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The drive to explore and develop space manifests global capitalism’s drive for unending expansion.

Dickens 10 

(Peter, Professor of Sociology – University of Brighton and Cambridge, UK, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – To What End?”, Monthly Review, 62(6), November, 6-6, http://monthlyreview.org/archives/2010/volume-62-issue-06-november-2010 t.c.)

Instead of indulging in over-optimistic and fantastic visions, we should take a longer, harder, and more critical look at what is happening and what is likely to happen. We can then begin taking a more measured view of space humanization, and start developing more progressive alternatives. At this point, we must return to the deeper, underlying processes which are at the heart of the capitalist economy and society, and which are generating this demand for expansion into outer space. Although the humanization of the cosmos is clearly a new and exotic development, the social relationships and mechanisms underlying space-humanization are very familiar. In the early twentieth century, Rosa Luxemburg argued that an “outside” [area] to capitalism is important for two main reasons. First, it is needed as a means of creating massive numbers of new customers who would buy the goods made in the capitalist countries.7 As outlined earlier, space technology has extended and deepened this process, allowing an increasing number of people to become integral to the further expansion of global capitalism. Luxemburg’s second reason for imperial expansion is the search for cheap supplies of labor and raw materials. Clearly, space fiction fantasies about aliens aside, expansion into the cosmos offers no benefits to capital in the form of fresh sources of labor power.8 But expansion into the cosmos does offer prospects for exploiting new materials such as those in asteroids, the moon, and perhaps other cosmic entities such as Mars. Neil Smith’s characterization of capital’s relations to nature is useful at this point. The reproduction of material life is wholly dependent on the production and reproduction of surplus value. To this end, capital stalks the Earth in search of material resources; nature becomes a universal means of production in the sense that it not only provides the subjects, objects and instruments of production, but is also in its totality an appendage to the production process…no part of the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, the oceans, the geological substratum or the biological superstratum are immune from transformation by capital.9 Capital is now also “stalking” outer space in the search for new resources and raw materials. Nature on a cosmic scale now seems likely to be incorporated into production processes, these being located mainly on earth.

Further, the epistemology of the aff’s advantages are just exaggerated threats to justify the protection of capitalist interests. Space control is a political tool for capitalism

Duvall, University of Minnesota, and Havercroft, University of British Colombia, '06

(Raymond and Jonathan, "Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future," 10/06, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf, accessed 6/20/11; LA)
The doctrine of space control has emerged in the U.S. military out of the belief that assets in space represent a potential target for enemies of the U.S.56 There are two kinds of vulnerable U.S. assets: private-commercial; and military. One concern is that rivals may attack commercial satellites, thereby disrupting the flow of information and potentially inflicting significant harm on global markets. Militarily, a second concern is that, through its increasing reliance on satellites for its Earth-based military operations, the U.S. has created an “asymmetrical vulnerability”. An adversary (including a non-state, “terrorist” organization) could effectively immobilize U.S. forces by disabling the military satellites that provide communication, command, and control capabilities. As noted above, U.S. military planners are already warning about a possible “Space Pearl Harbor”. Consequently, the doctrine of space control is designed to protect commercial and military satellites from potential attacks, and ultimately to prevent rivals from having access to space.57 As of the year 2000 there were over 500 satellites in orbit owned by 46 countries, worth in excess of $250 billion. With the rise of the information economy, satellites are playing an increasing role in international trade and finance. As such, U.S. military planners are concerned about commercial satellites. One rationalization for the weaponization of space is that these commercial assets represent a vulnerability to economic sabotage and terrorism. As Lambeth has argued, The most compelling reason for moving forward for dispatch toward acquiring at least the serious elements of space control capability is that the United States is now unprecedentedly invested and dependent upon on-orbit capabilities, both military and commercial. Since these equities can only be expected to grow in sunk cost, it is fair to presume that they will eventually be challenged by potential opponents.58 Notice how this description of space control discusses space in terms of a set of capital assets that should be protected from external threats. While scholars have for a long time debated whether one, if not the, primary objective of U.S. military endeavors is to protect the interests of business, when it comes to questions of space control it is one of only two things in space to protect. There are no human populations in space—with the exception of the two or three occupants on the International Space Station—that could be killed by conflict in space, so the thing that is being secured through the project of space control is technology—either commercial satellites or military assets.
Capitalism causes extinction while entrenching racist and sexist violence, outweighs everything about the aff.
Brown, Professor of Economics and Research Scientist 2005 at the University of Michigan (Charles Brown, http://archives.econ.utah.edu/archives/pen-l/2005w15/msg00062.htm, QR, UNT) 

The capitalist class owns the factories, the banks, and transportation-the means of production and distribution. Workers sell their ability to work in order to acquire the necessities of life. Capitalists buy the workers' labor, but only pay them back a portion of the wealth they create. Because the capitalists own the means of production, they are able to keep the surplus wealth created by workers above and beyond the cost of paying worker's wages and other costs of production. This surplus is called "profit" and consists of unpaid labor that the capitalists appropriate and use to achieve ever-greater profits. These profits are turned into capital which capitalists use to further exploit the producers of all wealth-the working class.  Capitalists are compelled by competition to seek to maximize profits. The capitalist class as a whole can do that only by extracting a greater surplus from the unpaid labor of workers by increasing exploitation. Under capitalism, economic development happens only if it is profitable to the individual capitalists, not for any social need or good. The profit drive is inherent in capitalism, and underlies or exacerbates all major social ills of our times. With the rapid advance of technology and productivity, new forms of capitalist ownership have developed to maximize profit.  The working people of our country confront serious, chronic problems because of capitalism. These chronic problems become part of the objective conditions that confront each new generation of working people.  The threat of nuclear war, which can destroy all humanity, grows with the spread of nuclear weapons, space-based weaponry, and a military doctrine that justifies their use in preemptive wars and wars without end. Ever since the end of World War II, the U.S. has been constantly involved in aggressive military actions big and small. These wars have cost millions of lives and casualties, huge material losses, as well as trillions of U.S. taxpayer dollars. Threats to the environment continue to spiral, threatening all life on our planet.  Millions of workers are unemployed or insecure in their jobs, even during economic upswings and periods of "recovery" from recessions. Most workers experience long years of stagnant real wages, while health and education costs soar. Many workers are forced to work second and third jobs to make ends meet. Most workers now average four different occupations during their lifetime, being involuntarily moved from job to job and career to career. Often, retirement-age workers are forced to continue working just to provide health care for themselves. With capitalist globalization, jobs move as capitalists export factories and even entire industries to other countries. Millions of people continuously live below the poverty level; many suffer homelessness and hunger. Public and private programs to alleviate poverty and hunger do not reach everyone, and are inadequate even for those they do reach.  Racism remains the most potent weapon to divide working people. Institutionalized racism provides billions in extra profits for the capitalists every year due to the unequal pay racially oppressed workers receive for work of comparable value. All workers receive lower wages when racism succeeds in dividing and disorganizing them. In every aspect of economic and social life, African Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, Asian a nd Pacific Islanders, Arabs and Middle Eastern peoples, and other nationally and racially oppressed people experience conditions inferior to that of whites. Racist violence and the poison of racist ideas victimize all people of color no matter which economic class they belong to. The attempts to suppress and undercount the vote of the African American and other racially oppressed people are part of racism in the electoral process. Racism permeates the police, judicial and prison systems, perpetuating unequal sentencing, racial profiling, discriminatory enforcement, and police brutality.  The democratic, civil and human rights of all working people are continually under attack. These attacks range from increasingly difficult procedures for union recognition and attempts to prevent full union participation in elections, to the absence of the right to strike for many public workers. They range from undercounting minority communities in the census to making it difficult for working people to run for office because of the domination of corporate campaign funding and the high cost of advertising. These attacks also include growing censorship and domination of the media by the ultra-right; growing restrictions and surveillance of activist social movements and the Left; open denial of basic rights to immigrants; and, violations of the Geneva Conventions up to and including torture for prisoners. These abuses all serve to maintain the grip of the capitalists on government power. They use this power to ensure the economic and political dominance of their class. Women still face a considerable differential in wages for work of equal or comparable value. They also confront barriers to promotion, physical and sexual abuse, continuing unequal workload in home and family life, and male supremacist ideology perpetuating unequal and often unsafe conditions. The constant attacks on social welfare programs severely impact single women, single mothers, nationally and racially oppressed women, and all working class women. The reproductive rights of all women are continually under attack ideologically and politically. Violence against women in the home and in society at large remains a shameful fact of life in the U.S.

Our alternative is to not do the affirmative—capitalist relations should be withdrawn from and rejected—we must stop participating in activities that constitute a limited rescue operation for capital

Herod 2004—James, Faculty at the University of Massachusetts at Boston, http://www.umb.edu/faculty/salzman_g/Strate/GetFre/index.htm 

It is time to try to describe, at first abstractly and later concretely, a strategy for destroying capitalism. This strategy, at its most basic, calls for pulling time, energy, and resources out of capitalist civilization and putting them into building a new civilization. The image then is one of emptying out capitalist structures, hollowing them out, by draining wealth, power, and meaning out of them until there is nothing left but shells. This is definitely an aggressive strategy. It requires great militancy, and constitutes an attack on the existing order. The strategy clearly recognizes that capitalism is the enemy and must be destroyed, but it is not a frontal attack aimed at overthrowing the system, but an inside attack aimed at gutting it, while simultaneously replacing it with something better, something we want. Thus capitalist structures (corporations, governments, banks, schools, etc.) are not seized so much as simply abandoned. Capitalist relations are not fought so much as they are simply rejected. We stop participating in activities that support (finance, condone) the capitalist world and start participating in activities that build a new world while simultaneously undermining the old. We create a new pattern of social relations alongside capitalist relations and then we continually build and strengthen our new pattern while doing every thing we can to weaken capitalist relations. In this way our new democratic, non-hierarchical, non-commodified relations can eventually overwhelm the capitalist relations and force them out of existence. This is how it has to be done. This is a plausible, realistic strategy. To think that we could create a whole new world of decent social arrangements overnight, in the midst of a crisis, during a so-called revolution, or during the collapse of capitalism, is foolhardy. Our new social world must grow within the old, and in opposition to it, until it is strong enough to dismantle and abolish capitalist relations. Such a revolution will never happen automatically, blindly, determinably, because of the inexorable, materialist laws of history. It will happen, and only happen, because we want it to, and because we know what we’re doing and know how we want to live, and know what obstacles have to be overcome before we can live that way, and know how to distinguish between our social patterns and theirs. But we must not think that the capitalist world can simply be ignored, in a live and let live attitude, while we try to build new lives elsewhere. (There is no elsewhere.) There is at least one thing, wage-slavery, that we can’t simply stop participating in (but even here there are ways we can chip away at it). Capitalism must be explicitly refused and replaced by something else. This constitutes War, but it is not a war in the traditional sense of armies and tanks, but a war fought on a daily basis, on the level of everyday life, by millions of people. It is a war nevertheless because the accumulators of capital will use coercion, brutality, and murder, as they have always done in the past, to try to block any rejection of the system. They have always had to force compliance; they will not hesitate to continue doing so. Nevertheless, there are many concrete ways that individuals, groups, and neighborhoods can gut capitalism, which I will enumerate shortly. We must always keep in mind how we became slaves; then we can see more clearly how we can cease being slaves. We were forced into wage-slavery because the ruling class slowly, systematically, and brutally destroyed our ability to live autonomously. By driving us off the land, changing the property laws, destroying community rights, destroying our tools, imposing taxes, destroying our local markets, and so forth, we were forced onto the labor market in order to survive, our only remaining option being to sell, for a wage, our ability to work. It’s quite clear then how we can overthrow slavery. We must reverse this process. We must begin to reacquire the ability to live without working for a wage or buying the products made by wage-slaves (that is, we must get free from the labor market and the way of living based on it), and embed ourselves instead in cooperative labor and cooperatively produced goods. Another clarification is needed. This strategy does not call for reforming capitalism, for changing capitalism into something else. It calls for replacing capitalism, totally, with a new civilization. This is an important distinction, because capitalism has proved impervious to reforms, as a system. We can sometimes in some places win certain concessions from it (usually only temporary ones) and win some (usually short-lived) improvements in our lives as its victims, but we cannot reform it piecemeal, as a system. Thus our strategy of gutting and eventually destroying capitalism requires at a minimum a totalizing image, an awareness that we are attacking an entire way of life and replacing it with another, and not merely reforming one way of life into something else. Many people may not be accustomed to thinking about entire systems and social orders, but everyone knows what a lifestyle is, or a way of life, and that is the way we should approach it. The thing is this: in order for capitalism to be destroyed millions and millions of people must be dissatisfied with their way of life. They must want something else and see certain existing things as obstacles to getting what they want. It is not useful to think of this as a new ideology. It is not merely a belief-system that is needed, like a religion, or like Marxism, or Anarchism. Rather it is a new prevailing vision, a dominant desire, an overriding need. What must exist is a pressing desire to live a certain way, and not to live another way. If this pressing desire were a desire to live free, to be autonomous, to live in democratically controlled communities, to participate in the self-regulating activities of a mature people, then capitalism could be destroyed. Otherwise we are doomed to perpetual slavery and possibly even to extinction. The content of this vision is actually not new at all, but quite old. The long term goal of communists, anarchists, and socialists has always been to restore community. Even the great peasant revolts of early capitalism sought to get free from external authorities and restore autonomy to villages. Marx defined communism once as a free association of producers, and at another time as a situation in which the free development of each is a condition for the free development of all. Anarchists have always called for worker and peasant self-managed cooperatives. The long term goals have always been clear: to abolish wage-slavery, to eradicate a social order organized solely around the accumulation of capital for its own sake, and to establish in its place a society of free people who democratically and cooperatively self-determine the shape of their social world. 

***LINKS

Link - Space

Space control strategies function in a fundamentally capitalist fashion

Duvall, University of Minessota, and Havercroft, University of British Colombia, '06

(Raymond and Jonathan, "Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future," 10/06, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf, accessed 6/20/11; LA)
The second type of militarization—space control—is both a form of “privatizing” the commons of orbital space and a form of military exclusion, an extra-territorial complement to the effort to create an exclusive territorial “hard shell” for just one state (and perhaps its “friends”) through missile defense. In the first respect, it can be understood as a type of “primitive accumulation”,48 whereby the commons of orbital space is effectively colonized and “made safe” for the capitalist interests that flow through it—primarily information services at this point in time. Here, the project of space control is constitutive of the U.S. as expressly capitalist state—sovereign subject of a particular global socio-economic order. In the second respect, that moment of constitution is conjoined with the constitution of an exclusive—a singular—sovereignty in regard to the workings of that socio-economic order through the global commons of orbital space.

 Space Control covertly establishes US capitalistic agendas in space by distributing land to businesses

Duvall, University of Minessota, and Havercroft, University of British Colombia, '06

(Raymond and Jonathan, "Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future," 10/06, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf, accessed 6/20/11; LA)
So, the doctrine of space control can be read as extending U.S. sovereignty into orbit. While a clear violation of international law, this de facto expansion of U.S. sovereignty will have two effects. First, it enables a process of primitive accumulation, whereby orbital spaces around earth are removed from the commons initially established by the Outer Space Treaty, and places them under the control of the U.S. for use and perhaps even ownership by businesses sympathetic to U.S. interests. The U.S. becomes even more than it is now the state for global capitalism, the global capitalist state. Second, this doctrine of space control is part of the ongoing re-production of American subjects as ““Americans””. Embedded within space control is the notion that space is a new frontier. Following the Turner thesis and Roosevelt’’s doctrine of imperialist expansion, there has long been a drive for Americans to seek out new frontiers as a way of renewing the American identity and promoting American values of individuality, innovation, and exceptionalism.

Space development is a strategy of capitalist accumulation.

Macdonald 7 

(Fraser, Senior Lecturer in Human Geography – University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – Outer Space And The Orbit Of Geography,” 603-604, EBSCO)

Many of these space-enabled developments have, unaccountably, been neglected by the mainstream of geography. For instance, Barney Warf makes the comment that ‘to date, satellites remain a black hole in the geographical literature on communications’ (Warf, 2006: 2). Yet these technologies underwrite an array of potentially new subjectivities, modes of thinking and ways of being whose amorphous shape has recently been given outline by Thrift in a series of original and perceptive essays (Thrift, 2004a; 2004b; 2005a). He draws our attention to assemblages of software, hardware, new forms of address and locatability, new kinds of background calculation and processing, that constitute more active and recursive every-day environments. The background ‘hum’ of computation that makes western life possible, he argues, has been for the most part inaudible to social researchers. Of particular interest to Thrift is the tendency towards ‘making different parts of the world locatable and transposable within a global architecture of address’ (Thrift, 2004a: 588), which is, of course, the ultimate achievement of Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS), of which GPS is the current market leader. On the back of the absolute space of GPS – and its ancillary cartographic achievements (Pickles, 2004) – have emerged other (relational) spatial imaginaries and new perceptual capacities, whereby the ability to determine one’s location and that of other people and things is increasingly a matter of human precognition (Thrift, 2005a: 472). Dissolving any neat distinction between ‘nature’ and ‘technology’, this new faculty of techno-intelligence can support quite different modes of sensory experience. Thrift offers the term ‘a-whereness’ to describe these new spatial modalities that are formed when what used to be called ‘technology’ has moved ‘so decisively into the interstices of the active percipience of everyday life’ (Thrift, 2005a: 472; see also Massey and Thrift, 2003: 291). For all its clunky punnage, ‘a-whereness’ nevertheless gives a name to a set of highly contingent forms of subjectivity that are worth anticipating, even if, by Thrift’s own admission, they remain necessarily speculative. Reading this body of work can induce a certain vertigo, confronting potentially precipitous shifts in human sociality. The same sensation is also induced by engagement with Paul Virilio (2005). But, unlike Virilio, Thrift casts off any sense of foreboding (Thrift, 2005b) and instead embraces the construction of ‘new qualities’ (‘conventions, techniques, forms, genres, con- cepts and even ... senses’), which in turn open up new ethicopolitical possibilities (Thrift, 2004a: 583). It is important not to jettison this openness lightly. Even so, I remain circumspect about the social relations that underwrite these emergent qualities, and I am puzzled by Thrift’s disregard of the (geo)political contexts within which these new technologies have come to prominence. A critical geography should, I think, be alert to the ways in which state and corporate power are immanent within these technologies, actively strategizing new possibilities for capital accumulation and military neoliberalism. To the extent that we can sensibly talk about ‘a-whereness’ it is surely a function of a new turn in capitalism, which has arguably expanded beyond the frame (but not the reach) of Marx and Engels when they wrote that: the need for a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere. (Marx and Engels, 1998: 39) The current struggle for orbital supremacy, as the next section will make clear, is an extension of these relations into space in order to consolidate them back on Earth. Indeed, outer space may become, to use David Harvey’s term, a ‘spatio-temporal fix’ that can respond to crises of over-accumulation (Harvey, 2003: 43). While this might seem like shorthand for the sort of Marxist critique that Thrift rejects (Amin and Thrift, 2005), it is an analysis that is also shared by the advocates of American Astropolitik, who describe space as the means by which ‘capitalism will never reach wealth saturation’ (Dolman, 2002: 175). The production of (outer) space should, I think, be understood in this wider context.

Link – SPS
space exploration and further satellite development will result in capitalist expansion that is never-ending. 
Dickens 10

(Peter Dickens, Monthly Review’s, http://www.utne.com/Science-Technology/Capitalist-Expansion-Into-Space.aspx#ixzz1PrbcMpOP, QR, UNT) 

Yet among these plans and proposals, it is easy to forget that outer space is already being increasingly humanized. It has now been made an integral part of the way global capitalist society is organized and extended. Satellites, for example, are extremely important elements of contemporary communications systems. These have enabled an increasing number of people to become part of the labor market. Teleworking is the best known example. Satellite-based communications have also facilitated new forms of consumption such as teleshopping. Without satellite-based communications, the global economy in its present form would grind to a halt. Satellites have also been made central to modern warfare. Combined with pilotless Predator drones, they are now being used to observe and attack Taliban and Al-Qaida operatives in Afghanistan and elsewhere. This action is done by remote control from Creech Air Force Base at Indian Springs, Nevada. The 1980s Strategic Defense Initiative, or “Star Wars” program, aimed to intercept incoming missiles while facilitating devastating attacks on supposed enemies. A version of the program is still being developed, with the citizens of the Czech Republic and Poland now under pressure to accept parts of a U.S.-designed “missile defense shield.” This is part of a wider strategy of “Full Spectrum Dominance,” which has for some time been official U.S. Defense Policy.4 Using surveillance and military equipment located in outer space is now seen as the prime means of protecting U.S. economic and military assets both on Earth and in outer space. Less dangerously, but still very expensively, a full-scale space-tourism industry has for some time been under active development. Dennis Tito, a multi-millionaire, made the first tourist trip into outer space in 2001. Richard Branson’s Virgin Galactic has now sold over three hundred seats at $200,000 apiece to its first tourists in outer space. The program is due to start in 2011, with spaceports for this novel form of travel now being built in Alaska, California, Florida, New Mexico, Virginia, Wisconsin, the United Arab Emirates, and Esrange in Sweden. Excursions circling the moon, likely to cost the galactic visitors around $100,000,000, are now under development.


US Space exploration is coopted for Military & Imperial Reasons

ICC 09 [ Jens, 2009 ,  Apollo 11 and the lunar landing: the adventure that wasn’t, ICC , 10-25-09, http://en.internationalism.org/icconline/2009/10/apollo-11-lunar-landing , 6-20 , DL ]

***On 20th November 1962,in a private conversation with NASA Administrator James E. Webb, Kennedy declared: "Everything that we do ought to really be tied into getting onto the Moon ahead of the Russians (...) otherwise we shouldn't be spending this kind of money because I'm not that interested in space (...) the only justification for it [the cost] (...) is because we hope to beat them [the Soviet Union] and demonstrate that starting behind, as we did by a couple years, by God, we passed them".[3] Far from opposing "weapons of mass destruction" in space, the Americans had been trying to develop them ever since World War II, with the help in particular of scientists and technicians like Werner von Braun who had taken part in the German war effort.[4] During the 1950s, the RAND Corporation and others developed a whole panoply of ideas on nuclear dissuasion, and the means to counter-attack with nuclear weapons in the case of an enemy first strike (one rather fantastic proposal presented by Boeing in 1959 even envisaged the construction of missile launch sites on the moon![5]). Kennedy's words of "peace" were thus perfectly hypocritical, and could barely hide the fright caused to the American ruling class - and spread throughout the population by its propaganda - first by the launch of Sputnik in 1957 and the inability of the US Army to match it,[6]then by the Russian cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin's successful first manned spaceflight. The shock caused by Sputnik was all the greater in that the US had thought themselves to be leading in the development of missiles and space weaponry. On the contrary, the USSR seemed to have overtaken the United States in missile technology, above all in the technology of ICBMs which would be capable of striking directly at US territory. In January 1958, Hugh Dryden, director of the NACA (National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics) published a report on A National Research Program for Space Technology, in which he declared: "It is of great urgency and importance to our country both from consideration of our prestige as a nation as well as military necessity that this challenge [Sputnik] be met by an energetic program of research and development for the conquest of space...".[7] The result was the transformation, in 1958, of the NACA - a commission established during World War I essentially with the aim of developing military aviation - into the NASA, whose budget was literally to explode: from a NACA budget of a mere $100 million in 1957, the NASA was to swallow up $25 billion in the Apollo programme alone. However, the fundamental reason for undertaking the Apollo programme was not directly military: the enormous Saturn V launchers were not adapted to carry ballistic missiles, while the launch bases were too vast and too exposed to be of use in wartime. On the contrary, the Apollo programme consciously diverted major funds from more explicitly military ICBM programmes. In 1961, the Weisner report prepared for the incoming president insisted that the main reason for the space effort should be "...the factor of national prestige. Space exploration and exploits have captured the imagination of the peoples of the world. During the next few years the prestige of the United States will in part be determined by the leadership we demonstrate in space activities".[8] For Kennedy, this factor of prestige certainly came first. Presenting his government to a joint session of Congress on 25th May 1961, Kennedy clearly placed the space programme in the context of the imperialist rivalry between the USA and the USSR and the period of decolonisation by the old European empires: "The great battleground for the defense and expansion of freedom today is the whole southern half of the globe - Asia, Latin America, Africa and the Middle East - the lands of the rising peoples. Their revolution is the greatest in human history. They seek an end to injustice, tyranny, and exploitation (...) theirs is a revolution which we would support regardless (...) of which political or economic route they should choose to freedom. For the adversaries of freedom [by implication, the USSR] did not create the revolution; nor did they create the conditions which compel it. But they are seeking to ride the crest of its wave - to capture it for themselves. Yet their aggression is more often concealed than open".[9] ***

Link - India

India is at risk for continued oligarchic capitalism

Pardesi and Ganguly 2011

Manjeet S Pardesi and Sumit Ganguly April 26, 2011 Manjeet S Pardesi is a PhD Candidate in the Department of Political Science at Indiana University, Bloomington. Sumit Ganguly is a professor of Political Science and holds the Rabindranath Tagore Chair in Indian Cultures and Civilizations at Indiana University, Bloomington.India and Oligarchic Capitalism, http://the-diplomat.com/indian-decade/2011/04/26/india-and-oligarchic-capitalism/
India, currently the 10th largest economy in the world (when measured using market prices), is widely expected to emerge as the third-largest global economy, behind China and the United States, over the next two decades. According to the International Monetary Fund’s ‘World Economic Outlook’ data, the Indian economy grew faster than the Chinese economy in 2010. Indeed, although a lively debate has ensued amongst intellectuals such as Amartya Sen and Jagdish Bhagwati on the merits of comparing India and China, there’s still little doubt that India’s rapid economic growth rates since the opening up of its economy in the early 1990s have unleashed the country’s entrepreneurial energy while also reducing poverty. High growth rates are now deemed essential for India’s rapid economic development, even if ‘inclusive growth’—ensuring that all sections of society benefit from the its rapid development—continues to pose a challenge for the government. But while the economic benefits of high growth rates are apparent, India’s rapid economic development also poses two particularly daunting challenges for its democratic political order—the threat of oligarchic capitalism on the one hand, and of left-wing Maoist violence on the other. Highlighting the threat of oligarchic capitalism in India, noted economist Raghuram Rajan has observedthat after Russia, India has the largest number of billionaires in the world per trillion dollars of GDP. Rajan, a Distinguished Service Professor of Finance at the University of Chicago and an honorary economic adviserto Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, was also previously Chief Economist at the International Monetary Fund. While being largely welcoming of wealth creation, Rajan is highly critical of what sees as ‘privatization by stealth’ in the world’s largest democracy. He has argued that even as it’s true that many businessmen and women have generated wealth legitimately in India, it also remains true that the predominant sources of wealth in India are land, natural resources, and government contracts—all of which remain within the purview of governments. Rajan has warned that ‘if we let the nexus between the politicians and the businessmen get too strong, we could shut down competition. That could slow us down tremendously and also maybe create questions eventually for our democracy.’ While India doesn’t yet face the danger of oligarchic capitalism, in which a small group of rich and politically influential capitalists control the levers of the state and the direction of policy (as in Russia and many Latin American countries), it makes eminent sense to pay attention to Rajan’s warnings. If the inequities generated by rapid economic growth aren’t addressed quickly, India may risk falling into the ‘middle-income trap.’ A middle-income trap occurs when a developing country’s median income gets stuck in the middle-income bracket even as its economy continues to grow. This happens when oligarchic capitalism begins to distort economic policymaking in the country to pursue its own vested interests at the expense of the interests of the vast majority of the country’s citizenry. India must improve governance, reduce corruption, and implement further economic reforms to avoid the fate of Russia and several Latin American countries.

