to epistemological truth supply an air  of predictability and reliability to policy and political action, which in turn support larger ontological claims to national being and purpose, drawing them into a common horizon of certainty that is one of the central features of past-Cartesian modernity. Here it may be useful to see ontology as a more totalising and metaphysical set of claims about truth, and epistemology as more pragmatic and instrumental; but while a distinction between epistemology (knowledge as technique) and ontology (knowledge as being) has analytical value, it tends to break down in action.  The epistemology of violence I describe here (strategic science and foreign policy doctrine) claims positivistic clarity about techniques of military and geopolitical action which use force and coercion to achieve a desired end, an end that is supplied by the ontological claim to national existence, security, or order. However in practice, technique quickly passes into ontology. This it does in two ways. First, instrumental violence is married to an ontology of insecure national existence which itself admits no questioning. The nation and its identity are known and essential, prior to any conflict, and the resort to violence becomes an equally essential predicate of its perpetuation. In this way knowledge-as-strategy claims, in a positivistic fashion, to achieve a calculability of effects (power) for an ultimate purpose (securing being) that it must always assume. Second, strategy as a technique not merely becomes an instrument of state power but ontologises itself in a technological image of 'man' as a maker and user of things, including other humans, which have no essence or integrity outside their value as objects. In Heidegger's terms, technology becomes being; epistemology immediately becomes technique, immediately being. This combination could be seen in the aftermath of the 2006 Lebanon war, whose obvious strategic failure for Israelis generated fierce attacks on the army and political leadership and forced the resignation of the IDF chief of staff. Yet in its wake neither ontology was rethought. Consider how a reserve soldier, while on brigade-sized manoeuvres in the Golan Heights in early 2007, was quoted as saying: 'we are ready for the next war'. Uri Avnery quoted Israeli commentators explaining the rationale for such a war as being to 'eradicate the shame and restore to the army the "deterrent power" that was lost on the battlefields of that unfortunate war'. In 'Israeli public discourse', he remarked, 'the next war is seen as a natural phenomenon, like tomorrow's sunrise.'

Kritik of Terror Talk (1)

The idea of a threatening terrorist in academic discourse, such as debate, constructs the terrorist as the sexual, queer, and racial “monster” that is defined in relation to a heteronormative patriotism. 

Puar and Rai 02 (Jasbir K. Puar, assistant professor of women's studies and geography at Rutgers University. Amit S. Rai teaches cultural and literary studies at the New School University in New York City. “Monster, Terrorist, Fag:  The War on Terrorism and the Production of Docile Patriots” Social Text 20.3 (2002), project muse.) DF

How are gender and sexuality central to the current "war on terrorism"? This question opens on to others: How are the technologies that are being developed to combat "terrorism" departures from or transformations of older technologies of heteronormativity, white supremacy, and nationalism? In what way do contemporary counterterrorism practices deploy these technologies, and how do these practices and technologies become the quotidian framework through which we are obliged to struggle, survive, and resist? Sexuality is central to the creation of a certain knowledge of terrorism, specifically that branch of strategic analysis that has entered the academic mainstream as "terrorism studies." This knowledge has a history that ties the image of the modern terrorist to a much older figure, the racial and sexual monsters of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Further, the construction of the pathologized psyche of the terrorist-monster enables the practices of normalization, which in today's context often means an aggressive heterosexual patriotism. As opposed to initial post-September 11 reactions, which focused narrowly on "the disappearance of women," we consider the question of gender justice and queer politics through broader frames of reference, all with multiple genealogies—indeed, as we hope to show, gender and sexuality produce both hypervisible icons and the ghosts that haunt the machines of war. Thus, we make two related arguments: (1) that the construct of the terrorist relies on a knowledge of sexual perversity (failed heterosexuality, Western notions of the psyche, and a certain queer monstrosity); and (2) that normalization invites an aggressive heterosexual patriotism that we can see, for example, in dominant media representations (for example, The West Wing), and in the organizing efforts of Sikh Americans in response to September 11 (the fetish of the "turbaned" Sikh man is crucial here). 1 The forms of power now being deployed in the war on terrorism in fact draw on processes of quarantining a racialized and sexualized other, even as Western norms of the civilized subject provide the framework through which these very same others become subjects to be corrected. Our itinerary begins with an examination of Michel Foucault's figure of monstrosity as a member of the West's "abnormals," followed by a consideration of the uncanny return of the monster in the discourses of "terrorism studies." We then move to the relationship [End Page 117] between these monstrous figures in contemporary forms of heteronormative patriotism. We conclude by offering readings of the terrorism episode of The West Wing and an analysis of South Asian and Sikh American community-based organizing in response to September 11. 
Kritik of Terror Talk (2)

By talking about the terrorist as irrational, dirty, and something to be feared you transform the category into that of the “monster”- a direct sight through which power operates to create a hetero-sexual, racial, and cultural norm at the expense of all others. 

Puar and Rai 02 (Jasbir K. Puar, assistant professor of women's studies and geography at Rutgers University. Amit S. Rai teaches cultural and literary studies at the New School University in New York City. “Monster, Terrorist, Fag:  The War on Terrorism and the Production of Docile Patriots” Social Text 20.3 (2002), project muse.) DF

To begin, let us consider the monster. Why, in what way, has monstrosity come to organize the discourse on terrorism? First, we could merely glance at the language used by the dominant media in its interested depictions of Islamic militancy. So, as an article in the New York Times points out, "Osama bin Laden, according to Fox News Channel anchors, analysts and correspondents, is 'a dirtbag,' 'a monster' overseeing a 'web of hate.' His followers in Al Qaeda are 'terror goons.' Taliban fighters are 'diabolical' and 'henchmen.'" 2 Or, in another Web article, we read: "It is important to realize that the Taliban does not simply tolerate the presence of bin Laden and his terrorist training camps in Afghanistan. It is part and parcel of the same evil alliance. Al-Qa'ida and the Taliban are two different heads of the same monster, and they share the same fanatical obsession: imposing a strict and distorted brand of Islam on all Muslims and bringing death to all who oppose him." 3  In these invocations of terrorist-monsters an absolute morality separates good from a "shadowy evil." 4 As if caught up in its own shadow dance with the anti-Western rhetoric of radical Islam, 5 this discourse marks off a figure, Osama bin Laden, or a government, the Taliban, as the opposite of all that is just, human, and good. The terrorist-monster is pure evil and must be destroyed, according to this view. 6 But does the monster have a mind? This begs another question: Do such figures and such representational strategies have a history? We suggest this language of terrorist-monsters should be read by considering how the monster has been used throughout history in Western discourses of normality. We could begin by remembering, for instance, that the monster was one of three elements that Foucault linked to the formation of the "abnormals."  The group of abnormals was formed out of three elements whose own formation was not exactly synchronic. 1. The human monster. An Ancient notion whose frame of reference is law. A juridical notion, then, but in the broad sense, as it referred not only to social laws but to natural laws as well; the monster's field of appearance is a juridico-biological domain. The figures of the half-human, half-animal being . . ., of double individualities . . ., of hermaphrodites . . . in turn represented that double violation; what makes a human monster a monster is not just its exceptionality relative to the species [End Page 118] form; it is the disturbance it brings to juridical regularities (whether it is a question of marriage laws, canons of baptism, or rules of inheritance). The human monster combines the impossible and the forbidden. . . . 2. The individual to be corrected. This is a more recent figure than the monster. It is the correlative not so much of the imperatives of the law as of training techniques with their own requirements. The emergence of the "incorrigibles" is contemporaneous with the putting into place of disciplinary techniques during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, in the army, the schools, the workshops, then, a little later, in families themselves. The new procedures for training the body, behavior, and aptitudes open up the problem of those who escape that normativity which is no longer the sovereignty of the law. 7  According to Foucault, the monster can be both half an animal and a hybrid gender (later in this text Foucault will go on to position the onanist as the third of the abnormals). But crucially the monster is also to be differentiated from the individual to be corrected on the basis of whether power operates on it or through it. In other words, the absolute power that produces and quarantines the monster finds its dispersal in techniques of  normalization and discipline. What Foucault does, we believe, is enable an analysis of monstrosity within a broader history of sexuality. This genealogy is crucial to understanding the historical and political relays, reinvestments, and resistances between the monstrous terrorist and the discourse of heteronormativity. And that is because monsters and abnormals have always also been sexual deviants. Foucault tied monstrosity to sexuality through specific analyses of the deployment of gendered bodies, the regulation of proper desires, the manipulation of domestic spaces, and the taxonomy of sexual acts such as sodomy. As such, the sexualized monster was that figure that called forth a form of juridical power but one that was tied to multiform apparatuses of discipline as well. 8  We use Foucault's concept of monstrosity to elaborate what we consider to be central to the present war on terrorism: monstrosity as a regulatory construct of modernity that imbricates not only sexuality, but also questions of culture and race. Before we tie these practices to contemporary politics, let us note two things: First, the monster is not merely an other; it is one category through which a multiform power operates. As such, discourses that would mobilize monstrosity as a screen for otherness are always also involved in circuits of normalizing power as well: the monster and the person to be corrected are close cousins. Second, if the monster is part of the West's family of abnormals, questions of race and sexuality will have always haunted its figuration. The category of monstrosity is also an implicit index of civilizational development and cultural adaptability. As the machines of war begin to narrow the choices and life [End Page 119] chances people have here in America and in decidedly more bloody ways abroad, it seems a certain grid of civilizational progress organized by such keywords as "democracy," "freedom," and "humanity" have come to superintend the figure of the monster. We turn now to this double deployment of the discourse of monstrosity in "terrorism studies." [End Page 120] 
Kritik of Terror Talk (3)

When we view terrorists as irrational actors with psychological pathologies we reduce their struggle to a reaction against heterosexual impotence and deprive the entire struggle of political significance. We construct them as the queer enemy of the heterosexual norm. 

Puar and Rai 02 (Jasbir K. Puar, assistant professor of women's studies and geography at Rutgers University. Amit S. Rai teaches cultural and literary studies at the New School University in New York City. “Monster, Terrorist, Fag:  The War on Terrorism and the Production of Docile Patriots” Social Text 20.3 (2002), project muse.) DF

As a leading light in the constellation of "terrorism experts," Jerrold Post has proposed that terrorists suffer from pathological personalities that emerge from negative childhood experiences and a damaged sense of self. 15 Post argues for two terrorist personality types, depending on the specific quality of those childhood experiences. First, Post suggests, there is the "anarchic-ideologue." This is the terrorist who has experienced serious family dysfunction and maladjustment, which lead to rebellion against parents, especially against the father. Anarchic-ideologues fight "against the society of their parents . . . an act of dissent against parents loyal to the regime." Second, there is the terrorist personality type known as the "nationalist-secessionist"—apparently the name indicates "a sense of loyalty to authority and rebellion against external enemies." During childhood, a terrorist of this personality type experienced a sense of compassion or loyalty toward his or her parents. According to Post, nationalist-secessionists have pathologically failed to differentiate between themselves and the other (parental object). Consequently, they rebel "against society for the hurt done to their parents . . . an act of loyalty to parents damaged by the regime." Both the anarchic-ideologue and nationalist-secessionist find "comfort in joining a terrorist group of rebels with similar experiences." 16 The personality defect model views terrorists as suffering from personality defects that result from excessively negative childhood experiences, giving the individual a poor sense of self and a resentment of authority. As Ruby notes, "Its supporters differ in whether they propose one (Kaplan), two (Post and Jones & Fong), or three (Strentz) personality types." 17  What all these models and theories aim to show is how an otherwise normal individual becomes a murderous terrorist, and that process time and again is tied to the failure of the normal(ized) psyche. Indeed, an implicit but foundational supposition structures this entire discourse: the very notion of the normal psyche, which is in fact part of the West's own heterosexual family romance—a narrative space that relies on the normalized, [End Page 123] even if perverse, domestic space of desire supposedly common in the West. Terrorism, in this discourse, is a symptom of the deviant psyche, the psyche gone awry, or the failed psyche; the terrorist enters this discourse as an absolute violation. So when Billy Collins (the 2001 poet laureate) asserted on National Public Radio immediately after September 11: "Now the U.S. has lost its virginity," he was underscoring this fraught relationship between (hetero)sexuality, normality, the nation, and the violations of terrorism.  Not surprisingly, then, coming out of this discourse, we find that another very common way of trying to psychologize the monster-terrorist is by positing a kind of failed heterosexuality. So we hear often the idea that sexually frustrated Muslim men are promised the heavenly reward of sixty, sixty-seven, or sometimes even seventy virgins if they are martyred in jihad. But As'ad Abu Khalil has argued, "In reality, political—not sexual—frustration constitutes the most important factor in motivating young men, or women, to engage in suicidal violence. The tendency to dwell on the sexual motives of the suicide bombers belittles these sociopolitical causes." 18 Now of course, that is precisely what terrorism studies intends to do: to reduce complex social, historical, and  political dynamics to various psychic causes rooted in childhood family dynamics. As if the Palestinian Intifada or the long, brutal war in Afghanistan can be simply boiled down to bad mothering or sexual frustration! In short, these explanatory models and frameworks function to (1) reduce complex histories of struggle, intervention, and (non)development to Western psychic models rooted in the bourgeois heterosexual family and its dynamics; (2) systematically exclude questions of political economy and the problems of cultural translation; and (3) attempt to master the fear, anxiety, and uncertainty of a form of political dissent by resorting to the banality of a taxonomy. 19  Our contention is that today the knowledge and form of power that is mobilized to analyze, taxonomize, psychologize, and defeat terrorism has a genealogical connection to the West's abnormals, and specifically those premodern monsters that Western civilization had seemed to bury and lay to rest long ago. The monsters that haunt the prose of contemporary counterterrorism emerge out of figures in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that have always been racialized, classed, and sexualized. The undesirable, the vagrant, the Gypsy, the savage, the Hottentot Venus, or the sexual depravity of the Oriental torrid zone shares a basic kinship with the terrorist-monster. As we know, in the twentieth century these disparate monsters became case studies, objects of ethnographies, and interesting psychological cases of degeneracy. The same Western, colonial modernity that created the psyche created the racial and sexual monster. [End Page 124] In other words, what links the monster-terrorist to the figure of the individual to be corrected is first and foremost the racialized and deviant psyche. Isn't that why there is something terrifyingly uncanny in the terrorist-monster? As one specifically liberal article in the Rand journal put it, "Members of such groups are not infrequently prepared to kill and die for their struggles and, as sociologists would attest, that presupposes a sort of conviction and mindset that has become uncommon in the modern age. Thus, not only the acts of 'terrorism' but also the driving forces behind them often appear incomprehensible and frightening to outsiders. Terrorism studies emerged as a subcategory within the social sciences in the early 1970s seeking to explain the resurgence of the seemingly inexplicable." 20 
Kritik of Terror Talk (4)

The construction of the terrorist as a queer monster causes homophobic violence and otherization.

