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Social Justice 1NC
Funding for the plan is an unjust use of resources.  The affirmative’s choice to fund space programs trades off directly with funding for social services, which are comparatively far more valuable.  The money from the plan could save millions of lives guaranteed if applied to social safety nets—instead, they sacrifice it at the altar of conjectural propaganda
Yost, 2010 [Keith Yost, staff columnist for The Tech, MIT's oldest and largest newspaper published by the undergraduate and graduate students of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2010 (“Point: Spaceman, go home. The U.S. should reduce spending on space exploration,” Published on April 9, 2010 (Volume 130, Issue 18) Available Online at http://tech.mit.edu/V130/N18/nasap.html //ADuner)]
The White House has announced plans to host a conference in Florida on April 15 during which President Obama will unveil his vision for the U.S. space program. If recent moves by the administration are any indication, this new vision will significantly curtail public funding for space activity. The president is working hard to spin the upcoming change as a transition rather than a cut, and perhaps for good reason: He is unlikely to find a receptive audience in Florida, long a recipient of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s largess. But while the swing-state politics of the Sunshine State may compel Obama to tread carefully, we as the general public should recognize this new policy for what it is: a dramatic reduction in human space exploration. We should also support Obama for his fiscal discipline in cutting what has been a horrendous waste of our society’s resources. With apologies to Dwight Eisenhower, the cost of one modern space shuttle is this: one and a half million lives lost for wont of anti-malarial bed nets. It is electricity to power a U.S. city of two million people for a year. It is nine-hundred billion gallons of fresh drinking water produced by desalination. We pay for a single shuttle launch with fifty million bushels of wheat. We house a handful of men in space with a year’s worth of housing for more than ten million U.S. citizens. NASA is not just spending money. It is spending the sweat of our laborers, the genius of our scientists, the hopes of our children. This is not a way of life at all, in any true sense. Under the clouds of this space-industrial complex, it is humanity hanging from a cross of iron. Proponents claim that on its route to the stars, NASA has completed research that has benefited the rest of mankind. It is true, NASA research has led to many discoveries: Besides its many advances in satellites and computing, NASA can also claim credit for a host of more mundane things — quartz timing crystals, bar-code scanners, smoke detectors, cordless screwdrivers, and velcro. But let us not deceive ourselves into thinking that all of NASA’s budget can be recompensed by the occasional spin-offs from its R&D program. Let us not buy into the delusion that all of the low-hanging fruit that NASA has picked over the years would have gone undiscovered forever, or that we would never have achieved satellites without luxuries such as the Apollo missions. Not only is it the case that research is a small component of NASA’s activities, but it should also be self-evident that had NASA’s budget been applied directly to the betterment of humanity, the direct gains of that spending would have outweighed the tangential gains from the occasional cross-utilization of space technology here on earth. Think about it this way: MIT, from a mixture of tuition, government funding, and endowment payouts, spends $2.5 billion to keep itself running. NASA costs more than $17 billion. Over the past four decades, instead of NASA, we could have had at least six additional MIT’s. Consider all of the research that our single MIT has produced during that period, all of the students taught and leadership provided. For all the gains that NASA has made, its opportunity costs are far greater. Something does not need to be a 100 percent complete and total waste in order to call it wasteful. Even the most hard-hearted of critics must admit that the organization has chalked up many victories in the fight to improve the world. But humanity deserves more than just the scraps of NASA’s occasional research. Humanity deserves better than the continuation of an ill-advised space race with a geopolitical enemy that disappeared nearly two decades ago. Humanity deserves our full and undivided attention — no more playing golf on the moon or entertaining fanciful notions of putting men on Mars. Feeding and clothing people might not be as sexy as space exploration, but in the broader picture it is a just and nobler goal. Mr. Levinger argues that NASA is small potatoes, a mere drop in the bucket compared to, say, spending on the military. But just because NASA is a small waste, or a waste among many, does not mean it isn’t waste, or that it should be ignored. Nothing should be given a free pass. For every dollar spent, we should consider the human cost. That sounds melodramatic, but it is hard not to sound melodramatic when a billion people live on less than a dollar per day. When you have to make choices between food, water, and shelter, considering the human cost of a dollar isn’t melodramatic — it’s routine. Mr. Levinger may not see a direct connection between our society spending resources in one area, and going without in another, but to those who understand the functioning of the free market, the connection is clear. An engineer who works for NASA developing zero-g fluid pumps is not an engineer developing water pumps for rural