India is dominated by crony capitalism

Bidwai 2007 [Praful  freelance journalist and insightful columnist for several leading newspapers in South Asia writing regularly on all aspects of Indian politics, economy, society and its international relations. He is an associate editor of Security Dialogue, published by PRIO, Oslo; a member of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists against Proliferation (INESAP) and co-founder of the Movement in India for Nuclear Disarmament (MIND)India's crony capitalist model, transnational institute http://www.tni.org/article/indias-crony-capitalist-model May 2007 ]

On May Day, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh struck an unusually reflective and candid note while speaking at the Institute for Studies in Industrial Development in Delhi. He said he's "puzzled by the persisting regional imbalance in industrial development… in India." He expressed serious concern that most Indian businessmen operate in "oligopolistic markets and in sectors where the government [gives] them special privileges". Singh then went on to ask: "Are we encouraging crony capitalism? Is this a necessary but transient phase in the development of modern capitalism? Are we doing enough to protect consumers and small businesses from the consequences of crony capitalism…?" Singh's self-critical observation about "crony capitalism" -- or a collusive business-government relationship, which produces undeserved gains for corporations -- must be welcomed. He's absolutely right to say, "We cannot depend only on a few large industrial houses and capitalists for driving our industrialisation process…" His warning about "oligopolistic markets" which unfairly favour Big Business doesn't come a day too soon. Yet, Singh seemed to be trying to pre-empt serious criticism of elitist economic policies, which would logically lead to their correction. His attempt to present "cronyism" as a "necessary" (if "transient") phase in capitalist development in India gives it the ring of inevitability. Evidently, far from being "transient", cronyism has proved lasting and abiding for decades -- whether during the much-maligned "licence-permit raj" of the 1960s and 1970s, or its partial dismantling in the 1980s, or under full-throttle liberalisation and privatisation launched by Singh himself in 1991. Cronyism's forms have certainly changed. Three decades ago, corporate-state collusion meant the grant of out-of-turn industrial licences. In the early 1990s, cronyism consisted in temporarily amending import regulations to benefit certain industrial magnates. It also meant a wholesale rewriting of the ground-rules even of privatisation, as in basic telephony -- where the state wrote off obligatory licensing fees. Today, it means establishing Special Economic Zones, promoting organised retail and hypermarkets, and allowing companies to borrow $22 billion abroad at low interest rates. Cronyism's basic content remains unaltered. Singh's criticism of cronyism was further muted by his remarks that industrial growth would pose "challenges like displacement of people, environmental damage and alienation of the working class." And yet, "one cannot throw the baby out with the bathwater." The "baby" in question is rapid industrialisation -- a magic formula to help India emerge as "a major industrial power." But this totally disregards the social consequences of industrialisation.
Talks between the US and India will allow American companies more access to India

Reuters, 6/27/11

(Lawder and Eckert, “Geithner eyes India financial reforms, U.S. access,” 6/27/11, Accessed 6/28/11, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/28/us-india-usa-idUSTRE75R03620110628; LA)

Geithner, speaking at a business forum with Indian Finance Minister Pranab Mukherjee, said India's future growth largely depended on the "next wave" of financial reforms. The two finance ministers and their top lieutenants will participate in annual economic talks in Washington on Tuesday. "I think from our perspective, the most important thing we'd like to see is progress on financial reforms that provide a deeper, more liquid market for corporate debt for infrastructure financing, that allow a little more access of American companies and their technology in the financial area," Geithner said. "Our interests are pretty complementary as a whole." The second installment of the U.S.-India Economic and Financial Partnership talks, launched last year in New Delhi, are not likely to stir acrimony. The two democracies, both powered by domestic-led growth with market-driven currencies, have many common goals. "If you look at this relationship, one of the things that's so encouraging about it is the relative absence of drama," Geithner said.

Indian Capitalism has begun to cause great oppression and strife withing the country

Kumar, World Bank, ‘11

(Adarsh, “India Journal: Our Troubled Tryst With Capitalism,” 6/28/11, Accessed 6/28/11, http://blogs.wsj.com/indiarealtime/2011/06/28/india-journal-our-troubled-tryst-with-capitalism/; LA)
On the positive side, India’s democratic system, history of entrepreneurship and culture of public service are throwing up exciting new business models. India is the origin of the 3-U.S.-cent mobile-phone call, the 2-cent sachets of brand-name soaps, shampoos and washing detergents and the $2,500 car. The vast domestic low-income market means that India will continue to pioneer cost reductions in a variety of manufactured products and services. India is also emerging as one of the leading global laboratories for social entrepreneurship, which marries business and development objectives. Promising experiments in community ownership are underway, such as the move toward mandating equity stakes in mining industries to affected communities and Fabindia’s initiative to give equity stakes in supplier companies to rural producer communities. Innovative business models for the commercial low-cost provision of drinking water, healthcare, teacher-training programs and microcredit underway in India could change the way that these services are conceptualized and delivered in the rest of the world and these may well be India’s lasting contribution to capitalism. On the negative side, India’s shift to capitalism also includes an erosion of entitlements. The shifting of natural resources such as land, mineral wealth, water bodies and forests that were historically used as community commons to private-title holdings is often achieved at artificially low prices using coercive methods and sub-optimal compensation packages, disproportionately affecting those at the lowest end of the economic and social spectrum. An armed Maoist insurgency, ostensibly based on grievances related to access to forests and displacement due to mining projects, continues to fester in 83 of the 593 administrative districts across the country. Poor regulatory structures and the ability of economic elites to influence regulation and amend contracts to their benefit also subvert truly competitive markets in many arenas. India’s ratio of dollar billionaires to total economic output is second only to Russia, raising uncomfortable comparisons to both oligarchic Russia and the late 19th century gilded age of robber barons in the U.S. Perhaps most depressing is that in many areas, the Indian economy now resembles an “elitist market economy” (aptly coined by Chinese Economist Liu Guoguang to criticize similar problems in that country) where traditional privileges for the elite and discrimination based on caste, religion and gender coexists with the shift to a nominally free market and modern economy. Is the dominant narrative of India’s tryst with capitalism over the next two decades going to be a positive one, lifting millions out of poverty and adding innovative new business models that enrich capitalism itself? Or is the narrative going to be primarily a negative one of disenfranchisement of poor communities and the rise of oligarchs? The jury is still out.

Link – Helium-3
The United States wants full control of extra planetary resources like Helium 3 using all methods possible including space wars

Grossman 2000 - full professor of journalism at the State University of New York College at Old Westburying for helium 3 expands US imperialism

(Karl, full professor of journalism at the State University of New York College at Old Westburying for helium 3 expands US imperialism, “Astro-Imperialism: War in Space”, Earth Island Journal, Spring of 2000, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb6393/is_1_15/ai_n28760947/?tag=mantle_skin;content, T.C.)

We have only a narrow window to prevent an arms race in space. The US military is seeking to base weapons in orbit to "control space" [Winter-Spring '99 EIJ]. Vision for 2020, a 1998 government report, explains that the role of the United States Space Command (USSC) will be to dominate "the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into warfighting capabilities across the full spectrum of conflict." The USSC not only plans to fight wars in space: It is also planning to wage war from space. In an Aviation Week and Space Technology article on the "Future Combat Missions in Space," General Joseph Ashy, Commander-in-Chief of the US Space Command vowed: "We will engage terrestrial targets someday -- ships, airplanes, land targets -- from space." A 1998 USAF report envisions bombers in space orbit capable of dropping "a precision munition, anywhere on Earth, in less than an hour from the `go' order." "It's politically sensitive, out it's going to happen, says the general. "Some people don't want to hear this, and it sure isn't in vogue, but -- absolutely -- we're going to fight in space.... That's why the US has development programs in directed energy and hit-to-kill mechanisms." Asst. Secretary of the Air Force for Space Keith Hall (who also is director of the secretive National Reconnaissance Office, whose $6.8 billion budget is nearly triple the CIA'S) has declared: "With regard to space dominance, we have it, we like it, and we're going to keep it." The Military-Industrial Complex in Orbit The USSC's 1998 Long Range Plan notes that "The development and production process, by design, involved hundreds of people including about 75 corporations." Phillips Laboratory, a major Air Force contractor, proudly describes its mission as "helping control space for the United States." But who exactly gave the US authority to control space? In February 1999, Clinton sent Congress a military budget that asked for $6.6 billion to develop a National Missile Defense (NMD) shield by 2005. The previous year, the Pentagon signed a contract for construction of a Space-Based Laser Readiness Demonstrator. The major contractors were TRW, Boeing, the US Air Force and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (the new name for President Clinton's reborn version of President Reagan's discredited Star Wars). The US Space Foundation (a coalition of weapons and aerospace giants) praised the contracts for Star Wars II in an ad that proclaimed "the interdependence of Civil and Commercial and Military space efforts. It is clear that 'space is open for business'." "The US government, particularly the new unified Space Command, has become more and more brazen in saying that it wants to achieve total dominance of the space around the planet, both in terms of weaponization and in control of all resources," says Loring Wirbel, a critic of the US push to weaponize space. Unfortunately, Wirbel added, "The more we try to achieve dominance through wielding power and having our own way all the time, the more we lose the essence of our democracy that makes us an exceptional nation. The more we move towards this dominance regime, the more I have to say I'm embarrassed to be an American." Shooting Down the Treaties Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years, a book by defense specialist John M. Collins, reports how small nuclear reactors could be used to power "space-based lasers, neutral particle beams, mass drivers and railguns. Nuclear reactors could support major bases on the moon." Military Space Forces, a report commissioned by the US Congress, speaks of the "strategic superiority [of] ... unilateral control of space, which overarches Planet Earth, all occupants and its entire contents ... Possessors of that vantage position could overpower every opponent." The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 is the basic framework on international space law. This landmark treaty -- signed by 91 nations including the US, the UK, and the former Soviet Union -- decrees that space shall be used "for peaceful purposes.... The exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries." The treaty states that no nation shall "place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction." The US already is in violation of the Outer Space Treaty's provision that "states shall be liable for damage caused by their space objects." In 1991, the US placed its nuclear space flights under the Price-Anderson Act, a US law that limits domestic accident liability to $8.9 billion and foreign claims to a mere $100 million. The White House declared on November 5, 1999 that it was prepared to deploy the $20 billion NMD system even if it violated the historic Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty -- an agreement the Union of Concerned Scientists has called "the cornerstone for stability and arms control." The White House seemed to be taking its lead from a 1998 Space News essay entitled "Seeking American Space Dominance." In this article, Thiokol Corp. Vice President Tidal W McCoy thundered that, when it comes to US dreams of space superiority, "Phony arms control issues ... should not continue to stand in our way." A few days prior to the White House statement, Russia "sent a message" to the US by launching its own version of a short-range "defensive" ABM missile. That same week, an overwhelming anti-deployment vote in the UN saw every member of the European Union side with Russia in opposing deployment of the NMD. Clinton Could Launch Star Wars II in June Undeterred by international opposition, President Clinton is set to decide in June whether to proceed with development of the NMD. The June decision date is a charade. It will take at least 19 tests to determine if the NMD is even feasible but only three will have been attempted by June. According to the New York Times, "weapons experts doubt that the first three tests will provide enough information to make a sound judgement." Star Wars II is clearly on the fast track. The GOP-controlled Congress approved the NMD program last May by a lopsided 345-71 vote. Five months later, the USAF launched the first NMD test from a base in California. The White House is promoting the NMD system as a "defensive" measure but this is a Trojan Horse for a hidden military agenda. USAF Vice-Chief of Staff Gen. Lester Lyles was perfectly clear about the ultimate role of the NMD: "Space control and all of its capabilities and ramifications ... are going to grow exponentially," Lyles has stated. "Ultimately, you can see the Air Force deploying systems that can deny space capabilities to our enemies." The New York Times reports that NATO'S European members fear the NMD "will put their countries at risk." Senate Armed Services Committee member Charles Robb (D-VA) has called the NMD "a mistake of historic proportion." Even the conservative Washington Times pointed out that "The drawback of America's long-range missile reach is that it is driving more nations to seek nuclear weapons and long-range missiles capable of reaching US soil." So why is this destabilizing $20 billion boondoggle happening? The answer is simple: $20 billion. Every time there is an arms race, the arms industry wins. The Pentagon's $288 billion FY 2000 budget contains massive increases for a number of new weapons programs including the Space-Based Infrared Satellite, the Milstar Satellite, the Space-Based Laser Project and the Navy Theater Missile Defense System. Noting that US companies are "likely to invest $500 billion in space by 2010," US News & World Report observed that the Space Command "will be called upon to defend American interests in space much as navies were formed to protect sea commerce in the 1700s." The USSC's Long Range Plan stresses that these private corporate interests "must be fully protected to ensure our nation's freedom of action in space." Water, helium-3, and strategic minerals have been detected on the moon. The Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space (GNAW) warns "US aerospace corporations intend to seize control of these resources for exploitation and profit. The Space Command will ensure US control." According to GNAW, "efforts now are underway to circumvent the UN Moon Treaty [because it] ... does not allow for individual or corporate land. claims." Is Pentagon Planning a "Pearl Harbor" in Space? Not all business in space is welcomed. A November 1999 cover story in US News & World Report cited the DOD's concerns that a private US company was about to launch a commercial satellite that would permit it to sell high-resolution "spy satellite" images to civilians and foreign clients. "That had to be stopped. But how?" US News fretted. Had the satellite not crashed into the Pacific Ocean, US News clearly implied, the DOD would have been impelled to shoot the company's satellite out of orbit. The US hopes to be able to determine "which nations will have access to space," says GNAW "During times of hostilities, the Pentagon intends to attack rival nation's satellites with anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons." On November 1, 1999, 138 members of the United Nations approved a resolution on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space to assure that space "shall be used for peaceful purposes." The US cast the only abstaining vote. "[M]any now believe it is inevitable that weapons will invade space," US News propagandized. Perhaps recalling the faked Gulf of Tonkin incident that widened the Vietnam War, US News concluded its report with a deeply troubling paragraph: "In the end, it may take a Pearl Harbor-like attack on a satellite to justify such a momentous move. But, if that day arrives, the Pentagon may pull a few surprises of its own off the shelf."
Link - Asteroids

Asteroids threats are historical excuses to justify capitalist security expenditures

Weldes, Instructor at the University of Minnesota 1987-92; Assistant Professor at Kent State University , 99 (Cultures of insecurity: states, communities, and the production of danger, http://books.google.com/books/about/Cultures_of_insecurity.html?id=LFMYzzIn330C, QT)
This new mission, however, has still not provided the laboratory with a clear-cut task or identity. Weapons scientists say privately that "reducing the global nuclear danger' could mean anything and therefore is an inadequate mission statement, except for those few working directly on the nonproliferation of nuclear materials and technologies (see U.S. general Accounting office 1995). They yearn for a giant organizing structure, a scientific project on the sale of therefore is an inadequate mission statement, except for these few working directly on nonproliferation of nuclear materials and technologies (see U.S General accounting Office, 1995). They yearn for a giant organizing structure, a scientific project on the scale of the Manhattan Project, the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), or the technical and strategic targeting problems of the Cold war. These projects presented real technological challenges and required unprecedented financial backing. the Brookings institute, for example, has estimated the total Cold War costs of the U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal (including development, delivery systems, and cleanup) at more than $4 trillion-- roughly the total U.S. national debt in 1995 (s. Schwartz 1995). Security expenditures on this scale were a reaction to the perception of a massive exterior threat to the nation. What could fill this void in the post-Cold War era? In the immediate scramble to justify the laboratory’s continued presence, the soviet nuclear threat was soon replaced in Los Alamos by talk of giant killer space steroids that might need to be pulverized with thermonuclear weapons to protect Earth from the kind of catastrophe that ended the dinosaur age. This was, however, merely a transitional effort in oppositional mission building, for the Persian gulf War soon provided a more terrestrial threat, that of the now ubiquitous "rogue" or "terrorist' state. this conceptual innovation has proven to be a remarkably successful tactic, effectively institutionalizing Cold Was- level military expenditures in the United States (Klare 1995).

Asteroid impact threat rhetoric used to justify weaponization of space

Mellor, Lecturer in Science Communication at Imperial College London,  07

 (Felicity,  "Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”,  Sage Journals Online, 27/06/2011 15:05 , http://sss.sagepub.com/content/37/4/499.full.pdf+html, QR)
  The asteroid impact threat offered a scientifically validated enemy onto which could be projected the fears on which a militaristic culture depends. Far from providing a replacement outlet for weapons technologies, the pro- motion of the asteroid impact threat helped make the idea of war in space more acceptable and helped justify the continued development of space- based weaponry. Arguably, with the Clementine and Deep Impact mis- sions, the asteroid impact threat even facilitated the testing of SDI-style systems. The asteroid impact threat legitimized a way of talking, and think- ing, that was founded on fear of the unknown and the assumption that advanced technology could usher in a safer era. In so doing, it resonated with the politics of fear and the technologies of permanent war that are now at the centre of US defence policy.

LINK - masking


Space exploration masks imperialism

 ICC 09 , 
[ Jens, 2009 ,  Apollo 11 and the lunar landing: the adventure that wasn’t, ICC , 10-25-09, http://en.internationalism.org/icconline/2009/10/apollo-11-lunar-landing , 6-20 , DL ]

In other words, the old empires (above all the French and British empires) have created a catastrophic situation in which national "revolutions" are likely to fall into the Soviet camp, not because they are conquered militarily but because the USSR represents a more attractive option for the new local bourgeois cliques emerging from the process of decolonisation. In this context, Kennedy put forward a whole series of measures for strengthening the US military, increasing military and civilian aid to friendly governments, etc. At the end of his speech came the Apollo programme: "Finally, if we are to win the battle that is now going on around the world between freedom and tyranny, the dramatic achievements in space which occurred in recent weeks should have made clear to us all, as did the Sputnik in 1957, the impact of this adventure on the minds of men everywhere, who are attempting to make a determination of which road they should take (...) No single space project in this period will be more impressive to mankind [than sending a man to the moon]" (ibid).Just like the "civilising mission" of the European colonial powers in the 19th century, the US commitment to this great "adventure for freedom" came with a big dose of hypocrisy: it certainly served as a mask to hide America's real imperialist aims in its struggle against the USSR for domination of the planet. In this sense, the real target of the Apollo 11 mission was not on the moon, but on Earth.


space exploration is impossible, it is only a ruse to militarize space

 ICC 09 , 
[ Jens, 2009 ,  Apollo 11 and the lunar landing: the adventure that wasn’t, ICC , 10-25-09, http://en.internationalism.org/icconline/2009/10/apollo-11-lunar-landing , 6-20 , DL ]

America's space programme suffered the same fate as its declining economy, military invincibility, and ideological self-confidence. The objective fixed by Reagan for the 1980s was no longer exploration but the "Star Wars" programme: the out and out militarisation of orbital space. The ambition to develop cheaper and more effective means to send men and equipment into space thanks to the space shuttle, came to nothing: today the shuttle is thirty years old and the USA is itself dependent on equally aging Russian rockets to supply the International Space Station (ISS). In 2004,George W. Bush announced a new "vision" for space exploration, with the completion of the ISS and the launch of a new moon mission in 2020 in order to prepare later missions to Mars. But as soon as one looks a little closer, it is obvious that this is nothing but a bluff. The cost of an expedition to Mars would be truly astronomical, and at a time when the US government is sinking billions in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is nothing to show where it will find the necessary funds for the NASA. And although Obama is presented as a new Kennedy - young, dynamic, and a bearer of hope - it is obvious that he has not, and cannot have, Kennedy's ambition. The United States are no longer the triumphant power of forty years ago, but a giant with feet of clay, increasingly contested by second or even third-rate powers. Even the plans for manned lunar flights are more and more under attack within the Obama administration, let alone manned flights to Mars.[10] There will be no "new space era": the great powers are on the contrary engaged in a race to militarise near space with spy satellites, and no doubt soon with laser-armed anti-missile satellites; Low Earth Orbit is becoming an enormous scrap heap of obsolete satellites and abandoned rockets. World capitalism is a moribund society which has lost its ambition and its self-confidence, and the great powers think of space only in terms of protecting their own petty interests on Earth. 
Link - Hegemony
US hegemony is an attempt to forestall the collapse of international capitalism. Because it’s rooted in the crisis of capitalist accumulation it can never solve their impacts.

Nick Beams, member of International Editorial Board and National Secretary of Australian Socialist Equality Party, 2003 “The Political Economy of American Militarism, part 2” July 2, www.wsws.org/articles/2003/jul2003/nb2-j11_prn.shtml 

The immediate impetus for the drive to global domination by the US is rooted in the crisis of capitalist accumulation, expressed in the persistent downward pressure on the rate of profit and the failure of the most strenuous efforts over the past 25 years to overcome it. But it is more than this. At the most fundamental level, the eruption of US imperialism represents a desperate attempt to overcome, albeit in a reactionary manner, the central contradiction that has bedeviled the capitalist system for the best part of the last century.The US came to economic and political ascendancy as World War I exploded. The war, as Trotsky analysed, was rooted in the contradiction between the development of the productive forces on a global scale and the division of the world among competing great powers. Each of these powers sought to resolve the contradiction by establishing its own ascendancy, thereby coming into collision with its rivals. The Russian Revolution, conceived of and carried forward as the first step in the international socialist revolution, was the first attempt of a detachment of the working class to resolve the contradiction between world economy and the outmoded nation-state framework on a progressive basis. Ultimately, the forces of capitalism proved too strong and the working class, as a result of a tragic combination of missed opportunities and outright betrayals, was unable to carry this program forward. But the historical problem that had erupted with such volcanic force—the necessity to reorganise the globally developed productive forces of mankind on a new and higher foundation, to free them from the destructive fetters of private property and the nation-state system—did not disappear. It was able to be suppressed for a period. But the very development of capitalist production itself ensured that it would come to the surface once again, even more explosively than in the past. The US conquest of Iraq must be placed within this historical and political context. The drive for global domination represents the attempt by American imperialism to resolve the central contradiction of world capitalism by creating a kind of global American empire, operating according to the rules of the “free market” interpreted in accordance with the economic needs and interests of US capital, and policed by its military and the military forces of its allies. This deranged vision of global order was set out by Bush in his address to West Point graduates on June 1, 2002. The US, he said, now had the best chance since the rise of the nation-state in the seventeenth century to “build a world where great powers compete in peace instead of prepare for war.” Competition between great nations was inevitable, but war was not. That was because “America has, and intends to keep, military strengths beyond challenge thereby making the destabilising arms races of other eras pointless and limiting rivalries to trade and other pursuits of peace.” This proposal to reorganise the world is even more reactionary than when it was first advanced in 1914. The US push for global domination, driven on as it is by the crisis in the very heart of the profit system, cannot bring peace, much less prosperity, but only deepening attacks on the world’s people, enforced by military and dictatorial forms of rule.
US Hegemony Is Used To Subordinate The Rest of the World To US Led Capitalism

Hardt and Negri 2000 (Michael, PhD In Comparitive Literature from U Washington and Antonio, Professor @ U of Paris, “Empire”

As the global confluence of struggles undermined the capitalist and imperialist capacities of discipline, the economic order that had dominated the globe for almost thirty years, the Golden Age of U.S. hegemony and capitalist growth, began to unravel. The form and substance of the capitalist management of international development for the postwar period were dictated at the conference at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in 1944.[8] The Bretton Woods system was based on three fundamental elements. Its first characteristic was the comprehensive economic hegemony of the United States over all the nonsocialist countries. This hegemony was secured through the strategic choice of a liberal development based on relatively free trade and moreover by maintaining gold (of which the United States possessed about one third of the world total) as the guarantee of the power of the dollar. The dollar was "as good as gold." Second, the system demanded the agreement for monetary stabilization between the United States and the other dominant capitalist countries (first Europe then Japan) over the traditional territories of European imperialisms, which had been dominated previously by the British pound and the French franc. Reform in the dominant capitalist countries could thus be financed by a surplus of exports to the United States and guaranteed by the monetary system of the dollar. Finally, Bretton Woods dictated the establishment of a quasi-imperialist relationship of the United States over all the subordinate nonsocialist countries. Economic development within the United States and stabilization and reform in Europe and Japan were all guaranteed by the United States insofar as it accumulated imperialist superprofits through its relationship to the subordinate countries. The system of U.S. monetary hegemony was a fundamentally new arrangement because, whereas the control of previous international monetary systems (notably the British) had been firmly in the hands of private bankers and financiers, Bretton Woods gave control to a series of governmental and regulatory organizations, including the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and ultimately the U.S. Federal Reserve.[9] Bretton Woods might thus be understood as the monetary and financial face of the hegemony of the New Deal model over the global capitalist economy. The Keynesian and pseudo-imperialist mechanisms of Bretton Woods eventually went into crisis when the continuity of the workers' struggles in the United States, Europe, and Japan raised the costs of stabilization and reformism, and when anti-imperialist and anticapitalist struggles in subordinate countries began to undermine the extraction of superprofits.[10] 

Link - State

THE STATE PROVIDES PROTECTION FOR CAPITALISM

MARTIN 99 [Brian, Ghandi Marg, 21 (3) http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/99gm.html 

From the point of view of nonviolence, a crucial feature of capitalism is its links with systems of violence, notably the military and police. For some capitalist countries, which are run as repressive states, this connection is obvious. But for capitalist countries with representative government, the connections between the military, police and capitalist social relations are less overt. For most of the time, state violence is not required to defend capitalism, since most people go along with the way things are. If the challenge to capitalism is violent, such as by a revolutionary party that uses bombings or assaults, then police and military forces are used to crush the challengers. But sometimes there are serious nonviolent challenges, especially when workers organise. Troops are typically called out when workers in a key sector (such as electricity or transport) go on strike, when workers take over running of a factory or business, or when there is a general strike. Spy agencies monitor and disrupt groups and movements that might be a threat to business or government. Police target groups that challenge property relations, such as workers and environmentalists taking direct action. At the core of capitalism is private property. Military and police power is needed to maintain and extend the system of ownership. It should be noted that petty theft and organised crime are not major challenges to the system of property, since they accept the legitimacy of property and are simply attempts to change ownership in an illegal manner. Criminals are seldom happy for anyone to steal from them. Principled challenges to property, such as squatting and workers' control, are far more threatening. Many people, especially in the United States, believe that government and corporations are antagonistic, with opposite goals. When governments set up regulations to control product quality or pollution, some corporate leaders complain loudly about government interference. But beyond the superficial frictions, at a deeper level the state operates to provide the conditions for capitalism. The state has it own interests, to be sure, especially in maintaining state authority and a monopoly on what it considers legitimate violence, but it depends on capitalist enterprises for its own survival, notably through taxation. In capitalist societies, states and capitalism depend on and mutually reinforce each other.
Link – Laundry list

DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS, CAPITALISM, REFORMS – ALL OF THESE ARE ILLUSIONS THAT ALLOW THE WORST ATROCITIES IN HUMANITY, ALL BY ALLOWING THE GOVERNMENT TO SAY “IT COULD BE WORSE, MAYBE THIS ISN’T THE BEST, BUT AT LEAST ITS NOT THE WORST” – THIS RUSH TO FIND EVIL EVERYWHERE KEEPS US BLINDLY WORSHIPPING THE GOLDEN CALF.