Puar and Rai 02 (Jasbir K. Puar, assistant professor of women's studies and geography at Rutgers University. Amit S. Rai teaches cultural and literary studies at the New School University in New York City. “Monster, Terrorist, Fag:  The War on Terrorism and the Production of Docile Patriots” Social Text 20.3 (2002), project muse.) DF

Posters that appeared in midtown Manhattan only days after the attacks show a turbaned caricature of bin Laden being anally penetrated by the Empire State Building. The legend beneath reads, "The Empire Strikes Back" or "So you like skyscrapers, huh, bitch?" Or think of the Web site where, with a series of weapons at your disposal, you can torture Osama bin Laden to death, the last torture being sodomy; or another Web site that shows two pictures, one of bin Laden with a beard, and the other without—and the photo of him shaven turns out to be O. J. Simpson. 21 What these representations show, we believe, is that queerness as sexual deviancy is tied to the monstrous figure of the terrorist as a way to otherize and quarantine subjects classified as "terrorists," but also to normalize and discipline a population through these very monstrous figures.  Though much gender-dependent "black" humor describing the appropriate punishment for bin Laden focuses on the liberation of Afghan women (liberate Afghan women and send them to college or make bin Laden have a sex change operation and live in Afghanistan as a woman—deeply racist, sexist, and homophobic suggestions), this portrayal suggests something further still: American retaliation promises to emasculate bin Laden and turn him into a fag. This promise not only suggests that if you're not for the war, you're a fag, it also incites violence against queers and specifically queers of color. And indeed, there have been reports from community-based organizations throughout New York City that violent incidents against queers of color have increased. So on the one hand, the United States is being depicted as feminist and gay-safe by this comparison with Afghanistan, and on the other hand, the U.S. state, having experienced a castration and penetration of its capitalist masculinity, offers up narratives of emasculation as appropriate punishment for bin Laden, brown-skinned folks, and men in turbans. 


Kritik of Hegemony Impacts (1)

US hegemony policy is deeply rooted in patriarchal, racist, and militarist assumptions, resulting in dehumanization, murder, and sexual assault.                                       

Kirk 2008 Gwyn, Women for Genuine Security, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific” March 14 http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific) SS                                                 

Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice. Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region.Instead of undermining indigenous control of lands and resources in Guam, for example, the United States and local government agencies should support the self-determination of the Chamorro people. The proposed Marines base for Henoko (Okinawa) should be scrapped and the Japanese government should redirect funds earmarked for it to economic development to benefit Okinawan people.Since military expansion is a partner in corporate capitalist expansion, economic, political, and social development based on self-sufficiency, self-determination, and ecological restoration of local resources must be encouraged. Communities adjoining U.S. bases in all parts of the region suffer from grossly distorted economies that are overly reliant on the services (legal and illegal) that U.S. soldiers support. This economic dependency affects local men as well as women. Locally directed projects, led by those who understand community concerns, should be supported, together with government reforms to redistribute resources for such initiatives. In addition, the United States and Asian governments need to revise their legal agreements to protect local communities. Local people need transparency in the implementation of these policies, in interagency involvement (Pentagon, State Department, Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency) and in executive orders that affect U.S. military operations in the region. Such revisions should include the ability for host governments to prosecute perpetrators of military violence so that the U.S. military can be held accountable for the human consequences of its policies. U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies. For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role.

The constructed qualification of manliness for foreign policy backfires, generating conflict and reinforcing patriarchy

Enloe 05 (Cynthia. Leading feminist scholar and a professor of government and women’s studies at Clark University. “Masculinity as Foreign Policy Issue “ FPIF http://www.peaceworkmagazine.org/pwork/1100/112k10.htm October 11) SS

Many observers have remarked on the peculiar American contemporary political culture that equates military experience and/or military expertise with political leadership. It is this cultural inclination that has made it very risky for any American public figure to appear less “manly” than a uniformed senior military male officer. It is a culture—too often unchallenged by ordinary voters—that has given individuals with alleged military knowledge a disproportionate advantage in foreign policy debates.Such a masculinized and militarized culture pressures nervous civilian candidates into appearing “tough” on military issues. The thought of not embracing a parade of militarized policy positions—that increase the defense budget, make NATO the primary institution for building a new European security, expand Junior ROTC programs in high schools, insure American male soldiers’ access to prostitutes overseas, invest in destabilizing antimissile technology, maintain crippling but politically ineffectual economic sanctions and bombing raids against Iraq, accept the Pentagon’s flawed policy of “don’t ask, don’t tell, don’t pursue,” and finance a military-driven antidrug policy—would leave most American public officials (women and men) feeling uncomfortably vulnerable in the political culture that assigns high value to masculinized toughness. The result: a political competition to appear “tough” has produced U.S. foreign policies that severely limit the American capacity to play a useful role in creating a more genuinely secure international community. That is, America’s conventional, masculinized political culture makes it unlikely that Washington policymakers will either come to grips with a realistic analysis of potential global threats or act to strengthen those multilateral institutions most effective in preventing and ending conflicts.

Kritik of Hegemony Impacts (2)

The US uses hegemonic expansion as tool to ensure the extension of capitalism’s tentacles across the globe. 

Foster 02 (John Bellamy and the Editors. Professor of Sociology at University of Oregon. “US Military Bases and Empire.” http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm) SS

The United States, as we have seen, has built a chain of military bases and staging areas around the globe, as a means of deploying air and naval forces to be used on a moment’s notice—all in the interest of maintaining its political and economic hegemony. These bases are not, as was the case for Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, simply integral parts of a colonial empire, but rather take on even greater importance, “in the absence of colonialism.”* The United States, which has sought to maintain an imperial economic system without formal political controls over the territorial sovereignty of other nations, has employed these bases to exert force against those nations that have sought to break out of the imperial system altogether, or that have attempted to chart an independent course that is perceived as threatening U.S. interests. Without the worldwide dispersion of U.S. military forces in these bases, and without the U.S. predisposition to employ them in its military interventions, it would be impossible to keep many of the more dependent economic territories of the periphery from breaking away. U.S. global political, economic, and financial power thus require the periodic exercise of military power. The other advanced capitalist countries tied into this system have also become reliant on the United States as the main enforcer of the rules of the game. The positioning of U.S. military bases should therefore be judged not as a purely military phenomenon, but as a mapping out of the U.S.-dominated imperial sphere and of its spearheads within the periphery. What is clear at present and bears repeating is that such bases are now being acquired in areas where the United States had previously lost much of its “forward presence,” such as in South Asia, the Middle East/Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean, or in regions where U.S. bases have not existed previously, such as the Balkans and Central Asia. There can be no doubt, therefore, that the last remaining superpower is presently on a course of imperial expansion, as a means of promoting its political and economic interests, and that the present war on terrorism, which is in many ways an indirect product of the projection of U.S. power, is now being used to justify the further projection of that power.For those who choose to oppose these developments there should be no illusion. The global expansion of military power on the part of the hegemonic state of world capitalism is an integral part of economic globalization. To say no to this form of military expansionism is to say no at the same time to capitalist globalization and imperialism and hence to capitalism itself.
American hegemony is doomed to succumb to imperialist expansionism, resulting in perpetual and escalating wars.
Layne, 2003  (Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University "The Cost of Empire", http://www.amconmag.com/article/2003/oct/06/00007/) SS

Perhaps the proponents of America’s imperial ambitions are right and the U.S. will not suffer the same fate as previous hegemonic powers. Don’t bet on it. The very fact of America’s overwhelming power is bound to produce a geopolitical backlash—which is why it’s only a short step from the celebration of imperial glory to the recessional of imperial power. Indeed, on its present course, the United States seems fated to succumb to the “hegemon’s temptation.” Hegemons have lots of power and because there is no countervailing force to stop them, they are tempted to use it repeatedly, and thereby overreach themselves. Over time, this hegemonic muscle-flexing has a price. The cumulative costs of fighting —or preparing to fight—guerilla wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, asymmetric conflicts against terrorists (in the Philippines, possibly in a failed Pakistan, and elsewhere), regional powers (Iran, North Korea), and rising great powers like China could erode America’s relative power—especially if the U.S. suffers setbacks in future conflicts, for example in a war with China over Taiwan.


Kritik of Hegemony Impacts (3)

The support and scale of the wars on Afghanistan and Iraq shows the imperial mindsets entrenched in US hegemonic policy and their inherent failures. 

Foster, Holleman, McChesney 08  (John Bellamy, professor of Sociology at University of Oregon, editor of Monthly Review, Hannah, doctoral student at University of Oregon, Robert W., Gutsgell Endowed Professor in the Department of Communication at University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, “The U.S. Imperial Triangle and Military Spending,” Monthly Review October 2008) SS
What does the foregoing tell us in relation to our original question? Is it reasonable to argue, as Hobsbawm and others have, that the expansion of U.S. militarism and imperialism in the present period is the result of “a group of political crazies,” who have come to power in Washington and constructed a “radical right-wing regime” abounding in “megalomania”? As an explanation of the current phase of U.S. empire this is clearly inadequate. Despite the often neoconservative nature of the Bush administration’s top operatives, they have had the broad backing of the greater part of the establishment in the wars on Afghanistan and Iraq, the War on Terrorism as a whole, the huge military buildup, etc.To be sure, if a Democratic administration under Al Gore had come into power in 2000 it is not at all certain that the United States would have gone to war with Iraq, in addition to Afghanistan, though an attempt would have been made to uphold U.S. imperial interests. The Bush administration from the first was distinguished by the particularly bellicose group of neoconservatives at its helm. But in pursuing their belligerent ends they hardly lacked solid backing within the circles of power. Strong support was extended by both political parties, Congress, the judiciary, the media, and the corporations generally. Disagreements were largely about troop levels, the amount of force to be applied, relations to allies, dates of withdrawal (partial or whole), distribution of forces between the major “theaters,” etc. More fundamental questions, even the use of torture, were avoided. Major dissent has mainly come from the bottom of the society.All of this suggests that expanded militarism and imperialism is deeply entrenched at present, at least within the top echelons of U.S. society. It reflects a general concern to expand U.S. hegemony as part of an imperial grand strategy, including rolling back insurgent forces and “rogue states” around the world, and keeping junior partners in line. The war in Iraq is best viewed as an attempt to assert U.S. geopolitical control over the entire Persian Gulf and its oil—an objective that both political wings of the establishment support, and which is part of the larger aim of the restoration of a grand U.S. hegemony.27 The vast scale of U.S. military spending—encompassing more than 50 percent of the federal budget (excluding social security, medicare, and other transfer payments) and constituting 7 percent of the entire GDP—is thus externally rooted in the needs of the U.S. imperial grand strategy, which continually strains the U.S. system to its limits (as measured by the budget and trade deficits).U.S. imperialism has been transformed in recent decades by the absence of the Soviet Union, giving the United States more immediate power (particularly in the military realm), coupled, paradoxically, with signs of a secular decline in U.S. economic hegemony. It is this dual reality of a temporary increase in U.S. power along with indications of its long-term decline that has led to urgent calls throughout the power elite for a “New American Century,” and to attempts by Washington to leverage its enormous military power to regain economic and geopolitical strength, for example, in the Persian Gulf oil region. In recent years, the United States has enormously expanded its military bases and operations around the world with bases now in around seventy countries and U.S. troops present in  various capacities (including joint exercises) in perhaps twice that number. Washington is thus not just spending money on the military and producing destructive weapons, or engaging in wars and interventions. It is also building a lasting physical presence around the world that allows for control/subversion/rapid deployment.28

Kritik of Hegemony Impacts (4)

Foreign military bases are empirically shown to be inherent to imperial control of the world hegemonic powers.

Foster 2002  (John Bellamy and the Editors. Professor of Sociology at University of Oregon. “US Military Bases and Empire.” http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm) SS
Empires throughout human history have relied on foreign military bases to enforce their rule, and in this respect at least, Pax Americana is no different than Pax Romana or Pax Britannica. “The principal method by which Rome established her political supremacy in her world,” wrote historian Arnold Toynbee in his America and the World Revolution (1962), was by taking her weaker neighbors under her wing and protecting them against her and their stronger neighbors. Rome’s relation with these protégées of hers was a treaty relation. Juridically they retained their previous status of sovereign independence. The most that Rome asked of them in terms of territory was the cessation, here and there, of a patch of ground for the plantation of a Roman fortress to provide for the common security of Rome’s allies and Rome herself. At least this is the way Rome started out. But as time passed, “the vast territories of Rome’s one-time allies,” originally secured by this system of Roman military bases, “became just as much a part of the Roman Empire as the less extensive territories of Rome’s one time enemies which Rome had deliberately and overtly annexed” (pp. 105-106).Britain, in its heyday as the leading capitalist power in the nineteenth century, ruled over a vast colonial empire secured by a global system of military bases. As Robert Harkavy has explained in his important work, Great Power Competition for Overseas Bases (1982), these were deployed in four networks along sea corridors dominated by British naval power: (1) the Mediterranean through Suez to India; (2) South Asia, the Far East, and the Pacific; (3) North America and the Caribbean; and (4) West Africa and the South Atlantic. At the British empire’s peak these military bases were located in more than thirty-five separate countries/colonies. Although British hegemony declined rapidly in the early twentieth century, its bases were retained as long as the empire itself continued, and its base system even expanded briefly during the Second World War. In the immediate aftermath of the war, however, the British Empire crumbled, and the great majority of bases had to be relinquished. The fall of the British empire was accompanied by the rise of another, as the United States took Britain’s place as the hegemonic power of the capitalist world economy. The United States emerged from the Second World War with the most extensive system of military bases that the world had ever seen. According to James Blaker, former Senior Advisor to the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this overseas basing system at the end of the Second World War consisted of over thirty thousand installations located at two thousand base sites residing in around one hundred countries and areas, and stretching from the Arctic Circle to Antarctica. U.S. military bases were spread over all the continents and the islands in between. “Next to the U.S. nuclear monopoly,” Blaker writes, “there was no more universally recognized symbol of the nation’s superpower status than its overseas basing system.”

United States hegemony is rooted in white solipsism resulting in racist disregard for deaths of foreigners. 


Kinane 2010 (Ed, writer for Voices in the Wilderness and Peace Council staff member, “My Name’s Ed. I am a Racist” http://dissidentvoice.org/2010/03/my-name-is-ed-im-a-racist/) SS

Basic to these segregated societies and to our militarism is what poet Adrienne Rich calls solipsism. In philosophy solipsism is the theory that the self is the only reality: you exist only as a figment of my imagination. Rich speaks, in particular, of white solipsism: a cultural egoism, which assumes — quite unconsciously — that only white history or discovery or suffering or interests have merit and standing. Most white folks — whether in South Africa or Israel or here — grow up in white neighborhoods going to white schools and consuming white-controlled media. This is how we internalize white “reality.” For many of us the solipsism that denies or demeans or destroys did not originate with racism. It began, historically and personally, before we were exposed to ethnic diversity. While being molded for roles defined by gender, boys acquire the parallel male solipsism of a patriarchal culture. Sexism precedes racism, grinding the lens that makes our racist outlook second nature. Sexist behavior provides an ongoing rehearsal for our racist performance. When we were young we had little control over our enculturation and so weren’t to blame for such tunnel vision. But now that we’re grown, we are responsible for the kinds of callousness and exclusivity we choose to honor. Many of us eagerly — or obliviously — float along the mainstream that invalidates the lives of people of color. Their labor and their living conditions, their needs and their pain, their gifts and their rights, are systematically negated, rendered invisible, rendered mute. White solipsism helps explain the foreign policy double standard which regards only political violence aimed at whites as “terrorism.” Since World War II few whites have been victims of aerial warfare: no wonder few here see such warfare as the cowardly terrorism it is. Although the pundits glibly link “terrorism” to Islam, they never call Congress or Bush/Clinton/Bush/Obama terrorist when they squander billions invading Islamic oil lands or when (say) U.S. drone aircraft assassinate those resisting the invasion and occupation. Or when those unmanned drones kill civilians willy-nilly. In the moral calculus of white America the tens — maybe hundreds — of thousands of slain Iraqis or Afghans barely exist. Even we who actively oppose U.S. militarism in West Asia and the Mid East often ignore the racism at its heart. To overcome our “isms,” we could curb our over-consumption and our over-eager embrace of privilege. We could shed our patterns of exclusivity, bursting the bubble of self-reinforced segregation. We could withhold and re-direct our federal taxes – without which U.S. militarism would soon exhaust itself. Through cross-cultural study and solidarity work we could better understand the human condition – especially that of the huge majority of our species who aren’t white, who aren’t affluent, who don’t blackmail the globe with aerial warfare and nuclear terror.