Africa. A tax dollar taken to purchase a bolt is a dollar not given through charity to buy food for a hungry child. The slightest of upticks in the price of aluminum for a shuttle wing shifts millions of dollars of investment across the world. The fungibility is not perfect, and Mr. Levinger is right to point this out. But a NASA dollar does not come directly out of the world’s budget for candy and cosmetics either. The more poetic among us say that NASA has given millions hope, that it is a symbol of the ingenuity and ambition of the human race. Mr. Levinger himself thinks of it as “heroic.” I disagree. Why should it be the case that investing in space travel is more inspiring than spending that money on the poorest of our fellow man? Doesn’t such an obsession with space imply not that we are an ambitious race, but instead that we doubt the goodness of human nature? Doesn’t it suggest that we are so convinced of our inevitable self-destruction that we would rather fling ourselves into the hostile unknown than risk submitting ourselves to the cruelties of our fellow man? Where others see an adventurer’s spirit, I see existential worry and cowardly desperation. Every thruster that is made, every spaceship launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed. Rather than gambling on the stars, why not inspire our children by investing in ourselves, by committing to the belief that human life on Earth is sustainable, by devoting new resources to overcome the problems that we face? The cold war is over. The political one-upmanship that NASA was founded upon is a thing of the past. It is time to recognize that mankind has higher priorities than planting flags on planets.
This failure of prioritization creates social alienation, a limiting of political solutions and options, and the possibility of total annihilation—we need new, and different, modes of political engagement that focus on social safety nets, or extinction is inevitable.  Every instance of resistance is key.
Duarte, 2005 [Andre, Prof of Philosophy at Universidade Federal do Parana Curitiba, Brazil.  “Biolopitics and the dissemination of violence: the Arendtian critique of the present.” http://www.hannaharendt.net/research/biopolitics.html]
Towards the notion of biopolitics in Arendt’s thought What does it mean to characterize the present equation of politics and violence in terms of biopolitics? And how can this non-Arendtian notion make sense within Arendt’s work? Let us begin with the first question. My contention is that the distinguishing mark of the political from the turn of the nineteen century to the present day is the following paradox: the elevation of life to the status of the supreme good combined with the multiplication of instances in which life is degraded to the utmost. I believe, therefore, that the constitutive element of the political in the present is the reduction of citizenship to the level of “bare life”, as Agamben understands it. Human life is thus politicised, divided between life included and protected by the political and economic community and life excluded and unprotected, exposed to degradation and death 10) As to the second question – how the notion of biopolitics may fit into Arendt’s work: we find an answer encapsulated in Arendt’s thesis regarding the “unnatural growth of the natural,” a peculiar formula meant to capture the main historical transformations of the modern age. This notion comprehends a range of different historical phenomena stemming from the Industrial Revolution, such as: the spread of the capitalist form of production; the widening of the realm of human ‘life processes’ (that is, labouring and consuming), to the point that life itself becomes the supreme good and the furtherance of these processes (which centre on the private interests of animal laborans) the most important object of politics; the requirement of the continuous production and consumption of goods in ever increasing abundance, so that nature is reduced to a stock of natural resources – a stock abused to the point where its self-reproducing character is endangered; the promotion of labouring activity to the status of the most important human activity and the concomitant understanding of human beings primarily as animal laborans, a living being whose needs are satisfied by the cycle of labouring and consuming. In this process the public sphere is transformed into a social one, that is, a market for economic exchanges based on a cycle of ceaseless production and consumption. From the nineteenth century onwards, then, the political realm has been overrun by individual, social and economic interests, which today we see massed in the form of international corporations, coercive international trade regimes, financial globalisation and free-market ideologies. This results from politics becoming the activity of managing the production and reproduction ofanimal laborans’ life and happiness. To put it in Antonio Negri and Michael Hardt’s terms, the industrial and financial powers of the present produce not only commodities, but also subjectivities, needs, social relations, bodies and minds, since they actually produce the producers. Politically, perhaps the most salient consequence of this historical process is that we do not know if there is even any space left for the establishment of new and radical political alternatives, since all state policies – above all in underdeveloped countries – are always subject to the decidedly unstable flows of international financial investments, stock-exchange fluctuations and global financial institutions such as the World Bank. The changes associated with the development of global capitalism imply many losses, if we follow Arendt: the loss of the political as a space of freedom, replaced by requirements of economic necessity; free and spontaneous action replaced by predictable, conformist behaviour;11)he subordination of public and shared interests to those of private lobbies and other hidden pressure groups, freed from public vigilance by the withering of the public realm; the submission of all political opinion to the supposedly inexorable laws of market economics; the substitution of violence for the power won through persuasion; the weakening of the citizen’s ability to consent and to dissent, our ability to act in concert replaced at best by the solitary experience of voting; the reduction of the political arena to disputes among bureaucratic and oligarchic party machines; with a compliant media depicting those who do not accept their game-rules as ‘anarchists,’ ‘rioters,’ even ‘terrorists.’ The ‘citizen’ consumes in the democratic-supermarket: choose from a strictly limited variety of political brands, with no option to question the political options on offer. (And what would the question be when all political parties declare that their aim is to protect citizens’ interests and quality of life?) As Agamben argues, to question the limitations of our political system has become more and more difficult since politics has been declared as the task of caring for and administering bare life. In this situation, traditional political distinctions (right-left, liberalism-totalitarianism, private-public) have lost their intelligibility, since all political categories are subordinated to the demands of bare life. Since “capitalism has become one with reality,” we are condemned, in Marina Garcés’s words, ‘to make choices in an elective space in which there are no options. Everything is possible, but we can do nothing.’12). Even the practices and discourses of the so-called anti-globalisation movements – “another globalisation is possible” and the like – are largely unable to create real alternatives to the economic realities they are intent on confronting. These historic transformations have not only brought more violence to the core of the political but have also redefined its character by giving rise to biopolitical violence. As stated, what characterizes biopolitics is a dynamic of both protecting and abandoning life through its inclusion and exclusion from the political and economic community. In Arendtian terms, the biopolitical danger is best described as the risk of converting animal laborans into Agamben’s homo sacer, the human being who can be put to death by anyone and whose killing does not imply any crime whatsoever 13). When politics is conceived of as biopolitics, as the task of increasing the life and happiness of the nationalanimal laborans, the nation-state becomes ever more violent and murderous. If we link Arendt’s thesis from The Human Condition to those of The Origins of Totalitarianism, we can see the Nazi and Stalinist extermination camps as the most refined experiments in annihilating the “bare life” of animal laborans (although these are by no means the only instances in which the modern state has devoted itself to human slaughter). Arendt is not concerned only with the process of the extermination itself, but also the historical situation in which large-scale exterminations were made possible – above all, the emergence of ‘uprooted’ and ‘superfluous’ modern masses, what we might describe as animal laborans balanced on the knife-edge of ‘bare life.’ Compare her words in ‘Ideology and Terror’ (1953), which became the conclusion of later editions of The Origins of Totalitarianism: Isolation is that impasse into which men are driven when the political sphere of their lives… is destroyed… Isolated man who lost his place in the political realm of action is deserted by the world of things as well, if he is no longer recognized as homo faber but treated as an animal laborans whose necessary ‘metabolism with nature’ is of concern to no one. Isolation then become loneliness… Loneliness, the common ground for terror, the essence of totalitarian government, and for ideology or logicality, the preparation of its executioners and victims, is closely connected with uprootedness and superfluousness which have been the curse of modern masses since the beginning of the industrial revolution and have become acute with the rise of imperialism at the end of the last century and the break-down of political institutions and social traditions in our own time. To be uprooted means to have no place in the world, recognized and guaranteed by others; to be superfluous means not to belong to the world at all 14). The conversion of homo faber, the human being as creator of durable objects and institutions, into animal laborans and, later on, into homo sacer, can be traced in Arendt’s account of nineteenth century imperialism. As argued in the second volume of The Origins of Totalitarianism, European colonialism combined racism and bureaucracy to perpetrate the “most terrible massacres in recent history, the Boers’ extermination of Hottentot tribes, the wild murdering by Carl Peters in German Southeast Africa, the decimation of the peaceful Congo population – from 20 to 40 million reduced to 8 million people; and finally, perhaps worst of all, it resulted in the triumphant introduction of such means of pacification into ordinary, respectable foreign policies.” 