BADIOU 2001 [Alain, “on evil: an interview with alain badiou” by cox and whalen, cabinet magazine online, issue 5, winter 01-02, http://www.egs.edu/faculty/badiou/badiou-on-evil.html 

The idea of the self-evidence of Evil is not, in our society, very old. It dates, in my opinion, from the end of the 1960s, when the big political movement of the 60s was finished. We then entered into a reactive period, a period that I call the Restoration. You know that, in France, "Restoration" refers to the period of the return of the King, in 1815, after the Revolution and Napoleon. We are in such a period. Today we see liberal capitalism and its political system, parlimentarianism, as the only natural and acceptable solutions. Every revolutionary idea is considered utopian and ultimately criminal. We are made to believe that the global spread of capitalism and what gets called "democracy" is the dream of all humanity. And also that the whole world wants the authority of the American Empire, and its military police, NATO.In truth, our leaders and propagandists know very well that liberal capitalism is an inegalitarian regime, unjust, and unacceptable for the vast majority of humanity. And they know too that our "democracy" is an illusion: Where is the power of the people? Where is the political power for third world peasants, the European working class, the poor everywhere? We live in a contradiction: a brutal state of affairs, profoundly inegalitarian—where all existence is evaluated in terms of money alone—is presented to us as ideal. To justify their conservatism, the partisans of the established order cannot really call it ideal or wonderful. So instead, they have decided to say that all the rest is horrible. Sure, they say, we may not live in a condition of perfect Goodness. But we're lucky that we don't live in a condition of Evil. Our democracy is not perfect. But it's better than the bloody dictatorships. Capitalism is unjust. But it's not criminal like Stalinism. We let millions of Africans die of AIDS, but we don't make racist nationalist declarations like Milosevic. We kill Iraqis with our airplanes, but we don't cut their throats with machetes like they do in Rwanda, etc. That's why the idea of Evil has become essential. No intellectual will actually defend the brutal power of money and the accompanying political disdain for the disenfranchised, or for manual laborers, but many agree to say that real Evil is elsewhere. Who indeed today would defend the Stalinist terror, the African genocides, the Latin American torturers? Nobody. It's there that the consensus concerning Evil is decisive. Under the pretext of not accepting Evil, we end up making believe that we have, if not the Good, at least the best possible state of affairs—even if this best is not so great. The refrain of "human rights" is nothing other than the ideology of modern liberal capitalism: We won't massacre you, we won't torture you in caves, so keep quiet and worship the golden calf. As for those who don't want to worship it, or who don't believe in our superiority, there's always the American army and its European minions to make them be quiet. Note that even Churchill said that democracy (that is to say the regime of liberal capitalism) was not at all the best of political regimes, but rather the least bad. Philosophy has always been critical of commonly held opinions and of what seems obvious. Accept what you've got because all the rest belongs to Evil is an obvious idea, which should therefore be immediately examined and critiqued. My personal position is the following: It is necessary to examine, in a detailed way, the contemporary theory of Evil, the ideology of human rights, the concept of democracy. It is necessary to show that nothing there leads in the direction of the real emancipation of humanity. It is necessary to reconstruct rights, in everyday life as in politics, of Truth and of the Good. Our ability to once again have real ideas and real projects depends on it.

***IMPACTS

Impact - extinction


Capitalism causes economic crisis , ecological depletion , and  nuclear annihilation Webb ‘ 04
[Webb , National Chairman , Communist Party USA , ‘04 , Sam Webb, People’s Weekly World Newspaper,3-20-04 , http://www.peoplesworld.org/war-capitalism-and-george-w-bush/ ,  6-22-11 , DL ]

We are living in a fragile and unstable world. But perhaps that has always been the lot of humankind – certainly, it is a state of affairs as old as capitalism.Capitalism was never a warm, cuddly, stable social system. It came into the world dripping with blood from every pore, as Marx described it, laying waste to old forms of production and ways of life in favor of new, more efficient manufacturing. Since then it has combined nearly uninterrupted transformation of the instruments of production with immense wealth for a few and unrelieved exploitation, insecurity, misery, and racial and gender inequality for the many, along with periodic wars, and a vast zone of countries imprisoned in a seemingly inescapable web of abject poverty.   Yet as bad as that record is, its most destructive effects on our world could still be ahead.   Why do I say that? Because capitalism, with its imperatives of capital accumulation, profit maximization and competition, is the cause of new global problems that threaten the prospects and lives of billions of people worldwide, and, more importantly, it is also a formidable barrier to humankind’s ability to solve these problems.   Foremost among these, in addition to ecological degradation, economic crises, population pressures, and endemic diseases, is the threat of nuclear mass annihilation. 
Capitalism threatens human survival

Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

State capitalism poses a number of serious and pressing threats to human survival. To overcome these threats will require us to ultimately replace the institutions of the state and capitalism with institutions that are governed, and reflect the interests and concerns, of all those effected by them, the stance of the anarchist. Immanuel Kant in his essay "perpetual peace" argued against what he referred to as "Democracy", essentially Anarchism. Kant argued that a league of "republican" (let us say liberal democratic) states would suffice for perpetual peace. Kant himself was quite aware of Russell's problem, if only in the abstract; in his day it could not take concrete form. Kant wrote, "it follows that a war of extermination, in which the destruction of both parties and of all justice can result, would permit perpetual peace only in the vast burial ground of the human race. Therefore, such a war and the use of all means leading to it must be absolutely forbidden." Can perpetual peace be only achieved in the collective graveyard of humanity? This is another form that Russell's problem may take. Kant went on to say that, "the republican constitution, besides the purity of its origin (having sprung from the pure source of the concept of law), also gives a favourable prospect for the desired consequence, i.e., perpetual peace. The reason is this: if the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be declared (and in this constitution it cannot but be the case), nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war." 

Capitalism causes nuclear war, ecological destruction, and north-south conflict all threatening survival

Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

Bertrand Russell throughout his long career as a public intellectual and political activist had reason to reflect on the follies of humanity and the real threats to human survival, threats which are self induced. Much speculation and movie making is devoted toward such survival threatening events as asteroid strikes and mantle head plumes. What is totally ignored is the threat to human survival posed by our own institutions. We can notch another one for the propaganda model; it is to be expected that our pathological institutions would not dwell on their inherent pathology. We can expect nothing less of the corporate media. I shall argue that we face what I refer to as "Russell's problem": “are Homo sapiens an intelligent maladaptive organism doomed to self extinction”? There exists good reason to suppose that a maladaptive, intelligent, organism would indeed cause its own extinction simply because of the destructive potential of intelligence. This is one of the farces of many science fiction stories, such as Star Trek, which posit the existence of hideous innately war like but highly intelligent species. This is not a productive mix; surely any advanced species, in order to reach such heights as inter-galactic travel, would need to be a species that places a premium on cooperation and solidarity. An avaricious intelligent species would only over time succeed in destroying itself and much of the ecological basis for the support of life long before it would be able to traverse wormholes. There exist three threats to survival namely nuclear war, ecological change and north-south conflict. All three I would argue can be traced to a single source that being the pathological nature of state capitalism. What is frightening is that eventual self induced extinction is a rational consequence of our system of world order much like the destruction of the system of world order prior to 1914 was a rational consequence of its internal nature. I shall focus in this essay on nuclear war, the most immediate threat. In doing so we will come to appreciate the nexus between this threat, globalisation and north-south conflict. Currently we are witnessing a major expansion in the US global military system. One facet of this expansion is the globalisation of US nuclear war planning known as "adaptive planning". The idea here is that the US would be able to execute a nuclear strike against any target on Earth at very short notice. For strategic planners the world's population is what they refer to as a "target rich environment". The Clinton era commander of US nuclear forces, Admiral Mies, stated that nuclear ballistic missile submarines would be able to "move undetected to any launch point" threatening "any spot on Earth". What lies at the heart of such a policy is the desire to maintain global strategic superiority what is known as "full spectrum dominance" previously referred to as "escalation dominance". Full spectrum dominance means that the US would be able to wage and win any type of war ranging from a small scale contingency to general nuclear war.

capitalism leads to the destruction of humanity on this planet

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” Pg.185, T.C.)

In the centres, one might think that imperialist rent, which aligned social democracy with social imperialism almost from the beginning of the setting up of the modern left, would make it impossible for a credible socialist perspective to emerge. The shift towards the ideology of American-style consensus reinforces this possible disastrous evolution, which would impose apartheid at the world level. While the danger of this possibility should not be underestimated, there is one reason why it is not inevitable. The oligarchic centralisation of capital and its mode of managing the crisis of senile capitalism is committing itself to a general evolution towards the destruction of the whole future of humanity and perhaps life on the planet. An awareness of this perspective is growing. Will it enable the constitution of an alternative antioligarchy bloc? Would the emergence of such a bloc be facilitated by the degradation of the living conditions of the popular classes and large sections of the middle classes that this crisis will almost certainly produce? Here we see the importance of representations. Will these succeed in giving credibility to fascist-leaning responses ('ifs the fault of the immigrants', of 'international terrorism')? Or will they fail to do so?

Impact – space mil

If capitalism spreads to space it will spark militarization and inevitable accidental launches, turns case
Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

One may well ask what has all this to do with state capitalism? Consider the thinking behind the militarisation of space, outlined for us by Space Command; “historically military forces have evolved to protect national interests and investments – both military and economic. During the rise of sea commerce, nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests. During the westward expansion of the continental United States, military outposts and the cavalry emerged to protect our wagon trains, settlements and roads”. The document goes on, “the emergence of space power follows both of these models”. Moreover, “the globalization of the world economy will continue, with a widening between ‘haves’ and ‘have nots’. The demands of unilateral strategic superiority, long standing US policy known as "escalation" or "full spectrum" dominance, compel Washington to pursue “space control". This means that, according to a report written under the chairmanship of Donald Rumsfeld, "in the coming period the US will conduct operations to, from, in and through space" which includes "power projection in, from and through space". Toward this end, Washington has resisted efforts in the UN to create an arms control regime for space. As a result there will inevitably arise an arms race in space. The importance of this simply cannot be over-emphasised. Throughout the nuclear age there have been a number of close calls, due to both human and technical error, that almost lead to a full scale nuclear exchange between Washington and Moscow. These glitches in command and control systems were ultimately benign because both sides had early warning satellites placed in specialised orbits which could be relied upon to provide real time imagery of nuclear missile launch sites. However the militarisation of space now means that these satellites will become open game; the benign environment in space will disappear if the militarization of space continues. Thus if the US were to "conduct operations to, from in and through space" it will do see remotely. Technical failure may result in the system attacking Russian early warning satellites. Without question this would be perceived by the Russian's as the first shot in a US nuclear first strike. Consider for instance a curious event that occurred in 1995. A NASA research rocket, part of a study of the northern lights, was fired over Norway. The rocket was perceived by the Russian early warning system as the spear of a US first strike. The Russian system then began a countdown to full scale nuclear response; it takes only a single rocket to achieve this effect because it was no doubt perceived by Russian planners that this single rocket was meant to disable their command and control system as a result of electromagnetic pulse effects. To prevent the loss of all nuclear forces in a subsequent follow on strike the Russian's would need to launch a full scale response as soon as possible. Because the US itself has a hair trigger launch on warning posture a Russian attack would be followed by a full scale US attack; the US has a number of "reserve options" in its war plans, thus such an accidental launch could trigger a global chain of nuclear release around the globe. Calamity was averted in 1995 because Russia's early warning satellites would have demonstrated that there was no launch of US nuclear forces.

Impact – all wars

Wars in every conceivable region are created by capitalist globalization and their relationship to nuclear weapons

Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

The link between US nuclear strategy and the global political economy is intimate. US nuclear weapons, both during and after the cold war, have acted as the ultimate guarantors of US policy, which is concerned with managing the world capitalist system in the interests of dominant domestic elites. Nuclear weapons provide the umbrella of power under which the system is able to function in much the same way that Karl Polanyi in his classic work, The Great Transformation, argued that the balance of power functioned in the service of the world capitalist system in the 19th century. The “great restoration” of the world capitalist system, under the rubric of “liberal internationalism”, and the onset of the nuclear age in the wake of the second world war, are not merely coincidental. To understand the contours of contemporary world order is to appreciate the deep nexus between the two. Military superiority is necessary because of threats to "stability". It is to be expected that a system of world order constructed for the benefit of an elite core of corporate interests in the US will not go down well with the world's population, especially in key regions singled out for capital extraction such as the Middle East and Latin America. Planners recognise that the pursuit of capital globalisation and the consequent widening of the gap between rich and poor would be opposed by the globe's population. Absolute strategic superiority is meant to keep the world's population quite and obedient out of sheer terror, as Bush administration aligned neo-conservative thinkers have argued it is better that Washington be feared rather than loved. As they have asserted, after world war two US hegemony had to be "obtained", now it must be "maintained" (Robert Kagan and William Kristol). It is only natural that this "maintenance operation" should be a militaristic one given that the US has a comparative advantage in the use of force; a nuclear global first strike capability would give Washington an absolute advantage. Should anyone get out of line, possibly threatening to spread the "virus" of popular social and economic development, force is to be used to restore "credibility" to beat down the threat of a better example. The US pursues a dangerous nuclear strategy because such a strategy in its terms is "credible". Anarchists are well aware of this important aspect of international relations given the events of the Spanish Civil War. Such a situation is no joke, for this was precisely the fear of Kennedy era planners that led to the Cuban Missile Crisis. Washington sought to return Cuba to the "Latin American mode" fearing that Cuba would set an example to the population of Latin America in independent social and economic planning conducted in the interests of the population rather than US capital. In response to the Castro takeover the US engaged in one of the most serious terrorist campaigns of recent times, meant as a prelude to invasion in order to ensure "regime change" thereby teaching the people of the region the lesson that "what we say goes". One of the key reasons why Khrushchev sought to place nuclear missiles in Cuba was to deter a US invasion and to achieve strategic parity with Washington. 


Hair trigger alert, space mil, and nuclear weapons make extinction immanent
Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

This may all become a series problem in the future because of what the US Geological Survey refers to as "the big rollover": the time at which the world oil market changes from a buyers market into a sellers market (which may occur in the next 15-20 years). Washington has always regarded the oil resources of the Middle East as "the most stupendous material prize in world history" which is a key lever of US global dominance. The big rollover will ensure that Middle Eastern oil reserves will become an even more significant lever of world control placing greater premium on US control over the political development of the Arab world. In 1967, 1970 and 1973 strategic developments in the Middle East were overshadowed by nuclear weapons. In fact the events of 1970 and 1973 convinced many, such as Henry Kissinger, that the US needed to strive to retain nuclear superiority and reverse the condition of strategic parity with Moscow. This ultimately lead to the Carter-Reagan build-up of the late 1970s and early 1980s; a build-up which easily could have been disastrous. The militarisation of space, the development of so called "useable" nuclear weapons, the globalisation of the US nuclear planning system, the hair trigger alert status of the globe's nuclear forces and the expansion of the US military system into Central Asia and the Middle East possibly triggering a "great game" in these regions between nuclear powers, not to mention military expansion into "new Europe", all seriously increase the threats to our long term (indeed short term) survival.

Capitalist imperialist creates wars with all non-capitalist countries

Foster, Oregon University Department of Sociology Professor, 05 (John B., Monthly Review, http://www.monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm, 6/22/11, kb)
The global actions of the United States since September 11, 2001, are often seen as constituting a “new militarism” and a “new imperialism.” Yet, neither militarism nor imperialism is new to the United States, which has been an expansionist power—continental, hemispheric, and global—since its inception. What has changed is the nakedness with which this is being promoted, and the unlimited, planetary extent of U.S. ambitions. Max Boot, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, insists that the “greatest danger” facing the United States in Iraq and around the world “is that we won’t use all of our power for fear of the ‘I’ word—imperialism….Given the historical baggage that ‘imperialism’ carries, there’s no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice.” The United States, he says, should be “prepared to embrace its imperial rule unapologetically.” If Washington is not planning on “permanent bases in Iraq…they should be….If that raises hackles about American imperialism, so be it” (“American Imperialism?: No Need to Run from the Label,” USA Today, May 6, 2003). Similarly, Deepak Lal, James S. Coleman Professor of International Development Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles, states: “The primary task of a Pax Americana must be to find ways to create a new order in the Middle East….It is accusingly said by many that any such rearrangement of the status quo would be an act of imperialism and would largely be motivated by the desire to control Middle Eastern oil. But far from being objectionable, imperialism is precisely what is needed to restore order in the Middle East” (“In Defense of Empires,” in Andrew Bacevich, ed., The Imperial Tense, 2003). These views, although emanating from neoconservatives, are fully within the mainstream of U.S. foreign policy. Indeed, there is little dissent in U.S. ruling circles about current attempts to expand the American Empire. For Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, senior fellows at the Brookings Institution, “the real debate…is not whether to have an empire, but what kind” (New York Times, May 10, 2003). Michael Ignatieff, director of Harvard University’s Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, states unequivocally: “This new imperialism…is humanitarian in theory but imperial in practice; it creates ‘subsovereignty,’ in which states possess independence in theory but not in fact. The reason the Americans are in Afghanistan, or the Balkans, after all, is to maintain imperial order in zones essential to the interest of the United States. They are there to maintain order against a barbarian threat.” As “the West’s last military state” and its last “remaining empire,” the United States has a responsibility for “imperial structuring and ordering” in “analogy to Rome….We have now awakened to the barbarians….Retribution has been visited on the barbarians, and more will follow” (“The Challenges of American Imperial Power,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2003). All of this reflects the realities of U.S. imperial power. In his preamble to the National Security Strategy of the United States, released in fall 2002, President George W. Bush declared that since the fall of the Soviet Union there was now “a single sustainable model for national success: freedom, democracy and free enterprise,” as embodied concretely in U.S. capitalism. Any society that rejected the guidance of that model was destined to fail—and would, it was implied, be declared a security threat to the United States. The main body of the document that followed was an open declaration of Washington’s goal of strategic dominance over the entire planet for the indefinite future. It announced U.S. intentions of waging “preemptive” (or preventive) war against nations that threatened or in the future could conceivably threaten U.S. dominance directly—or that might be considered a threat indirectly through dangers they posed to U.S. friends or allies anywhere on the globe. Preventive actions would be taken, the new National Security Strategy emphasized, to ensure that no power would be allowed to rise up to rival the United States in military capabilities anytime in the future. On April 13, 2004, President Bush proclaimed that the United States needed to “go on the offensive and stay on the offensive,” waging an unrelenting war against all those it considered its enemies.

Impact – laundry list

Capitalism leads to every major impact including nuclear war, global warming and extinction

Brumpy, Kinney and Kirby, March 4th, 2011

 [Otis Brumpy, Bill Kinney and Joe Kirby, publishers of the Marietta Daily Journal, “Around Town: KSU's new colors ... black, gold - and red?” Marietta Daily Journal, March 4th, 2011, http://mdjonline.com/bookmark/12173684, accessed March 21st of 2011, T.C.] [good card tommy.
MARXISM? GOOD. Capitalism? Bad. Very, very bad. And the United States? Why, it is "the most violent nation-state in history." No, we're not quoting Nikita Khrushchev or Hugo Chavez. Not Moammar Gadhafi or Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. Those sentiments and that quote can be found in a lengthy research paper by Kennesaw State University's new $228,000-a-year provost, Dr. Timothy Chandler of Kent State University, who will be the second-highest administrator and right-hand man to President Dr. Dan Papp.Papp, meanwhile, told Around Town on Friday that he was "blindsided" to learn what Chandler had written. Papp was reached by phone at the investiture ceremony for popular former KSU Provost Dr. Lendley Black, who is the new Chancellor of the University of Minnesota-Duluth. Chandler's paper was published in the Jan.-Feb. 1998 issue of The Journal of Higher Education and titled "Beyond Boyer's 'Scholarship Reconsidered': Fundamental Change in the University and the Socioeconomic Systems." (The "Boyer" referred to is Ernest Boyer, author of "Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate.") Chandler co-authored the piece with fellow Kent State professor Walter E. Davis, Ph.D. - who has gone on to greater fame (or notoriety) as one of the foremost 9/11 conspiracy theorists, charging that President Bush was complicit in the attacks. When Davis's name is "Googled," the very first item that appears is his 7,000-word screed arguing that it is "not logical" and "impossible" that bin Laden was responsible; that the U.S. was planning to invade Afghanistan before the attacks; that the Bush family "got their start as key Hitler supporters," and much more. But one can't hold it against Chandler that he co-wrote a paper with such a kook when the 9/11 attacks were still years in the future.Chandler on Friday said he disagrees with Davis, and Papp told AT that Davis' anti-Bush rant was "a piece of trash."Far more serious is Chandler and Davis' obvious fondness for Marx and vehement dislike of capitalism, which underpins much of their paper. Though Marx is mentioned by name only a few times in their magnum opus, they seem to have swallowed Marxist theory hook, line and sinker. Some excerpts: * "Although the close connection of capitalism to violence is easily shown, it is seldom acknowledged. The allocative resources, which are increasingly disproportionably possessed, were obtained by individuals and groups, at one time or another, by physical force, coercion." * "Increased competition results in increased ethnicity and racism." * "Militarism, the development and use of weapons of mass destruction, occurs for the primary purpose of accumulating and protecting ownership of material wealth and obtaining or maintaining domination and is thus an effective goal of capitalism." * "The goal of accumulating material wealth in the context of a hierarchical social structure influences an individual's desire for power, privilege and self-determination toward characteristics of greed and selfishness, which in turn produce inequality and conflict with others." "Capitalism requires an ever increasing consumption (growth) and can easily lead to the destruction of the physical environment. Because of its hegemonic nature, capitalism penetrates into every aspect of life ... and often with devastating effects. Capitalism is hierarchically structured and characterized by a high degree of inequity and an extreme disproportioned distribution of wealth and power. ... As a result, masses of people are forced to succumb to the economic system in order to survive. An asymmetric distribution of resources guarantees high levels of competition, greed, and violence. These three outcomes are important explicit goals of capitalism." * "While the United States has the most sophisticated propaganda apparatus ever assembled, it is also the most violent nation-state in history." * "Ownership is taken for granted in capitalistic societies and is central to the accumulation of wealth and domination. All ownership of land or material means of production was at one time or another obtained by force. One prominent means of maintaining ownership and control is through generational inheritance, a concept that is accepted without question, whereas reparations for certain groups, which can be argued for with the same logic, is not." * "The record of Western science is mixed. Along with all the advances in technology and industry comes five hundred years of oppression and destruction. Universities must take a major responsibility for this destruction, as they must take a major role in halting the slide down the slippery slope of self-elimination. The university in the context of capitalism clearly must be evaluated." 


Capitalism destroys communities, quality of life and the environment 

Kaufman ‘09 

 [Kaufman, Chair Of Department of philosophy, ’09 , Cynthia Kaufman, Getting Past Capitalism , 4-09 , http://www.studiesinanti-capitalism.net/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Lenin_Reloaded_files/KAUFMAN%20DRAFT.pdf , 6-25-11 , DL ]  
In this book I will argue that capitalism is a problem because it allows those with resources to use them without regard for the needs of others. That disregard leads to the destruction of communities, to millions of people around the world not having access to the basic things they need to live healthy lives, and to environmental degradation. It is the primary force responsible for the fact that people do not have time to do what they love. It is the primary force responsible for the devastating forms of inequality we see in our world. It is largely to blame for the slow response we are seeing in facing the global catastrophe being caused by climate change. Capitalism is a set of economic relations in which private entities control significant economic resources and invest those resources based on the profit motive. Private control over capital for investment becomes a problem when significant amounts of the resources available to society are invested on that basis. It also becomes a problem when cultural and political systems get transformed to primarily serve the private accumulation of profits, such that other ways of living and using resources come to be drowned out. This, I will argue, is what has happened as capitalism has developed. Being against capitalism does not necessarily make one opposed to all uses of market mechanisms, trade, or entrepreneurship. In Chapter 4 I will argue that each of those things can play a positive role in an economy, under the right circumstances. 

Impact - genocide

The loss of logic in the capitalist system makes the system more and more barbaric which leads directly to genocide

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” Pg.115, T.C.)

We have therefore reached the point when, to open up a new field for the expansion of capital (the modernisation of agricultural production), it is necessary to destroy - in human terms entire societies. Fifty million new efficient producers (200 million human beings with their families) on the one hand, three billion excluded people on the other. The creative aspect of the operation would be only a drop of water in the ocean of destruction it requires. I thus conclude that capitalism has entered into its phase of declining senility: the logic of the system is no longer able to ensure the simple survival of humanity. Capitalism is becoming barbaric and leads directly to genocide. It is more than ever necessary to replace it with another development logic which is more rational.

Impact - Ethics

We have an ethical obligation to reject global capitalism because of the suffering it imposes upon millions across the globe and because of the way it circumscribes the very field of political possibilities.

Slavoj Zizek and Glyn Daly, Senior Lecturer in Politics in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at University College, Northampton, 2004, Conversations With Zizek, p. 14-16 

For Zizek it is imperative that we cut through this Gord​ian knot of postmodern protocol and recognize that our ethico-political responsibility is to confront the constitutive violence of today’s global capitalism and its obscene naturalization/anonymization of the millions who are subju​gated by it throughout the world. Against the standardized positions of postmodern culture — with all its pieties con​cerning ‘multiculturalist’ etiquette — Zizek is arguing for a politics that might be called ‘radically incorrect’ in the sense that it breaks with these types of positions and focuses instead on the very organizing principles of today’s social reality: the principles of global liberal capitalism. This requires some care and subtlety. For far too long, Marxism has been bedevilled by an almost fetishistic economism that has tended towards political mor​bidity. With the likes of Hilferding and Gramsci, and more recently Laclau and Mouffe, crucial theoretical advances have been made that enable the transcendence of all forms of economism. In this new context, however, Zizek argues that the problem that now presents itself is almost that of the opposite fetish. That is to say, the prohibitive anxieties surrounding the taboo of economism can function as a way of not engaging with economic reality and as a way of im​plicitly accepting the latter as a basic horizon of existence. In an ironic Freudian-Lacanian twist, the fear of economism can end up reinforcing a de facto economic necessity in respect of contemporary capitalism (i.e. the initial prohibi​tion conjures up the very thing it fears). This is not to endorse any kind of retrograde return to economism. Zizek’s point is rather that in rejecting economism we should not lose sight of the systemic power of capital in shaping the lives and destinies of humanity and our very sense of the possible. In particular we should not overlook Marx’s central insight that in order to create a uni​versal global system the forces of capitalism seek to conceal the politico-discursive violence of its construction through a kind of gentrification of that system. What is persistently denied by neo-liberals such as Rorty (1989) and Fukuyama (1992) is that the gentrification of global liberal capitalism is one whose ‘universalism’ fundamentally reproduces and depends upon a disavowed violence that excludes vast sectors of the world’s population. In this way, neo-liberal ideology attempts to naturalize capitalism by presenting its out​comes of winning and losing as if they were simply a matter of chance and sound judgement in a neutral marketplace. Capitalism does indeed create a space for a certain diver​sity, at least for the central capitalist regions, but it is neither neutral nor ideal and its price in terms of social exclusion is exorbitant. That is to say, the human cost in terms of inherent global poverty and degraded ‘life-chances’ cannot be calculated within the existing economic rationale and, in consequence, social exclusion remains mystified and name​less (viz, the patronizing reference to the ‘developing world’. And Zizek’s point is that this mystification is mag​nified through capitalism’s profound capacity to ingest its own excesses and negativity: to redirect (or misdirect) social antagonisms and to absorb them within a culture of differ​ential affirmation. Instead of Bolshevism, the tendency today is towards a kind of political boutiquism that is readily sus​tained by postmodern forms of consumerism and lifestyle. Against this Zizek argues for a new universalism whose primary ethical directive is to confront the fact that our forms of social existence are founded on exclusion on a global scale. While it is perfectly true that universalism can never become Universal (it will always require a hegemonic-par​ticular embodiment in order to have any meaning), what is novel about Zizek’s universalism is that it would not attempt to conceal this fact or to reduce the status of the abject Other to that of a ‘glitch’ in an otherwise sound matrix. 