Kritik of Hegemony Impacts (5)

Their hegemonic imposition of an American global system culminates in threat construction, generating enemies and ensuring endless conflicts and war where none existed previously

Lipschutz 95 (Ronnie, Professor of Politics at UC Santa Cruz, On Security, 15-16)

Consider, then, the consequences of the intersection of security policy and economics during and after the Cold War. In order to establish a “secure” global system, the United States advocated, and put into place, a global system of economic liberalism. It then underwrote, with dollars and other aid, the growth of this system.43 One consequence, of this project was the globalizations of a particular mode of production and accumulation, which relied on the re-creation, throughout the world, of the domestic political and economic environment and preferences of the United States. That such a project cannot be accomplished under conditions of really-existing capitalism is not important: the idea was that economic and political liberalism would reproduce the American self around the world.44 This would make the world safe and secure for the Untited States inasmuch as it would all be the self, so to speak. The joker in this particular deck was that efforts to reproduce some version of American society abroad, in order to make the world more secure for Americans, came to threaten the cultures and societies of the countries being transformed, making their citizens less secure. The process thereby transformed them into the very enemies we feared so greatly. In Iran, for example, the Shah’s efforts to create a Westernized society engendered so much domestic resistance that not only did it bring down his empire but so, for a time, seemed to pose a mortal threat to the American Empire based on Persian Gulf oil. Islamic “fundamentalism,”  now characterized by some as the enemy that will replace Communism, seems to be U.S.  policymakers’ worst nightmares made real,45 although without the United States to interfere in the Middle East and elsewhere, the Islamic movements might never have acquired the domestic power  they now have in those countries and regions that seem so essential to American “security.”  The ways in which the framing of threats is influenced by a changing global economy is seen  nowhere more clearly than in recent debates over competitiveness and “economic security.” What does it mean to be competitive? Is a national industrial policy consistent with global economic liberalization? How is the security compenent of this issue socially constructed? Beverly Crawford (Chapter 6: “Hawks, Doves, but no Owls: The New Security Dilemma Under International Economic Interdependence”) shows how strategic economic interdependence – a consequence of the growing liberalization of the global economic sytem, the increasing availability of advanced technologies through commercial markets, and the ever-increasing velocity of the product cycle – undermines the ability. 


Kritik of Economy Impacts (1)

Using economics to explain interstate actions presupposes economics as a neutral reflection of reality, rather than a historical construct.  The affirmatives predictions rely upon a flawed understanding of interpersonal interactions, dooming them to failure.

Goede 2003 (Marieke De, PhD International Studies, [Review of International Studies, Vol. 29, No. 1 (Tan., 2003), pp. 79-97 Cambridge University Press http://www.jstor.org/stab1e/2OO97835)

First, the epistemic communities approach has been offered as a way in which ‘students of world politics can empirically study the role of ideas in international relations’.39 It prioritises within IPE and JR an investigation into ‘the manner in which people and institutions interpret and represent phenomena and structures’, which makes a difference for the ‘outcomes we can expect in international relations’.4° The literature on epistemic communities seems to offer a way to integrate questions of valuation and meaning-making into the study of IPE. John Ruggie argues that members of epistemic communities share ‘a dominant way of looking at social reality, a set of shared symbols and references, mutual expectations, and a mutual predictability of intention’.4’ With respect to financial politics, Ruggie has considered the postwar Bretton Woods order as ‘an intersubjective framework of meaning that included a shared narrative about the conditions that had made these regimes necessary and what they intended to accomplish’.42 A financial epistemic community, Helleiner argues, involves state agencies as well as private actors.43 Ruggie and Helleiner problematise the image of finance as an autonomous and predatory agency by arguing that governments were an active force in deregulation and liberalisation of finance capital. Yet when the concept of epistemic communities is translated into a research agenda, the approach is reduced to considering the traditional concerns of international relations, such as state interaction and international negotiation. As the 1992 special issue of International Organization demonstrates, the epistemic communities agenda is limited to the study of international negotiations in specialist issue-areas, such as nuclear arms control and environmental regulation, where scientists are seen to play a privileged role. Ideas are conceived of as self-contained entities, which ‘circulate from societies to governments, as well as from country to country’ and inform policymaking. The operationalisation of ideas as ‘independent variables (as Haas puts it) allows this literature to assume a sharp dichotomy between ideas and a prior unproblematic material reality which shapes and informs scientific research. Ideas, in this argument, are ‘figured as no more than that which is not material . . . which can be isolated as variables possessing at least some causal autonomy’ .‘ Similarly to Laffey’s arguments, then, the epistemic communities approach maintains a dichotomy between ideas and reality, and argues that a preoccupation with the former forecloses a consideration of the latter. Thus, in Katzenstein, Keohane and Krasner’s interpretation, the (so-called) postmodern research agenda, which seeks to ‘[decentre] established discourse . . by paying attention to what is marginal or silent.., falls clearly outside of the social science enterprise, and in international relations research it risks becoming self-referential and disengaged from the world, protests to the contrary notwithstanding’.46 A similar point is made by Ruggie, who makes a distinction between meanings and ‘brute facts’, in which the latter exist in ‘the familiar world of material capabilities and similar palpable properties, of pregiven and fixed preferences, of increases in trade restraints and depreciations of currencies and so on’.47 These arguments overlook a body of literature in the history of science which investigates the ways in which scientific facts are culturally, socially and historically articulated and contested.48 They also foreclose the possibility of considering the political processes of valuation that underpin the functioning of money and capital, exemplified by Ruggie’s assumption that currencies exist independently of mental states, beliefs, desires, hopes and fears.49 In conclusion, then, the epistemic communities approach operates with a high degree of economism, which takes the ‘economic sphere to be a distinct, independently existing sphere of life whose elements have no intrinsic political aspect and, as such, can be definitely separated from the social, political and legal aspects of life’.50


Kritik of Economy Impacts (2)

Reliance on rational economic enframings of reality destroy the environment, entire populations, and quality of life culminating in extinction.

Nhanenge 7 [Jytte Masters @ U South Africa, paper submitted in part fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of master of arts in the subject Development Studies, “ECOFEMINSM: TOWARDS INTEGRATING THE CONCERNS OF WOMEN, POOR PEOPLE AND NATURE INTO DEVELOPMENT] 

Generation of wealth was an important part of the Scientific Revolution and its modem society. The scientific discipline of economics therefore became a significant means for wealth creation. However, since it is founded on similar dualised premises as science, also economics became a system of domination and exploitation of women, Others and nature. The following discussion is intended to show that. The way in which economics, with its priority on masculine forces, becomes dominant relates to web-like, inter-connected and complex processes, which are not always clearly perceived. The below discussions try to show how the dualised priority of the individual over society, reason over emotion, self-interest over community-interest, competition over cooperation, and more pairs, generate domination that leads to the four crises of violence and war, poverty, human oppression and environmental degradation. The aim in sum is to show how the current perspective of economics is destroying society (women and Others) and nature.  The following discussion is consequently a critique of economics. It is meant to highlight some elements that make economics a dominant ideology, rather than a system of knowledge. It adopts a feministic view and it is therefore seen from the side of women, poor people and nature. The critique is extensive, but not exhaustive. It is extensive because economics is the single most important tool used by mainstream institutions for development in the South. Thus if we want to understand why development does not alleviate poverty, then we first need to comprehend why its main instrument, economics, cannot alleviate poverty. A critical analysis of economics and its influence in development is therefore important as an introduction to next chapter, which discusses ecofeminism and development. However, the critique is not exhaustive because it focuses only on the dualised elements in economics. It is highly likely that there are many more critical issues in economics, which should be analyzed in addition to the below mentioned. However, it would exceed this scope.  Each of the following 10 sections discusses a specific issue in economics that relates to its dualised nature. Thus, each can as such be read on its own. However, all sections are systemically interconnected. Therefore each re-enforces the others and integrated, they are meant to show the web of masculine forces that make economics dominant towards women, Others and nature.  The first three sections intend to show that economics sees itself as a neutral, objective, quantitative and universal science, which does not need to be integrated in social and natural reality. The outcome of this is, however, that economics cannot value social and environmental needs. Hence, a few individuals become very rich from capitalising on free social and natural resources, while the health of the public and the environment is degraded. It also is shown that the exaggerated focus on monetary wealth does not increase human happiness. It rather leads to a deteriorating quality of life. Thus, the false belief in eternal economic growth may eventually destroy life on planet Earth. The next section shows that economics is based on dualism, with a focus solely on yang forces. This has serious consequences for all yin issues: For example, the priority on individualism over community may in its extreme form lead to self-destruction. Similarly, the priority on rationality while excluding human emotions may end in greed, domination, poverty, violence and war. The next section is important as a means to understanding “rational” economics. Its aim is to clarify the psychological meaning of money. In reality, reason and emotion are interrelated parts of the human mind; they cannot be separated. Thus, economic “rationality” and its focus on eternal wealth generation are based on personal emotions like fears and inadequacies, rather than reason. The false belief in dualism means that human beings are lying to themselves, which results in disturbed minds, stupid actions with disastrous consequences. The focus on masculine forces is consequently psychologically unhealthy; it leads to domination of society and nature, and will eventually destroy the world. 

Kritik of Economy Impacts (3)

Unrestrained capitalism leads to extinction

Harman, 1997 (Chris, Editor of the Socialst Worker, Economics of the madhouse, Pg 90-1)

The system may have entered a new phase. But the way it operates is not new. It is, in its essentials exactly the way described by Marx The only sense in which Marx is “outdated” is not that the system is more rational than he thought but rather his picture understates the destructiveness of the system. Capitalists do not merely battle against each other on the markets. They also use the state to force rival capitalists to accept their dictates, supplementing economic competition with displays of military prowess. American capitalism seeks to persuade European and Japanese capitalism to accept its dictates by proving that it alone has the power to wage war in the vital oil rich regions of the middle east; Iranian and Turkish capitalists rely on the help of their states as they compete with each other for influence and contracts in the southern belt of the former USSR; Turkish and Greek capitalists encourage a mini-arms race as each seeks to establish a dominate role in the Balkan countries once controlled by Russia; Germany backs Croatia, the US backs Bosnian Muslims, and Greece backs the Serbs to the horrific wars in the former Yugoslavia; the Russian military wage vicious wars to hang onto vital oil pipelines  through Chechnya and in the Tadjik republic bordering Afghanistan; China the Philippines, Malaysia and Vietnam clash over control of the oil reserves thought to lie close to the uninhabited islands in the China Sea; Israel tries to carve Egypt out from economic influence in the Arabian peninsula. The result is that at any point in time there are half a dozen wars or civil wars using the most horrendous forms for “conventional” weaponry in one part of the world or another.  Alongside the slaughter and devastation afflicting ever wider sections of humanity is another threat to us all which is hardly visible in Marx’s time- the threat of destruction of the environment we depend on to survive. Marx and Engels were fully aware that the mad drive to capital accumulation led to pollution, the poisoning of the ground and air, the adulteration of foodstuffs and the spread of horrific epidemics. Engels wrote vividly of these things in his book Anti-duhring. But they lived in a time when capitalist industry was confined to relatively small areas of the globe and the devastation was local devastation, affecting chiefly the workers employed in a particular factory, mill or mining village. Today capitalist industry operates on a global scale and its impact is on the global environment- as is shown by the way in which radioactive clouds over Chernobyl spread across the whole of Europe, by the way in which the seas are being fished clean of fish, by the damage to the ozone layer by the gases used in aerosols and refrigerators. Above all there is the threat of the ‘greenhouse’ gases destabilizing the whole world’s climate, flooding low lying countries turning fertile regions into desert
And, capitalism destroys the environment and is the root cause of oppression

Latin America Solidarity Coalition, 2003 (“Getting to the Roots: Ecology and Environmental Justice”, http://www.lasolidarity.org/papers/enviro.htm)

The globalization of capital and the interweaving of financial and governmental institutions have opened the flood gates for even greater destruction of ecosystems (ecocide) and the annihilation of traditional peoples, cultures and values (genocide) while waging a war on the poor, woman and workers. In this position paper we believe that those who read this are disillusioned with the current condition of life on earth: global forest destruction, increased mono-culture timber plantations, ozone layer depletion, militarism, consumerism, extinction of species, utter collapse of life support systems, racism, air, water and food pollution, chemical warfare, genetic engineering, sweatshops, sexism, fascism and nationalism, abhorrent corporate multinationalism, industrialism and breakdown of community. All of these are exacerbated by the newest ideology of capitalism: neoliberalism. The neoliberalist ideology legitimates corporate control, proposing a "free" global market, whose sole concern is profit and whose primary hindrances are social desires and environmental conservation. Evident in the socio-ecological consequences are agreements like the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the World Bank (WB), the current proposed Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), and bodies such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB). Neoliberalism further fuels an elite to control the earth and all of its inhabitants, leading to desperation, degradation and suffering.


Kritik of Economy Impacts (4)

Capitalism is the root cause of oppression

Scott, 2006 (Helen, , Prof PostColonial Lit & Theory @ U Vermont ,“Reading the Text in its Worldly Situation: Marxism, Imperialism, and Contemporary Caribbean Women’s Literature”, Postcolonial Text, 2.1, http://postcolonial.org/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/491/174)

For Gedalof’s study, the material coordinates of oppression are secondary to the “conceptual space where the social and the self meet … within particular discourses of gender, race, national and class identities” (2). Her focus is on “narratives” and “discourses” and she subscribes to a Foucauldian understanding of power as “not just a privilege possessed by a dominant group; it is rather exercised by and through us all, situated as we are in multiple networks of ‘nonegalitarian and mobile relations’” (19). This formulation effectively jettisons the primacy of social structures and class antagonism and instead generalizes power as something omnipresent, equating the expression of a system of ideas with the exercise of social domination.[6] It thus has much in common with the post-Althusserian “rejection of economism and … reprioritization of ideology” and disposal of “Althusser’s rather nebulous but necessary affirmation of the primacy of the material ‘in the last instance’ in favor of a conception of ideology as absolutely autonomous” (Brenner 12-13). The problem with discourse theory is that “once ideology is severed from material reality it no longer has any analytical usefulness, for it becomes impossible to posit a theory of determination — of historical change based on contradiction” (Brenner, paraphrasing Michèle Barrett, 13). Marxists understand class in contrast not as an “identity” but rather as a material relationship to the governing mode of production.[7] In extension, all forms of oppression — racial, national, gender and sexual — have specific material causes and effects and are shaped by the compulsions of capitalism.[8] As Deborah Levenson-Estrada maintains in a study of women union activists in 1970s Guatemala: “There is no ‘more important’ or ‘prior’ issue — class or gender — these are inside one another, and the struggle against gender conventions and sexist ideologies is integral to any project of liberation. A critical consciousness about class needs a critical consciousness about gender, and vice versa” (227).