15) This simultaneous protection and destruction of life was also at the core of the two World Wars, as well as in many other more local conflicts, during which whole populations have become stateless or deprived of a public realm. In spite of all their political differences, the United States of Roosevelt, the Soviet Russia of Stalin, the Nazi Germany of Hitler and the Fascist Italy of Mussolini were all conceived of as states devoted to the needs of the national animal laborans. According to Agamben, since our contemporary politics recognizes no other value than life, Nazism and fascism, that is, regimes which have taken bare life as their supreme political criterion are bound to remain standing temptations 16). Finally, it is obvious that this same logic of promoting and annihilating life persists both in post-industrial and in underdeveloped countries, inasmuch as economic growth depends on the increase of unemployment and on many forms of political exclusion. When politics is reduced to the tasks of administering, preserving and promoting the life and happiness of animal laborans it ceases to matter that those objectives require increasingly violent acts, both in national and international arenas. Therefore, we should not be surprised that the legality of state violence has become a secondary aspect in political discussions, since what really matters is to protect and stimulate the life of the national (or, as the case may be, Western) animal laborans. In order to maintain sacrosanct ideals of increased mass production and mass consumerism, developed countries ignore the finite character of natural reserves and refuse to sign International Protocols regarding natural resource conservation or pollution reduction, thereby jeopardising future humanity. They also launch preventive attacks and wars, disregard basic human rights, for instance in extra-legal detention camps such as Guantánamo,27) and multiply refugee camps. Some countries have even imprisoned whole populations, physically isolating them from other communities, in a new form of social, political and economic apartheid. In short, states permit themselves to impose physical and structural violence against individuals and regimes (‘rogue states’ 18) ) that supposedly interfere with the security and growth of their national ‘life process.’ If, according to Arendt, the common world consists of an institutional in-between meant to outlast both human natality and mortality, in modern mass societies we find the progressive abolition of the institutional artifice that separates and protects our world from the forces of nature 19). This explains the contemporary feeling of disorientation and unhappiness, likewise the political impossibility we find in combining stability and novelty 20). In the context of a “waste economy, in which things must be almost as quickly devoured and discarded as they have appeared in the world, if the process itself is not to come to a sudden catastrophic end,” 21) it is not only possible, but also necessary, that people themselves become raw material to be consumed, discarded, annihilated. In other words, when Arendt announces the “grave danger that eventually no object of the world will be safe from consumption and annihilation through consumption,” 22) we should also remember that human annihilation, once elevated to the status of an ‘end-in-itself’ in totalitarian regimes, still continues to occur – albeit in different degrees and by different methods, in contemporary ‘holes of oblivion’ such as miserably poor Third World neighbourhoods 23) and penitentiaries, underpaid and slave labour camps, in the name of protecting the vital interests of animal laborans. To talk about a process of human consumption is not to speak metaphorically but literally. Heidegger had realized this in his notes written during the late thirties, later published under the title of Overcoming Metaphysics. He claimed that the difference between war and peace had already been blurred in a society in which “metaphysical man, the animal rationale, gets fixed as the labouring animal,” so that “labour is now reaching the metaphysical rank of the unconditional objectification of everything present.” 24) Heidegger argued that once the world becomes fully determined by the “circularity of consumption for the sake of consumption” it is at the brink of becoming an ‘unworld’ (Unwelt), since ‘man, who no longer conceals his character of being the most important raw material, is also drawn into the process. Man is “the most important raw material” because he remains the subject of all consumption.’ 25) After the Second World War and the release of detailed information concerning the death factories Heidegger took his critique even further, acknowledging that to understand man as both subject and object of the consumption process would still not comprehend the process of deliberate mass extermination. He saw this, instead, in terms of the conversion of man into no more than an “item of the reserve fund for the fabrication of corpses” (Bestandestücke eines Bestandes der Fabrikation von Leichen). According to Heidegger, what happened in the extermination camps was that death became meaningless, and the existential importance of our anxiety in the face of death was lost; instead, people were robbed of the essential possibility of dying, so that they merely “passed away” in the process of being “inconspicuously liquidated” (unauffällig liquidiert). 26) The human being as animal laborans (Arendt), as homo sacer (Agamben), as an ‘item of the reserve fund’ (Heidegger) – all describe the same process of dehumanisation whereby humankind is reduced to the bare fact of being alive, with no further qualifications. As argued by Agamben, when it becomes impossible to differentiate between biós and zóe, that is, when bare life is transformed into a qualified or specific ‘form of life,’ we face the emergence of a biopolitical epoch 27). When states promote the animalisation of man by policies that aim at both protecting and destroying human life, we can interpret this in terms of the widespread presence of the homo sacer in our world: “If it is true that the figure proposed by our age is that of an unsacrificeable life that has nevertheless become capable of being killed to an unprecedented degree, then the bare life of homo sacer concerns us in a special way… If today there is no longer any one clear figure of the sacred man, it is perhaps because we are all virtually homines sacri.” 