Impact - Sexism


Capitalism sees women as property which encourages sexist violence 

Goodman ’05 
[Donna, co-chairman of the Mid-Hudson National people’s Campain, “ Sexism logical outcome: capitialasim breeds violence against women” , Socialism and Liberty , July , http://www2.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=11091&news_iv_ctrl=1044 , 6-25-11 , DL ]

Despite the many advances made by women over decades of struggle, violence against women remains pervasive worldwide. This violence cuts across culture, class, education, income, ethnicity and age. It may take the form of domestic abuse or murder. It may take the form of female infanticide, genital mutilation, dowry burning, sexual assault, kidnapping, murder, forced suicide of widows, honor killing, or rape within marriage. It takes place in the United States as well as in exploited countries like India or Mexico. But in every case, violence against women is a vestige of women’s historic status as property—a product of the division of society into exploited and exploiting classes. It is a symptom of their continued subordinate status in class society. Global capitalism, far from solving the historic inequality of women, has incorporated violence against women into its business practices and its imperialist military strategies. Worldwide, one out of three women has been beaten, forced into sex or abused in her lifetime. Up to 70 percent of female murder victims are killed by their male partners. In the most oppressed countries, structural adjustment programs are forcing governments to privatize resources and eliminate social services. This has lead to increased inequality and an accompanying upsurge of violence against women. For example, in the transnational sweatshops doing business under free trade agreements like NAFTA, young women working for slave wages are routinely abused at work. In a dramatic case, more than 300 girls and women have been killed since 1993 in Juarez, Mexico. Most were workers in the “maquiladora” factories in the free trade zone on the U.S.-Mexico border. The formerly socialist countries in Eastern Europe have seen capitalism destroy their economic safety nets and shatter their many gains in gender equality. Sexist violence has been a dramatic result. War causes massive suffering to women. Civilian casualties of today’s wars far outnumber those of armed combatants, and 80 percent of those are women and children. Women and girls are routinely the target of sexual violence, especially rape.
WOMEN ARE EXPLOITED AROUND THE WORLD UNDER THE CAPITALIST SYSTEM

Kovel ‘07

Joel Kovel, Professor of Social Studies, The Enemy of Nature: The End of Capitalism or the End of the World, p. 56, 2007

A similar process is played out in the sphere of gender. As ecosystems are broken up and rearranged under capitalism, a fraction of women in metropolitan regions attain considerable autonomy and opportunity, while conditions for the world's majority sharply deteriorate. This is evident in the high percent​age of women in sweatshops around the world (where fine motor skills and patriarchally imposed docility are valued); the burgeon​ sex trade industries, where numberless women have now, in via of free trade, become actual slaves (as have innumerable others in the sweatshops); as well as the general rise of rape and spousal abuse as concomitants of a disintegrating social order, lair }{one that a recent UNICEF report indicates that nearly half world's women come under attack by those closest to them. This was not at all the case in precapitalist societies.

Impact – exploitation

Capitalism exploits peripheral economic countries

Foster, Oregon University Department of Sociology Professor, 05 (John B., Monthly Review, http://www.monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm, 6/22/11, kb)
Since September 11, 2001, the United States has waged wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, expanded the global reach of its military base system, and increased the level of its military spending to the point that it now spends about as much on the military as all other nations of the world combined. Glorying in the U.S. blitzkrieg in Iraq, journalist Greg Easterbrook proclaimed in the New York Times (April 27, 2003) that U.S. military forces are “the strongest the world has ever known…stronger than the Wehrmacht in 1940, stronger than the legions at the height of Roman power.” Numerous critics on the U.S. left have responded by declaring, in effect, “Let’s throw the bastards out.” The U.S. government under the Bush administration, so the argument goes, has been taken over by a neoconservative cabal that has imposed a new policy of militarism and imperialism. For example, University of California at Los Angeles sociologist Michael Mann argues at the end of his Incoherent Empire (2003) that “a neoconservative chicken-hawk coup…seized the White House and the Department of Defense” with George W. Bush’s rise to the presidency. For Mann the end solution is simply to “throw the militarists out of office.” 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.

Impact - inequality

Capitalism is the system of greed and creates inequality along with injustice among the population

McCarraher, an associate professor of humanities at Villanova University, 2011

(Eugene McCarraher, an associate professor of humanities at Villanova University, “The End of Capitalism and the Wellsprings of Radical Hope”, The nation, June 27th, 2011, accessed June 22nd, 2011, T.C>) 

http://www.thenation.com/article/161237/end-capitalism-and-wellsprings-radical-hope?page=0,0,0,0

Why should we want to reinvent capitalism? Rather than reinvent it, we should remind ourselves why capitalism is so pernicious. We could start by stating the obvious (which, apparently, needs restating): the nature and logic of capitalism are incorrigibly avaricious. As a property system driven by the need to maximize profit and production, capitalism is a giant, ever-whirling vortex of accumulation. Anything but conservative, it’s the most dynamic and protean economy in history. As Marx observed in the opening pages of The Communist Manifesto, capitalism thrives on constant reinvention: “The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments of production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of society.” Always seeking new ways to make money, capitalists have reinvented the system several times already. Enclosures, factories, Fordism, automation and “flexible production”—metamorphosis for the sake of profit is the only constant in capitalism. Each incarnation has featured new brands of exploitation and corruption, designed and packaged by masters of economic and managerial sophistry. To be sure, reformers have been partially successful at shaping these reinventions: collective bargaining, regulations of business, the welfare state. Whatever victories for justice working people have won have been hard-fought and tenuous, the fruit of protracted struggle. But however ingenious or effective the reforms, they’ve been limited, if not eventually subverted, by the intractably mercenary nature of capitalism. As we can see from the history of the past forty years—an era that has been marked by a transatlantic assault on social democracy and New Deal/Great Society liberalism—the rage to accumulate remains the predatory heart and soul of capitalism. We have good reason to assume that capitalists will always seek and find fresh ways to cast off the fetters and vanquish their opponents. But the iniquity of capitalism goes deeper than its injustice as a political economy, its amoral ingenuity in technical prowess or its rapacious relationship to the natural world. However lissome its face or benign its manner, capitalism compels us to be greedy, callous and petty. It takes what the Greeks called pleonexia—an endless hunger for more and more—and transforms it from a tawdry and dangerous vice into the central virtue of the system. The sanctity of “growth” in capitalist culture stems from this moral alchemy, as does the elevation of market competition into a model of human affairs. Conscripting us into an economic war, capitalism turns us into soldiers of fortune, steeled against casualties and collateral damage, ransacking the earth to fill the shelves and banks with plunder. Capitalism stands condemned most profoundly not by its maldistribution of wealth or its ecological despoliation but by its systematic cultivation of people inclined toward injustice and predation. And I think we on the left need to start dismissing as utterly irrelevant the standard apologetic riposte: the material prosperity and technological achievement generated by capitalist enterprise. No amount of goods can compensate for the damage wrought on human nature by the deliberate nurturance of our vilest qualities. The desecration of the values we claim to hold most dear is the primary reason we should want to abolish, not reinvent, capitalism.

Capitalism creates income inequality

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” pg. 30, T.C.)

The expansion of the monetary and financial market thus inhibits investment in the real economy, limiting growth. In turn, this weakening in the general growth of the economy affects jobs, with its well-known consequences (unemployment, a growing precariousness and the stagnation - if not reduction - of real wages, which are disconnected from progress in productivity). The monetary and financial markets in turn dominate the world of work. All these mechanisms together force the submission of the economy as a whole (the 'markets') to the dominant monetary and financial market, producing an ever-increasing inequality in income distribution (that no one denies). The market for productive investment (and hence for work) suffers both from the reduction of its apparent direct profitability (the price of the levy for oligopoly rent) and also from reduced final demand (weakened by the inequality in sharing the income).

Impact – environment

Capitalism creates environmental pollution and causes global warming

Cohen, June 10th, 2011 

(Dudi Cohen,Ynetnews publisher, Ynetnews, June 10th, 2011, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4080306,00.html, accessed June 21st, 2011, T.C) 

Iranian president accuses West of disrupting balance of nature by intensifying excessive consumption, creating false demands to gain profit Has the green revolution reached Tehran? Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad accused western capitalism of destroying the environment on Thursday. In a meeting with environment officials from the Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO), Ahmadinejad said: “The main factor behind the destruction of the environment is the greed and the ceaseless avarice and insatiable hunger of the world's capitalists." Dismissing claims that human progress and promotion of lifestyle is to blame for the world's environmental crises, he added: “The world's capitalists, through intensifying excessive consumption and even the creation of false demands with the aim of maximum profits, disrupt the balance of nature." Iran, Turkey and Pakistan founded the ECO in 1985 and the organization now includes seven other states. The Iranian president expressed hope that the ECO could pressure the world's major sources of pollutions to change their policies. "The capitalist establishment and the world's major capitalists, the US in particular, only seek maximum profits and to further reduce the cost of their products, they built production lines that are not compatible with the environment," he said. Ahamdinejad further added that two or three countries account for half of the world's pollution.

The ignorance of capitalism to the limited resources in this world creates the loss of biodiversity and cause global warming on a gigantic scale

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?”  , pg.42, T.C.)

There are key questions concerning both the use that an economic and social system makes of the natural resources of the planet and the philosophical conception of the relationships between human beings (and within society) on the one hand, and between humans and nature on the other. The response to these questions that a society has given in the past describes the rationality that governs its economic and social management. Historically, capitalism has mainly ignored these considerations. It established a strictly economic rationality with a short-term vision ('the depreciation of the future') and was based on the principle that natural resources are generally put at the free disposal of society and, what is more, in unlimited quantities. The only exception is when certain resources are privately appropriated, as the land or mining resources, but subordinating their utilisation to the exclusive requirements of the profitability for capital, which exploits the potential. The rationality of this system is therefore narrow and becomes socially irrational as soon as these resources become scarce, even exhausted, or when their usage, in the forms imposed by the economic profitability of capitali

CAPITALISM DESTROYS BIODIVERSITY WHICH LEADS TO EXTINCTION

Amin in 8


Samir Amin, Director of the Third World Forum, The World We Wish to See, p. 33, 2008

It [capitalism] also leads to the rapid exhaustion of non-renewable resources, the accelerated destruction of biodiversity and the exacerbation of the threats that strongly affect the ecological balances that are essential for the reproduction of life on earth. Incontestable quantified data exist which demonstrate that capitalist civilization cannot continue its destructive expansion for long. Preserving the way of life of the United States alone would lead to pillaging all of the resources of the planet for its sole benefit. The energy crisis has already produced military aggression in the Middle East. “The American way of life is not negotiable,” the president of this country reminds us. In other words, the extermination of the “redskins,” who hinder U.S. expansion, will be continued. 

Impact - warming

Capitalism supports global warming

Foster, Oregon University Department of Sociology Professor, 05 (John B., Monthly Review, http://www.monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm, 6/22/11, kb)
From the longer view offered by a historical-materialist critique of capitalism, the direction that would be taken by U.S. imperialism following the fall of the Soviet Union was never in doubt. Capitalism by its very logic is a globally expansive system. The contradiction between its transnational economic aspirations and the fact that politically it remains rooted in particular nation states is insurmountable for the system. Yet, ill-fated attempts by individual states to overcome this contradiction are just as much a part of its fundamental logic. In present world circumstances, when one capitalist state has a virtual monopoly of the means of destruction, the temptation for that state to attempt to seize full-spectrum dominance and to transform itself into the de facto global state governing the world economy is irresistible. As the noted Marxian philosopher István Mészáros observed in Socialism or Barbarism? (2001)—written, significantly, before George W. Bush became president: “[W]hat is at stake today is not the control of a particular part of the planet—no matter how large—putting at a disadvantage but still tolerating the independent actions of some rivals, but the control of its totality by one hegemonic economic and military superpower, with all means—even the most extreme authoritarian and, if needed, violent military ones—at its disposal.” The unprecedented dangers of this new global disorder are revealed in the twin cataclysms to which the world is heading at present: nuclear proliferation and hence increased chances of the outbreak of nuclear war, and planetary ecological destruction. These are symbolized by the Bush administration’s refusal to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to limit nuclear weapons development and by its failure to sign the Kyoto Protocol as a first step in controlling global warming. As former U.S. Secretary of Defense (in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations) Robert McNamara stated in an article entitled “Apocalypse Soon” in the May–June 2005 issue of Foreign Policy: “The United States has never endorsed the policy of ‘no first use,’ not during my seven years as secretary or since. We have been and remain prepared to initiate the use of nuclear weapons—by the decision of one person, the president—against either a nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever we believe it is in our interest to do so.” The nation with the greatest conventional military force and the willingness to use it unilaterally to enlarge its global power is also the nation with the greatest nuclear force and the readiness to use it whenever it sees fit—setting the whole world on edge. The nation that contributes more to carbon dioxide emissions leading to global warming than any other (representing approximately a quarter of the world’s total) has become the greatest obstacle to addressing global warming and the world’s growing environmental problems—raising the possibility of the collapse of civilization itself if present trends continue.

Impact – Terrorist

capitalism leads to Terrorist blowback

Foster, Oregon University Department of Sociology Professor, 05 (John B., Monthly Review, http://www.monthlyreview.org/0905jbf.htm, 6/22/11, kb)
The United States is seeking to exercise sovereign authority over the planet during a time of widening global crisis: economic stagnation, increasing polarization between the global rich and the global poor, weakening U.S. economic hegemony, growing nuclear threats, and deepening ecological decline. The result is a heightening of international instability. Other potential forces are emerging in the world, such as the European Community and China, that could eventually challenge U.S. power, regionally and even globally. Third world revolutions, far from ceasing, are beginning to gain momentum again, symbolized by Venezuela’s Bolivarian Revolution under Hugo Chávez. U.S. attempts to tighten its imperial grip on the Middle East and its oil have had to cope with a fierce, seemingly unstoppable, Iraqi resistance, generating conditions of imperial overstretch. With the United States brandishing its nuclear arsenal and refusing to support international agreements on the control of such weapons, nuclear proliferation is continuing. New nations, such as North Korea, are entering or can be expected soon to enter the “nuclear club.” Terrorist blowback from imperialist wars in the third world is now a well-recognized reality, generating rising fear of further terrorist attacks in New York, London, and elsewhere. Such vast and overlapping historical contradictions, rooted in the combined and uneven development of the global capitalist economy along with the U.S. drive for planetary domination, foreshadow what is potentially the most dangerous period in the history of imperialism. The course on which U.S and world capitalism is now headed points to global barbarism—or worse. Yet it is important to remember that nothing in the development of human history is inevitable. There still remains an alternative path—the global struggle for a humane, egalitarian, democratic, and sustainable society. The classic name for such a society is “socialism.” Such a renewed struggle for a world of substantive human equality must begin by addressing the system’s weakest link and at the same time the world’s most pressing needs—by organizing a global resistance movement against the new naked imperialism.

Capitalism is the root cause of terrorism

Phillip, A.B. and Ph. D. from Harvard, 2006 (Slater Philip, A.B. and Ph. D. from Harvard, 10/25/06, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/philip-slater/the-root-causes-of-terror_b_32466.html  accessed: June 22, 2011, kb)
For of all capitalist enterprises, the extractive industries are probably the most deserving of the abuse heaped on them over the years. The possessors of the earth's treasures believe, apparently, that the luck, wealth, or political corruption that allowed them to own land containing such riches is a sign of divine favor, while the poverty of those around them indicates celestial disgust. Terrorists are people who have lost hope--hope for the possibility of peacefully creating a better world. They may be middle-class and educated, as many terrorist leaders are, but their despair is one of empathy for the plight of their people as a whole. The root causes of terrorism are pathological inequalities in wealth--not just in Saudi Arabia but all over the Third World. Even in our own country Republican policies have in recent decades created inequalities so extreme that while a few have literally more money than they can possibly use, the vast majority are struggling to get by. A society that impoverishes most of its population in order to enrich a few neurotically greedy individuals is a sick society. As Jared Diamond has shown, societies in which a few plunder the environment at the expense of the many are headed for collapse.

Impact - alienated Labor

Impact: The system of alienating the worker from their labor dehumanizes and steals the freedom of the worker

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
This estrangement of man from man is not only an estrangement between workers but also the production of the non-worker, the master. 'If the product of labour does not belong to the worker, if it confronts him as an alien power, then this can only be because it belongs to some other man than the worker.' (MECW3, 278). Estranged labour is the active producing of domination, the active conversion of power-to into power-over: 'Just as he creates his own production as the loss of his reality, as his punishment; his own product as a loss, as a product not belonging to him; so he creates the domination of the person who does not produce over the product. Just as he estranges his activity from himself, so he confers upon the stranger an activity which is not his own.' (MECW3, 279) The notion of alienation thus refers to the breaking of the social flow of doing, the turning of doing against itself. This is not the result of fate or divine intervention: human doing is the only subject, the sole constitutive power. We are the only gods, the sole creators. Our problem, as creators, is that we are creating our own destruction. We create the negation of our own creation. Doing negates itself. Activity becomes passivity, doing becomes non-doing, being. Alienation points both to our dehumanisation and to our complicity in the production of our own dehumanisation. But how can maimed, dehumanised, alienated people possibly create a liberated, human society? Alienation signals not only the urgency but also, apparently, the impossibility of revolutionary change.

Impact - democracy

In the world of capitalism, the market decides everything destroying the purpose of the government

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” pg. 101, T.C.)

The capitalism of the oligopolies is the enemy of democracy. 'The market decides everything, the parliament (where it exists), nothing.' People thus risk being attracted to the illusions of identity (para-ethnic and/or para-religious), which are in their very essence anti-democratic, and so they are imprisoned in an impasse. In the countries that we have mentioned here, the communist parties, far from having been anti-democratic by nature ('totalitarian' as western propaganda always repeats), have on the contrary constituted the most democratic forces in their societies, despite the limitations of their practices (so-called democratic centralism, etc).

CAPITALISM KILLS DEMOCRACY

Kovel ‘07

Joel Kovel, Professor of Social Studies, The Enemy of Nature: The End of Capitalism or the End of the World, p. 81, 2007

Setting aside the moral implications, the presence of this vast shadowland signifies capitalism's fundamental uncontrollability and therefore its inability to overcome its crises of ecology and democracy. From this standpoint, the ecological crisis is the effect of globalization viewed from the standpoint of ecosystems, great waves of capital batter against and erodes ecological defenses. Similarly, democracy, and not government, is the great victim of globalization. As global capital works its way, the popular k ill is increasingly disregarded in the effort to squeeze ever more profit out of the system. In the process, the instruments of global capital begin to take on political functions, breaking down local jurisdictions and constituting themselves as a kind of world governing body. But the regime lacks what normal states, even despotic ones, require, namely, some means of legitimation. In the post-aristocratic, post-theocratic world of modernity, democratic advances, even the pseudo-democracy that passes for normal these days, are the necessary glue that holds societies together. Capital's inability to furnish this as it moves toward its realization in the global society has made its operation increasingly look like a global coup d'etat. This is the great political contradiction of time, and drives the present surge of resistance.

Impact -  Poverty

Capitalism creates poverty by ignoring the needs of the poor people

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” Pg. 113-114, T.C.)

But what would happen to the billions of non-competitive peasant producers? They would be inexorably eliminated in a short period of time, a few decades. What would happen to these billions of human beings, most of them already the poorest of the poor, but who feed themselves, for better and for worse (and for a third of them, it is for worse)? Within 50 years, no industrial development, more or less competitive, even in a far-fetched hypothesis of a continual yearly growth of 7 per cent for three-quarters of humanity, could absorb even a third of this labour reserve. Capitalism, by its nature, cannot resolve the peasant question: the only prospects it can offer are a planet full of slums and billions of 'too many' human beings.

Impact - Resource wars

Capitalism creates resource wars by excluding certain countries that need the resources

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” Pg.146, T.C.)

We are now in a new phase of history in which conflicts about access to the natural resources of the planet are becoming more acute. The Triad means to reserve exclusive access to this 'useful' Africa (that of the reserves of natural resources) for itself and to prohibit access to the emerging countries whose needs in this field are great and will no doubt increase. The guarantee of exclusive access is obtained through political control and reducing African countries to client states.

Impact - Instability

Capitalism creates instability by using sanctions and other ways to destroy states that oppose capitalism

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?” Pg.147, T.C.)

A sudden rupture in ongoing aid - bad as aid is - is not desirable. In fact, it would be a declaration of war aimed at destabilising the existing power order and perhaps even at destroying the state. This is the strategy that sanctions have implemented, and continue to implement, the economic blockades of Cuba and Zimbabwe being good examples.

Impact: Classism/Nationalism

Impact: Capitalism entrenches classism and nationalism

Cerni, UPhil in Social Sciences at USussex, '07

(Paula, "The Age of Consumer Capitalism," 2007, http://clogic.eserver.org/2007/Cerni.pdf, Accessed 6/22/11; LA)

At the same time, manufacturing, the most important sector of capitalist production, is itself increasingly a white-collar environment. It has been noted that “In 1992, for example, about a third of all workers employed in U.S. manufacturing industries were actually doing service-type jobs (e.g., in finance, purchasing, marketing, and administration)” (US Department of Commerce, 1996: 5). The proportion of manufacturing production workers has fallen from 30.7% of the private US non-farming workforce in 1939, to 9% in 2005.4
Not surprisingly, then, over half the revenues of some major manufacturers are generated by services, as is the case, for instance, with General Electric US and with IBM (OECD, 2000: 10). Furthermore, the practice of offshoring means that many Western manufacturing companies have turned themselves into “virtual firms,” or pure service providers; while real material production increasingly moves overseas (Dicken, 1998: 232-37).

Impacts - Capitalism degrades the quality of life of the worker in exchange for profit

Cerni, UPhil in Social Sciences at USussex, '07

(Paula, "The Age of Consumer Capitalism," 2007, http://clogic.eserver.org/2007/Cerni.pdf, Accessed 6/22/11; LA)

Thirdly, in many cases contemporary capitalism is also able to increase the rate of surplus-value by degrading the conditions of life of productive workers. Even in the West, many such workers belong to once-lively working-class communities which are slowly being decimated by restructurings, loss of collective bargaining power, or deteriorating physical environments. Their predicament occasionally comes to public attention when, for example, miners are killed “accidentally” at work (Ely, 2006); but hardly ever do we reflect that such deadening labour is what makes our consuming lives possible. Increasingly, moreover, these workers are being replaced by immigrants employed in far more dire conditions — whether it is Latvian workers picking mushrooms in Ireland (Burns, 2005); Chinese labourers collecting cockles and drowning in Morecambe Bay (Pai, 2004); or Latin Americans working for low wages in the fields, kitchens, building sites and sweatshops of the US. Together with the millions employed — often in the same kind of dehumanising terms, or worse — in mines, factories, farms and fisheries all over the developing world, these are the people who produce most of the commodities we consume. Yet, their plight hardly figures in today’s consumption studies, where, for all the interest in the “multiplicity of practices” (Warde, 2005), those that simultaneously connect and divide producers and consumers remain under-investigated. This intellectual neglect of the role of productive workers, though, is not constructed in the pages of academic journals; it reflects their real social neglect.

The empowerment of monopolies allows them to subjugate the proletariat
Lynn, senior fellow in the New America Foundation’s Economic Growth Program, ‘10

(Barry C, “Cornered: The New Monopoly Capitalism and the Economics of Destructions”) p56, LA
In the first volume of Democracy in America, the French political philosopher Alexis de Tocqueville wrote that the most perfect authoritarian regime combines “centralized government” with “centralized administration.” Such concentration, he wrote, “accustoms” men under such power “to set their own will habitually and completely aside; to submit, not only for once, or upon one point, but in every respect, and at all times. Not only, therefore, does this union of power subdue them compulsorily, but it affects their ordinary habits; it isolates them and then influences each separately.” (Emphasis added.)29 The rise of private corporate governments that combine the ability to discriminate among the producers and the consumers in our society is just such a union of “centralized government” and “centralized administration.” The main thing that can no longer be concentrated is our will as a people. Thus, the next time you hear the word price, imagine not a well-oiled system of supply and demand that is regulated by markets; instead, imagine a tax, imposed on you with a greater or lesser degree of subtlety, by the rich. Imagine not an open negotiation but an act of subterfuge and coercion, of automated baiting and switching, of perfectly personalized pilfering. Imagine not a normative device forged by the dealings of people in an open market; instead, imagine a finely honed wedge to separate neighbor from neighbor, friend from friend, and parent from child.

Impact - Apartheid

The expansion of globalized neoliberalism creates apartheid at the world level

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?”  pg. 72 – Pg.73, T.C.)

The peoples of the three continents (Asia, Africa and Latin America) are confronted today with the expansion of the imperialist system called globalised neoliberalism, which is nothing less than the construction of apartheid at the world level. The new imperial order will be challenged, but by whom? And what will result from this challenge? Here I shall outline the main proposals that I have developed elsewhere (From Capitalis?n to Civilization (2010), p. 127 onwards). There is no doubt that the image of the dominant reality makes it difficult to imagine an immediate challenge to this order. The governing classes of the countries of the South, defeated as they are, have largely accepted playing their role of subordinate comprador classes while the peoples, confused and caught up in the daily struggle for survival, often seem to accept their lot or even, worse still, to harbour new illusions that their own governing classes hold out before them. The governing classes of certain countries of the South have obviously chosen a strategy that is neither that of passive submission to the dominant forces in the world system nor of declared opposition to them: a strategy of active interventions upon which they base their hopes to accelerate the development of their country. China - owing to the solidity of its national construction given to it by its revolution and Maoism, its option to conserve control of its currency and capital movements and its refusal to question the collective ownership of the land (the main revolutionary conquest of the peasants) - is better equipped than the others to make this choice and to achieve incontestably brilliant results.
A2: cap k2 economy

Capitalism Measured by GDP is a bad understanding of the success of markets 

Kaufman ’09 
[Kaufman, Chair Of Department of philosophy, ’09 , Cynthia Kaufman, Getting Past Capitalism , 4-09 , http://www.studiesinanti-capitalism.net/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Lenin_Reloaded_files/KAUFMAN%20DRAFT.pdf , 6-25-11 , DL ]  

In the more settled territories of capitalism, the extraction of profit, alienation, and exploitation all happen without much violence. In those settled territories, people go along with capitalism because they believe it is good for them. It provides them the jobs they need to live, it provides a tax base for funding schools, parks, and public services, and it offers means for producing the things people need to survive. We come to believe that in order to have those good things we want from society, we need to have a “healthy economy.” A healthy economy is assumed to be an economy with high levels of GDP, growth, and a rising stock market.
 For pro-capitalist thinkers, there is an equivocation around the meaning of the concept “the economy.” “The economy” sometimes refers to those things done to meet our needs through markets. At other times it refers to the totality of productive activity. The things we do to meet our needs that are not accomplished through buying and selling are rendered largely invisible by this conceptual slippage. Gross Domestic Product, or GDP, is often seen as a measure of the size of an economy. And yet it only measures those things we do to meet our needs that are done through the capitalist market. When I take care of my own children I am not generating GDP. And, according to most economists, I am not being economically productive. When I send my children to preschool, the pre-school worker who takes care of them is being productive. Not because she is taking care of more children, but because she is working for a wage. This way of measuring our economies makes it very difficult to analyze how well our societies are doing in terms of how much time we get to engage in non-market activities, and it doesn’t ask us to look at how well society is organized to provide the resources we need to engage in care giving activities 
 In her book If Women Counted New Zealand politician and economist Marilyn Waring argues that because GDP counts all good and services traded on the market it cannot distinguish social goods from social bads. If an oil tanker runs aground and spills millions of gallons of oil, all of the work and products required to clean it up will count positively as part of the GDP. A related problem is that when people spend less time with their families, and so buy prepared food instead of cooking, the GDP will be positively impacted. So the ways that we measure economic performance helps promote the idea that more capitalist activity is good for everyone and less capitalist activity is bad.
 