Militarism and imperialism come from capitalism

Foster, 2005 Bellamy, professor at the university of Oregon [Monthly Review, “Naked Imperialism,” September 2005, http://monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm]

The argument advanced here points to a different conclusion. U.S. militarism and imperialism have deep roots in U.S. history and the political-economic logic of capitalism. As even supporters of U.S. imperialism are now willing to admit, the United States has been an empire from its inception. “The United States,” Boot writes in “American Imperialism?,” “has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the 19th century, what Jefferson called the ‘empire of liberty’ expanded across the continent.” Later the United States conquered and colonized lands overseas in the Spanish-American War of 1898 and the brutal Philippine-American War that immediately followed—justified as an attempt to exercise the “white man’s burden.” After the Second World War the United States and other major imperialist states relinquished their formal political empires, but retained informal economic empires backed up by the threat and not infrequently the reality of military intervention. The Cold War obscured this neocolonial reality but never entirely hid it. The growth of empire is neither peculiar to the United States nor a mere outgrowth of the policies of particular states. It is the systematic result of the entire history and logic of capitalism. Since its birth in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries capitalism has been a globally expansive system—one that is hierarchically divided between metropole and satellite, center and periphery. The objective of the imperialist system of today as in the past is to open up peripheral economies to investment from the core capitalist countries, thus ensuring both a continual supply of raw materials at low prices, and a net outflow of economic surplus from periphery to center of the world system. In addition, the third world is viewed as a source of cheap labor, constituting a global reserve army of labor. Economies of the periphery are structured to meet the external needs of the United States and the other core capitalist countries rather than their own internal needs. This has resulted (with a few notable exceptions) in conditions of unending dependency and debt peonage in the poorer regions of the world. If the “new militarism” and the “new imperialism” are not so new after all, but in line with the entire history of U.S. and world capitalism, the crucial question then becomes: Why has U.S. imperialism become more naked in recent years to the point that it has suddenly been rediscovered by proponents and opponents alike? Only a few years ago some theorists of globalization with roots in the left, such as Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri in their book Empire (2000), were arguing that the age of imperialism was over, that the Vietnam War was the last imperialist war. Yet, today, imperialism is more openly embraced by the U.S. power structure than at any time since the 1890s. This shift can only be understood by examining the historical changes that have occurred in the last three decades since the end of the Vietnam War.


Kritik of  Nuclear War Impacts (1)

The otherization that emerges from hegemonic cultural imperialism is at the center of the genocidal process and nuclear war

Kovel, 1984 (Joel, Professor Political, Communication, & Psych at Einstein Against the State of Nuclear Terror, p175-6)

The irrationality that often befalls groups on the margins of society reveals the working of a general mechanism that undoubtedly contributes in a major way to the stability of irrational and oppressive social orders.  When society as a whole is irrational and permeated with violence and domination, then each individual within it will stand to internalize some of the same as he or she runs the gauntlet of personal development.  By “internalize,” I mean the development of unconscious structured relations with others.  We each have an internal (i.e., intrapsychic) group of relations between the “I” and the “Other” that is, on the one hand, quite fantastic and out of immediate contact with external reality, while, on the other, is shaped by that reality and is shaped by it in turn.  Such shaping occurs through the mental processes called introjection (modeling of the self by the world) and projection (modeling of the world according to the self).  The Other, being the negation of the self, can take on many characteristics, good or bad.  The Other, therefore, is both a rough replication of the goodness and badness of the external world as well as a determinant of that goodness or badness. When we congrugate into groups (including the society which is integral to these groups) the relations of Otherness take on a decisive importance.  For in the formation of a group a kind of splitting necessarily takes place between elements of the Other.  This splitting is shaped about the irreducible fact of the group (or society) and its identity.  If there is a group, then one is either in it or not.  From another angle, groups take shape about the deployment of the feeling of “insideness.”  And once one is in, then there must be an outside.  If there is an America, then one can be an American.  If so, then all others become Other, and non-Americans or foreigners. A lot of history has turned around the fact that the basic inside-outside relations of groups have come to be fused with the goodness and badness of the Other.  Then all those inside become good, and all outside, bad.  The members of the group each return to being of the “purified pleasure ego,” described earlier when we were developing the notion of paranoia and the general psychology of technocracy.  Insofar as the bad outside takes on a persecutory quality, the group itself becomes paranoid—with this key difference between the group and the individual level: that the individual paranoiac experiences the persecution immediately, while the member of the group is insulated by identification with the others and his or her participation in the group’s practice.  In this way, the paranoia is delegated to the group as a whole.  We might say that it becomes de-subjectified and passes beyond the psychologies of the individuals of the group.  The individual mind remains under the sway of the affiliation of the good Other that remains inside group relations.  Meanwhile the persecutory potential of the outsiders is reduced by dehumanization.  This is how people remain “normal” individually while countenancing and even actively carrying out the most heinous and irrational acts on the “thingified” and dehumanized bodies of outsiders.  It tells us a lot about how gracious  and kindly white Southerners could lynch and castrate blacks; of how good, clean efficient Germans could turn Jews into lampshades; of how Israelis, with their ancient tradition of Jewish compassionateness, earned through centuries of suffering, could calculatedly dispossess the Palestinian people; and of course, how the friendly Americans could annihilate Hiroshima and cut their swath through history.
Nuclear war will not cause extinction. There way of thinking is created by exaggeration to justify inaction, fear of death, and exaggeration to stimulate action. Exaggerating the effects of a Nuclear war reduces action on other issues. 

Martin, 1982 (Brian, Professor of Social Sciences at the University of Wollongong,” Critique of Nuclear Extinction”, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 19, No. 4, 1982, http://www.bmartin.cc/pubs/82jpr.html , pp. 287-300.)

The idea that global nuclear war could kill most or all of the world's population is critically examined and found to have little or no scientific basis. A number of possible reasons for beliefs about nuclear extinction are presented, including exaggeration to justify inaction, fear of death, exaggeration to stimulate action, the idea that planning is defeatist, exaggeration to justify concern, white western orientation, the pattern of day-to-day life, and reformist political analysis. Some of the ways in which these factors inhibit a full political analysis and practice by the peace movement are indicated. Prevalent ideas about the irrationality and short duration of nuclear war and of the unlikelihood of limited nuclear war are also briefly examined. For many people, nuclear war is seen as such a terrible event, and as something that people can do so little about, that they can see no point in taking action on peace issues and do not even think about the danger. For those who have never been concerned or taken action on the issue, accepting an extreme account of the effects of nuclear war can provide conscious or unconscious justification for this inaction. In short, one removes from one's awareness the upsetting topic of nuclear war, and justifies this psychological denial by believing the worst. people involved with any issue or activity tend to exaggerate its importance so as to justify and sustain their concern and involvement. Nuclear war is only one problem among many pressing problems in the world, which include starvation, poverty, exploitation, racial and sexual inequality and repressive governments. By concentrating on peace issues, one must by necessity give less attention to other pressing issues. An unconscious tendency to exaggerate the effects of nuclear war has the effect of reducing conscious or unconscious guilt at not doing more on other issues.


Kritik of Nuclear War Impacts (2)

Fear of the nuclear “other” entrenches us in the type of logic that inevitably leads to human extinction
Gleisner ’83 [Dr. John Gleisner, a consultant psychiatrist at the North Western Regional Health Authority in Greater Manchester, is active in the Medical Campaign Against Nuclear Weapons, New International, “The Enemy Within”, March 1983]

GOTCHA!’ screamed the headline in the London Sun the morning after a British submarine sank the Argentinian warship General Beigrono in the South Atlantic last year. The 360 sailors who went down with their ship were only Argies— the enemy— and cheers resounded in pubs up and down the country. Many were shocked to hear British people chant ‘nuke the Argies’ and to see how the Ministry of Defense and the media portrayed Argentina as a nation of international gangsters. It was a shock, but it should not have been. After all, governments and media throughout the world have perfected a psychological war machine which is highly efficient in fostering fear and hatred of ‘the enemy’. True, for us in the West the enemy these days is usually portrayed as toting a red flag and a fistful of nuclear missiles, but the fear and hatred are free-floating and can be attached, by skilful manoeuvering, to any object. Softened by centuries of insecurity, our minds are malleable clay for the psychological war machine. There have often been good grounds in the past for fearing the enemy, and the distinction between ‘them’ and ‘us’ was once necessary for survival. But nuclear weapons have changed everything. Today that ancient them us distinction threatens the survival of them and us. As Einstein once said: ‘The unleashed power of the atom has changed everything except our way of thinking. . . we need an essentially new way of thinking if mankind is to survive.’ The old them-us thinking is dangerous because it leads us to accept the unacceptable. And the reasoning goes something like this: ‘The Russians are basically different from us. They are wicked bullies who intend to take over the world. We can stop them only by threatening them because bullies only respond to threats. And because they are basically different from us it is alright to destroy them if necessary. Nuclear weapons are terrible but it may be that the Russians cannot be stopped by any other means. Although nuclear war would be horrible, we have a reasonable chance of surviving. And anyway life under Russian rule would be far worse than death.’ If any individual spoke about another using logic like this they would be diagnosed as paranoid. And, indeed, them-us thinking is a time-honoured symptom of psychosis (a psychotic being someone who can no longer distinguish between events in the world and events taking place in their imagination), characterised by what psychologists call ‘denial’ and ‘projection’. ‘Denial’ is refusing to acknowledge one’s own unpleasant motives. ‘Projection’ is attaching these unacknowledged motives onto someone else and then rejecting them. It is the perfect way of having your cake and eating it too: of indulging your own bad motives and criticising them at the same time. Our media and governments depict the Russians as aggressive expansionists bent on our destruction. A powerful perception of threat is created to soften up the public for yet more ‘defence’ spending, And in the Soviet Union precisely the same tricks are used to persuade Soviet citizens to make the necessary ‘sacrifices’ for protection against us. Most of us have never met a Russian. Yet there are few of us without opinions about how dangerous they are. We tend to see our own country as conciliatory, just, trustworthy, rational, legitimate. Theirs is aggressive, unjust, untrustworthy, irrational and illegitimate. Yet anyone travelling in the Soviet Union is soon struck not only by the Soviets’ strong belief in their own peacefulness, but also by their surprise and puzzlement at the fact that foreigners do not view them in the same light. They fear us — for precisely the same reasons that we fear them.

Fearing the Bomb buys into a mode of nuclear opposition that grants control of the debate to nuclear proponents, preventing change.

Chaloupka 92 (William, Professor of Political Science, University of Montana, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. 21-22)

Like few other issues, nuclearism strains to become more than an instance. It aspires to be context and case, to shape public and private life. It seeks a symbolic position of such force that other concerns would arise within the context of nuclear technology, sometimes even when explicit, connections are absent. The policies, practices, and discourses of nuclear technology seem to have a capacity to capture attention that rivals even their destructive capability. In short, nuclearism organizes public life and thought so thoroughly that, in another era of political theory, we would analyze it as an ideology. The framework of survival or defense has become pervasive in Western political cultures, dominating not only the budgets and debates of public life but the more private dimensions as well. In our time, when one dreams of public life, the fantasies may even be atomic.  The level of compulsion attendant to nuclear questions could become a subject of interpretation; a critic could choose to discuss these questions as more fundamental than issues that merely confirm existing frameworks and habits. For citizens of nuclear states, nukes are the metaphors for success and failure, the constraints for experimentation, the analogy for all other “problems. Nonetheless, these same citizens seem reluctant to take nukes so seriously. The background for my project is a suspicion that a sort of conservatism, a slowness to move, characterizes even the most alarmist talk of nukes. The various positions on nuclearism are phrased within familiar political ways of speaking, despite their proponents’ considered judgment that precisely these undertakings have made the world so different, so dangerous. The nuclearism adopted by states and diplomats presumes a Machiavellian counterbalance of threats, while opponents presume the efficacy of humanist commitment. Despite obvious differences, both positions reinforce a contemporary, ideological ways of understanding politics.

Kritik of Proliferation Impacts 

A. Their discourse of nuclear proliferation is Orientalist and racist. 

Gusterson ‘99  [Hugh Gusterson, Professor of Anthropology, George Mason University , “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in Western Imagination,” Cultural Anthropology, pg. 114]

Thus in Western discourse nuclear weapons are represented so that "theirs" are a problem whereas "ours" are not. During the Cold War the Western discourse on the dangers of "nuclear proliferation" defined the term in such a way as to sever the two senses of the word proliferation. This usage split off the "vertical" proliferation of the superpower arsenals (the development of new and improved weapons designs and the numerical expansion of the stockpiles) from the "horizontal" proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, presenting only the latter as the "proliferation problem." Following the end of the Cold War, the American and Russian arsenals are being cut to a few thousand weapons on each side.5 However, the United States and Russia have turned back appeals from various nonaligned nations, especially India, for the nuclear powers to open discussions on a global convention abolishing nuclear weapons. Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty notwithstanding, the Clinton administration has declared that nuclear weapons will play a role in the defense of the United States for the indefinite future. Meanwhile, in a controversial move, the Clinton administration has broken with the policy of previous administrations in basically formalizing a policy of using nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states to deter chemical and biological weapons (Panofsky 1998; Sloyan 1998). The dominant discourse that stabilizes this system of nuclear apartheid in Western ideology is a specialized variant within a broader system of colonial and postcolonial discourse that takes as its essentialist premise a profound Otherness separating Third World from Western countries. This inscription of Third World (especially Asian and Middle Eastern) nations as ineradicably different from our own has, in a different context, been labeled "Orientalism" by Edward Said (1978). Said argues that orientalist discourse constructs the world in terms of a series of binary oppositions that produce the Orient as the mirror image of the West: where "we" are rational and disciplined, "they" are impulsive and emotional; where "we" are modern and flexible, "they" are slaves to ancient passions and routines; where "we" are honest and compassionate, "they" are treacherous and uncultivated. While the blatantly racist orientalism of the high colonial period has softened, more subtle orientalist ideologies endure in contemporary politics. They can be found, as Akhil Gupta (1998) has argued, in discourses of economic development that represent Third World nations as child nations lagging behind Western nations in a uniform cycle of development or, as Lutz and Collins (1993) suggest, in the imagery of popular magazines, such as National Geographic. I want to suggest here that another variant of contemporary orientalist ideology is also to be found in U.S. national security discourse. 
B. These racist dichotomies grant states the power to exterminate – this is the root of all war