28) Investigating changes in the way power was conceived of and exercised at the turn of the nineteenth century, Foucault realized that when life turned out to be a constitutive political element, managed, calculated, and normalized by means of biopolitics, political strategies soon became murderous. Paradoxically, when the Sovereign’s prerogative ceased to be simply that of imposing violent death, and became a matter of promoting the growth of life, wars became more and more bloody, mass killing more frequent. Political conflicts now aimed at preserving and intensifying the life of the winners, so that enmity ceased to be political and came to be seen biologically: it is not enough to defeat the enemy; it must be exterminated as a danger to the health of the race, people or community. Thus Foucault on the formation of the modern biopolitical paradigm at the end of the nineteenth century: …death that was based on the right of the sovereign is now manifested as simply the reverse of the right of the social body to ensure, maintain or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never before did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this formidable power of death… now presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on life that endeavours to administer, optimise, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital. It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many regimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many men to be killed. And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars have caused them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initiates them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end of point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s continued existence. The principle underlying the tactics of battle – that one has to be capable of killing in order to go on living – has become the principle that defines the strategy of states. But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population. 29) Expressed in terms of biopolitics, the death of the other does not imply only my own security and safety; inasmuch as the death of the other is the ‘death of the bad race, of the inferior race (or the degenerate, or the abnormal)’ it has to be understood as ‘something that will make life in general healthier; healthier and purer.’30) In On Violence, Arendt argued a similar thesis concerning the violent character of racist and naturalist conceptions of politics: “Nothing could be theoretically more dangerous than the tradition of organic thought in political matters”; if power and violence are interpreted in terms of biological metaphors this can only produce more violence, especially where race is involved. Racism as an ideological system of thought is inherently violent, indeed murderous, because it attacks natural ‘biological’ data that, as such, cannot be changed by any power or persuasion, so that when conflicts become radicalised all that can be done is to ‘exterminate’ the other 31). Biopolitical violence is the result of a naturalized conception of the political, found both in totalitarianism and the quasi-totalitarian elements of modern mass democracies. For Arendt, all forms of naturalising the political threaten the political artifice of egalitarianism, without which no defence and validation of human freedom and dignity are possible. Arendt’s analysis of the terrible experience of refugees, of those interned in different kinds of concentration camps, of those left with no home and all those who have lost a secure place in the world, showed her that nature – and, of course, human nature – cannot ground and secure any rights or, indeed, any democratic politics. This revealed the paradox inherent in a naturalistic understanding of the Rights of Man, since once those rights ceased to be recognized and enforced by a political community, their inalienable character simply vanished, leaving unprotected the very human beings that most needed them: “The Rights of Man, supposedly inalienable, proved to be unenforceable… whenever people appeared who were no longer citizens of a sovereign state.” 32) The loss of the Rights of Man qua rights of the citizen did not itself deprive a human being of his/her life, liberty, property, freedom of expression or freedom to pursue his happiness. The real predicament for people in these circumstances is that they “no longer belong to any community whatsoever. Their plight is not that they are not equal before the law, but that no law exists for them.” 33) In other words, nationalistic and racialised biopolitics has produced a huge mass of people denied what Arendt termed the “right to have rights,” that is, the “right to belong to some kind of organized community”: “Man, it turns out, can lose all so-called Rights of Man without losing his essential quality as man, his human dignity. Only the loss of a polity itself expels him from humanity.” 