We should measure economies by the GPI instead

 Kaufman ‘09
[Kaufman, Chair Of Department of philosophy, ’09 , Cynthia Kaufman, Getting Past Capitalism , 4-09 , http://www.studiesinanti-capitalism.net/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Lenin_Reloaded_files/KAUFMAN%20DRAFT.pdf , 6-25-11 , DL ]  


The claim that capitalism leads to a good economy becomes a tautology. The tools most economists and journalists use to measure the health of our economy are designed to show how well capitalists are doing. If we ask a broader set of question, such as how are we doing at reducing poverty, what kinds of policies are good for the environment, or what kinds of policies allow people the time for fulfilled lives, we will get radically different answers. Progressive economists have developed alternative ways of measuring economies, so that what is measured is how well our social systems are serving our needs, as opposed to how much capitalist activity is happening. The Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) includes household labor and volunteer work as productive activity and subtracts the costs of social “bads” such as pollution and a loss of leisure time.
 Nobel prize winning economist Amartya Sen argues that people with low incomes can have high qualities of life when measured by these alternative measures if they have a certain level of freedom, access to health care, and education. Conversely, he gives the example of Britain, which had a period of development in which incomes rose significantly, without life spans increasing. Quality of life has a complex and non-linear relationship with wealth.
 Sen argues that we need to switch to quality of life indicators when measuring economies. 

A2: cap k2 poverty

Claims that capitalism has resolved poverty issues are flawed

Kaufman ‘09

[Kaufman, Chair Of Department of philosophy, ’09 , Cynthia Kaufman, Getting Past Capitalism , 4-09 , http://www.studiesinanti-capitalism.net/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Lenin_Reloaded_files/KAUFMAN%20DRAFT.pdf , 6-25-11 , DL ]  

Raymond W. Baker, author of Capitalism’s Achilles Heel, believes that, in spite of the negative outcomes he admits are associated with capitalism, a good form of capitalism is helpful for pulling people out of poverty and extending their lives. The twentieth century, after all, saw real increases in longevity in much of the world, and real rises in living standards for millions of people.
 Those facts lead thinkers like Baker to claim that capitalism must be reformed to live up to what he believes is its true potential for improving human life. And, yet a curious thing about the twentieth century was that those increases in life span and reductions in poverty happened in societies with both capitalist and communist economic systems. It happened in the United States and the Soviet Union. In many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, they didn’t happen under socialism or under capitalism. In the transition in the Soviet Union from socialism to capitalism life spans actually shortened dramatically. Life spans increased in the twentieth century largely as a result of basic public health policies, such as the use of sewers, clean water, and good nutrition.
 While in many cases an increase in capitalism has gone along with a decrease in poverty, such as the development of the Asian Tiger Economies in the second half of the twentieth century. In many other cases increases in capitalism have led to increases in poverty, such as the collapse of those same tiger economies in the 1990s, and the transition from socialism to capitalism in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. In China, the transition to socialism led to dramatic decreases in poverty, as did the Chinese transition from socialism to capitalism.
 Capitalism is often credited with social gains that it is not responsible for. Much of the basic research for the forms of medicine that have contributed to life span increases was provided by governments, and scientists working at public institutions. Even many of the inventions which have fueled capitalist development, such as telephones and the internet were developed by government researchers working on projects designed for the public good. While it does seem that in many cases trade can have a beneficial effect on people’s well being, and I will argue later, that markets can play positive roles, both of those things can exist in societies not dominated by capitalist logics. In Capitalism’s Achilles Heel, Baker is quite worried about the ways that dirty money undermines support for capitalism, and yet, in that book, he never actually attempts to make the case for why a capitalist economy is better than a non-capitalist one.

A2: cap k2 warming

Capitalism is the key problem of global warming

Kaufman ’09 

[Kaufman, Chair Of Department of philosophy, ’09 , Cynthia Kaufman, Getting Past Capitalism , 4-09 , http://www.studiesinanti-capitalism.net/StudiesInAnti-Capitalism/Lenin_Reloaded_files/KAUFMAN%20DRAFT.pdf , 6-25-11 , DL ]  

Understanding the ways that the world’s most pressing problems are linked to capitalism will help us develop effective ways of dealing with them. Without understanding the nature of capitalism, we might be tempted to solve the problem of global poverty by freeing markets, leading to worse poverty. If we think that our personal sense of meaninglessness is caused by our own lack of having the products that are immediately offered to give us a sense of happiness, then we will buy more consumer products to try to be happy. If we believe that simply finding better medicines will solve the problems of AIDS and Malaria then we might believe that giving tax breaks to pharmaceutical corporations will give them incentives develop the medicines that are needed. The problem of global warming might be seen as solvable by simply encouraging companies to invest in cleaner technologies or allowing them to trade in permits to produce carbon. An understanding of capitalism clears our vision for real meaningful approaches to those problems: Increases in production don’t alleviate poverty on their own without redistribution of land and wealth. A sense of meaning comes from detaching our desires from the market, and engaging in meaningful activity with others. Medicines get to the poor when there are good systems of health care delivery. Dealing with global warming requires that we develop mechanisms for preventing the production of greenhouse gasses. In Late Victorian Holocausts, historian Mike Davis make a powerful and heartbreaking case that it was market forces, directed by British colonialists, that led to the death by starvation of 50 million people in India, China and Africa in the late 1800’s, as weather related crop failures were turned into human tragedy by a failure to allocate in humane ways the food that was available.
 Millions have been killed in wars that were fueled by the search for resources to extract. Cultures have been destroyed by colonialism. The entire biosphere of the planet, including human life, is in imminent danger from global warming, and capitalism has played an important role in developing a situation where it is very difficult to regulate the production of greenhouse gasses. 

A2: cap k2 innovation/science

Capitalism destroys technological innovation and scientific advancement

Palecek, 2009 (Mike, “Capitalism versus Science” August August 12 accessed on 6/20/11 at http://www.marxist.com/capitalism-versus-science.htm, kb)

We are constantly bombarded with the myth that capitalism drives innovation, technology, and scientific advancement. We are told that competition, combined with the profit motive, pushes science to new frontiers and gives big corporations incentive to invent new medicines, drugs, and treatments. The free market, we are told, is the greatest motivator for human advance. But in fact, the precise opposite is true. Patents, profits, and private ownership of the means of production are actually the greatest fetters science has known in recent history. Capitalism is holding back every aspect of human development, and science and technology is no exception. Main slab of the Darwinius masillae holotype fossil. Photo by Jens L. Franzen, Philip D. Gingerich, Jörg Habersetzer1, Jørn H. Hurum, Wighart von Koenigswald, B. Holly Smith.The most recent and blatant example of private ownership serving as a barrier to advancement can be found in the Ida fossil. Darwinius masillae is a 47 million year old lemur that was recently “discovered”. Anyone and everyone interested in evolution cheered at the unveiling of a transitional species, linking upper primates and lower mammals. Ida has forward-facing eyes, short limbs, and even opposable thumbs. What is even more remarkable is the stunning condition she was preserved in. This fossil is 95% complete. The outline of her fur is clearly visible and scientists have even been able to examine the contents of her stomach, determining that her last meal consisted of fruits, seeds, and leaves. Enthusiasts are flocking to New York’s Museum of Natural History to get a glimpse of the landmark fossil. So what does Ida have to do with capitalism? Well, she was actually unearthed in 1983 and has been held by a private collector ever since. The collector didn’t realize the significance of the fossil (not surprising since he is not a paleontologist) and so it just collected dust for 25 years. There is a large international market for fossils. Capitalism has reduced these treasures, which rightly belong to all of humanity, to mere commodities.
Capitalism kills innovation – patents destroy new tech

Palecek, 2009 (Mike, “Capitalism versus Science” August August 12 accessed on 6/20/11 at http://www.marxist.com/capitalism-versus-science.htm, kb)

The manufacturing industry in particular is supposed to be where capitalist innovation is in its element. We are told that competition between companies will lead to better products, lower prices, new technology and new innovation. But again, upon closer inspection we see private interests serving as more of a barrier than an enabler. Patents and trade secrets prevent new technologies from being developed. The oil industry in particular has a long history of purchasing patents, simply to prevent the products from ever coming to market. Competition can serve as a motivator for the development of new products. But as we have already seen above, it can also serve as a motivator to prevent new products from ever seeing the light of day. Companies will not only refuse to fund research for the development of a product that might hurt their industry, but in some cases they will go to extraordinary lengths to prevent anyone else from doing the same research.

WEALTH ACCUMULATION AND INCREASING CONSOLIDATION OF CAPITAL WORKS AGAINST COMPETITION AND INNOVATION- 

Amin in 8


Samir Amin, Director of the Third World Forum, The World We Wish to See, p. 47, 2008

The process of accumulation is manifested in the growing concen​tration and centralization of capital. Competition, whose real but also completely imaginary virtues are praised by the system’s [capitalism’s] ide​ology, still remains. But it is no more than competition among an increasingly smaller number of oligopolies. There is neither "per​fect" competition nor "transparency," which has never existed. In fact, the more really existing capitalism develops, the further it is from such conditions. Now we have reached a level of centraliza​tion in the power of capital's domination such that the forms of existence and organization of the bourgeoisie known until now have been abolished.

***ALT

Alt – do nothing

Our alternative is to do nothing. The only way to open up space for a new kind of activity is to renounce facile calls to direct action. 

Slavoj Zizek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies in Ljubljana, 2004, Iraq: The Borrowed Kettle, p. 71-74

The stance of simply condemning the postmodern Left for its accommodation, however, is also false, since one should ask the obvious difficult question: what, in fact, was the alternative? If today’s ‘post-politics’ is opportunistic pragmatism with no prin​ciples, then the predominant leftist reaction to it can be aptly characterized as ‘principled opportunism’: one simply sticks to old formulae (defence of the welfare state, and so on) and calls them ‘principles’, dispensing with the detailed analysis of how the situation has changed – and thus retaining one’s position of Beautiful Soul. The inherent stupidity of the ‘principled’ Left is clearly discernible in its standard criticism of any analysis which proposes a more complex picture of the situation, renouncing any simple prescriptions on how to act: ‘there is no clear political stance involved in your theory’ — and this from people with no stance but their ‘principled opportunism’. Against such a stance, one should have the courage to affirm that, in a situation like today’s, the only way really to remain open to a revolutionary opportunity is to renounce facile calls to direct action, which necessarily involve us in an activity where things change so that the totality remains the same. Today’s predicament is that, if we succumb to the urge of directly ‘doing something’ (engaging in the anti-globalist struggle, helping the poor . . .), we will certainly and undoubtedly contribute to the reproduction of the existing order. The only way to lay the foundations for a true, radical change is to withdraw from the compulsion to act, to ‘do nothing’ — thus opening up the space for a different kind of activity. Today’s anti-globalization movement seems to be caught in the antinomy of de- and reterritorialization: on the one hand, there are those who want to reterritorialize capitalism (conservatives, ecologists, partisans of the nation-state and champions of local roots or traditions); on the other, there are those who want an even more radical deterritorialization, liberated from the con​straints of capital. But is this opposition not too simple? Is it not ultimately a false alternative? Is not the capitalist ‘territory’ (everything must pass through the grid of market exchange) the very form and vector of radical deterritorialization — its operator, as it were? (And does the same not go for the nation-state, this operator of the erasure of local traditions?) Positivity and nega​tivity are inextricably intertwined here, which is why the true aim should be a new balance, a new form of de- and reterritorializa​tion. This brings us back to the central sociopolitical antinomy of late capitalism: the way its pluralist dynamic of permanent deterritorialization coexists with its opposite, the paranoid logic of the One, thereby confirming that, perhaps, in the Deleuzian opposition between schizophrenia and paranoia, between the multitude and the One, we are dealing with two sides of the same coin. Were the Left to choose the ‘principled’ attitude of fidelity to its old programme, it would simply marginalize itself. The task is a much harder one: thoroughly to rethink the leftist project, beyond the alternative of ‘accommodation to new circumstances and sticking with the old slogans. Apropos of the disintegration of ‘state socialism’ two decades ago, we should not forget that, at approximately the same time, Western social-democratic wel​farist ideology was also dealt a crucial blow, that it also ceased to function as the Imaginary able to arouse a collective passionate following. The notion that ‘the time of the welfare state has past’ is a piece of commonly accepted wisdom today. What these two defeated ideologies shared was the notion that humanity as a collective subject has the capacity somehow to limit impersonal and anonymous sociohistoric development, to steer it in a desired direction. Today, such a notion is quickly dismissed as ‘ideolo​gical’ and/or ‘totalitarian’: the social process is perceived as dominated by an anonymous Fate which eludes social control. The rise of global capitalism is presented to us as such a Fate against which we cannot fight — either we adapt to it or we fall out of step with history, and are crushed. The only thing we can do is to make global capitalism as human as possible, to fight for ‘global capitalism with a human face’ (this, ultimately, is what the Third Way is – or, rather, was – about).

The alternative is to refuse action in the face of the crisis presented by the affirmative and do nothing

ZIZEK 2004

[Slavoj, Serbian Nationalist and Historical Revisionist, Revolution at the Gates, p. 169-171]

Indeed, since the “normal” functioning of capitalism involves some kind of disavowal of the basic principle of its functioning (today’s model capitalist is someone who, after ruthlessly generating profit, then generously shares parts of it, giving large donations to churches, victims of ethnic or sexual abuse, etc., posing as a humanitarian), the ultimate act of transgression is to assert this principle directly, depriving it of its humanitarian mask.  I am therefore tempted to reverse Marx’s Thesis 11: the first task today is precisely not to succumb to the temptation to act, to intervene directly and change things {which then inevitably ends in a cul-de-sac of debilitating impossibility: “What can we do against global capital?”), but to question the hegemonic ideological co-ordinates.  In short, our historical moment is still that of Adorno: to the Question “What should we do?” I can most often truly answer with “I don’t know.”  I can only try to analyse rigorously what there is.  Here people reproach me: When you practice criticism, you are also obliged to say how one should make it better.  To my mind, this is incontrovertibly a bourgeois prejudice.  Many times in history it so happened that the very works which pursued purely theoretical goals transformed consciousness and thereby also social reality.  If, today, we follow a direct call to act, this act will not be performed in an empty space—it will be an act within the hegemonic ideological cooridinates: those who “really want to do something to help people” get involved in {undoubtedly honourable} exploits like Medecins sans frontiers, Greenpeace, feminist and anti-racist campaigns, which are all not only tolerated but even supported by the media, even if they seemingly encroach on economic territory (for example, denouncing and boycotting companies which do not respect ecological conditions, or use child labour) – they are tolerated and supported as long as they do not get too close to a certain limit.  This kind of activity provides the perfect example of  interpassivity? Of doing things not in order to achieve something, but to prevent something from really happening, really changing.  All this frenetic humanitarian, politically correct, etc. activity fits the formula of “Let’s go on changing something all the time so that, globally, things will remain the same!”  If standard cultural studies criticize capitalism, they do so in the coded way that exemplifies Hollywood liberal paranoia: the enemy is “the system”, the hidden “organization”, the anti-democratic “conspiracy” not simply capitalism and state apparatuses.  The problem with this critical stance is not only that it replaces concrete social analysis with a struggle against abstract paranoic fantasies, but that – in a typical paranoic gesture – it unnecessarily redoubles social reality, as if there were a secret Organization behind the “visible” capitalist and state organs.  What we should accept is that there is no need for a secret “organization-within-an-organization”: the “conspiracy” is already in the “visible” organization as such, in the capitalist system, in the way the political space and state apparatuses work.

Alt - rejection

The act of rejection creates a the fissures necessary to resist global capitalism 

Holloway 05 (John, 8-16, Ph.D Political Science-University of Edinburgh ,  “Can We Change The World Without Taking Power?”, http://www.zmag.org/znet/viewArticle/5616)

in the question of fissures. We often feel helpless because capitalism weighs so heavily on us. But when we say No we start off with an appreciation of our own strength. When we rebel we are in fact tearing a little hole in capitalism. It is very contradictory. By rebelling we are already saying no to the command of capital. We are creating temporary spaces. Within that crack, that fissure, it is important that we fight for other social relations that don't point towards the state, but that they point towards the sort of society we want to create. At the core of these fissures is the drive to self-determination. And then it is a question of working out what does this mean, and how to be organised for self-determination. It means being against and beyond the society that exists. Of expanding the fissures, how to push these fissures forward structurally. The people who say we should take control of the state are also talking about cracks. There is no choice but to start with interstices. The question is how we think of them, because the state is not the whole world. There are 200 states. If you seize control of one, it is still only a crack in capitalism. It is a question of how we think about those cracks, those fissures. And if we start off from ourselves, why on earth should we adopt capitalist, bourgeois forms for developing our struggle? Why should we accept the template of the concept of the state?

Alt - anarchism

Anarchism is key for human survival, capitalism fails

Marko, 2003 (FIRST NAME, Anarchism and Human Survival: Russell's Problem, 5/14/2003, http://india.indymedia.org/en/2003/05/4910.shtml, 6/22/11, kb)

ndefinite human survival can only be guaranteed by Anarchism. There can exist no more compelling argument for Anarchism, in my opinion. If Anarchism is not attainable because of human nature, the standard argument against Anarchism, then Russell's problem is to be answered in the affirmative. In fact if we adopt some traditional rationalist (out of vogue amongst much of the political class, right and left; another case for Orwell's problem in my opinion) assumptions about human nature then Russell's problem can perhaps be dealt with in the way we would seek to deal with it. Consider Leibniz's analogy of the veined marble; there exist many innate facets of human nature; experience serves to uncover and bring them to relief. Self-interested pathological behaviour is an innate facet of human nature which is brought to relief by operating within pathological institutions, such as state capitalism, concerned with short-term greed and a strongly competitive ethic. It is for this reason that studies suggest that successful state and corporate managers have the psychological profile of a psychotic. Anarchist institutions concerned with cooperation, solidarity and freedom would serve to bring other more positive facets of our innate nature to relief which surely exist. Despite the dominance of these pathological institutions these facets of our nature are visible all around us. If these aspects of our innate nature exist then we shall rely upon them to ensure our own survival and in order to go on to achieve the full potential with which nature has endowed us. This will require us to replace our dominant social structures along Anarchist lines however. We cannot be certain whether such an innate instinct for freedom exists but as Chomsky has stated, "by denying the instinct for freedom, we will only prove that humans are a lethal mutation, an evolutionary dead end: by nurturing it, if it is real, we may find ways to deal with dreadful human tragedies and problems that are awesome in scale." These problems are so grave that we are left, contrary to the option offered by Washington of "hegemony or survival", with two fundamental choices; self-induced extinction or emancipation from the forces of social domination. Capitalism and indefinite human survival are incompatible, not only for the reasons stated here. The choice we are faced with is not "hegemony or survival", as Washington would have it, but self-induced extinction or emancipation from the forces of social domination. Hegemony is not an option; it's Anarchism or bust I am afraid. 

Alt solvency


noncapitalist systems can solve space exploration
ICC 09 [ Jens, 2009 ,  Apollo 11 and the lunar landing: the adventure that wasn’t, ICC , 10-25-09, http://en.internationalism.org/icconline/2009/10/apollo-11-lunar-landing , 6-20 , DL ]

Of all the human species' exploits, the greatest is certainly that undertaken by our distant ancestors 100,000 years ago, when they left humanity's cradle in the Rift Valley to populate first the African continent, then the rest of the world. We will never know what qualities of courage and curiosity, of knowledge and openness towards the new, our predecessors called on as they set out to discover a new world. This great adventure was that of a primitive communist society (or rather a proliferation of such societies). We cannot say whether humanity will one day be capable of leaving Earth and travelling to other planets, or even other stars, but this much is certain: such an exploit will only be carried out by a communist society which no longer pours gigantic resources in war, which has repaired the damage done to the planet by capitalist anarchy, which has put an end to the terrible waste of its youth's physical and mental energy in poverty and unemployment, which undertakes exploration and scientific research for the good of mankind and the joy of learning, and which will be able to look to the future with confidence and enthusiasm.
Alt solves space exploration

anti-capitalist alternatives solve tech innovation and science. The alt solves the aff’s space exploration.

Palecek, August 2009 (Mike, “Capitalism versus Science” August 12 accessed on 6/20/11 at http://www.marxist.com/capitalism-versus-science.htm, kb)

Sputnik 1 was the first Earth-orbiting artificial satellite. It was launched by the Soviet Union on 4 October 1957. Work by Gregory R Todd.The ultimate proof of capitalism’s hindrance of science and technology comes not from capitalism, but from the alternative. While the Soviet Union under Stalin was far from the ideal socialist society (something which we have explained extensively elsewhere), its history gives us valuable insight into the potential of a nationalized planned economy. In 1917 the Bolsheviks took control of a backwards, semi-feudal, third world country that had been ruined by the First World War. In a matter of decades, it was transformed into a leading super-power. The USSR would go on to be the first to put a satellite into orbit, the first to put a man in space, and the first to build a permanently manned outpost in space. Soviet scientists pushed the frontiers of knowledge, particularly in the areas of Mathematics, Astronomy, Nuclear Physics, Space Exploration and Chemistry. Many Soviet era scientists have been awarded Nobel prizes in various fields. These successes are particularly stunning, when one considers the state the country was in when capitalism was overthrown. How were such advancements possible? How did the Soviet Union go from having a population that was 90% illiterate, to having more scientists, doctors and engineers per capita than any other country on Earth in just a few decades? The superiority of the nationalized planned economy and the break from the madness of capitalism is the only explanation. The first step in this process was simply the recognition that science was a priority. Under capitalism, the ability of private companies to develop science and technology is limited by a narrow view of what is profitable. Companies do not plan to advance technology, they plan to build a marketable product and will only do what is necessary to bring that product to market. The Soviets immediately recognized the importance of the overall development of science and technology and linked it to the development of the country as a whole. This broad view allowed them to put substantial resources into all areas of study. Another vital component of their success was the massive expansion of education. By abolishing private schools and providing free education at all levels, individuals in the population were able to meet their potential. A citizen could continue their studies as long as they were capable. By contrast, even many advanced capitalist countries have been unable to eliminate illiteracy today, let alone open up university education to all who are able. Under capitalism, massive financial barriers are placed in front of students, which prevent large portions of the population from reaching their potential. When half of the world’s population is forced to live on less than two dollars a day, we can only conclude that massive reserves of human talent are being wasted.

Alt solves – commodity fetishism analysis key

must address commodity fetishism first

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
The fetish is a real illusion. Marx, as we saw, insists that in a commodity producing society, 'the relations connecting the labour of one individual with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relations between individuals at work, but as what they really are, material relations between persons and social relations between things.' (1965, p. 73) The fetishised categories of thought express a really fetishised reality. If we see theory as a moment of practice, thinking as a moment of doing, then there is a continuity between the fetishisation of thought and the fetishisation of practice. Fetishisation (and hence alienation, reification, identification and so on) refer not just to processes of thinking but to the material separation of done from doing of which those conceptual processes are part. It follows that fetishisation cannot be overcome in thought alone: the overcoming of fetishisation means the overcoming of the separation of doing and done. This is important because the concept of fetishism (alienation and so on) loses its force if it is separated from the material separation of doing and done in which it is founded. Fetishisation is central to the material process by which the done is torn from the doer. If a separation is made between the material process of exploitation and the fetishisation of thought, then alienation or fetishisation becomes reduced to a tool of cultural critique, a sophisticated moan. This is indeed, as Adorno points out (1990, p. 190) to make 'critical theory idealistically acceptable to the reigning consciousness and to the collective unconscious'. It is to reproduce in the concept of fetishisation itself precisely that separation of 'economic' and 'cultural' which the concept of fetishism criticises.

alt solvency – reflection key

personal reflection is a necessary component of successful anticapitalism

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
There is a tendency, perhaps, for left-wing critics of capitalism, to adopt a moral high ground, to place ourselves above society. Society is sick, but we are healthy. We know what is wrong with society, but society is so sick that others do not see it. We are right, we have true consciousness: those who do not see that we are right are duped by the sick society, enveloped in false consciousness. The scream of anger from which we started becomes so easily a self-righteous denunciation of society, a moralistic elitism. Perhaps we should listen to the upholders of reality when they turn our scream against us and tell us that we are sick, unreasonable, immature, schizophrenic. How can we possibly say that society is sick and that we are not? What arrogance! And what nonsense! If society is sick, then of course we too are sick, since we cannot stand outside society. Our cry is a cry against our own sickness which is the sickness of society, a cry against the sickness of society which is our own sickness. Our cry is not just a cry against a society that is 'out there': it is equally a cry against ourselves, for we are shaped by the out-there-ness of society, by the standing-over-againstus-ness of reality. It makes no sense for the subject to criticise the object in a holier-than-thou fashion when the subject is (and is not) part of the object criticised and is in any case constituted by her separation (and nonseparation) from the object. Such holier-than-thou criticism assumes and therefore reinforces the separation of subject and object which is the source of the sickness of both subject and object in the first place. It is better therefore to assume from the beginning that criticism of society must also be criticism of ourselves, that struggle against capitalism must be also struggle against the 'we' who are not only against but also in capitalism. To criticise is to recognise that we are a divided self. To criticise society is to criticise our own complicity in the reproduction of that society.

alt solvency - intellectuals

the role of intellectuals is necessary for successful revolution

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
The quotation from Kautsky makes clear that the central issue is not the peculiarities of the Russian revolutionary tradition: however important those peculiarities might have been, ascribing the problems of Leninism to them lets mainstream Marxism off the hook. The central issue is rather the concept of science or theory which was accepted by the main stream of the Marxist movement. If science is understood as an objectively 'correct' understanding of society, then it follows that those most likely to attain such an understanding will be those with greatest access to education (understood, presumably, as being at least potentially scientific). Given the organisation of education in capitalist society, these will be members of the bourgeoisie. Science, consequently, can come to the proletariat only from outside. If the movement to socialism is based on the scientific understanding of society, then it must be led by bourgeois intellectuals and those 'proletarians distinguished by their intellectual development' to whom they have transmitted their scientific understanding. Scientific socialism, understood in this way, is the theory of the emancipation of the proletariat, but certainly not of its self-emancipation. Class struggle is understood instrumentally, not as a process of self-emancipation but as the struggle to create a society in which the proletariat would be emancipated: hence the pivotal role of 'conquering power'. The whole point of conquering power is that it is a means of liberating others. It is the means by which class-conscious revolutionaries, organised in the party, can liberate the proletariat. In a theory in which the working class is a ‘they’, distinguished from a ‘we’ who are conscious of the need for revolution, the notion of ‘taking power’ is simply the articulation that joins the ‘they’ and the ‘we’.

Alternative solvency - socialism

Socialism will prevail after we destroy the institutions that promote capitalism

Amin 10 - Egyptian economist, a research officer for the government's "Institution for economic management ",an adviser to the Ministry of Planning in Bamako (Mali), professor at the university of Poitiers, Dakar and Paris, director of the Third World Forum

(Samir Amin, 2010, “Ending the Crisis of Capitalism or Ending Capitalism?”  , pg. 46 – pg.47, T.C.)

As far as this last region is concerned, is it not possible to envisage the destruction of the EU institutions, the purpose of which was to confine the peoples of this continent in so-called liberal (i.e. reactionary) capitalism and an Atlantic alignment? This could be the precondition for its eventual reconstruction (if it were to be considered useful) with a socialist perspective. For the countries of the South as a whole, is it possible to envisage a new political Bandung that would reinforce the capacity of the countries of the three continents to compel the collective imperialism of the Triad to back down? What would the conditions be? There would need to be progress in both the North and South in the internationalism of workers and peoples, who are the sole guarantee for the reconstruction of a better, multipolar and democratic world and the only alternative to the barbarism of an ageing capitalism. If capitalism has got to the point that it considers half of humanity a 'superfluous population', might it not be that capitalism itself has now become a mode of social organisation that is superfluous? There is no feasible alternative that does not have a socialist perspective. Quite apart from necessary agreements on the strategy of stages, based on the construction of the converging of struggles, respecting diversity and the progress that these struggles can contribute to the long route to world socialism, it is essential to reflect and debate on the socialist/communist objective: imagining emancipation from market and other alienations, imagining the democratisation of social life in all its dimensions and imagining modes of managing production, from the local to the world level, that correspond to the needs of a genuine democracy associated with social progress. Evidently, if the capitalist/ imperialist world system as it actually exists is based on the growing exclusion of the peoples who constitute the majority of humanity, and if the manner of using natural resources resulting from the logic of capitalist profitability is both wasteful and dangerous, the socialist/communist alternative cannot ignore the challenges posed by these realities. There has to be another 'style of consumption and living' than that which apparently gives happiness to the peoples of the rich countries and which exists in the imagination of its victims. The expression of a 'solar socialism', proposed by Elmar Altvater, must be taken seriously. Socialism cannot be capitalism, corrected by equal access to its benefits at the national and world level.