Mendieta ‘2 [Eduardo Mendieta, SUNY at Stony Brook, APA Central Division Meeting, Meeting  of the Foucault Circle, “To Make Live and to Let Die – Foucault on Racism”, April 25, 2002]

This is where racism intervenes, not from without, exogenously, but from within, constitutively. For the emergence of biopower as the form of a new form of political rationality, entails the inscription within the very logic of the modern state the logic of racism. For racism grants, and here I am quoting: “the conditions for the acceptability of putting to death in a society of normalization. Where there is a society of normalization, where there is a power that is, in all of its surface and in first instance, and first line, a bio-power, racism is indispensable as a condition to be able to put to death someone, in order to be able to put to death others. The homicidal [meurtrière] function of the state, to the degree that the state functions on the modality of bio-power, can only be assured by racism “(Foucault 1997, 227) To use the formulations from his 1982 lecture “The Political Technology of Individuals” –which incidentally, echo his 1979 Tanner Lectures –the power of the state after the 18th century, a power which is enacted through the police, and is enacted over the population, is a power over living beings, and as such it is a biopolitics. And, to quote more directly, “since the population is nothing more than what the state takes care of for its own sake, of course, the state is entitled to slaughter it, if necessary. So the reverse of biopolitics is thanatopolitics.” (Foucault 2000, 416). Racism, is the thanatopolitics of the biopolitics of the total state. They are two sides of one same political technology, one same political rationality: the management of life, the life of a population, the tending to the continuum of life of a people. And with the inscription of racism within the state of biopower, the long history of war that Foucault has been telling in these dazzling lectures has made a new turn: the war of peoples, a war against invaders, imperials colonizers, which turned into a war of races, to then turn into a war of classes, has now turned into the war of a race, a biological unit, against its polluters and threats. Racism is the means by which bourgeois political power, biopower, re-kindles the fires of war within civil society. Racism normalizes and medicalizes war. Racism makes war the permanent condition of society, while at the same time masking its weapons of death and torture. As I wrote somewhere else, racism banalizes genocide by making quotidian the lynching of suspect threats to the health of the social body. Racism makes the killing of the other, of others, an everyday occurrence by internalizing and normalizing the war of society against its enemies. To protect society entails we be ready to kill its threats, its foes, and if we understand society as a unity of life, as a continuum of the living, then these threat and foes are biological in nature.

Kritik of War Impacts (1)

Seeing war an event obfuscates the continued legacy of state-sponsored violence going on everyday.  This ethic prevents mobilization against structural forms of violence that make the outbreak of war inevitable. 

Cuomo 96 (Christine, Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence”, Hypatia, Vol. 11, Iss. 4, Fall, Proquest)

Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems. Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state. Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns.

Kritik of War Impacts (2)

To discuss war as an event that occurs outside of our day to day world is to actively forgo a discussion the war which takes place every day against a variety of feminized others. This ontological and epistemological shortsightedness creates an ongoing war against women and the environment. 

Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy and Women’s Studies, 1996 Chris Cuomo - Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and Director of the Institute for Women's Studies at the Univerity of Georgia – 1996 “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence” Published in Hypatia 11.4, pp. 30-46 

Although my position is in agreement with the notion that war and militarism are feminist issues, I argue that approaches to the ethics of war and peace which do not consider “peacetime” military violence are inadequate for feminist and environmentalist concerns. Because much of the military violence done to women and ecosystems happens outside the boundaries of declared wars, feminist and environmental philosophers ought to emphasize the significance of everyday military violence.  Philosophical attention to war has typically appeared in the form of justifications for entering into war, and over appropriate activities within war. The spatial metaphors used to refer to war as a separate, bounded sphere indicate assumptions that war is a realm of human activity vastly removed from normal life, or a sort of happening that is appropriately conceived apart from everyday events in peaceful times. Not surprisingly, most discussions of the political and ethical dimensions of war discuss war solely as an event—an occurrence, or collection of occurrences, having clear beginnings and endings that are typically marked by formal, institutional declarations. As happenings, wars and military activities can be seen as motivated by identifiable, if complex, intentions, and directly enacted by individual and collective decision-makers and agents of states. But many of the questions about war that are of interest to feminists including how large-scale, state-sponsored violence affects women and members of other oppressed groups; how military violence shapes gendered, raced, and nationalistic political realities and moral imaginations; what such violence consists of and why it persists; how it is related to other oppressive and violent institutions and hegemonies—cannot be adequately pursued by focusing on events. These issues are not merely a matter of good or bad intentions and identifiable decisions. In "Gender and 'Postmodern' War," Robin Schott introduces some of the ways in which war is currently best seen not as an event but as a presence (Schott 1995). Schott argues that postmodern understandings of persons, states, and politics, as well as the high-tech nature of much contemporary warfare and the preponderance of civil and nationalist wars, render an event-based conception of war inadequate, especially insofar as gender is taken into account. In this essay, I will expand upon her argument by showing that accounts of war that only focus on events are impoverished in a number of ways, and therefore feminist consideration of the political, ethical, and ontological dimensions of war and the possibilities for resistance demand a much more complicated approach. I take Schott's characterization of war as presence as a point of departure, though I am not committed to the idea that the constancy of mili ions of white, western 'civilisation' - although nuclear war is hardly the way to achieve this. These considerations suggest the importance of strengthening links between peace struggles and struggles for justice, equality and freedom from exploitation in poor countries.


Kritik of Disease Impacts (1)

Constructing foreign countries as unsafe for “Us,” the Westerners, due to disease allowed for colonization by Western medicine. 

Bankoff 01 (Gregory, Professor of Modern History at the University of Hull, “Rendering the World Unsafe: 'Vulnerability' as Western Discourse”, http://www.geo.mtu.edu/volcanoes/06upgrade/Social-KateG/Attachments%20Used/Vulnerability.WesternDiscourse.pdf) SS

The process by which large areas of the globe were rendered unsafe to Europeans pre​dates the nineteenth century but a systematically constructed paradigm, based on consistent argument and substantiated by empirical investigation that depicts certain areas of the world as particularly deleterious to human health, had to await the scientific advances of the new century. David Arnold describes how the growth of a branch of Western medicine that specialized in the pathology of 'warm climates' was a conspicuous element in the process of European contact and colonization from the earliest years of overseas exploration. More than a mere chronology of scientific discovery that drew attention to the medicinal characteristics of new plants, therapeutic practices and esoteric knowledge, he refers to the manner in which Western medicine came to demarcate and define parts of world where these 'warm climate' diseases were prevalent (Arnold, 1996: 5-6). Here it is the role of the medical practitioner as colonial rather than simply medical expert, where his long-term attitudes to distinctive indigenous societies and distant geographical environments proved instrumental in how such lands came to be conceptualized. 
Western disease discourse otherizes foreign lands and their people.

Bankoff 01 (Gregory, Professor of Modern History at the University of Hull, “Rendering the World Unsafe: 'Vulnerability' as Western Discourse”, http://www.geo.mtu.edu/volcanoes/06upgrade/Social-KateG/Attachments%20Used/Vulnerability.WesternDiscourse.pdf) SS

Arnold argues that the growing body of scientific knowledge about these regions, increasingly substantiated by statistical enumeration of morbidity and mortality and by a medical geography that attributed local diseases to specific climates, vegetation and physical topographies, produced not only a literature on warm climates but also invented a particular discourse that he refers to as tropicality (Arnold, 1996: 7​8, 10). One of the most distinctive characteristics of this discourse was the creation of a sense of otherness that Europeans attached to the tropical environment, the difference of plant and animal life, the climate and topography, the indigenous societies and their cultures and the distinctive nature of disease. More than denoting simply a physical space, the otherness conveyed by tropicality is as much a conceptual one: 'A Western way of defining something culturally and politically alien, as well as environmentally distinctive, from Europe and other parts of the temperate zone' (Arnold, 1996: 6). In this first rendition of the story, then, Western medicine effectively defines equatorial regions as a zone of danger in terms of disease and threat to life and health, one that conceptually culminates with the establishment of the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine in 1899. The medical discoveries of the late nineteenth century, the elaboration of germ theory and the realisation that bacteria and not climate were responsible for disease, credited Western medicine with the means of effecting a 'cure' to the regions' inherent dangers, an impression that persisted through most of last century. However, the reappearance in the last decades of the twentieth century of antibiotic-resistant strains of known diseases, the spread of the AIDS pandemic, and the emergence of new viruses like Ebola fever for which there are no known cures, have seriously shaken the notion of Western security (Brookesmith, 1997).4 Once again, those regions of 'warm climates', from which these new threats are seen to emanate, are depicted as dangerous and life-threatening to Western people, giving a new lease of life to the notion of tropicality in the twenty-first century (Altman, 1998).

Kritik of Disease Impacts (2)

Western medicine discourse has divided the world into superior donors and inferior recipients of western ideals.

Bankoff 01 (Gregory, Professor of Modern History at the University of Hull, “Rendering the World Unsafe: 'Vulnerability' as Western Discourse”, http://www.geo.mtu.edu/volcanoes/06upgrade/Social-KateG/Attachments%20Used/Vulnerability.WesternDiscourse.pdf) SS

While large parts of the globe were gradually rendered unsafe and then progressively safer by the conceptual geography of Western medicine, the dominant position of disease as the primary delimiting condition was superseded, though never completely replaced, by a new discursive framework especially in the years following the second world war. Not that tropicality has ever been completely eclipsed as a paradigmatic concept: Western governments continue to issue health and vaccination warnings to their citizens travelling to regions regarded as lying within endemic malarial, choleric or other such zones, as well as imposing stringent quarantine regulations on produce, material (and migrants) originating from those same areas. But cold war rivalry between the United States and the former Soviet Union for global dominance led Western theorists to formulate new kinds of policies designed to solve what were deemed the pressing social and economic conditions of Africa, Asia and Latin America. The intent was nothing less than to replicate the characteristic features of 'advanced' Western nations: industrial, urban, technical societies with high growth rates and rising living standards whose citizens were educated and had largely imbued modern cultural values. But in attempting to 'win the hearts and minds' of the people who lived in these regions, to give them a 'fair deal' and so contain the spread of Communism, Western investment and aid policies effectively divided the world conceptually in two — between donor and recipient nations, between developed and underdeveloped countries
Through Western representations of disease, tropical countries are labeled as dangerous to western people and are opened up to colonialism by Western medicine. 

Bankoff 01 (Gregory, Professor of Modern History at the University of Hull, “Rendering the World Unsafe: 'Vulnerability' as Western Discourse”, http://www.geo.mtu.edu/volcanoes/06upgrade/Social-KateG/Attachments%20Used/Vulnerability.WesternDiscourse.pdf) SS

The Western discourse on disasters, whether it be about abnormal natural events or about vulnerable populations, still remains what Hewitt calls 'a socio-cultural construct reflecting a distinct, institution-centred and ethnocentric view of man and nature' (1983: 8). Health and disease, well-being and danger are viewed as fundamentally dependent upon particular geographies. The concept of natural disasters forms part of a much wider historical and cultural geography of risk that both creates and maintains a particular depiction of large parts of the world (mainly non-Western countries) as dangerous places for us and ours. More importantly, it also serves as justification for Western interference and intervention in the affairs of those regions for our and their sakes. Of course, the matter is never presented quite so crudely but is usually disguised within a greater discourse more appropriate to the time and age. Between the seventeenth and early twentieth centuries, this discourse was about 'tropicality' and Western intervention was known as 'colonialism'. Post-1945, it was mainly about 'development' and Western intervention was known as 'aid'. In the 1990s, it was about 'vulnerability' and Western intervention is known as 'relief'. Nor have the conditions that supposedly rendered these areas of the globe unsafe remained constant over time: the historical nature of danger has transformed once primarily disease-ridden regions into poverty-stricken ones, and now depicts them as disaster-prone. The succession with which danger was initially identified as purely climatic, then as more political, before once again emphasising the environmental reflects wider changes in the course of Western history. The creation of the tropics as the abode of dangerous diseases justified the establishment of high colonialism during the late-nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in terms of Western medicine. It gave substance to the rhetoric of the French mission civilatrice, the British 'white man's burden' and the 'ethical policy' of the Dutch. Similarly, the creation of the Third World following the second world war as poor and underdeveloped was largely the product of the political rhetoric of the cold war's attempt to win the 'hearts and minds' of its peoples and formed part of the unremitting struggle against Communism.


 Kritk of Disease Impacts (3)

Disease rhetoric constructs disease as a bi-product of the Other, motivating murderous destruction.
Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS
The association between race or ethnicity and disease is not novel; epidemic disease, that is, disease which threatens a society, invariably comes from “somewhere else”12; plagues are “visitations”.13 Susan Sontag took the example of syphilis, which, when it began to sweep through Europe in the late fifteenth century was the “French pox to the English, morbus Germanicus to the Parisians, the Naples sickness to the Florentines, the Chinese disease to the Japanese . . . there is a link between imagining disease and imagining foreignness. It lies perhaps in the very concept of wrong, which is archaically identical with the non-us, the alien. A polluting person is always wrong, as Mary Douglas has observed. The inverse is also true: a person judged to be wrong is regarded as, at least potentially, a source of pollution.14 The advent of modernity allowed the transformation of this association between ancestry and purity, and between disease and otherness, into a murderous rhetoric which motivated not only the mistreatment or expulsion of the Other, but their complete destruction.
Disease is represented as a punishment of weakness and evil, resulting in the defining of the Other as unnatural and diseased.
Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS
Susan Sontag, who credited Christianity with the advent of a moralised concept of disease which saw it as punishment, described the following process in relation to disease: First, the subjects of deepest dread (corruption, decay, pollution, anomie, weakness) are identified with the disease. The disease itself becomes a metaphor. Then, in the name of the disease (that is, using it as a metaphor), that horror is imposed on other things . . . Epidemic diseases were a common figure for social disorder. From pestilence (bubonic plague) came ‘pestilent,’ whose figurative meaning, according to the Oxford English Dictionary, is ‘injurious to religion, morals, or public peace – 1513’; and ‘pestilential,’ meaning ‘morally baneful or pernicious – 1531.’ Feelings about evil are projected onto a disease. And the disease (so enriched with meanings) is projected onto the world.64 In the nineteenth century, however, two changes took place. First, diseases used as metaphors for evil changed from epidemic, collective diseases, to diseases like syphilis, tuberculosis and cancer, understood to be diseases of the individual.65 Second, “the notion that disease fits the patient’s character, as the punishment fits the sinner, was replaced by the notion that it expresses character. Disease can be challenged by the will”.66 Recovery from disease, according to Schopenhauer, depended on the will assuming “dictatorial power in order to subsume the rebellious forces” of the body.67 The coincidence of the idea of disease as punishment with the idea that it is related to the will created a punitive and moralistic conceptual framework which allowed disease to be seen as a product of weakness, an expression of the inner self which could be reversed by a conscious effort of strength.68 On the national scale, defeat and debility particularly contributed to perceptions of national “illness”: the Ottoman Empire, in a period of disintegration and of disastrous, humiliating military defeat, was commonly known as “the sick man of Europe”. Hitler described the period following Germany’s defeat in the First World War as “inwardly sick and rotten”; his actions, wrote Lifton, can be understood as an effort to recreate the pre-War period and, as Hitler put it, to “cleanse it of all impurities, and preserve it, so that this time the goal of 1914 would be reached . . .”69 While moral judgement could only be passed on a diseased individual as an individual, in terms of the metaphor of society as a diseased body, society became a secondary and redeemable object of moral opprobrium, while the alien bodies of the Other could bear the full brunt of condemnation. “Throughout the nineteenth century”, wrote Sontag, “disease metaphors become more virulent, preposterous, demagogic. And there is an increasing tendency to call any situation one disapproves of a disease. Disease, which could be considered as much a part of nature as is health, became the synonym of whatever was ‘unnatural’ ”.70 Invasive diseases “constitute the ultimate insult to the natural order”71; but with the exercise of brute force in the service of strength of will, order could be restored.