34) The “abstract nakedness” of merely being a human being is no substitute for the artificial character of the pacts freely entered into by active citizens. By analysing the dynamic of the extermination camps, Arendt understood that humanity is an attribute that goes categorically beyond the notion of the human being as a mere natural living being: “man’s ‘nature’ is only ‘human’ insofar as it opens up to man the possibility of becoming something highly unnatural, that is, a man.” 35) In other words, humanity, politically speaking, does not reside in the natural fact of being alive; politically, humanity depends on artificial legal and political institutions to protect it. The Arendtian rejection of understanding the human being as a living being in the singular, as well as her postulation of human plurality as the condition of all genuine politics, depend on her thesis that politics has to do with the formation of a common world in the course of people’s acting and exchanging opinions. Politics depends on the human faculty of opinion, our capacities to agree and disagree, so that what is mysteriously given to us by nature ceases to be politically decisive. For Arendt, equality is not a natural given, but a political construction oriented by the ‘principle of justice’. It is the result of agreement to grant one another equal rights, based on the assumption that equality can be forged by those who act and exchange opinions among themselves and thus change the world in which they live. 36) According to Arendt, there can be no politics worthy of the name unless everyone is included in the political and economic community of a definite state. Without being recognised and protected as a citizen, no human being can discover his/her own place in the world. Agamben’s thesis goes even further than Arendt’s. He finds that modern biopolitics is contained in the Declaration of the Rights of Man, inasmuch as these rights constitute the very inscription of naked life into the political-juridical order. According to Agamben, in the 1789 Declaration natural bare life is both the foundational source and the carrier of the rights of man, since a man’s bare life – or, more precisely, the very fact of being born in a certain territory – is the element that effects the transition from the ancien régime’s principle of divine sovereignty to modern sovereignty concentrated in the nation state: It is not possible to understand the ‘national’ and biopolitical development and vocation of the modern state in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries if one forgets that what lies at its basis is not man as a free and conscious political subject but, above all, man’s bare life, the simple birth that as such is, in the passage from subject to citizen, invested with the principle of sovereignty. 37) Conclusion To conclude this text, I would like to underline how much Arendt’s principal reflections on totalitarianism still remain relevant nowadays, especially when we remember the feeble character of actually existing democracies. Rephrased in terms of biopolitics, the core of Arendt’s diagnosis of the present is that whenever politics has mostly to do with the maintenance and increase of the vital metabolism of affluent nation states, animal laborans is necessarily degraded still further: to the status of homo sacer, bare and unprotected life that can be delivered to oblivion and death. Our ‘common sense’ understanding of politics as the administrative promotion of abundance and the happiness of the human being as animal laborans is in fact correlated with economic and political exclusion, racialised prejudice, violence and even genocide against the naked life of homo sacer. Arendt thus sheds light on our current dilemmas, providing us theoretical elements for a critical diagnosis of the present as well as for opening new possibilities for collective action in the world. Arendt was a master of chiaroscuro political thinking, never blind to always open possibilities of radically renovating the political, nor, by brutal contrast, to the intrinsic connection between political exclusion and violence under a biopolitical paradigm. If we wish to remain with Arendt and the hope of a politics of freedom and equality, then we must reflect on and pursue new spaces and forms of political association, action and discussion, wherever and whenever they may subvert the tedious multiplication of the same in our administered, covertly and overtly violent present. Arendt proposed no political utopias, but she remained convinced that our political dilemmas have no necessary outcome, that history has not and will not come to a tragic end. Neither a pessimist nor an optimist, she wanted only to understand the world in which she lived in and to stimulate our thinking and acting in the present. It is always possible that radically new political constellations will come into our world, and responsibility for them will always be ours. If we wish to remain faithful to the spirit of Arendt’s political thinking, then we must think and act politically without constraining our thinking and acting in terms of some pre-defined understanding of what politics ‘is’ or ‘should’ be. In other words, I believe that the political challenge of the present is to multiply the forms, possibilities and spaces in which we can act politically. These may be strategic actions destined to further the agendas of political parties concerned with social justice. They can also be discrete, subversive actions favoured by small groups at the margins of the bureaucratised party machines, promoting political interventions free of particular strategic intentions, since their goal is to invite radical politicisation of existence. Finally, there are also actions in which ethical openness towards otherness becomes political: small and rather inconspicuous actions of acknowledging and welcoming, of extending hospitality and solidarity towards others.
Our text:  The united states federal government should always prioritize safety nets for those in need over space exploration and development. 