***2nc answers TO

Cap Unsustainable - environment

CAPITAL’S CONTRADICTORY LOGICS GUARANTEES ECOLOGICAL OVERSHOOT

Kovel ‘07

Joel Kovel, Professor of Social Studies, The Enemy of Nature: The End of Capitalism or the End of the World, p. 89, 2007

The ecological crisis is the name for the global eco-destabilization accompanying global accumulation. Capital has shown a phenomenal resiliency and ability to absorb all contradiction in a logic of exchange - this is a main reason why various modes of revolt have come and gone, leaving only bitter memorials behind, Guevara has become the name for a brand of beer. In the ecological crisis, however, the logic of exchange itself becomes a source of destabilization, and the more it is drawn into the picture, the more corrupt and unstable becomes the relation to nature. Capital cannot recuperate the ecological crisis because essential being, manifest in the "grow or die" syndrome, is to produce such a crisis, and the only thing it really knows how to u, which is to produce according to exchange-value, is exactly the source of the crisis. In other words, it regards the ecological it crisis through the distorting lens of the effect on accumulation; In seeking to remedy the latter, which is all, really, that capital can care about, it necessarily worsens the former. This is seen very clearly in the regime of emissions trading set up under the Kyoto Protocols.
CAPITALISM’S COLLAPSE IS INEVITABLE BECAUSE OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE ELITE CLASS WILL RESIST WILLFULLY TRANSITIONING

Amin in 2008


Samir Amin, Director of the Third World Forum, The World We Wish to See, p. 55, 2008

Unquestionably, the meaning and scope of the concept of emancipation are going to be expanded through its development in directions that are barely imaginable or not possible at all, at the beginning. I have already given the example of feminism. The eco​logical dimension of the challenge (whose distant roots could be pointed out) emerges later. It is known today that capitalism is not viable, ultimately, because of the ecological destruction that the logic of its development makes inevitable. It is also known today that just preserving the forms of consumption that benefit a minority of some twenty percent of humanity requires that the aspirations of the others to a better life must be ruthlessly crushed. Although all the quantitative data concerning this challenge are undoubtedly known and recognized, nothing changes because the beneficiaries of the system cannot possible envisage the sacrifices ("intellectual suicide") that the emancipation of everyone impos​es on them.

Capitalism leads to ecological degradation

Magdoff and Magdoff in ‘5

Harry Magdoff and Fred Magdoff editor of Monthly Review And professor of plant and soil science at the University of Vermont in Burlington “Approaching Socialism” http://www.monthlyreview.org/0705magdoffs1.htm pg.1

Ecological degradation occurred in numerous precapitalist societies. But with capitalism there is a new dimension to the problem, even as we have better understood the ecological harm that human activity can create. The drive for profits and capital accumulation as the overriding objective of economic activity, the control that economic interests exert over political life, and the many technologies developed in capitalist societies that allow humans rapidly to change their environment—near and wide, intentionally or not—mean that adverse effects on the environment are inevitable. Pollution of water, air, and soil are natural byproducts of production systems organized for the single goal of making profits.

Cap Unsustainable - Structural Contradictions

Capitalistic societies aren’t successful 
Istvan Meszaros 08 (Challenge and Burden of Historical Time, University Sussex professor Emeritus)   page 60  

We live in an age of unprecedented historical crisis. Its severity can be gauged by the fact that we are not facing a more or less extensive cyclic crisis of capitalism, as experienced in the past, but the deepening struc​tural crisis of the capital system itself. As such, this crisis affects-for the first time ever in history-the whole of humankind, and demands fundamental changes to the way in which the social metabolism is controlled if humanity is to survive. It must be kept in mind that the new forces of production and relations of production do not develop out of nothing, nor drop from the sky, nor from the womb of the self-positing Idea; but from within and in antithesis to the existing development of production and the inherited, traditional relations of property. While in the completed bourgeois system every economic rela- tion

Revolution inevitable because of structural contradictions within capitalism

Stephen Tumino 01 (Writer for the Red Critique) “What is Orthodox Marxism and Why it Matters Now More Than Ever Before” THE ABSENT CENTRE OF POLITICAL ONTOLOGY http://redcritique.org/spring2001/whatisorthodoxmarxism.htm
It is only Orthodox Marxism that explains socialism as an historical inevitability that is tied to the development of social production itself and its requirements. Orthodox Marxism makes socialism scientific because it explains how in the capitalist system, based on the private consumption of labor-power (competition), the objective tendency is to reduce the amount of time labor spends in reproducing itself (necessary labor) while expanding the amount of time labor is engaged in producing surplus-value (surplus-labor) for the capitalist through the introduction of machinery into the production process by the capitalists themselves to lower their own labor costs. Because of the competitive drive for profits under capitalism it is historically inevitable that a point is reached when the technical mastery—the amount of time socially necessary on average to meet the needs of society through the processing of natural resources—is such that the conditions of the workers worsen relative to the owners and becomes an unbearable global social contradiction in the midst of the ever greater mass of wealth produced. It is therefore just as inevitable that at such a moment it obviously makes more sense to socialize production and meet the needs of all to avoid the explosive social conflicts perpetually generated by private property than to maintain the system at the risk of total social collapse on a world scale. "Socialism or barbarism" (Luxemburg) is the inevitable choice faced by humanity because of capitalism. Either maintain private property and the exploitation of labor in production, in which case more and more social resources will go into policing the growingly desperate surplus-population generated by the technical efficiency of social production, or socialize production and inaugurate a society whose founding principle is "from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs" (Marx, Critique of the Gotha Program, Selected Works, 325) and "in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all" (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Selected Works, 53). 

Capitalism destructive path is expansion oriented, based on the expansion of capital for preservation of the system nothing else

Istvan Meszaros 08 (Challenge and Burden of Historical Time, University Sussex professor Emeritus)   
Pg65

transformation cannot be capitalism only, if it is to be of a lasting suc​cess; it must be the capital system itself. This system in all of its capitalist or post-capitalist forms is (and must remain) expansion-oriented and driven by accumulation> Natu​rally, what is at issue in this regard is not a process designed for the increasing satisfaction of human need. Rather, it is the expansion of capital as an end in itself, serving the preservation of a system which could not survive without constantly asserting its power as an extend​ed mode of reproduction, 

Capitalism has failed and is entering into a serious crisis

WSWS in ‘9

WSWS world socialist web site “The world economic crisis, the failure of capitalism and the case for socialism” May 25, 2009 http://www.wsws.org/articles/2009/may2009/reso-m21.shtml

1. The capitalist system has entered the most serious crisis since the Great Depression of the 1930s. In response to this crisis, workers must advance a socialist solution. Moreover, the crisis is international, affecting working people in every country of the world. There is no national solution to the breakdown of globally integrated capitalism. The World Socialist Web Site, the Socialist Equality Party, and the International Students for Social Equality put forward the following program as the basis for a new social and political movement of the working class. 2.  To workers who ask, “Why is it necessary to adopt a socialist program?” we answer: Because the capitalist system has failed! The existing economic system has nothing to offer the working class but exploitation, poverty, repression and war. The facts speak for themselves.
Capitalism is on the decline

WSWS in 09

WSWS world socialist web site “The world economic crisis, the failure of capitalism and the case for socialism” May 25, 2009 http://www.wsws.org/articles/2009/may2009/reso-m21.shtml

5. Workers are not to blame for the situation they confront. Rather, the crisis is an indictment of capitalism. It is the outcome of an economic, social and political development stretching back four decades. Since the mid-1960s, the global position of American capitalism has dramatically deteriorated. Its once dominant industries have been overtaken by rivals in Europe and Asia. In response, the American ruling class has launched a brutal offensive against the living standards and social position of the American working class in order to drive up the level of exploitation. Entire sectors of the American economy—including most manufacturing industries—have been systematically dismantled because they were not sufficiently profitable. Millions of jobs have been destroyed and entire cities devastated. At the same time, American capital has scoured the globe for cheap sources of labor and higher profits.


a2: alt fails – try or die 


its try or die for the alt 

Sullivan ‘06
[Sullivan, Writer for Clearing House, Charles Sullivan, “ Scared Ecology and Capitalism, 06, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article13515.htm, 6-25-11, DL ]

Eventually the mountains themselves would be blown apart when the mining companies sought cheaper and faster ways to mine coal. The process is known as mountain top removal and it is in vogue in West Virginia and other regions where the great Central Appalachian forests once flourished. Ecologically and economically devastated communities are left behind, while the timber and mining companies move on to greener pastures to repeat the process over and over. These destructive practices spread across Turtle Island like a cancer, destroying world class biodiversity and leaving only a few fragmented, ecologically impaired islands behind. The same destructive forces have been set loose upon every part of the word. This is socialized cost and privatized wealth in the most extreme, subsidized by our tax dollars. Wherever the extractive industries have gone they have left polluted waters and depauperate landscapes, and exhausted and impoverished workers in their wake. The company owners get rich while the workers continue to live in abject poverty and are still dying in the mines. This is the legacy of capitalism, as witnessed by a historical record that is beyond dispute. It is there for the entire world to see, as if etched in granite. You can see it in the face of the miners and the impoverished remnant forest, in the toxic waste left behind in Butte, Montana, where the water in the aftermath of copper mining has the acidity of battery acid. It makes no moral, ecological or economic sense whatsoever for us to continue down this path of self-deception and self-annihilation. As we have seen, capitalism produces only a few winners, and leaves death and devastation in its wake. Either we rebel or die. Think about the kind of world we are leaving future generations. How can they ever forgive us this trespass? Imagine, if you can, living in a world based upon mutual aide and cooperation, rather than cut-throat competition; a world where people cared for the earth and for one another, and the world’s wealth was equitably shared among all beings.
a2: alt fails

your deficits to the alternative are irrelevant. Hope is critical even in the face of failure

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
The more we think about power in capitalist society, the more anguished our scream becomes. But the more anguished it becomes, the more desperate, the more helpless. The penetration of power-over into the core of those who are subject to that power-over is the central problem that any revolutionary theory has to deal with. The reaching of the separation of doing and done into the doer herself is both the reason why revolution is desperately urgent and the reason why it is increasingly difficult to conceive. The maiming of the subject through the penetration of power-over into the depths of her existence stirs both indignation and resignation: how can we live in a society based on dehumanisation? But how can we possibly change a society in which people are so dehumanised? This is the dilemma of the urgent impossibility of revolution. There are three possible ways out of the dilemma. The first is to give up hope. Instead of thinking that it might be possible to create a society free of exploitation, free of war, free of violence, an emancipated society based on mutual recognition, this approach accepts that the world cannot be changed radically and focuses instead on living as well as can be and making whatever small changes may be possible. Alienation is recognised, perhaps, but regarded as being permanent. The concepts of revolution and emancipation are abandoned and replaced with the idea of 'micro-politics'. The multiplicity of power comes to be seen as the underpinning of a multiplicity of struggles focussed on particular issues or particular identities: struggles which aim at a rearrangement but not an overcoming of power relations. Disillusionment is associated most commonly with post-modern theory and politics, but it spreads much farther than that. In other cases, the notion of revolution may be retained as a point of reference, but left-wing discourse becomes more melancholic, more and more focussed on denouncing the horrors of capitalism and more and more removed from considering the possibility of a solution. Left-wing intellectuals adopt the position of Cassandra, prophesying the doom that is to come, but with little hope of being heard. The melancholic Cassandras and the post-modernists may, of course, be quite right. Perhaps there is no hope, perhaps there is no possibility of creating a society that is not based on exploitation and dehumanisation. It may well be that when humanity finally destroys itself in a nuclear blast or otherwise, the last post-modernist will be able to say with glee to the last hopeful Marxist, 'you see, I told you so, now you can see that my approach was scientifically correct'. It may well be so, but it does not help us very much. The scream with which we started announced an obstinate refusal to give up hope, a refusal to accept that the miseries and inhumanities of capitalism are inevitable. From the perspective of the scream, then, giving up hope is simply not an option.

A2: NASA =/= capitalism

President Obama's recent policy proposals, not often covered by the media, represent a shift towards entrepreneurship and other capitalist ideals.

Coopersmith, Professor of History at Texas A&M University,'10

(Jonathan, "(Anti)-Socialism in Space," 9/27/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1701/1#idc-container, accessed 6/21/11; LA)

In one of the more bizarre aspects of an already confusing political season, many conservatives have assailed the Obama administration for allegedly dragging the United States into a radical “socialism.” These attackers have obviously not examined the president’s proposed space policy. Realizing how internationally competitive space has become, the Obama Administration is trying to make NASA more flexible and innovative by proposing the most market-oriented space policy in decades. The plans to revamp the human space program have received the most media and political attention. Less reported but as significant are efforts to advance commercial development, to encourage aerospace exports by significantly streamlining the bureaucratic International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) process, and to revamp the NASA Advisory Council to promote a more entrepreneurial perspective.

a2: objectivity good

scientific objectivity is not possible

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

(John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
The individual stands apart from the collectivity. He is separated from his species-being or species-life, as the young Marx puts it. In the bourgeois notion of science, that is, in the notion of science which assumes capitalist society to be permanent, this distancing of the individual from the community is prized as a virtue. The further away the scientist of society stands from the society which he is studying the better. The ideal scientist would be an observer placed on the moon, from where he would be able to analyse society with true objectivity. The collectivity, society, becomes an object, separated from the subject by as great a distance as possible. In this way of thinking, science and objectivity are regarded as synonymous. To study something scientifically is to study it objectively or, if it is acepted that this is not possible, then the scientist must do his best to aproximate objectivity, to maintain a distance from the object of study. Objectivity here means suppressing our own subjectivity as far as possible: a subjective statement is considered, by definition, to be unscientific. The notion of what is scientific is thus based upon an obvious falsehood, namely the idea that it is possible to express a thought that excludes the thinker. (This does not, of course, mean that a statement that is explicitly subjective is thereby necessarily correct or scientific).

a2: permutation

the perm fails because it attempts to use the state to achieve social change

Holloway, Ph.D in Political Science from University of Edinburgh, ‘02

 (John, “Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today,” http://libcom.org/library/change-world-without-taking-power-john-holloway)
The world cannot be changed through the state. Both theoretical reflection and a whole century of bad experience tell us so. 'We told you so', say the satisfied ones, 'We said so all along. We said it was absurd. We told you that you couldn't go against human nature. Give up the dream, give up!' And millions throughout the world have given up the dream of a radically different type of society. There is no doubt that the fall of the Soviet Union and the failure of national liberation movements throughout the world have brought disillusionment to millions of people. The notion of revolution was so strongly identified with gaining control of the state that the failure of those attempts to change the world through gaining control of the state has led very many people to the conclusion that revolution is impossible. There is a toning down of expectations. For many, hope has evaporated from their lives, giving way to a bitter, cynical reconciliation with reality. It will not be possible to create the free and just society we hoped for, but at least we can vote for a centre or left-of-centre party, knowing quite well that it will not make any difference, but at least that way we will have some sort of outlet for our frustration. 'We know now that we will not be able to change the world,' says one of the characters in a novel by Marcela Serrano. 'That has been the greatest blow of all for our generation. We lost our objective in the middle of the way, when we still had the age and the energy to make the changes... The only thing that is left is to ask with humility: where is dignity?'

THE PERMUTATION MERELY PUTS A HAPPY FACE ON CAPITALISM—THEIR PLAN, NO MATTER HOW RADICAL, WILL ALWAYS FAIL SO LONG AS IT TAKES PLACE WITHIN THE IDEOLOGICAL COORIDINATES OF THE CURRENT SYSTEM

Zizek 2k

[Slavoj, American Hero, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, p. 325-6]

I fully agree with Laclau that after the exhaustion of both the social democratic welfare state imaginary and the 'really-existing-Socialist' 'imaginary, the Left does need a new imaginary (a new mobilizing global vision). Today, however, the outdatedness of the welfare state and socialist imaginaries is a cliche - the real dilemma is what to do with - how the Left is to relate to - the predominant liberal democratic imaginary. It is my contention that Laclau's and Mouffe's 'radical democracy' comes all too close to merely 'radicalizing' this liberal democratic imaginary, while remaining within its horizon. Laclau, of course, would probably claim that the point is to treat the democratic imaginary as an 'empty signifier', and to engage in the hegemonic battle with the proponents of the global capitalist New World Order over what its content will be, Here, however, I think that Butler is right when she emphasizes that another way is also open: it is not  'necessarv to occupy the dominant norm in ordr to produce an internal subvrsion of its terms. Sometimes it is important to refuse its terms, to let the term itself wither, to starve it of its strength' (JB, p. 177). This means that the Left has a choice today: either it accepts the predominant liberal democratic horizon (democracy, human rights and freedoms. . .), and engages in a hegemonic battle within it,  or it risks the opposite gesture of refusing its very terms, of flatly rejecting today's liberal blackmail that courting any prospect of radical change paves the way jor totalitarianism. It is my firm conviction, my politico-existential premiss, that the old '68 motto Sayons realistes, demandons l'impossible! still holds: it is the advocates of changes and resignifications within the liberal-democratic horizon who are the true utopians in their belief that their efforts will amount to anything more than the cosmetic surgery that will give us capitalism with a human face. In her second intervention, Butler superbly deploys the reversal that characterizes the Hegelian dialectical process: the aggravated 'contradiction' in which the very differential structure of meaning is collapsing, since every determination immediately turns into its opposite, this 'mad dance', is resolved by the sudden emergence of a new universal determination. The best illustration is provided by the passage from the 'world of self-alienated Spirit' to the Terror of the French Revolution in The Phenomenology of Spirit: the pre-Revolutionary 'madness of the musician "who heaped up and mixed together thirty arias, Italian, French, tragic, comic, of every sort; now with a deep bass he descended into hell, then, contracting his throat, he rent the vaults of heaven with a falsetto tone, frantic and soothed, imperious and mocking, by turns" (Diderot, Nephew of Rameau)', 14 suddenly turns into its radical opposite: the revolutionary stance pursuing its goal with an inexorable firmness. And my point, of course, is that today's 'mad dance', the dynamic proliferation of multiple shifting identities, also awaits its resolution in a new form of Terror. The only 'realistic' prospect is to ground a new political universality by opting for the impossible, fully assuming the place of the exception, with no taboos, no a priori norms ('human rights', 'democracy'), respect for which would prevent us also from 'resignifying' terror, the ruthless exercise of power, the spirit of sacrifice. . . if this radical choice is decried by some bleeding-heart liberals as Linkgaschismus, so be it!
THE PERMUTATION PRESERVES THE POLITICAL POWER OF CAPITAL—ONLY A TOTAL REPLACEMENT BY LABOR CAN TRANSCEND THE SYSTEM

MESZAROS in 95 (Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex) 1995 [Istavan, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p. 128]

What requires proof in this respect — concerning a qualitatively different future — is that the historically constituted and still unfolding ontology of labour, in its fundamental meaning of both agency and activity of social metabolic reproduction, can sustain itself with a higher degree of productivity when freed from the strait-jacket of the established mode of expanded surplus- extraction than when its movement is constrained by the latter’s perverse imperative of capital-accumulation. In other words, the alternative to capital’s necessarily external and adversarial mode of controlling the labour process (which can be misrepresented as internal and positive only by the system’s uncritical defenders) is the radical reconstitution of both the labour process and of its social agency, labour, on the basis of internal and consciously adopted consensual/cooperative determinations. This proof may only be anticipated in its broadest outlines on the plane of theory: by indicating in positive terms its conditions of possibility and realization, and in negative terms the unsustainable destructive tendencies of the existing order which point in the direction of its necessary breakdown. But the crucial part of the proof in question must be the actual reconstitution of labour itself nor simply as the antagonist of capital but as the sovereign creative agent of the labour process. An agency capable of securing the chosen in contrast to the now by means of the structural/hierarchical social division of labour from the outside imposed — conditions of expanded reproduction without the crutches of capital. This is the real meaning of the Marxianpractzca/ critique of capital’s political economy, concerned with the necessity to go beyond capital and of its now everywhere dominant, apparently permanent, network of second order mediations.

PARTICULAR ACTIONS TAKE PLACE WITHIN THE IDEOLOGICAL COORDINATES OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM AND ONLY SERVES TO REINFORCE IT

Zizek 2001

[Slavoj, Homeshopping Network, “Repeating Lenin”, p. online]


One is therefore tempted to turn around Marx's thesis 11: the first task today is precisely NOT to succumb to the temptation to act, to directly intervene and change things (which then inevitably ends in a cul de sac of debilitating impossibility: "what can one do against the global capital?"), but to question the hegemonic ideological coordinates. If, today, one follows a direct call to act, this act will not be performed in an empty space - it will be an act WITHIN the hegemonic ideological coordinates: those who "really want to do something to help people" get involved in (undoubtedly honorable) exploits like Medecins sans frontiere, Greenpeace, feminist and anti-racist campaigns, which are all not only tolerated, but even supported by the media, even if they seemingly enter the economic territory (say, denouncing and boycotting companies which do not respect ecological conditions or which use child labor) - they are tolerated and supported as long as they do not get too close to a certain limit. This kind of activity provides the perfect example of interpassivity2: of doing things not to achieve something, but to PREVENT from something really happening, really changing. All the frenetic humanitarian, politically correct, etc., activity fits the formula of "Let's go on changing something all the time so that, globally, things will remain the same!"

THERE CAN BE NO HALF-WAY HOUSE—ONLY DEFEATING EVERY VESTIGE OF CAPITAL’S LEGITIMACY WILL ALLOW THE ALTERNATIVE TO FLOURISH

MESZAROS in 95 (Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex) 1995 [Istavan, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p. 976]

The inescapable constraints of such adjustments are determined by the prevailing historical circumstances and by the changing relation of forces. Given certain overriding pressures, such as the perilous state of the arms race, or extreme difficulties in securing the material conditions of ‘original accumulation’ (be it called capital-accumulation’ or ‘socialist accumulation’) on the required scale, it is in principle possible that the Marxian approach, with its radically uncompromising attitude as regards the genuinely socialist solution to the structural antagonisms of society, has to be cast aside for a considerable historical period even in countries which claim to be involved in building socialism. However, to see permanent solutions in such contingent temporary adjustments, no matter how necessary they might be considered under the prevailing circumstances, would be as naive as to imagine that the modernizing intent of the Chinese leadership can transform the whole of China into a king-size Hong Kong. One should not confuse the necessarily varied time-scale and modalities of socialist transformation in particular areas with the terminus ad quem — the overall direction and outcome — of the globally unfolding social process. For ‘historical compromises’ do not eliminate the underlying contradictions, only modify their conditions of eruption and eventual resolution, In the end there can be no ‘half-way house’ between the rule of capital and the socialist transformation of society on a global scale. And that in its own turn necessarily implies that capital’s inherent antagonisms must be ultimately ‘fought out’ to a truly irreversible, structurally safeguarded conclusion.

THE LAST VESTIGES OF CAPITAL WILL EMERGE HEGEMONICALLY THROUGH THE PERMUTATION BECAUSE THE ALTERNATIVE THREATENS THE ENTIRE SYSTEM SO PERFECTLY

MESZAROS in 95 (Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex) 1995 [Istavan, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p. 143]

Maintaining the stability of a system built upon a whole range of explosive structural antagonisms is quite unthinkable without the superimposition of artificial layers of complexity whose primary function is the perpetuation of the ruling order and the postponement of ‘the moment of truth’. Since, however, the activation of the absolute limits of capital as a viable reproductive system appeared on our historical horizon, engaging with the question of how to overcome the destructive structural presuppositions of the established mode of social metabolic control cannot be avoided much longer.To be sure, the deeply entrenched interests of capital and of its ‘personifications’ militate against all serious consideration of this question. For capital cannot function without enforcing as firmly as ever (even in the most authoritarian fashion if need be) its practical presuppositions and structural antagonisms. If it was not for that, the rational assessment of the historically unfolding dangers to the very conditions of human survival would be by itself a great help in tilting the balance in favour of the necessary changes. However, rational arguments on their own are utterly powerless for overcoming enmity to change when the fundamental practical premisses of the materially dominant party are at stake. 

A2 Cap Inevitable

CAPITALISM IS FAR FROM INEVITABLE BUT RATHER ITS DOMINANCE REFLECTS ITS CURRENT POSITION OF SOCIAL HEGEMONY—WHAT IS CONTINGENT CAN NECESSARILY BECOME UNDONE

Amin in 8


Samir Amin, Director of the Third World Forum, The World We Wish to See, p. 32, 2008

The question is not whether the neoliberal project is or is not absurd. It is absurd and not viable. But it exists. The question is why it has asserted itself with such force. The success of a group of retrograde conceptions was possible only because the systems that managed the world’s societies in the preceding historical stage exhausted their own potential. I’m referring here to the three postwar social models (the Welfare State, the Soviet system, and national-populism). The collapse of these three models has produced the opportunity for a total submission of society to the unilateral demands of capital and given rise to confusion in the victims of the new order, since their reference points have lost credibility and legitimacy. This disequilibrium, which is to the sole benefit of capital, finds its confirmation in the naïve invitation made to the victims to accept their fate. “Workers must understand that it is necessary to accept a reduction in their wages” is the constant refrain of the experts who occupy the forefront of the media scene. Do we ever hear the contrary? “Capitalists must understand that it is necessary to accept a reduction in their profits.” 

A2 ‘Gibson-Graham’

GIBSON-GRAHAM DO CAPITALISM A FAVOR MORE THAN ANYTHING—BY INDIVUDALIZING THE STRUGGLE, YOU DESTROY ANY SOCIAL-WIDE RESISTANCE TO DOMESTIC VIOLENCE, ALLOWING THE SYSTEM TO PRIVATIZE EXPLOITATING FURTHER

COTTER 2002

[Jennifer, nqa, “War and Domestic Violence”, Red Critique, Sept/Oct, p. online]

Moreover, by generalizing Marcus' understanding of "rape prevention" to explain globalization in all of its practices, Gibson-Graham represent "resistance" to globalization on these same terms: as an autonomous act of private individuals not requiring general transformation of the social conditions of production for all. Far from offering a mode of "resistance", this actually offers a position that is highly useful to transnational capitalism, which is daily trying to dismantle any social resources committed to the economic, social, and physical well being of workers in general, and women in particular, in the international division of labor. In short, this position is consistent with the efforts of transnational capital to dismantle social resources and re-privatize them and destroy any conditions for social citizenship in order to stave off declines in the rate of profit. Gibson-Graham's privatized view of globalization and violence against women, for instance, follows the same logic as the Bush administration, which, working on behalf of transnational capital, has been working to dismantle social resources for women and reprivatize them.