Kritik of Disease Impacts (4)

The metaphor of the germ infecting the body causes genocide of the threatening Other.
Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, 

Eugenics and race theory had provided a literal, scientific- intellectual argument as to why biologically-defined groups posed a threat to society. At the same time, medicine provided a metaphorical rhetoric which, given the established scientific “proof”, could be employed to call for the destruction of outgroups. The concept of social disease in the body politic was not novel; but the discovery of germ theory allowed a particularly vicious conceptualisation of disease and illness as an alien, threatening Other invading the body. The concept that living organisms had a role in causing disease, the “animacular hypothesis”, was a theory which dated back to classical times; however, from the 1860s onwards, breakthroughs by scientists, most notably Louis Pasteur and Robert Koch, pre- sented increasingly convincing proof of the relationship between microbes and illnesses. By 1900, “the general principle that microorganisms played a central role in causing communicable diseases . . . had achieved widespread acceptance in both Europe and America”.72 The new “germ theory” travelled rapidly into the popular realm, through public health campaigns, lectures and publications in popular science and household issues, and adver- tising.73 In the 1930s, growing recognition of the importance of viruses added a new spur to disease rhetoric.74 Illness in general had long been used as societal metaphor.75 But the advent of germ theory allowed more specific and particular kinds of understandings of illness, which then became available for metaphorical use. Previous political metaphors which saw “societal illnesses” as treatable by reason, foresight or tolerance were replaced by a view in which disease equals death, in which the emphasis is on diseases that are loathsome and fatal, diseases which are not to be managed or treated, but attacked.76 In contrast to previous theories which had seen miasma and vapours as spreading illness, germ theory created active agents of illness which sought out their victims, agents which could be visualised, confined and destroyed.77 There was a change from a defensive, to an offensive attitude.78 Disease changed from a punishment, to something to be punished79: hygiene took on religio- moral overtones. As the American pioneer home economist Ellen Richards wrote, even small hygienic chores had become “a step in the conquering of evil, for dirt is sin”.80 Disease-causing bacteria were described as “invisible enemies”, “baneful”, “lying in wait”, “foreign”, “base”, “murderous” and “cunning”; and they “were often described in martial terms as attacking, invading, and conquering their human hosts” (a theme I return to below).81 A purposeful use of Darwinist rhetoric and analogy also emerged. Many of the leading figures in debate were committed Darwinists, who saw and described the relationship between microbe and host not only as a war, but specifically as a manifestation of the “survival of the fittest”.82 While germ theory made disease more comprehensible, it also became more frightening, for people, not places, were now responsible for disease83 – and a closer association was now possible between particular groups of people and disease.84 The advent of germ theory also gave rise to an important change in understanding of the nature of incarnated pollution. It was no longer identifiable by outward appearance, which became deceptive: the cleanest-looking person might harbour hidden and contagious impurity.85 In the metaphors created by germ theory, this tied in neatly with the view which saw assimilation as an unac- ceptable, and even a threatening, option. Assimilated minorities and “political traitors” were more, not less, dangerous because they fitted in and because they could not be readily identified.86 For it was their essential, immutable inner nature which was the source of the threat.

Disease rhetoric on foreign infection result in genocide of the Other. Empirically proven in Germany and Cambodia.

Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, 

The rhetoric of victims as disease organisms appeared soon after the inception of the theory – and, in Germany, in parallel with Jewish emancipation and the entrance of “upstart” Jews into the previously separate Gemeinschaft (“community”). De Gobineau maintained, in the words of Tatz, that “civilisations degenerate and die when the primordial race-unit is broken up and swamped by an influx of foreign elements . . . Purity of blood was essential to maintain that power, and purity had to be protected from dangerous germ plasms, the bacilli – the Jews”.87 By 1886 Paul de Lagarde could describe Jews as “nothing but carriers of decomposition” and argue that “with trichinae and bacilli one does not negotiate . . . they are exterminated as
quickly and thoroughly as possible”;88 and in 1895 Hermann Ahlwardt, attacking Jewish immigration, labelled Jews “cholera bacilli”.89 Richard Wagner’s son-in-law, Houston Stuart Chamberlain, wrote that “alien elements” in Teutonism had not yet been exorcised “and still, like baneful germs, circulate in our blood”.90 From this point onwards, such rhetoric is commonly found in the words of the perpetrators of genocidal episodes. A 1976 Khmer Rouge Party Center Report (thought to have been written by Pol Pot himself) states the following: “there is a sickness inside the Party . . . we cannot locate it precisely. The illness must emerge to be examined . . . we search for the microbes within the Party without success . . . They will rot society, rot the Party, rot the army . . . We must expose them.”91 Those who exhibited “regressive” signs were held to have a “sick consciousness” (chhoeu sâtiarâmma); and a Khmer Rouge saying held that the goal was to “completely annihilate diseases of consciousness” and create a society of pure revolutionaries..

Kritik of Disease Impacts (5)

Disease discourse results in biopolitical control over the health of society to “cure” us from the Other.

Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS

With the advent of the nation-state, hygienic medicine as a technique of health assumed an increasingly important place in the administrative system and the machinery of power. The health of the population as a whole became one of the essential objectives of political power.93 The nation-state, shaped as it was by the new technology of population (that is, political science), encompassing the tools for internal measurement and regulation, was the only body equipped to deal with the necessary processes of discipline: identification, categorization, containment, and (if necessary) elimination.94 The health of the population would be ensured by the “police” of the social body, and specifically by the new formation, “medical police”95; thus, with the new conception of illness, public health became more than ever before a question of policing.96 Germ theory redefined the concept of individual liberty, “making it acceptable for governments to investigate citi- zens and restrict their movements, since no individual had the right to contaminate others”.97 Furthermore, the elimination of illness through state surveillance and state control of the individual could be seen not only as a necessity, but also as humane; such a view was espoused by important scientists, notably Koch, a founder of bacteriology.98
Disease discourse acts as dehumanizing rhetoric for particular groups or foreign threat.
Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS

Götz Aly theorised that the most important connection between Operation T-4 (the first Nazi mass murder program to target an entire, carefully defined set of people) and the murder of Jews was “the discovery made by the organisers that all levels of German administration, as well as the German people in general, were willing to accept such a procedure.”103 Dehumanizing rhetoric which cast particular groups as a threat and excised them from the national community had worked more than effectively. Walter Gross, head of the Nazi Office of Racial Policy, dated the explicit link made between genetic health and German blood to the Nuremberg Laws of 1935. All subsequent legislation on race and population, Gross claimed, was based on the distinction these laws drew between “healthy” and “diseased races”.104 The concentration and elimination of Jews took place under the guise of “quarantine”: ghettoes were a “hygienic necessity” and Jews were characterised as “germ-carriers” who spread epidemic disease.105 This rhetoric emerge again in Democratic Kampuchea (DK), where at times the eradication of “microbes” was likened to a public health decision . . . ‘Leaders justified destruction of the “diseased elements” of the old society . . . We were told repeatedly that in order to save the country, it was essential to destroy all the contaminated parts . . . It was essential to cut deep, even to destroy a few good people rather than chance one “diseased” person escaping eradication.’


Kritik of Disease Impacts (6)

Constructing the “germ” and the “Other” as the enemy is genocidal priming.

Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS

The rise of the nation-state, and developments in science, thus allowed the creation of abodily metaphor in which the perpetrator society was presented as a unitary body invaded or infected by threatening life-forms, which might be all the more dangerous because of their invisibility.150 For the very survival of the patient, these organisms must be destroyed. This metaphor has been persistent since its establishment: Brown wrote that from the inception of germ theory until the mid-twentieth century, although the specific threat changed, “the generic image of the germ as ‘enemy,’ and of hygiene as ‘defense,’ remained constant, with continuing implications not only for health, disease and medicine but also for . . . political conceptions of social danger”.151 It is important to note that in and of itself this metaphor alone was not a motivation for genocide. I do not attempt to establish a causal relationship; this rhetoric had been available for use, and had been used by various figures, for 70-odd years before it was employed by the Nazis in support of their quest to make greater Germany Judenrein (“Jew clean”). Rather, such rhetoric is a tool: when it is used by those in positions of power and influence as widespread and widely-accepted public discourse it serves a justificatory and legitimatory function. As Lifton wrote, the “genocidal threshold requires extensive prior ideological imagery of imperative”.152 Such discourse is, according to Hinton, a key part of the process of “genocidal priming”: victim groups, too, are “imagined communities”, imagined, however, not by themselves but by their persecutors.153 It is not the metaphor itself, but the “reality” which this metaphor represents, the perception of intrinsic essentialised threat, which motivates genocide; and such rhetoric serves to establish the connection in populist and powerfully symbolic terms. Nancy Tomes wrote that “[t]he identification of dread disease with a concrete enemy piqued popular interest in germ theory from its earliest days. As one commentator observed in Popular Science Monthly in 1885, ‘The germ theory appeals to the average mind: it is something tangible; it may be hunted down, captured, colored, and looked at through a microscope, and then in all its varieties, it can be held directly responsible for so much damage.’”154 This metaphor is used by political elites and ideologues to legitimise genocidal action to the direct perpetrators, the “men on the ground”, and to quash whatever moral qualms may be felt in relation to the destruction of people who might otherwise be seen as fellow human beings.
The representation of dirty disease results in “cleansing” of the Other.

Savage 07  (Rowan, degree in Medical Biochemistry from London University, “Disease Incarnate”: Biopolitical Discourse and Genocidal Dehumanisation in the Age of Modernity, http://sociology.ucsc.edu/directory/reinarman/addiction.pdf) SS

The concept of the Other as dirty gives rise to the related concept of the “cleansing” of victim peoples. As Norman Cigar noted in relation to genocide in Bosnia, [p]erhaps nowhere was the power of language to categorize and destroy as evident as the choice of the term ‘cleansing,’ used freely in unofficial discourse to describe the violent removal of Muslims. Logically, a procedure with such a name . . . could only be viewed as positive and desirable, the implicit antithesis and correction of an assumed impure, unnatural, and demeaning state. When the commander of a Serbian militia unit was able to report that ‘this region is ethnically clean,’ for example, he was clearly proud of what he viewed as an achievement.177 “Ethnic cleansing” was “a euphemism invoked by the Serbs them- selves to describe the process of creating ethnically pure Serbian regions through the methodical murder and expulsion of non- Serbs”.178 The term has a long history: the Vuk Karadžic ́ and ruler of Montenegro, the Vladika (Bishop) Petar II Petrovic ́ Njegoš, an early Serb nationalist intellectual, was “one of the first writers to use the word ‘cleanse’ (ocˇistiti), with all its Christian overtones of the redemptive powers of baptism, to describe the killing of Muslims in Belgrade in 1806”. Cˇetnik ideologue Stevan Moljevic ́ also advocated “cleansing the land of all non-Serb elements”.179 Norman M. Naimark noted that “[i]n both Slavic and German usages, ‘cleansing’ has a dual meaning; one purges the native community of foreign bodies, and one purges one’s own people of alien elements.”180 The Khmer Rouge announced the creation of “the cleanest, most fair society ever known in our history” and, when their plans ran into problems, began to “purify” the general populace.181 “Hidden enemies burrowing from within” were to be “cleansed from inside the ranks of our revolution”, while regiments were charged with “sweeping clean” (baos samat) the enemy, and “revolutionary young men and women” were exhorted to “purify various bad composi- tions so that they are completely gone, cleansed from inside the ranks of our revolution”.182 Urbanites were described as being “poisoned” by the “rotten culture” of U.S. imperialism, in contrast to the practices of the “pure and clean” peasantry.


Kritik of Disease Impacts (7)

WHO determines no chance for AIDS epidemic and admits to disease statistic inflation. 

Laurance 08 (Jeremy, writer for The Independent, “Threat of world Aids pandemic among heterosexuals is over, report admits,” http://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-and-families/health-news/threat-of-world-aids-pandemic-among-heterosexuals-is-over-report-admits-842478.html                  

A quarter of a century after the outbreak of Aids, the World Health Organisation (WHO) has accepted that the threat of a global heterosexual pandemic has disappeared. In the first official admission that the universal prevention strategy promoted by the major Aids organisations may have been misdirected, Kevin de Cock, the head of the WHO’s department of HIV/Aids said there will be no generalised epidemic of Aids in the heterosexual population outside Africa. Dr De Cock, an epidemiologist who has spent much of his career leading the battle against the disease, said understanding of the threat posed by the virus had changed. Whereas once it was seen as a risk to populations everywhere, it was now recognised that, outside sub-Saharan Africa, it was confined to high-risk groups including men who have sex with men, injecting drug users, and sex workers and their clients. Dr De Cock said: “It is very unlikely there will be a heterosexual epidemic in other countries. Ten years ago a lot of people were saying there would be a generalised epidemic in Asia – China was the big worry with its huge population. That doesn’t look likely. But we have to be careful. As an epidemiologist it is better to describe what we can measure. There could be small outbreaks in some areas.” In 2006, the Global Fund for HIV, Malaria and Tuberculosis, which provides 20 per cent of all funding for Aids, warned that Russia was on the cusp of a catastrophe. An estimated 1 per cent of the population was infected, mainly through injecting drug use, the same level of infection as in South Africa in 1991 where the prevalence of the infection has since risen to 25 per cent. Dr De Cock said: “I think it is unlikely there will be extensive heterosexual spread in Russia. But clearly there will be some spread.” …Aids organisations, including the WHO, UN Aids and the Global Fund, have come under attack for inflating estimates of the number of people infected, diverting funds from other health needs such as malaria, spending it on the wrong measures such as abstinence programmes rather than condoms, and failing to build up health systems. Dr De Cock labelled these the “four malignant arguments” undermining support for the global campaign against Aids, which still faced formidable challenges, despite the receding threat of a generalised epidemic beyond Africa. Any revision of the threat was liable to be seized on by those who rejected HIV as the cause of the disease, or who used the disease as a weapon to stigmatise high risk groups, he said… Critics of the global Aids strategy complain that vast sums are being spent educating people about the disease who are not at risk, when a far bigger impact could be achieved by targeting high-risk groups and focusing on interventions known to work, such as circumcision, which cuts the risk of infection by 60 per cent, and reducing the number of sexual partners. There were “elements of truth” in the criticism, Dr De Cock said. “You will not do much about Aids in London by spending the funds in schools. You need to go where transmission is occurring. It is true that countries have not always been good at that.” …

There is no legitimate threat of a bird flu epidemic.