Reject their permutations and impact framing—their agenda of security is fundamentally incompatible with or prioritization of human rights.  The aff and the perm hijack human rights into a broader “development” agenda that justifies perpetual war and intervention

Kuhn, 2008[ Florian P. Kühn, M.A./M.P.S., Research Assistant, Institute for International Politics, Helmut-SchmidtUniversity Hamburg, Holstenhofweg 85, 22043 Hamburg, P +49-40-6541-3566, florian.p.kuehn@hsu-hh.de Draft Paper prepared for the 49 th International Studies Association Annual Convention, San Francisco, March 26-29, 2008: Panel “Securitization of Development or Developmentalization of Security?” Equal Opportunities: Exploring the turning point between Securitization and Developmentalization http://opus.unibw-hamburg.de/opus/volltexte/2010/2329/pdf/isa08_proceeding_252911.pdf]
To protect the ‘own’ as well as to transform the ‘other’, securitization comes very handy. In line with what is seen to be the characteristics of liberal-capitalist states, everything deviant can easily be securitized. If problems originate from within the state and its citizens, they appear on the politicized arena, “meaning the issue is part of public policy, requiring government decision and resource allocations or, more rarely, some other form of communal governance” (Buzan et al. 1998: 23). To move them into the depoliticized arena “beyond the state’s standard political procedures” (Emmers 2007: 111) they need to be plausibly presented as existential risks. For problems of external origin that seems to be easier: First, because information is harder to get and potentially less reliable; second, because a problem existing on the state level could be by its very nature an existential challenge to statehood; and third, because the means to counter these risks are, by definition, beyond the habitual field of political activity, which is within the sovereign national state. Hence, securitization of domestic disturbances is comparatively harder than securitization of what are perceived to be international disturbances. Because of the unsettled news situation for the public, which can be countered by ruling elites with claims to be in possession of ‘secret’ information, and the estimation of potential means to overcome the threat 1 , state agencies have a decisive advantage in securitizing an issue (for an account of the normative debate of securitization and securitization theory see Taureck 2006: 56f.). Still, as could be observed with George W. Bush’s attempts to convince the public and the World of the danger of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction, the securitizing speech act may also fail. Domestically, even in an atmosphere marked by fears of further attacks like 9/11, it took the WMD and their potential transfer to Al-Qa’ida-Terrorists as well as the developmentalized argument of the suppressed Iraqis tied together to make the Iraqi invasion possible. Weak, or failed, in any way non-liberal, states have recently been securitized, as “the fruits of liberal-democracy are under threat from a new global danger”, as Duffield (2006: 26) puts it with regard to terrorism (see also Patrick 2007). If liberal-democratic states are more peaceful, as the ‘democratic’ (or ‘liberal’) peace theory contends, conversely, any non-liberal state necessarily puts international peace at risk. Because liberal states are held to be able to monopolize violence within and also conduct their external relations peacefully, states which are seen to have ‘failed’ – which, from an international state-relations point of view, not even qualify as states – appear to be even more dangerous. Thus, the classical notion of threats stemming from predatory ‘strong’ states, while “peripheral states with sovereignty deficits” appeared to Western politicians as “at best third tier security concerns” (Patrick 2007: 645) fades into insignificance. Foreign policy as well as defence planning consequently invented holistic approaches to strengthen struggling states’ capabilities towards those of liberal-democratic states: Citizens as well as borders controlled by democratically elected executive branches of government, internal peace achieved through welfare and wealth, and a culture that understands and constantly reproduces democratic values. States where governance is weak, where warlords take control of parts of the territory, and where - more importantly - terrorists can go uncontrolled, establish training and stage attacks from these countries (without being subjected to punishment or at least retaliatory measures), on the other hand pose a threat to other states and the international system. This disregards evidence that weak, or failed, states may well be subject to violent domestic competition as well as terrorism, but only in rare cases actively support international terrorism; that they hardly have the means to even produce WMD possibly proliferable, but rather are the markets for conventional weapons; and that organized crime may also flourish in countries where stable governments exist. However, all internal disturbances were transcended to the international level, turning them into threats for the liberal-democratic West. 2 Securitization started its sweeping career after the end of the Cold War, which opened up new policy areas, as the constant threat of ‘mutually assured destruction’ had ceased to trump all other concerns. The standard measure facing the enemy during the Cold War was deterrence. Even at the cost of taking their own citizenry hostage against nuclear extinction, this was seen as the most promising strategy to achieve stability and power balance. However, it underestimated the risk of accidental launch of nuclear attacks as well as accidents (see Rogers 2002: 17-30), and at the same time relied heavily on the rationality of the opponents. This assumption vanished in