A2 Authoritarianism/Soviets

THE INEVITABLE CRISIS OF CAPITAL WILL SPUR TOTALITARIANISM—ONLY THE EMERGENCE OF THE ALTERNATIVE CAN HEAD THIS OFF

MESZAROS (Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex) 1995
[Istavan, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p. 140]

In view of the fact that the most intractable of the global capital system’s contradictions is the one between the internal unrestrainability of its economic constituents and the now inescapable necessity of introducing major restraints, any hope for finding a way out of this vicious circle under the circumstances marked by the activation of capital’s absolute limits must be vested in the political dimension of the system. Thus, in the light of recent legislative measures which already point in this direction, there can be no doubt that the full power of the state will be activated to serve the end of squaring capital’s vicious circle, even if it means subjecting all potential dissent to extreme authoritarian constraints. Equally there can be no doubt that whether or not such a remedial action (in conformity to the global capital system’s structural limits) will be successfully pursued, despite its obvious authoritarian character and destructiveness, will depend on the working class’s ability or failure to radically rearticulate the socialist movement as a truly international enterprise. In any event, what makes matters particularly serious is the fact that the far-reaching issues themselves which confront humankind at the present stage of historical development cannot be avoided either by the ruling capital system or by any alternative to it. Although, as a matter of historical contingency, they have arisen from the activation of capital’s absolute limits, they cannot be conveniently bypassed, nor their gravity wished out of existence. On the contrary, they remain the overriding requirement of all-embracing remedial action in the reproductive practices of humankind for as long as the vicious circle of capital’s present-day historical contingency is not irretrievably consigned to the past. Indeed, paradoxically, the ability to meet in a sustainable way the absolute historical challenge that had arisen from the perverse historical contingencies and contradictions of the capital system constitutes the measure of viability of any social metabolic alternative to the ruling order. Consequently, the struggle to overcome the threatening absolute limits of the capital system is bound to determine the historical agenda for the foreseeable future.

YOUR REHEARSAL OF ‘THE USSR PROVES YOU FAIL’ IS SHALLOW AND REACTIONARY—CLAIMING THAT MARXISM IS TOO REDUCTIONIST IS A CRASS IDEOLOGICAL MOVE TO NATURALIZE SYSTEMS OF EXPLOITATION AND MASK THE TOTALITARIANISM OF CAPITAL

FAIVRE (Assoc. Professor) 2003 [Robert, “Merely Reading”, Red Critique, Fall, p. online]

The editors of Marxist Shakespeares claim to revive Marxism for a new generation and embrace the "trouble" it causes for postmodern theory.  However, by dispensing with the concept of class as ownership of the means of production, what the editors are actually doing is promoting a mode of reading and culture that conceals the trouble spots of capitalism. In a very historically telling move, Marxist Shakespeares repeats familiar McCarthyist assumptions about communism and thus about capitalism as well.  Stating that "Marxism was used by repressive regimes," Howard and Shershow seek to separate the struggle for socialism and communism from "the varied body of Marxist thought" (5). In the age of triumphalist capitalism the assumption that communism, and particularly the history of the Soviet Union, is a "totalitarian regime" has become so routine that it literally goes without saying. There is, evidently, no need to actually examine the historical material conditions of the rise and collapse of the Soviet Union and the material conditions and limits within which revolutionary struggle has been fought. This is because the point of Howard and Shershow's rehearsal of the problems of "Soviet-style communism" is not to learn historical lessons for the struggle for a society free from exploitation but to banish the class struggle for freedom from exploitation from the history of Marxism! Communism, for Howard and Shershow, as for many other critics, is a political regime which has collapsed. It was an alternative form of social organization which failed because it was "totalitarian". It failed, the editors say, because it was based on too simplistic a view of society, human nature, and culture. Communism, and the Marxism it deployed, privileged class in its theory and practice when class is not the only form of social difference; it ascribed the complexity of the cultural relationships to economic determination when these are multiply determined, over-determined, and indeed, "relatively autonomous". Marxism was used—misused, they argue—in the Soviet Union, but Marxism is not identical with communism. In fact, the editors see the "collapse of authoritarian communist regimes" as an opportunity to re-assess the "intellectual tradition" of Marxism. It's safe now, they are saying, because Marxism is just a set of ideas; it is not (any longer) the class struggle to emancipate workers of the world from exploitation. By reducing Marxism to a "set of ideas" divorced from the necessity of the class struggle to free workers from exploitation, the editors have in fact returned to the very idealism that they claim to move beyond. At the core of their assumptions that "Communism" in the Soviet Union failed owing to its "totalitarianism" is the implication that capitalism has survived because it is not "totalitarian"! Howard and Shershow use an appeal to "difference" as a means to naturalize class relations and exploitation. But the "failure" of Communism to survive in the former Soviet Union had nothing to do with too simplistic a view of "class". In fact, the fall of the Soviet Union had everything to do with the re-emergence of class relations. For Marxism, however, such a re-emergence is itself the effect of objective historical conditions that can be intervened in provided that the objective conditions can be put into place to do so and provided that workers have access to the historical knowledges to grasp the objective conditions and transform them. But for contemporary cultural critics such as Howard and Shershow the re-emergence of class relations in the Soviet Union is "evidence" that communism does not "work" and is inevitably doomed to fail. Rather than look at class as a historical and changeable relation, they look at it as an existential part of the human condition as such. All of the pretense to gender equality, freedom from racism, and freedom of sexuality in their claims to account for social difference is merely a cynical ruse for justifying economic inequality and poverty brought on by class relations. 

THE FAILED SOVIET EXPERIMENT WAS BECAUSE OF THE RELIANCE ON THE STATE AND COMPETITION—IT WAS A RESULT OF A FAILURE TO COMPLETELY JETTISON CAPITALISM

MESZAROS (Prof. Emeritus @ Univ. Sussex) 1995 [Istavan, Beyond Capital: Towards a Theory of Transition, p. 421-2]

The implosion of the Soviet type capital system had brought a seven decades long historical experience to its conclusion, making all theorizations and political strategies conceived in the orbit of the Russian revolution — whether positively disposed towards it or representing various forms of negation — historically superseded. The collapse of this system was inseparable from the structural crisis of capital which began to assert itself in the 1970s. It was this crisis which clearly demonstrated the vacuity of the earlier strategies, from Stalin’s projection of establishing the highest stage of socialism on the foundation of ‘overtaking U.S. capitalism’ in per capita pig iron production to the equally absurd post-Stalinist slogan of building a fully emancipated communist society by ‘defeating capitalism through peaceful competition’. For under the capital system there can be no such thing as ‘peaceful competition’; not even when one of the competing parties continues to delude itself of being free from the crippling structural constraints of capital in its historically specific form. The disintegration of the Communist parties in the East took place parallel to the implosion of the Soviet system. In the Western capitalist countries, however, we were witnessing a much more complicated process. For the crisis of the Western Communist parties preceded the collapse in Russia and elsewhere in the East by well over a decade, as the fate of the once most powerful French and Italian Communist parties demonstrated. This circumstance, again, underlined the fact that the crucial underlying cause was the deepening structural crisis of the capital system in general, and not the difficulties of political response to the baffling vicissitudes in Russia and in Eastern Europe. To be sure, after the implosion of the Soviet system all of the Western Communist parties tried to use the events in the East as the belated rationalization and justification for their abandonment of all socialist aspirations. Most of them even changed their name, as if that could alter anything for the better. Indeed, the same kind of rationalization and reversal of actual historical chronology, in the interest of justifying an obvious turn to the right, characterized also the Italian Socialists and the British Labour Party. The real problem was that under the new circumstances of capital’s structural crisis the former working class parties, Communist and non-Communist alike, had no strategy to offer as to how their traditional constituency — labour — should confront capital which was bound to impose on the working people growing hardship under the worsening conditions. Instead, they resigned themselves to the meek — called ‘realistic’ — acceptance of what could be obtained from the shrinking margins of capital’s troubled profitability. Understandably, in terms of political ideology this turn of events presented a much greater problem to the Communist than to the non-Communist parties. ‘The stillborn strategies of ‘Eurocommunism’ and ‘great historic compromise’ were attempts to come to terms with this difficulty, in the hope of finding a new constituency in the middle ground’ while retaining some of the old rhetorics. But it all came to nothing and ended in tears for many devoted militants who once genuinely believed that their party was moving in the direction of a future socialist transformation. The disintegration of the left in Italy, among others, in the last few years bears witness to the gravity of these developments, underlying the enormity of the challenge for the future.

A2 “Revolution Will Be Violent”

THE ELITE WILL ACCEPT TRANSITION – THEY HAVE AS MUCH TO GAIN AND LOSE AS EVERYONE

PAELHKE (Prof. Poli Sci @ Trent University) 2003 [Robert, “Environmentalism and Progressive Politics”, Explorations in Environmental Political Theory, ed. Kassiola, M.E. Sharpe]
Why would one even imagine that the rich in the rich countries would ever accept such outcomes? For one reason, environmental damage ex​ported is environmental damage that will frequently find its way back home—on imported food, in climate warming, and in the worldwide movement of air, water, and wildlife. As well, extinct species are lost not just for all time, but to all humanity and all nature. People under​stand this increasingly. There is also a trade-off for the rich were they (we) to accept steady or even a modest decline in consumption over time. The trade-off commodity is time—shorter work weeks, earlier re​tirements, less consumption dominated, more leisure oriented lives. The environmental movement must come to be as global as the most global of corporations—to convey the price we all pay for ecological damage in distant locations—and it must come to advocate more explicitly a modest time for money trade-off as, simply, a better way to live.[p. 97]

YES, THE STATE WILL REACT RUTHLESSLY, BUT THAT’S ALL THE MORE REASON TO AGITATE FOR UNIVERSAL REVOLT THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE WORKING CLASS—ONLY THEN CAN WE OVERCOME

KIMBER 2002

[Charlie, Socialist Worker, Sept, p. online: http://www.socialistworker.co.uk/article.php?article_id=4671 ]

They have all these weapons - and that's just the tip of the iceberg. It leaves out the jets, the submarines, the rifles, the mortars...need I go on? Yet we believe we can defeat them. We do not underestimate the power of the state or the willingness of the ruling class to use this power ruthlessly against "the enemy within". The US ruling class and its allies are prepared to see millions die in order to secure their control of oil supplies. Imagine their response to a movement that threatened all their power. What gives us hope is the nature of socialist revolution. If it was a matter of a few thousand revolutionaries attempting to capture the White House or 10 Downing Street then the forces of the state would be able to deal with it quite easily. Actions by a small minority can cause a great deal of turmoil - as 11 September showed. But they do not threaten the state itself. US capitalism is not fearful of being militarily overthrown by Al Qaida. But socialist revolution is a mass affair. It involves many millions of workers taking action together. In such circumstances workers have immense potential power. Their first strength is numbers. Workers are the majority in many countries and make up large sections of society in most others. Usually when we see confrontation between the state and workers it is only one section of the class - one workplace, one industry, one city or region - that is involved. This enables the state to cope by concentrating its forces. But in a mass revolutionary situation workers up and down a country will be mobilised. This will not be at all easy to deal with. Look at how the government is worrying about having a firefighters' strike at the same time as a possible war in Iraq. There are some 350,000 repressive personnel (police, army, navy, air force) in Britain. They have to deal with a workforce of 28 million plus millions more unemployed, students, youth and pensioners. They certainly could not cope if we all moved together.

***Aff ANSWERS

Cap key to science/tech in space

Capitalism can lead to great innovation and success in space, just as it has in other industries? Multiple warrants: Innovation and safety.

Diamonds, Chairman and CEO X-Prize Foundation, '10
(Peter, 2/1/10, "NASA Embraces American Capitalism and Entrepreneurship," Accessed 6/20/11; LA)
The U.S. Government doesn't build your computers, nor do you fly aboard a U.S. Government owned and operated airline. Private industry routinely takes technologies pioneered by the government and turns them into cheap, reliable and robust industries. This has happened in aviation, air mail, computers, and the Internet. It's about time that it happen in space. The President's plan for commercial competition will ultimately take us much farther and much faster, not only to the Moon, but to Mars, the asteroids and beyond. Private companies will drive a very high level of safety because they will cease to exist if they do not. America's capitalist engine drives reliability in our aircraft, our cars, our computers and will do so in space, as well. Private companies will also inject innovation and breakthrough technology into our space program because that is their ethos.

Aff – capitalist space colonization inevitable

American hegemony make this inevitable

Bosch 10 – Major, United States air force, Air command and staff college

(William K. Bosch, Major, United States Air Force, Air Command and Staff College, April 2006, “THE FUTURE OF SPACE EXPLORATION & SECURITY CAPABILITIES”, pg.22, T.C.)

The US has maintained its lead as the hegemony of power among the nations of the world. The US leads the way toward a capitalist republic-based world order where the fringe contains the last remnants of rogue thought, dismal dictatorships, and radical theology. The dominant position of the US permits it to unilaterally discover and lay claim to the huge quantity of resources on Solar System planetary bodies. Only the US is in a position to cultivate these resources and capitalize on their value to the human race. Unmanned exploration has led to manned exploitation which now includes the use of willing peoples of developing countries to be the hired explorers. In doing so, they leave Earth forever. The US has begun colonization of the Solar System and extended its “Manifest Destiny” by light years.

Capitalism Inevitable

Capitalism is inevitable. People will always want to better their lives.

Baumol in 7

William J. Baumol, Officer of the Kauffman Foundation and a published author by Yale University, GOOD CAPITALISM, BAD CAPITALISM, AND THE ECONOMIES OF GROWTH AND PROSPERITY, 2007, page 16.

At the bottom, economic growth is essential not because humans are greedy or excessively materialistic, but because they want to better their lives. This is a natural aspiration and only with more economic output can more people live a more enjoyable and satisfying existence. Of course, economic growth is not the only goal in life. As economists will be the first to point out, there are always trade-offs: More work leaves less time for play and for family. More output often is accompanied by an increase in unwelcome side effects, such as pollution. But at the end of the day, the richer societies are, the more resources they will have to address the side effects of growth as well as the various maladies that shorten lives or make them less satisfying. 

Gibson Graham turn

THEIR TOTALIZING DEPICTION OF CAPITALISM MAKES SPACE FOR RESISTANCE TO CAPITALISM AS IMPOSSIBLE. EITHER THE PERMUTATION SOLVES OR THE ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE NO EFFECTIVENESS.

J.K. Gibson-Graham, 1996.  Julie Gibson is Professor of feminist economic Geography at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst.  Katherine Graham is professor and dean of the Faculty of Public Affairs at Carleton.  “The End of Capitalism (as we knew it): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy,” Blackwell Publishers, p.263-4]

One of our goals as Marxists has been to produce a knowledge of capitalism. Yet as “that which is known,” Capitalism has become the intimate enemy. We have uncloaked the ideologically-clothed, obscure monster, but we have installed a naked and visible monster in its place. In return for our labors of creation, the monster has robbed us of all force. We hear — and find it easy to believe — that the left is in disarray. Part of what produces the disarray of the left is the vision of what the left is arrayed against. When capitalism is represented as a unified system coextensive with the nation or even the world, when it is portrayed as crowding out all other economic forms, when it is allowed to define entire societies, it becomes something that can only be defeated and replaced by a mass collective movement (or by a process of systemic dissolution that such a movement might assist). The revolutionary task of replacing capitalism now seems outmoded and unrealistic, yet we do not seem to have an alternative conception of class transformation to take its place.  The old political economic “systems” and “structures” that call forth a vision of revolution as systemic replacement still seem to be dominant in the Marxist political imagination. The New World Order is often resented as political fragmentation founded upon economic unification. In this vision the economy appears as the last stronghold of unity and singularity in a world of diversity and plurality.  But why can’t the economy be fragmented too? If we theorized it as fragmented in the United States, we could begin to see a huge state sector (incorporating a variety of forms of appropriation of surplus labor), a very large sector of self-employed and family-based producers (most noncapitalist), a huge household sector (again, quite various in terms of forms of exploitation, with some households moving towards communal or collective appropriation and others operating in a traditional mode in which one adult appropriates surplus labor from another). None of these things is easy to see or to theorize as consequential in so-called capitalist social formations. If capitalism takes up the available social space, there’s no room for anything else. If capitalism cannot coexist, there’s no possibility of anything else. If capitalism is large, other things appear small and inconsequential. If capitalism functions as a unity, it cannot be partially or locally replaced. My intent is to help create the discursive conditions under which socialist or other noncapitalist construction becomes a “realistic” present activity rather than a ludicrous or utopian future goal. To achieve this I must smash Capitalism and see it in a thousand pieces. I must make its unity a fantasy, visible as a denial of diversity and change. In the absence of Capitalism, I might suggest a different object of socialist politics.  Perhaps we might be able to focus some of our transformative energies on the exploitation and surplus distribution that go on around us in so many forms and in which we participate in various ways.  In the household, in the so-called workplace, in the community, surplus labor is produced, appropriated, and distributed every day by ourselves and by others. Marx made these processes visible but they have been obscured by the discourse of Capitalism, with its vision of two great classes locked in millennial struggle. Compelling and powerful though it might be, this discourse does not allow for a variety of forms of exploitation and distribution or for the diversity of class positions and consciousnesses that such processes might participate in creating. If we can divorce our ideas of class from systemic social conceptions, and simultaneously divorce our ideas of class transformation from projects of systemic transformation, we may be able to envision local and proximate socialisms. Defining socialism as the communal production, appropriation and distribution of surplus labor, we could encounter and construct it at home, at work, at large. These “thinly defined” socialisms wouldn’t remake our societies overnight in some total and millennial fashion (Cullenberg 1992) but they could participate in constituting and reconstituting them on a daily basis. They wouldn’t be a panacea for all the ills that we love to heap on the doorstep of Capitalism, but they could be visible and replicable now.23 To step outside the discourse of Capitalism, to abjure its powers and transcend the limits it has placed on socialist activity, is not to step outside Marxism as I understand it. Rather it is to divorce Marxism from one of its many and problematic marriages — the marriage to “the economy” in its holistic and self-sustaining form. This marriage has spawned a healthy lineage within the Marxist tradition and has contributed to a wide range of political movements and successes. Now I am suggesting that the marriage is no longer fruitful or, more precisely, that its recent offspring are monstrous and frail. Without delineating the innumerable grounds for bringing the marriage to an end, I would like to mark its passing,24 and to ask myself and others not to confuse its passing with the passing of Marxism itself. For Marxism directs us to consider exploitation, and that is something that has not passed away.

Reform key

only using capitalism to fight capitalism can be effective

Monthly Review, March 1990, v. 41, no. 10, p 38

No institution is or ever has been a seamless monolith.  Although the inherent mechanism of American capitalism is as you describe it, oriented solely to profit without regard to social consequences, this does not preclude significant portions of that very system from joining forces with the worldwide effort for the salvation of civilization, perhaps even to the extent of furnishing the margin of success for that very effort.
Cap Sustainable - Environment

To maintain a hi-tech, environmentally sustainable country a capitalist system is the only possible system

Martin W. Lewis, Director of International Relations, Stanford University, “Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism,”1992 pg. 19
Only a capitalist economy can generate the resources necessary for the development of a technologically sophisticated, ecologically sustainable global economy. In embracing capitalism I do not thereby advocate the laissez-faire approach of the Republican right. To say that the market plays an essential role is not to say that it should be given full sway. As Robert Kuttner ( 1991) persuasively argues, the laissez-faire ideology has actually placed shackles on the American economy; it has rather been the "social market" economies, like that of Germany, that have shown the greatest dynamism in the postwar period. Moreover, if the example of Japan teaches us anything, it should be that economic success stems rather from "combining free markets and individual initiative with social organization"

Cap Sustainable - Meets Needs

CAPITALISM IS ESSENTIAL FOR PROVIDING BASIC NECESSITIES—PROVES THE SYSTEM CAN MEET NEEDS AND WON’T INEVITABLY COLLAPSE. 

Saunders in 7

Peter Saunders, professor emeritus at the Centre for Independent Studies and Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management. He was previously of University of Sussex in England, WHY CAPITALISM IS GOOD FOR THE SOUL, 2007, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

No socioeconomic system can guarantee people a good life. All we can reasonably ask of any society is the conditions that will enable us to construct happy and worthwhile lives for ourselves. On this test, capitalism passes with flying colours. A modern capitalist country like Australia guarantees necessities like food and shelter. By enforcing a clear system of private property rights, it offers individuals security. It allows people to interact freely, forming family ties, friendship groups, and communities of common interest; and it maximises opportunities for people to realise their potential through hard work and innovation. These are the conditions that Abraham Maslow identified as essential for humans to satisfy their core needs. If these conditions are in place, as they are in modern, capitalist countries, no individual can reasonably claim that external conditions have prevented them from pursuing happiness.(20)Traditional critics of capitalism, like Marx, argued that these preconditions of human happiness could not be satisfied in a capitalist society. Marx’s theory of the ‘immiseration of the proletariat’ held that capitalism couldn’t even guarantee provision of food and shelter, for mass poverty, misery, ignorance, and squalor were the inevitable consequence of the accumulation of wealth by a tiny capitalist class.(21) We now know that Marx was spectacularly wrong. Working people today do not just earn a good wage; they own comfortable homes, have shares in the companies that employ them, go to university, win entry to the professions, set up businesses, and run for high office. The western ‘working class’ (to the extent that such a thing still exists) has been so busy expanding its horizons that it has quite forgotten about its historic mission of overthrowing capitalism.

Cap Sustainable - Resources

Capitalism doesn’t deplete resources. Resources are infinite. 

Percival in 96

Dr. Ray S Percival, NQA, THE METAPHYSICS OF SCARCITY: POPPER’S WORLD 3 AND THE THEORY OF FINITE RESOURCES, 1996, http://elm.eeng.dcu.ie/~tkpw/tcr/volume-01/number-02/v01n02.html, abstract.

Natural resources are infinite. This is possible because humans can create theories whose potential goes beyond the limited imaginative capacity of the inventor. For instance, no number of people can work out all the economic potential of quantum theory. Economic Resources are created by an interaction of Karl Popper's Worlds 1, 2 & 3, the worlds of physics, psychology and the abstract products of the human mind, such as scientific theories. Knowledge such as scientific theories has unfathomable information content, is universally applicable, and infinitely copyable. The point can be made with technological knowledge such as that embodied in the wheel. The theory of the wheel has unbounded potential to be embodied in unforeseeable new technologies, is useful on the Moon as on Earth, and can be infinitely copied. Unlike a piece of land (using fixed factors), such knowledge shows increasing returns. This helps to explain Julian Simon's observation that "natural" resources are now less scarce than they used to be and why an increasing population can increase resources in the long-run. It was Simon's breakthrough to elaborate on the abstract character of "natural" resources. I further explore this abstract character and thereby explain why natural resources are infinitely expandable.  Economic growth and the creation of natural resources depends on the rate of invention. F. Machlup's suggestion (Machlup 1962) that the opportunity for new inventions increases geometrically with the number of inventions at hand is acknowledged for its suggestiveness, but criticised for its conservative position. Frank Tipler's fascinating argument for indefinite economic growth (Tipler 1994), is reinforced by my argument by making a distinction between information in the engineer's sense and the infinite potential "information" in our scientific knowledge based on Popper's notion of information content.

A2 Alt - Socialism Utopian, Can’t Solve

Capitalism has a bad rep, however is empirically better than the alternatives. Socialism and Environmentalism are essentially utopian and are unable to fulfill their promises of prosperity.

Saunders in 7

Peter Saunders, professor emeritus at the Centre for Independent Studies and Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management. He was previously of University of Sussex in England, WHY CAPITALISM IS GOOD FOR THE SOUL, 2007, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

The problem for those of us who believe that capitalism offers the best chance we have for leading meaningful and worthwhile lives is that in this debate, the devil has always had the best tunes to play. Capitalism lacks romantic appeal. It does not set the pulse racing in the way that opposing ideologies like socialism, fascism, or environmentalism can. It does not stir the blood, for it identifies no dragons to slay. It offers no grand vision for the future, for in an open market system the future is shaped not by the imposition of utopian blueprints, but by billions of individuals pursuing their own preferences. Capitalism can justifiably boast that it is excellent at delivering the goods, but this fails to impress in countries like Australia that have come to take affluence for granted. It is quite the opposite with socialism. Where capitalism delivers but cannot inspire, socialism inspires despite never having delivered. Socialism’s history is littered with repeated failures and with human misery on a massive scale, yet it still attracts smiles rather than curses from people who never had to live under it. Affluent young Australians who would never dream of patronising an Adolf Hitler bierkeller decked out in swastikas are nevertheless happy to hang out in the Lenin Bar at Sydney’s Circular Quay, sipping chilled vodka cocktails under hammer and sickle flags, indifferent to the twenty million victims of the Soviet regime. Chic westerners are still sporting Che Guevara t-shirts, forty years after the man’s death, and flocking to the cinema to see him on a motor bike, apparently oblivious to their handsome hero’s legacy of firing squads and labour camps. Environmentalism, too, has the happy knack of inspiring the young and firing the imagination of idealists. This is because the radical green movement shares many features with old-style revolutionary socialism. Both are oppositional, defining themselves as alternatives to the existing capitalist system. Both are moralistic, seeking to purify humanity of its tawdry materialism and selfishness, and appealing to our ‘higher instincts.’ Both are apocalyptic, claiming to be able to read the future and warning, like Old Testament prophets, of looming catastrophe if we do not change our ways. And both are utopian, holding out the promise of redemption through a new social order based on a more enlightened humanity. All of this is irresistibly appealing 
to romantics.

Cap Good - General Ev Indict

Prefer our evidence: The negative’s arguments are written by hacks that are only attempting to make their place in the capitalist society they kritik. 

Saunders in 7

Peter Saunders, professor emeritus at the Centre for Independent Studies and Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management. He was previously of University of Sussex in England, WHY CAPITALISM IS GOOD FOR THE SOUL, 2007, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

Joseph Schumpeter offered part of the answer. He observed that capitalism has brought into being an educated class that has no responsibility for practical affairs, and that this class can only make a mark by criticising the system that feeds them.(27) Intellectuals attack capitalism because that is how they sell books and build careers. More recently, Robert Nozick has noted that intellectuals spend their childhoods excelling at school, where they occupy the top positions in the hierarchy, only to find later in life that their market value is much lower than they believe they are worth. Seeing ‘mere traders’ enjoying higher pay than them is unbearable, and it generates irreconcilable disaffection with the market system.(28) But the best explanation for the intellectuals’ distaste for capitalism was offered by Friedrich Hayek in The Fatal Conceit.(29) Hayek understood that capitalism offends intellectual pride, while socialism flatters it. Humans like to believe they can design better systems than those that tradition or evolution have bequeathed. We distrust evolved systems, like markets, which seem to work without intelligent direction according to laws and dynamics that no one fully understands. Nobody planned the global capitalist system, nobody runs it, and nobody really comprehends it. This particularly offends intellectuals, for capitalism renders them redundant. It gets on perfectly well without them. It does not need them to make it run, to coordinate it, or to redesign it. The intellectual critics of capitalism believe they know what is good for us, but millions of people interacting in the marketplace keep rebuffing them. This, ultimately, is why they believe capitalism is ‘bad for the soul’: it fulfils human needs without first seeking their moral approval.

Cap Good - Prevents War

Capitalism prevents war

Bandow in 5

Doug Bandow, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, REASON ONLINE, “A Capitalist Peace?”, October 26, 2005 (http://www.reason.com/news/show/32985.html accessed: June 26, 2009)

There are a number of reasons why economics appears to trump politics. The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches. Free-flowing capital markets and other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict, because the political destabilization resulting from war deters profitable investment and trade. Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve foreign policy ends.

Capitalism is key to peace.