              

Division of Labor 06 (Adam Smithian blog, “Expert rates a bird flu pandemic unlikely” http://divisionoflabour.com/archives/002671.php) SS 





       

Tyler Cowen is worried about the bird flu. So worried that he started a blog (now dormant) devoted entirely to it. Gillian Air, influenza virus expert and Professor of Molecular Biology at the University of Oklahoma, writes today in the Oklahoman (registration required) that fears of a bird flu pandemic are overblown. Here are the money quotes:An avian influenza pandemic might produce good ratings for a made-for-television movie, but in reality the risk to the majority of people is almost nonexistent right now. …The facts do not point to an impending pandemic.… Although the virus has met many prerequisites for the start of a pandemic, it still does not have an ability to spread efficiently among humans. …The picture in Indonesia strongly suggests that there is a rare gene in the human population that makes some humans susceptible to bird flu while the vast majority are either resistant to the infection or get a very mild infection.

Kritik of Environment Impacts (1)

The causes of pollution implicates us all, we are all guilty but to preserve our way of life- the very way of life that generates pollution, we call upon environmental laws to help us escape the psychological dilemma. Which create clear lines between victims and perpetrators and puts us on the safe side.

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

Because the deep-seated causes of pollution tend to implicate us all, we feel the desire for psychological guilt release or redemption with special force. Thus, laws that externalize blame to outside forces allow us to preserve a way of life to which we have grown accustomed and one that we are reluctant to change -- the very way of life that generates pollution in the first place. Environmental laws help us escape this psychological dilemma. They establish clear lines between the perpetrators and the victims, maintaining our position safely on the side of the innocent by treating pollution not as a natural, expected outcome of industrialization, but instead as an aberration from a norm of cleanliness.

Environmental laws discourage scrutiny of our ways of life and legitimizes our actions by identifying scapegoats, which then allows us to believe that the problem is being “taken care of” and ridding us of blame.  

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

Environmental laws and the social patterns they reflect raise troubling questions. If we reduce the purpose of environmental law to merely stopping end-point pollution, we inevitably discourage scrutiny of our basic habits and ways of life. With pollution being "taken care of" by the government, only the most guilt-sensitive will take action to change their own behavior, and only the most fervently committed will press for deeper changes in our systems of production and waste disposal. Unfortunately, these ardent few occupy a marginalized position in mainstream America, and as the process of environmental lawmaking marches onward -- identifying and punishing its scapegoats -- the underlying causes of pollution are rarely mentioned, let alone acted upon. n16 Thus, environmental legislation presents a striking example of how the law can legitimize an existing state of affairs while simultaneously creating the appearance of reforming it.

Environmental laws blame easily identifiable objects rather than the social and economic practices that actually produces them, which creates a scapegoat that cleanses the community of its wrongdoing.

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

A routine pattern in environmental lawmaking is a tendency to blame environmental problems on easily identifiable objects or entities rather than on the social and economic practices that actually produce them. n17 Once identified as the culprit of an environmental problem, this blame-holder comes to symbolize and embody the problem itself. Lawmaking then begins to resemble a re-enactment of a scapegoat ritual, in which the community's misfortunes are symbolically transferred to an entity that is then banished or slain in order to cleanse the community of its collective wrongdoing and remove the source of its adversity. The topic of scapegoating is commonly encountered in studies of racism, n18 family psychology, n19 and mass sociology, n20 but is not often associated with law and legal scholarship. Nevertheless, parallels appear to exist between the general scapegoat phenomenon and environmental lawmaking. This Article is not intended to support the notion that the targets of environmental regulation, in one way or another, are "scapegoats" in the common understanding of the term -- deserving of pity and freedom from compliance with environmental laws. Instead, I intend to shed light on a simple but troubling pattern: Environmental legislation is more likely to emerge from the lawmaking process when the problem it seeks to control is readily symbolized by an identifiable object, entity, or person -- a "scapegoat" in the sense discussed above. In the absence of such a scapegoat, however, lawmakers are less likely to take action. This pattern is particularly problematic because the identified scapegoat often bears an incomplete or distorted relationship to the actual problem at hand, resulting in laws that are likewise incomplete or distorted. As discussed below in Part V, because we deal harshly with culturally accepted symbols of environmental problems, it is less likely that we will deal with the problems (and their causes) themselves. For anyone concerned about the correlation between social problems and the legal regimes we create to solve them, this phenomenon should be cause for concern.

Kritik of Environment Impacts (2)

News about environmental issues are decontextualized and cause environmental problems to be easily identified, understood, and acted upon by elected officials

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

The idea that the media simply reports news in an objective, mirror-like fashion retains few adherents. n35 Media scholars have shown that news reports, like most forms of storytelling, rely on predictable narrative structures and beliefs about heroism and villainy, causation and desert. n36 The news has become a form of cultural mythology, n37 a way for society to converse with itself and reinforce its essential beliefs, world views, and ideologies. n38 One observer calls television, including the news, a "consensus narrative" -- a set of assumptions used "to articulate the culture's central mythologies, in a widely accessible 'language,' an inheritance of shared stories, plots, character types, cultural symbols, [and] narrative conventions." n39 Given its basis in the seemingly objective world of science, the reporting of environmental issues would seem to present an exception to the rule. Scholars of environmental journalism have, if anything, found the opposite to be true. n40 Typically, news about environmental issues is decontextualized and presented as a series of discrete events that are  [*720]  fraught with drama, rather than as ongoing problems or predictable malfunctionings of complex technologies. n41 Environmental problems (particularly those of a catastrophic nature) are reported as aberrations from a norm of health and safety. As one observer summed it up, environmental stories "are part of a modern myth that focuses attention on natural powers beyond our control and on the blundering efforts of humans to deal with the fruits of the industrial revolution. The idea that blame for environmental threats can be quickly identified is one result of these journalistic tendencies. The public comes to believe  [*725]  that the causes of environmental problems can be identified, understood, and acted upon by experts and elected officials. This inclination to attribute complex problems to simple causes may have far-reaching consequences for the evolution of environmental law and policy, as the following case study illustrates.
The Clean Air Act empirically demonstrates the scapegoating ritual

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

The Clean Air Act contains its own evidence of the scapegoating pattern. Although the Act is often cited as a prime example of regulation based on heath-related environmental conditions, n157 experience has demonstrated both a preoccupation with the entities that produce air pollution and a blind eye for the patterns of social and personal behavior that support these entities. We blame tailpipes, not transportation practices; factories, not the demand for their products. n158 In other words, the Act emphasizes the thing that pollutes -- the scapegoat entity -- over the reasons why such a thing exists in the first place. Even the much-heralded air toxics program of the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments, with  [*739]  its blacklist of nearly 200 chemicals, relies on the stubborn concept that the application of technological retrofits on exisitng entities will eventually lead us to universal, nontoxic air.
Environmental scapegoating legitimizes pollution while appearing to curtail them, two factors-1 it does not does not punish the cause of the problem, and it exonerates the “innocent” and 2 it creates new expectations that are flawed and prove nearly impossible to alter

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

Ultimately, the legacy of environmental scapegoating may be the paradox of legitimizing polluting activities while simultaneously appearing to curtail them. The legitimizing effect of environmental lawmaking involves two factors that will be discussed in detail in separate sections below. The first section notes that environmental legislation does not merely punish the blameworthy; it exonerates the "innocent." Upon the conviction of one suspect, the others are set free. Thus, the appearance of positive action in Washington (or the state capitol) creates the impression that a problem has been solved and repairs the perceived break in the social order that had given the law its initial momentum. The second section  [*744]  observes that enacting any social reform legislation, including environmental laws, n186 creates new expectations and patterns of behavior that harden with time into societal structures that, however flawed, prove nearly impossible to alter. Today's innovative solutions can become tomorrow's institutionalized nightmares, n187 a pattern from which environmental law enjoys no immunity.
Kritik of Environment Impacts (3) 

Environmental laws don’t create social reform, nor solve the true problem, creating barriers to public understanding and involvement, which discourage the theoretical virtues of a democracy. 

Bobertz, 1995 (Bradley, Assistant Professor of Law, University of Nebraska College of Law, “legitimizing Pollution”, Texas Law Review, 1995,URL, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, EL

The phenomenon of environmental scapegoating helps to foster the massiveness, disorganization, and incomprehensibility that plague environmental law. n176 When lawmakers react to a social problem by enacting legislation that hinges on a distorted picture of reality, a legal regime that lacks appropriate formative principles is an unsurprising result. Moreover, a law that depends on false diagnoses will grow in complexity as its legal  [*742]  suppositions come into increasing conflict with the facts. n177 As a coping strategy, lawmakers opt to adjust (and complicate) legislative programs only enough to accommodate the current problematic factors instead of starting fresh with new models that conform more accurately to the true problem. n178 Overcomplexity in the law by itself imposes costs on society. Initially, regulated entities must add to their ordinary cost of compliance the cost of simply understanding what the law requires them to do. Complicated laws also increase the likelihood of noncompliance, n181 undermining the attainment of environmental goals and creating pressures for extending  [*743]  deadlines and raising permissible emission levels -- a pattern endemic in environmental law. n182 Even more troubling is the fact that unnecessary legal complexity deprives society at large of a common, comprehensible vocabulary for debating environmental policy. A system of democratic rule implies discourse not only among a select group of experts, but also among the voting public. Environmental law has swollen into a fortress of specialized concepts and jargon practically impregnable to ordinarily informed and aware citizens. n183 Creating barriers to public understanding of, and involvement in, environmental law frustrates the theoretical virtues of democratic self-rule and also engenders a problem of more practical import -- a spirit of confusion and anger that characterizes most public encounters with environmental problems and the laws erected to correct them. n184 Such encounters typically result in resignation and apathy toward the law, qualities that impoverish any legal system directed toward social reform. n185 

Kritik of Environment Impacts (4)

Technological fixes make environmental problems worse – the plan legitimizes destruction of nature by framing humans as the orderers of the natural world

Katz, 00 (Eric Katz, associate professor of philosophy and director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program, New Jersey Institute of Technology; recognized pioneer, environmental ethics, 2K, Nature as Subject: Human Obligation and Natural Community)
Even more important, the question arises whether or not Nature can heal these wounds of human oppression. Consider the reverse process, the human attempt to heal the wounds of Nature. We often tend to clean up natural areas polluted or damaged by human activity, such as the Alaskan coast harmed by the Exxon Valdez oil spill. But we also attempt to improve natural areas dramatically altered by natural events, such as a forest damaged by a massive brush fire, or a beach suffering severe natural erosion. In most of these kinds of cases, human science and technology are capable of making a significant change in the appearance and processes of the natural area. Forests can be replanted, oil is removed from the surface of bays and estuaries, sand and dune vegetation replenish a beach. But are these activities the healing of Nature? Has human activity—science and technology—restored Nature to a healthy state? No. When humans modify a natural area they create an artifact, a product of human labor and human design. 12 This restored natural area may resemble a wild and unmodified natural system, but it is, in actuality, a product of human thought, the result of human desires and interests. All humanly created artifacts are manifestations of human interests—from computer screens to rice pudding. An ecosystem restored by human activity may appear to be in a different category—it may appear to be an autonomous living system uncontrolled by human thought—but it nonetheless exhibits characteristics of human design and intentionality: it is created to meet human interests, to satisfy human desires, and to maximize human good. Consider again my examples of human attempts to heal damaged natural areas. A forest is replanted to correct the damage of a fire because humans want the benefits of the forest—whether these be timber, a habitat for wildlife, or protection of a watershed. The replanting of the forest by humans is different from a natural re-growth of the forest vegetation, which would take much longer. The forest is replanted because humans want the beneficial results of the mature forest in a shorter time. Similarly, the eroded beach is replenished—with sand pumped from the ocean floor several miles offshore—because the human community does not want to maintain the natural status of the beach. The eroded beach threatens oceanfront homes and recreational beaches. Humanity prefers to restore the human benefits of a fully protected beach. The restored beach will resemble the original, but it will be the product of human technology, a humanly designed artifact for the promotion of human interests. After these actions of human restoration and modification, what emerges is a Nature with a different character than the original. This is an ontological difference, a difference in the essential qualities of the restored area. A beach that is replenished by human technology possesses a different essence than a beach created by natural forces such as wind and tides. A savanna replanted from wildflower seeds and weeds collected by human hands has a different essence than grassland that develops on its own. The source of these new areas is different—man—made, technological, artificial. The restored Nature is not really Nature at all. A Nature healed by human action is thus not Nature. As an artifact, it is designed to meet human purposes and needs—perhaps even the need for areas that look like a pristine, untouched Nature. In using our scientific and technological knowledge to restore natural areas, we actually practice another form of domination. We use our power to mold the natural world into a shape that is more amenable to our desires. We oppress the natural processes that function independent of human power; we prevent the autonomous development of the natural world. To believe that we heal or restore the natural world by the exercise of our technological power is, at best, a self-deception and, at worst, a rationalization for the continued degradation of Nature— for if we can heal the damage we inflict we will face no limits to our activities. This conclusion has serious implications for the idea that Nature can repair human destruction, that Nature can somehow heal the evil that humans perpetuate on the earth. Just as a restored human landscape has a  different causal history than the original natural system, the reemergence of Nature in a place of human genocide and destruction is based on a series of human events that cannot be erased. The natural vegetation that covers the mass grave in the Warsaw cemetery is not the same as the vegetation that would have grown there if the mass grave had never been dug. The grass and trees in the cemetery have a different cause, a different history, that is inextricably linked to the history of the Holocaust. The grassy field in the Majdanek parade ground does not cover and heal the mud and desolation of the death camp—it rather grows from the dirt and ashes of the site's victims. For anyone who has an understanding of the Holocaust, of the innumerable evils heaped upon an oppressed people by the Nazi regime, the richness of Nature cannot obliterate nor heal the horror. In this essay I question the environmentalists' concern for the restoration of nature and argue against the optimistic view that humanity has the obligation and ability to repair or reconstruct damaged natural systems. This conception of environmental policy and environmental ethics is based on a misperception of natural reality and a misguided understanding of the human place in the natural environment. On a simple level, it is the same kind of "technological fix" that has engendered the environmental crisis. Human science and technology will fix, repair, and improve natural processes. 

Kritik of Environment Impacts (5)

They re-establish the subject object dichotomy – in their politics, a subjectivized Nature is a blank slate that humanity draws its collective visions of salvation upon, using it as nothing more than a means to an end

Timothy W. Luke, Professor of Political Science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 1997, Ecocritique, p. 15-16

Deep ecology’s ultimate value of self-realization claims to go “beyond the modern Western self which is defined as an isolated ego striving primarily for hedonistic gratification or for a narrow sense of individual salvation in this life or the next.”51 Real selfhood, it is claimed, derives from human unity with Nature, realizing our mature personhood and uniqueness with all other human and nonhuman forms of being. Humanity must be “naturalized”; that is, the “human self” is not an atomistic ego, but a species-being and a Nature-being as a self-in-Self, “where Self stands for organic wholeness.”52 Here, the essence of Na​ture, to a large extent, would appear to be a projection of an idealized humanity onto the natural world. Nature is “humanized” in a myth of subjectivity to change human behavior. The reanimation of Nature in deep ecology extends this selfhood to all natural entities—rocks, bacte​ria, trees, clouds, river systems, animals—and permits the realization of their inner essence. As deep ecology depicts it, and as Georg Lukacs would observe, Nature here refers to authentic humanity, the true essence of man liberated from the false, mechanizing forms of society: man as a perfected whole who inwardly has overcome, or is in the process of overcoming, the di​chotomies of theory and practice, reason and the senses, form and content; man whose tendency to create his own forms does not imply an abstract rationalism which ignores concrete content; man for whom freedom and necessity are identical.53 Nature in this myth of subjectivity becomes for humanity the correct mediation of its acting that can generate a new, more just totality. Deep ecologists, however, cannot really enter into an intersubjective discourse with rocks, rivers, or rhinos, despite John Muir’s injunction to think like glaciers or mountains when confronting Nature. “The medi​tative deep questioning process” might allow humanity “an identifica​tion which goes beyond humanity to include the nonhuman world.”54 A hypostatization of self in human species being, whales, grizzlies, rain forests, mountains, rivers, and bacteria is no more than the individual’s identification of his/her self with those particular aspects of Nature that express their peculiar human liberation. This ideological appropriation, in turn, is always (human) self-serving. One must ask, Is humanity naturalized in such self-realization or is Nature merely humanized to the degree that its components promote human “maturity and growth”?This vision of self-realization appears to go beyond a modern Western notion of self tied to hedonistic gratification, but it does not transcend a narrow sense of individual salvation in this life or the next. Nature in deep ecology becomes humanity’s transcendent identical subject-object. By projecting selfhood into Nature, humans are saved by finding their self-maturation and spiritual growth in it. These goals are found in one’s life by in-dwelling psychically and physically in organic wholeness, as well as in the next life by recognizing that one may survive (physically in fact) within other humans, whales, grizzlies, rain forests, mountains, rivers, and bacteria or (psychically in faith) as an essential part of an organic whole. Nature, then, becomes ecosophical humanity’s alienated self-understanding, partly reflected back to itself and selectively perceived as self-realization, rediscovered in selected biospheric processes.

Warmer World Offers More Opportunity For Species, Not Less

Idso, 2007 Sherwood , Center the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, 6/6 2007 

http://www.co2science.org//education/reports/hansen/HansenTestimonyCritique.pdf, EL

These observations, which are similar to what has been observed in many other plants, suggest that when the atmosphere's temperature and CO2 concentration rise together (Cowling, 1999), the vast majority of earth's plants would likely not feel a need (or only very little need) to migrate towards cooler regions of the globe. Any warming would obviously provide them an opportunity to move into places that were previously too cold for them, but it would not force them to move, even at the hottest extremes of their ranges; for as the planet warmed, the rising atmospheric CO2 concentration would work its biological wonders, significantly increasing the temperatures at which most of earth's C3 plants - which comprise about 95% of the planet's vegetation - function best, creating a situation where earth's plant life would actually "prefer" warmer conditions.
Species Have Lived For Millions Of Years Despite Rapid Climate Changes – And Warming Increases Biodiversity

Avery, 2007 Dennis Avery, Hudson Institute, Testimony before the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, September 26, 21007, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=15670ce0-a15e-4aa1-9bbe-5edd32604379 , EL

In the first place, the record of past Dansgaard-Oeschger cycles indicates that they are typically abrupt. Yet most of our wild species “body types” date back about 600 million years and are still going strong. In the second place, the shifts in ecosystems are not likely to be abrupt. Most trees and plants are cold-limited but they are not heat-limited. Stand replacement of trees must await fires or disease outbreaks to clear a path for the invading species to take over. Thus, the current warming is encouraging the vegetation to gradually expand ranges, and the associated fauna have the same opportunity. Study after study, around the world, shows more biodiversity in our forests and wild meadows today than have resided in them for centuries. 

Kritik of Environment Impacts (6)

The belief that humans can understand or control climate change is hubristic – the plan replicates the technological mindset which brought us to the brink of destruction in the first place

Hill, 06 (Prof. at University of Sydney “DESIGN WITHOUT CAUSALITY: HEIDEGGER’S IMPOSSIBLE CHALLENGE FOR ECOLOGICALLY SUSTAINABLE ARCHITECTURE”, http://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/ocs/index.php/AASA/2007/paper/viewFile/38/19, 2006)

At this point, the implications for ecological sustainability and for design also become clear.  With modernity’s belief that causality in nature could be understood and therefore controlled, technologies have been increasingly deployed with the confidence that their outcomes can be predicted. While the design of each individual technologically mediated intervention would have been intended to cause a (local) beneficial outcome for some portion of humanity (grounded in ‘care’ in Heidegger’s terms), their cumulative impact on the ecological systems of the planet is now considered by many to be potentially catastrophic. If this scenario is accepted, then design could be characterised as the well-intentioned engine driving the proliferation of technologies that now threatens the planet.   Designers, and not least architects, are enframed within a view of causality which instils confidence that designed outcomes have predictable effects.  Tellingly, this confidence is no less evident in the responses to the perceived ecological crisis, where design is confidently being advocated to develop solutions to overcome the very problems that confident designing has created. Confirming such a view of the designer, Heidegger refers to the ‘engineer in his drafting room’ (which could equally be the architect in his/her studio) as being part of an enframed system, ‘an executer, within Enframing’ (Question, 29). Modernity’s understanding that the entities constituting our universe are a particular way and operate under the rule of causality, marks a momentous shift: in pre-modernity nature is apprehended as mysterious and marvellous; in modernity nature is apprehended as systematic and operable. This shift is, for me, no better illustrated than in the surreal (yet quite serious) design for a solar umbrella consisting of trillions of satellites launched from earth and intended to stop global warming (Brahic).  The pre-modern understanding of the mystery and wonder of the sun’s warmth granting life to all beings on earth (for many pre-modern cultures the sun and God were one), has shifted to a modern understanding where the sun’s warming of the earth is a calculable system that we do not merely believe we can understand, but have the hubris to believe that we can control.

Their characterization of environmental degradation is fear mongering and relies on overblown assessments 

Simon 96  (Julian, Robert H. Smith School of Business, University of Maryland, The Ultimate Resource II:  People, Materials, and Environment, http://www.rhsmith.umd.edu/faculty/jsimon/Ultimate_Resource/)

Perhaps there is an instinctive esthetic reaction to wastes as there seems to be to snakes or blood.  Revulsion to excrement is seen in the use of such words as "crap" for anything we do not like.  It may be that this instinct makes it difficult for us to think about pollution in a cool and calculating fashion.  Indeed, nowadays washing dishes pertains mainly to esthetics rather than disease, though we "feel" that uncleanness is unhealthy.     Another relevant analogy is that pollution is like sin; none is the ideal amount.  But in economic thinking the ideal amount of pollution is not zero.   It is no easier to wean environmentalists from the ideal of no radiation and no trace of carcinogens than it was to persuade the Simon kids that we should simply dilute the dirt to an acceptable extent.  This mind-set stands in the way of rational choice on the path to the reduction of pollution.


Kritik of Environment Impacts (7)

There is no real biodiversity loss, all estimations are based on species that are undiscovered.

Foster, 2008 (Peter,  Award winning author and NYT bestselling author, “Biodiversity Claims Will Make You Sick”, http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fpcomment/archive/2008/04/25/biodiversity-claims-will-make-you-sick-foster.aspx)

‘Biodiversity loss — it will make you sick.” This is the latest claim from the International Union for Conservation of Nature, IUCN, the huge environmental organization and supposed guardian of endangered species. According to an IUCN-sponsored book, Sustaining Life, the world stands to lose a whole range of undiscovered medicinal marvels because of fast-disappearing plant, fish and animal species: “The experts warn that we may lose many of the land and marine-based life forms of economic and medical interest before we can learn their secrets, or, in some cases, before we know they exist.”  But hang on. According to the IUCN’s own figures, the annual rate of extinction of known species is around zero! Meanwhile claims of species loss of 40,000 a year, which are endlessly regurgitated, are based on ultra-pessimistic assumptions about the ongoing fate of undiscovered species. Obviously no medicinal benefits could have come from species that we don’t know. And to deliver a list of cures that might come from unknown species is disingenuous, especially if you are part of a scheme that is effectively holding up pharmaceutical research.   The authors do provide one example: of the extinction of “gastric brooding frogs” which they claim “could have” led to new insights into the treatment of peptic ulcers. But if these frogs were only found in “undisturbed rain forests” in Australia in the 1980s, and had such potential value, why were they allowed to go extinct? The story sounds fishy, but not as fishy as the whole thesis of a “biotic holocaust” that allegedly endangers the future of medicinal discovery.  In fact, the IUCN book is pure propaganda ahead of the massive meeting on the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which is due to bog down expensively in Bonn next month. There, delegates “will look to accelerate action to reduce the rate of loss of biodiversity by 2010.”  But how can you reduce the rate of biodiversity loss if almost none is being recorded, and 99.9% of it is simply assumed? Here we come upon the distinctive odour of a dangerous and far-from-extinct species: the United Nations socialistus rattus rattus. Biodiversity, and its related UN convention, is the lesser-known twin to that mother of all UN boondoggles: “addressing” man-made climate change. It is a child of Maurice Strong’s Rio, which was in turn a child of the Brundtland report’s concept of “sustainable development.” The whole thrust of this vast organizational wetland is anti-growth and pro-regulation. As such, it threatens human welfare far more than the loss of any drug that might be stumbled upon in an unknown species of salamander wallowing somewhere up the Orinoco.  As Bjorn Lomborg noted in The Skeptical Environmentalist, we do not have any practical means of testing the medical benefits of even a fraction of the plants and animals that we do know about. The Economist has also stressed that the notion of “billion-dollar blockbuster drugs” waiting to be discovered in the jungle is bogus.
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Protections for biodiversity are motivated by attempts to preserve “nature” for exploitation in the future

Timothy W. Luke, Professor of Political Science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 1997, Ecocritique, p. 73-74

These aesthetic appeals, however, to preserve lands and scenery in keeping with the Conservancy’s initial organizational agendas, just mys​tify the organization’s more recent objectives of preserving biodiversity. Scenery provides legitimation, land creates a containment area, and rare ecosystems constitute storage sites for precious biogenetic information. Thus, these memorial parks for “nature conservancy more importantly are becoming a network of cryogennic depots. Inside their boundaries, natural wetware accepts deposits as genome banks, accumulating bio​plasmic memory on the hoof, at the roots, under the bark, and in the soil of Nature Conservancy protection actions. Nature is dead, but its environmental remains are put into a cryogenic statis until some future day when science and technology can bring the full productive potential out of them that escapes human development now. At that point, they too will be released from their frozen state to become the trade lands of tomorrow, as some snail, lichen, or bug is discovered to hold a cure for cancer or the common cold. Under the guidance of Bob Jenkins’s biodiversity plan, Nature has been transmogrified from the matter and space hoarded by the Ecolo​gist’s Union into informational codes and biospheric addresses archived by The Nature Conservancy. Plants and animals become more than endangered flowers or threatened fish; they become unknown and un​exploited economic resources essential to human survival. “Of all the plants and animals we know on this earth,” as one Conservancy sup​porter testifies, “only one in a hundred has been tested for possible benefit. And the species we have not even identified yet far outnumber those that we have. We destroy them before we discover them and deter​mine how they might be useful.”44 Conservancy preserves, then, are bio​diversity collection centers, allowing a free-enterprise-minded founda​tion to suspend their native flora and fauna in an ecologically correct deep freeze until scientists can assay the possible worth of the ninety-nine untested species out of each hundred banked in these preserves.45 Meanwhile, grizzly bears, bald eagles, and spotted owls provide high visibility entertainment value in its preserves for ecotourists, Conser​vancy members, and outdoor recreationists all seeking to enjoy such Edenic spaces. In “preserving Eden,” the Conservancy more importantly is guarding the bioplasmic source codes that enable the wetware of life to recapitulate its existence in the timeless routines of birth, life, repro​duction, and death.46 Such riches can only be exploited slowly, but they cannot be developed at all unless today’s unchecked consumption of everything everywhere is contained by Nature Conservancy protection actions bringing the world economy to an absolute zero point of inactiv​ity in these Edenic expanses of the global environment.
Species extinction is necessary for evolution

Boulter 2002 (Michael, professor of paleobiology at the University of East London, Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man, p. 170)

The same trend of long-drawn-out survival of the final relicts has been further considered by Bob May’s group at Oxford, particularly Sean Nee.  The Oxford group are vociferous wailers of gloom and doom:  ‘Extinction episodes, such as the anthropogenic one currently under way, result in a pruned tree of life.’  But they go on to argue that the vast majority of groups survive this pruning, so that evolution goes on, albeit along a different path if the environment is changed.  Indeed, the fossil record has taught us to expect a vigorous evolutionary response when the ecosystem changes significantly. This kind of research is more evidence to support the idea that evolution thrives on culling.  The planet did really well from the Big Five mass-extinction events.  The victims’ demise enabled new environments to develop and more diversification took place in other groups of animals and plants.  Nature was the richer for it.  In just the same way the planet can take advantage from the abuse we are giving it.  The harder the abuse, the greater the change to the environment.  But it also follows that it brings forward the extinctions of a whole selection of vulnerable organisms.
Catastrophes are good because they help simple systems become more complex and resilient 

Boulter 2002 (Michael, professor of paleobiology at the University of East London, Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man, p 62)

Changing environments on a planet with water, atmosphere and carbon compounds can create life and evolution.  For these systems to survive, let alone develop, catastrophes become essential features within the complex processes.  They initiate progress on the planet from simplicity to complexity and are driven forward by the reactions from inside the system.  They have the ability to change the noise from the boring unstructured hiss of white noise to the beauty and orderly complexity of a Bach concerto.
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Mass-extinction is important to the cycle of life

Ruse 2002 (Michael, Philosopher and Author, The Globe and Mail, August 24)

Let me say straight out that this is the most egregiously mislabelled book I have ever encountered. The author follows in the footsteps of the late Jack Sepkoski, a Chicago paleontologist (and incidentally a sometime student of Gould's), who performed brilliant mega-analyses of the fossil record, gathering together huge amounts of data about past species (and higher taxa) and using computers to extract hitherto-unseen trends and salient features of life's history. Specifically, Sepkoski found that there are times of evolutionary breakthrough, rises in numbers of certain forms of life, followed by cooling-off periods and then rapid decline. Together with his colleague David Raup, Sepkoski also investigated the massive extinction episodes that we find in the fossil record - one of the most recent and famous being the time 65 million years ago, when a comet hit the earth and finished off the dinosaurs. Yet fascinatingly, although Sepkoski argued that extinction is incredibly important in life's history - the mammals would hardly have taken over the world if the dinos were still around - he concluded that in the long run, the overall patterns seem impervious to the extinctions. Life has a tempo of its own, apparently, and can continue despite disruptions..
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