Bandow in 5

Doug Bandow, he is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He served as a special assistant to President Reagan, CATO.ORG, “Spreading Capitalism is Good for Peace”, 11-12-05, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193

That doesn't mean that nothing can be done. But promoting open international markets - that is, spreading capitalism - is the best means to encourage peace as well as prosperity. Notes Gartzke: "Warfare among developing nations will remain unaffected by the capitalist peace as long as the economies of many developing countries remain fettered by governmental control." Freeing those economies is critical. It's a particularly important lesson for the anti-capitalist left. For the most part, the enemies of economic liberty also most stridently denounce war, often in near-pacifist terms. Yet they oppose the very economic policies most likely to encourage peace. If market critics don't realize the obvious economic and philosophical value of markets - prosperity and freedom - they should appreciate the unintended peace dividend. Trade encourages prosperity and stability; technological innovation reduces the financial value of conquest; globalization creates economic interdependence, increasing the cost of war. Nothing is certain in life, and people are motivated by far more than economics. But it turns out that peace is good business. And capitalism is good for peace.
Economic liberty key to peace

Bandow in 5

Doug Bandow, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, REASON ONLINE, “A Capitalist Peace?”, October 26, 2005 (http://www.reason.com/news/show/32985.html accessed: June 26, 2009)

In particular, poorer democracies perform like non-democracies. By his calculation, the correlation between economic liberty and peace is 50 times as great as that between democracy and peace. He explains: "Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels." Gartzke considers other variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences. Although the causes of conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains.
Cap Good - Solves Food Supplies

Economic prosperity increases food supplies and avoids Malthusian impacts

Anderson in 4

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of the Property and Environment Research Center, a think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental problems, HOOVER PRESS, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better: From Economic Prosperity to Environmental Quality”, 2004

Figure 2.1, based on cross-country data for 1961 and 1994 from the World Resources Institute (1998), shows that available food supplies per capita per day increase with GDP per capita as well as with time. To better illustrate the change in food supplies for low-income people, the scale on the graph ends at a GDP per capita of $10,000 (in 1995 dollars).3 The upward slope for each year probably reflects the fact that the wealthier the country, the greater its ability to afford more productive technologies to increase crop yields or purchase food in the global market. The upward shift of the available food supply curve between 1961 and 1994 resulted from technological improvement. This technological change allowed food production to outpace population growth (Goklany 1998). As a result, the real global price of food commodities declined 75 percent since 1950 (Mitchell and Ingco 1993; World Resources Institute 1998), and for any given level of income, more food was available in 1994 than in 1961. 

Food shortages lead to World War III

Calvin 98 

William Calvin, theoretical neurophysiologist at the University of Washington, Atlantic Monthly, January, The Great Climate Flip-Flop, Vol 281, No. 1, 1998, p. 47-64)

The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields would cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands -- if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, would go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries would attempt to use their armies, before they fell apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food. This would be a worldwide problem -- and could lead to a Third World War -- but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic.

Cap Good - Solves Resource Scarcity

Capitalism solves resource scarcity

Anderson in 4

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of the Property and Environment Research Center, a think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental problems, HOOVER PRESS, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better: From Economic Prosperity to Environmental Quality”, 2004

Lomborg (2001, 29) also indicates why this improvement is occurring. Trade and less costly transport effectively act to reduce risks and make local areas less vulnerable to natural resource exhaustion and depletion. This is a tremendously important insight. In a trading economy, production does not necessarily have to take place at the physical location of demand, but where it is most efficient. An implication is that as resource scarcity occurs and prices and costs rise in a trading world, production will shift to other locations with less scarcity and lower prices and costs. The effect is that each country can almost indefinitely postpone running into a wall imposed by resource scarcity, and all of the trading economies will benefit. 

Resource wars cause extinction

Klare 6

Klare 06 Professor of peace and world security studies @ Hampshire College[Michael Klare, “The Coming Resource Wars,” TomPaine.com, Date: March 11, 2006, pg. http://www.waterconserve.org/shared/reader/welcome.aspx?linkid=53710&keybold=water%20land%20conflict. 

"As famine, disease, and weather-related disasters strike due to abrupt climate change," the Pentagon report notes, "many countries' needs will exceed their carrying capacity" -- that is, their ability to provide the minimum requirements for human survival. This "will create a sense of desperation, which is likely to lead to offensive aggression" against countries with a greater stock of vital resources. "Imagine eastern European countries, struggling to feed their populations with a falling supply of food, water, and energy, eyeing Russia, whose population is already in decline, for access to its grain, minerals, and energy supply."  Similar scenarios will be replicated all across the planet, as those without the means to survival invade or migrate to those with greater abundance -- producing endless struggles between resource "haves" and "have-nots."  It is this prospect, more than anything, that worries John Reid. In particular, he expressed concern over the inadequate capacity of poor and unstable countries to cope with the effects of climate change, and the resulting risk of state collapse, civil war and mass migration. "More than 300 million people in Africa currently lack access to safe water," he observed, and "climate change will worsen this dire situation" -- provoking more wars like Darfur. And even if these social disasters will occur primarily in the developing world, the wealthier countries will also be caught up in them, whether by participating in peacekeeping and humanitarian aid operations, by fending off unwanted migrants or by fighting for access to overseas supplies of food, oil, and minerals.  When reading of these nightmarish scenarios, it is easy to conjure up images of desperate, starving people killing one another with knives, staves and clubs -- as was certainly often the case in the past, and could easily prove to be so again. But these scenarios also envision the use of more deadly weapons. "In this world of warring states," the 2003 Pentagon report predicted, "nuclear arms proliferation is inevitable." As oil and natural gas disappears, more and more countries will rely on nuclear power to meet their energy needs -- and this "will accelerate nuclear proliferation as countries develop enrichment and reprocessing capabilities to ensure their national security."  Although speculative, these reports make one thing clear: when thinking about the calamitous effects of global climate change, we must emphasize its social and political consequences as much as its purely environmental effects. Drought, flooding and storms can kill us, and surely will -- but so will wars among the survivors of these catastrophes over what remains of food, water and shelter. As Reid's comments indicate, no society, however affluent, will escape involvement in these forms of conflict.

Free trade improves efficiency and frees up resources

Norberg in 3

Johan Norberg, a fellow at the Swedish think tank Timbro, CATO INSTITUTE, “In Defense of Global Capitalism”, p. 129, 2003

Free trade is primarily a good thing because it brings freedom: freedom for people to buy what they want from whoever they please, but also to sell to whoever wants to buy. As an added economic benefit, this freedom leads to the efficient use of resources and capital. A company, a region, or a country specializes where it has comparative advantages and can therefore generate the greatest value. Capital and labor from older, less competitive sectors are transferred to newer, more dynamic ones. That means that a country switching to a more free-trade-friendly policy rises to a higher level of production and prosperity, and can therefore anticipate a substantial acceleration of growth for at least the first few years. But economic openness also leads to an enduring effort to improve production, because foreign competition forces firms to be as good and cheap as possible, and this leaves consumers free to choose goods and services from the seller making the best offer. As production in established industries becomes ever more efficient, resources are freed up for investment in new methods, inventions, and products. This same argument supports competition generally; it simply extends competition to even bigger fields, thus making it more intensive.

Cap Good - Pollution

Capitalism (economic growth) doesn’t harm the environment but actually improves environmental quality

Baumol in 7

William J. Baumol, Officer of the Kauffman Foundation and a published author by Yale University, GOOD CAPITALISM, BAD CAPITALISM, AND THE ECONOMIES OF GROWTH AND PROSPERITY, 2007, page 18.

Those who doubt whether economic growth can continue if resources are devoted to reducing pollution need only look to the U.S. experience—where both the air and water are far cleaner today than thirty years ago, even with a substantially higher production of goods. If the same political energy that has so far fueled the “no growth” or “limits to growth” movements were channeled instead to persuading governments around the world to accept less socially damaging approaches, including a tradable missions permit system, there is good reason to believe global warming concerns would be much attenuated.
Capitalism is working now. It is adapting to be more eco-friendly than socialist societies ever could.

Martin W. Lewis, Director of International Relations, Stanford University, “Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism,”1992 pg. 183
Regardless of extremist fantasies, we can expect that once capitalist energies begin to be harnessed to environmental protection, a virtuous spiral will begin to develop. Several American companies, for example, have already pledged to reduce their discharges well below current legal limits. Such firms foresee stricter regulations in the future, and they are not unmindful of the desirability of maintaining good public relations (which, contrary to the green radicals, should be hailed as a powerful force for reform, not disparaged as mere window dressing). Moreover, in learning how to reduce their own effluent streams, such companies will devise new control mechanisms and strategies that they may be able to sell profitably to environmentally retarded firms in a more ecologically aware future world.

The most fitting examples of an ecologically healthy society are those of Capitalist societies, proving that Capitalism is the system most beneficial to the environment

Martin W. Lewis, Director of International Relations, Stanford University, “Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism,”1992 pg. 188
Environmentalists call for voluntary simplicity, and many look to "primal" peoples as exemplars in this regard. The concept is sound, but the example is faulty. Members of small-scale societies often live materially simple lives involuntarily; not uncommonly they covet the goods of the industrial world--witness Melanesian cargo cults. The best examples of voluntary simplicity may be found in capitalist societies, from groups such as the Calvinist burghers of the early modern period to the Japanese "salarymen" of the present. Although the sentiment is now weakening, the Japanese--as a people--have made a commitment to live less prosperously in the present so that they might enjoy a more prosperous future.

In new, growing capitalist nations in South East Asia, environmentalism and broad prosperity come hand in hand.

Martin W. Lewis, Director of International Relations, Stanford University, “Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism,”1992 pg. 188-9
Similar patterns are visible in the newly industrialized countries of East Asia that have recently climbed out of poverty; all have successfully constrained consumption in order to stimulate investment (see Stallings 1990:72; Bradford 1990:41). Moreover, whereas extremists of both the left and the right tell us that capital can only be accumulated by the rich, the example of Taiwan shows clearly that accumulation can be a broad-based phenomenon.

A2 Cap Root of All Evil

Capitalism is not the root cause to all, or even any, evil. 

Levin in 98

Richard Levin, a professor and American economist who has served as president of Yale University since 1993. He is currently the longest-tenured Ivy League president, ACTIVIST POLITICS” AND/OR THE JOB CRISIS IN THE HUMANITIES, 1998, http://www.theminnesotareview.org/journal/ns48/levin.htm.
One reason given by Neilson and Meyerson for opposing Bérubé's plan to decrease graduate admissions in the humanities is that it will deprive the rejected students of "a political education, a means by which students learn to read the . . . truths hidden and distorted by capitalist culture" (45: 271, 47: 247). Most liberals would agree that students should learn to "read" hidden or distorted truths and that capitalist culture provides plenty of material to work on, but we'd like to know whether they'll also learn to "read" the truths hidden or distorted by Marxist culture. When they encounter a statement like "capitalism [is] the engine behind global suffering" (47: 242), will they be able to "read" it by asking: was there no suffering before the advent of capitalism? Is there no suffering now in non-capitalist societies? Is capitalism responsible for FGM or AIDS, or the ethnic massacres in Bosnia and Rwanda, or the horrors of Stalin's purges and Mao's Cultural Revolution and Pol Pot's holocaust? And has it had no beneficial effects? If the kind of training that Neilson and Meyerson have in mind doesn't lead students to ask such questions, then they're talking not about political education but about political indoctrination. They're certainly not the only academic leftists to regard indoctrination in Marxism as the proper goal of teaching(Jennifer Cotter says it should "produce knowledges that enable the fundamental transformation of capitalist economic and social relations" (121), and many more examples can be cited. Their usual defense of this practice is to deny the "liberal" distinction between education and indoctrination by arguing that education that claims to be nonpartisan is really indoctrinating for the right. Many people on the far right also deny this distinction, which is why they try to censor the teaching of books with "wrong" ideas: they assume that students will be indoctrinated in these ideas, whereas they want them to be indoctrinated in "right" ideas. This is another similarity of the two political extremes that follows from their polarized perspectives(just as they cannot admit any intermediate positions between the two poles, so they cannot admit any intermediate kind of teaching that doesn't indocrinate for one pole or the other.

A2 Cap Kills Environment

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IMPROVING NOW UNDER CAP- DISPROVES INTERNAL LINK BETWEEN THE TWO

Anderson in 4

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of the Property and Environment Research Center, a think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental problems, HOOVER PRESS, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better: From Economic Prosperity to Environmental Quality”, 2004

Bjørn Lomborg, determined to prove Julian Simon wrong and to verify the doomsday-visions of the kind that permeated The Global 2000 Report, enlisted ten of his “sharpest students” to comb through the empirical data (Lomborg 2001, xix) on long-term temporal trends in human and environmental well-being. Much to his surprise, they found that although the population continues to grow, albeit at a decelerating pace, the state of humanity has never been better, that the average person on the globe has never been less hungry, better educated, richer, healthier, and longer-lived than today.1 No less important, not only is human well-being advancing but, in many cases, so seems to be the state of the environment, especially in the rich countries of the world. 

Despite small flaws, Capitalism remains the only system capable of providing environmentally neutral effects.

Martin W. Lewis, Director of International Relations, Stanford University, “Green Delusions: An Environmentalist Critique of Radical Environmentalism,”1992 pg. 9
"Primal" economies have rarely been as harmonized with nature as they are depicted; many have actually been highly destructive. Similarly, decentralized, small-scale political structures can be just as violent and ecologically wasteful as large-scale, centralized ones. Small is sometimes ugly, and big is occasionally beautiful. Technological advance, for its part, is clearly necessary if we are to develop less harmful ways of life and if we are to progress as a human community. And finally, capitalism, despite its social flaws, presents the only economic system resilient and efficient enough to see the development of a more benign human presence on the earth.

Trade liberalization is good for the environment—empirically proven.

Anderson in 4

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of the Property and Environment Research Center, a think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental problems, HOOVER PRESS, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better: From Economic Prosperity to Environmental Quality”, 2004

A seminal paper by Antweiler, Copeland, and Taylor (2001) provides convincing theoretical and empirical evidence that international trade is good for the environment. They postulate that trade affects environmental quality through three channels: (1) the location of production; (2) the scale of production; and (3) the techniques of production. Their econometric model estimates the independent effects of each of these channels on variation in the concentrations of sulfur dioxide in the air among the countries sampled. Changes in the location of production attributable to international trade are found to be empirically trivial. Freer trade results in an increase in the scale of production, and this effect has a modest negative impact on environmental quality (more output is associated with a little more pollution). A 1 percent increase in the scale of production raises pollution concentrations by 0.25 to 0.5 percent for an average country in the sample. It is the increase in income produced by trade liberalization that is the dominating force, driving concentrations of pollutants down by a significant amount (1.25 to 1.5 percent) via the technique effect (Antweiler, Copeland, and Taylor 2001, 877–78). The critical explanatory factor is that wealthier countries value environmental amenities more highly and enhance their production by employing environmentally friendly technologies. 

Research shows that environmental quality rises with increased income

Anderson in 4

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of the Property and Environment Research Center, a think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental problems, HOOVER PRESS, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better: From Economic Prosperity to Environmental Quality”, 2004

The doomsayers contend that such growth will ultimately deplete natural resources and destroy the environment, but Lomborg finds positive correlations between economic growth and environmental quality. He correlates the World Bank’s environmental sustainability index with gross domestic product per capita across 117 nations, concluding that “higher income in general is correlated with higher environmental sustainability” (Lomborg 2001, 32). This idea is known as the “environmental Kuznets curve,” based on Nobel laureate Simon Kuznets’s earlier work on patterns of economic growth. Measuring environmental quality (for example, air quality) on the vertical axis and economic performance (for example, the gross domestic product, or GDP) on the horizontal axis, the relationship displays a J-curve. At lower levels of income, environmental quality can deteriorate as people trade environmental quality for economic growth. But as Bruce Yandle, Maya Vijayaraghavan, and Madhusudan Bhattarai review in Chapter 3, all studies show that the relationship between environmental quality and economic performance becomes positive at higher levels of income because environmental quality is what economists call an income-elastic good. In other words, if income rises 10 percent, the demand for environmental quality rises more than 10 percent. Generally, the (annual) income level at which the turning point occurs is between $4,000 and $8,000, with the demand for water quality turning upward at lower levels of income than the income levels at which the demand for endangered species preservation turns upward. 

A2 Cap Causes War

Capitalism solves war by discouraging it with the idea of trading instead of invading.

Dale C Copeland, Assistant professor in the Department of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, “International Security, Vol. 2, No. 4” Economic Interdependence and War, 1996, pg 5-6 

Economic interdependence lowers the likelihood of war by increasing the value of trading over the alternative of aggression: interdependent states would rather trade than invade. As long as high levels of interdependence can be maintained , liberals assert, we have reason for optimism. 

Capitalism and sustained interdependence are the only ways to prevent global war.

Dale C Copeland, Assistant professor in the Department of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, “International Security, Vol. 2, No. 4” Economic Interdependence and War, 1996, pg 6 
The period from 1920 to 1940 seems to support liberalism over realism. In the 1920s, interdependence was high, and the world was essentially peaceful; in the 1930s, as entrenched protectionism caused interdependence to fall international tension rose to the point of world war. Yet the two most aggressive states in the system during the 1930s, Germany and Japan, were also the most highly dependent despite their efforts towards autarchy, relying on other states, including other great powers, for critical raw materials. Realism thus seems correct in arguing that high dependence may lead to conflict, as states use war to ensure access to vital goods. Realism’s problem with the interwar era, however, is that Germany and Japan had been even more dependent in the 1920s, yet they sought war only in the late 1930s when their dependence, although still significant, had fallen.

Interdependency solves for war by rendering war extensively unprofitable

Dale C Copeland, Assistant professor in the Department of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, “International Security, Vol. 2, No. 4” Economic Interdependence and War, 1996, pg 8 
Trade provides valuable benefits, or “gains from trade,” to any particular state. A dependent state should therefore seek to avoid war, since peaceful trading gives it all the benefits of close ties without any of the costs and risks of war. Trade pays more than war, so dependent states should prefer to trade not invade.

A2 Cap Causes Poverty

Capitalism is key to reducing poverty.

Saunders in 7

Peter Saunders, professor emeritus at the Centre for Independent Studies and Adjunct Professor at the Australian Graduate School of Management. He was previously of University of Sussex in England, WHY CAPITALISM IS GOOD FOR THE SOUL, 2007, http://www.cis.org.au/POLICY/summer%2007-08/saunders_summer07.html

The way this has enhanced people’s capacity to lead a good life can be seen in the spectacular reduction in levels of global poverty, brought about by the spread of capitalism on a world scale. In 1820, 85% of the world’s population lived on today’s equivalent of less than a dollar per day. By 1950, this proportion had fallen to 50%. Today it is down to 20%. World poverty has fallen more in the last fifty years than it did in the previous five hundred.(11) This dramatic reduction in human misery and despair owes nothing to aging rockstars demanding that we ‘make poverty history.’ It is due to the spread of global capitalism. Capitalism has also made it possible for many more people to live on Earth and to survive for longer than ever before. In 1900, the average life expectancy in the ‘less developed countries’ was just thirty years. By 1960, this had risen to forty-six years. By 1998, it was sixty-five years. To put this extraordinary achievement into perspective, the average life expectancy in the poorest countries at the end of the twentieth century was fifteen years longer than the average life expectancy in the richest country in the world—Britain—at the start of that century. By perpetually raising productivity, capitalism has not only driven down poverty rates and raised life expectancy, it has also released much of humanity from the crushing burden of physical labour, freeing us to pursue ‘higher’ objectives instead. What Clive Hamilton airily dismisses as a ‘growth fetish’ has resulted in one hour of work today delivering twenty-five times more value than it did in 1850. This has freed huge chunks of our time for leisure, art, sport, learning, and other ‘soul-enriching’ pursuits. Despite all the exaggerated talk of an ‘imbalance’ between work and family life, the average Australian today spends a much greater proportion of his or her lifetime free of work than they would had they belonged to any previous generation in history. There is another sense, too, in which capitalism has freed individuals so they can pursue worthwhile lives, and that lies in its record of undermining tyrannies and dictatorships. As examples like Pinochet’s Chile and Putin’s Russia vividly demonstrate, a free economy does not guarantee a democratic polity or a society governed by the rule of law. But as Milton Friedman once pointed out, these latter conditions are never found in the absence of a free economy.(12) Historically, it was capitalism that delivered humanity from the ‘soul-destroying’ weight of feudalism. Later, it freed millions from the dead hand of totalitarian socialism. While capitalism may not be a sufficient condition of human freedom, it is almost certainly a necessary one.
NO DATA FOR THEIR CLAIM- GLOBAL CAPITALISM HAS SUBSTANTIALLY HELPED THOSE IN POVERTY DRASTICALLY IMPROVING THEIR QUALITY OF LIFE

Norberg in 3

Johan Norberg, a fellow at the Swedish think tank Timbro, CATO INSTITUTE, “In Defense of Global Capitalism”, p. 21, 2003

The world is said to have become increasingly unfair. The chorus of the debate on the market economy runs: “The rich are getting richer, and the poor are getting poorer.” This statement is offered as a dictate of natural law, not as a thesis to be argued. But if we look beyond the catchy slogans and study what has actually happened in the world, we find this thesis to be a half-truth. The first half is true: the rich have indeed grown richer—not all of them everywhere, but generally speaking. Those of us who are privileged to live in affluent countries have grown appreciably richer in the past few decades. So too have the Third World rich. But the second half is, quite simply, wrong. The poor have not, generally speaking, come to be worse off in recent decades. On the contrary, absolute poverty has diminished, and where it was quantitatively greatest—in Asia—many hundreds of millions of people who barely twenty years ago were struggling to make ends meet have begun to achieve a secure existence and even a modest degree of affluence. Global misery has diminished and the great injustices have started to unravel. This opening chapter will contain a long succession of figures and trend descriptions that are necessary to correct the very widespread misunderstanding that exists concerning the state of the world. 2

A2 Cap Causes Inequality (Rich-Poor Gap)

The idea of a widening gap between the rich and the poor is wrong—two reasons

Norberg in 3

Johan Norberg, a fellow at the Swedish think tank Timbro, CATO INSTITUTE, “In Defense of Global Capitalism”, p. 54, 2003

There are two reasons why this objection to globalization does not hold up. First, even if this were true it would not matter very much. If everyone is coming to be better off, what does it matter that the improvement comes faster for some than for others? Surely the important thing is for everyone to be as well off as possible, not whether one group is better off than another. Only those who consider wealth a greater problem than poverty can find a problem in some becoming millionaires while others grow wealthier from their own starting points. It is better to be poor in the inegalitarian United States, where the poverty line for individuals in 2001 was about $9,039 per year, than to be equal in countries like Rwanda, where in 2001 GDP per capita (adjusted for purchasing power) was $1,000, or Bangladesh ($1,750), or Uzbekistan ($2,500). 20 Often the reason why gaps have widened in certain reforming countries, such as China, is that the towns and cities have grown faster than the countryside. But given the unprecedented poverty reduction this has entailed in both town and country, can anyone wish that this development had never happened?

Statistics about global inequality increases are based off flawed studies which purposely misconstrue numbers to prove the thesis

Norberg in 3

Johan Norberg, a fellow at the Swedish think tank Timbro, CATO INSTITUTE, “In Defense of Global Capitalism”, p. 56, 2003

Second, the allegation of increased inequality is just wrong. The notion that global inequality has increased is largely based on figures from the UN Development Program, in particular its Human Development Report from 1999. But the problem with these figures is that they are not adjusted for purchasing power. That is, the UNDP numbers don't take into account what people can actually buy for their money. Without that adjustment the figures mainly show the level of a country's official exchange rate and what its currency is worth on the international market, which is a poor yardstick of poverty. Poor people's actual living standard,needless to say, hinges far more on the cost of their food, clothing, and housing than on what they would get for their money when vacationing in Europe. The odd thing is that the UNDP itself uses purchasing power–adjusted figures in its Human Development Index (HDI), which is its universal yardstick of living standards. It only resorts to the unadjusted figures in order to prove a thesis of inequality.

A2 Cap Exploits Workers

Contrary to Marxist thought, capitalism gives workers more autonomy

Gordon ‘90

David Gordon, Senior Fellow at the The Ludwig von Mises Institute, LUDWIG VON MISES INSTITUTE, “The Review of Austrian Economics, Vol. 4”, 1990

Marx believed that workers under capitalism lack autonomy, since they work for capitalist employers and do not decide for them-selves what they wish to produce. Nor does the capitalist have in mind the development of the laborer's creative powers. On the contrary,  capitalism rests upon the division of labor. The consequence of this  method, in which tasks are split up into small, specialized operations,  is that work often stultifies creativity.  Conway disposes of Marx's indictment quite easily. If workers want "creative" work, they are free to demand this, and whatever other conditions they wish, from their employers. Workers are also free under capitalism to establish firms under their own control: what could be more autonomous than this? 

Workers are not exploited because capitalists genuinely contribute to production by provisioning capital 

Conway ‘87

David Conway, Professor of Philosophy at Middlesex University, PENGUIN BOOKS, “A Farewell to Marx: An Outline and Appraisal of His Theories”, 1987

We have seen that capital accumulation did not arise originally from capitalists forcibly stealing wealth from others. Rather, it arose from their prolonged abstinence. We have also seen that the provision of capital does involve a genuine forgoing of possible consumption, and, therefore, involves a genuine sacrifice upon the part of the capitalist. Accordingly, it may legitimately be maintained, contrary to Marx, that the provision of capital by capitalists is a genuine contribution to production involving a genuine sacrifice that entitles the capitalist to some return. Accordingly, we may deny that the subtraction from the product of labour for interest payments involves exploitation of the worker.

A2 Cap Unethical

Capitalism is both moral and just.

Thompson ‘93

C. Bradley Thompson, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Ashland University, ON PRINCIPLE v1n3, “Socialism vs. Capitalism: Which is the Moral System”, October 1993

Despite the intellectuals’ psychotic hatred of capitalism, it is the only moral and just social system. Capitalism is the only moral system because it requires human beings to deal with one another as traders--that is, as free moral agents trading and selling goods and services on the basis of mutual consent. Capitalism is the only just system because the sole criterion that determines the value of thing exchanged is the free, voluntary, universal judgement of the consumer. Coercion and fraud are anathema to the free-market system. It is both moral and just because the degree to which man rises or falls in society is determined by the degree to which he uses his mind. Capitalism is the only social system that rewards merit, ability and achievement, regardless of one’s birth or station in life.

Socialism cannot be morally justified. It is capitalism that wins. 

Hoppe ‘89

Hans-Hermann Hoppe, Austrian Economist and Anarcho-Capitalist Social Theorist, KLUWERACADEMIC PUBLISHERS, “A Theory of Socialism and Capitalism”, 1989 

Hopefully however, by a close analysis of the theory of property implicit in the different versions of socialism, this treatise will make clear that nothing could be farther from the truth. It will be demonstrated that the property theory implicit in socialism does not normally pass even the first decisive test (the necessary if not sufficient condition) required of rules of human conduct which claim to be morally justified or justifiable. This test, as formulated in the so-called golden rule or, similarly, in the Kantian categorical imperative, requires that in order to be just, a rule must be a general one applicable to every single person in the same way. The rule cannot specify different rights or obligations for different categories of people (one for the red- headed, and one for others, or one for women and a different one for men), as such a "particularistic" rule, naturally, could never, not even in principle, be accepted as a fair rule by everyone. Particularistic rules, however, of the type "I can hit you, but you are not allowed to hit me," are, as will become clear in the course of this treatise, at the very base of all practiced forms of socialism. Not only economically but in the field of morals, too, socialism turns out to be an ill-conceived system of social organization. Again, in spite of its bad public reputation, it is capitalism, a social system based squarely on the recognition of private property and of contractual relations between owners of private property, that wins outright. It will be demonstrated that the property theory implicit in capitalism not only passes the first test of "universalization" but it turns out to be the logical precondition (die Bedingung der Moeglichkeit) of any kind of argumentative justification: Whoever argues in favor of anything, and in particular in favor of certain norms as being fair, must, implicitly at least, presuppose the validity of the property norms implicit in capitalism. To deny their validity as norms of universal acceptability and argue in favor of socialism is thus self-contradictory. 
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