security policy. Instead, “security has been a more amorphous articulation of concerns about various rogue actors, post-Cold War disintegrations, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the rise of (Islamic) fundamentalists” (Solvacool/Halfon 2007: 229). As indistinguishable actors, not responsible to a population and with inconceivable ends have taken the stage in the eyes of Western policy-makers, the lack of states capable of taking care of these undesirable characters is no longer tolerable. As these sources of insecurity are not locatable, there is little chance to act against them with military means (the prospect of fighting an endless Small War (Daase 1999) against an invisible enemy, which can attack anywhere and at all times, obviously was not considered seriously beforehand in the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan, however; see Kühn 2005: 30). The loss of a clear foe allowed for securitization to broaden the notions of risks. Buzan et al. identified five sectors that needed consideration: Beside the classical military sector, these are the environment, economy, society and politics, interacting within a matrix with global, nonregional subsystemic, regional and local factors (1998: 165). This catch-all idea has the advantage to give room to the analysis of the dynamics of several causes of risk and these risks’ relative increase or decrease – or securitization and de-securitization, in other words. However, it lacks a clear orientation of the implications securitization has on the respective sectors as well as a hierarchical notion of how the sectors influence each other, considering that they have different referent objects for each sector (each of which is disputable itself; see Buzan et al. 1998: 22f.). Nevertheless, a broader understanding of security has allowed for very distinct phenomena to be securitized over the last couple of years: undocumented migration by refugees (caused by intra-state wars, despotic regimes, drought) or due to economic motivation; trafficking of humans, organized by criminal networks, who also smuggle drugs and other illicit goods, in turn jeopardizing the social fabric of society and economic welfare in the target countries; migration of infectious diseases such as HIV/AIDS (see Emmers 2007: 117-121). Also, global warming, scarcity of (energy) resources or societal ageing have been subject to securitizing moves – to different success. All of these supposed causes of security threats are heavily interconnected with other phenomena, so that it is hard to tell where “politics beyond the established rules of the game” (Buzan et al. 1998: 23) ought to set in. With all these issues in the sphere of security relevance but impossible to be solved by ‘classical’ security policy schemes, it becomes clear why developmentalization was the logical and necessary supporting concept. 4. DevelopMENTALization and SecuRITUALization If we accept that the development paradigm rests upon a liberal-democratic notion of what states ought to be, the aims of development must be seen as utilitarian: As long as development serves the (newly emerging) state, it is good, otherwise it is undesirable. That 6 Florian Kühn: Equal Opportunities has been different for a while, as the Cold War provided a lid on overtly political support, which had been granted to states in the 1950s and 1960s in order to keep them in line with western ideology (and vice versa, by the Soviets). Development specialists were educated not to be involved too closely with politics, and also “15 years ago it was unusual for policy makers to talk of development and security policies in the same breath. Today the reverse is true” (Tschirgi 2006: 39). Accordingly, there is a debate going on about the degree and sorts of co-operation of development organizations with the military in countries of intervention. These disputes, in extreme cases leading to an exit of organizations or a reshuffling of projects away from areas of military activity, stem from the often cited assumption ‘No development without security. No security without development.’ (see Duffield 2006: 28; Klingebiel/Roehder 2005: 391). This mantra has led to what I would like to call a ritualization of security and a mentalization of development: SecuRITUALization and DevelopMENTALization. Recalling the speech act of securitization as proposed by Wæver (1995), we can assume that securitization is successful if the audience accepts something as a security problem. To achieve this acceptance, repetition is not an unusual tactic. A case in point is the message given by the former German Defence Minister Struck that “Deutschlands Sicherheit wird am Hindukush verteidigt” 3 This utterance, repeated whenever a microphone was near, helped not only to . legitimize German participation in the military campaigns of ISAF and Operation Enduring Freedom, but it also took some time before severe doubts were raised as to the truth of this statement (see Kühn 2007). However, these doubts have not led to successful desecuritization (Wæver 1995), as the campaign meanwhile had triggered enough resistance to claim that a long duration of the security forces’ deployment was necessary. Similarly, since George W. Bush’s arguments for an intervention in Iraq were not entirely convincing, his administration had to amend them with several other themes (including the moral duty to help the suppressed and unable to help themselves Iraqi people) and repeat and exaggerate them to make securitization work (see for example accounts by Richard Clarke, Hans Blix, Seymore Hersh, or Scott Ritter). This means that in single cases of securitization the ritual invocation of threats plays a role in lending the speech act success; also, it means that the broader discourse about security, especially with regard to terrorism, has become a political field stressed so frequently to have it nearly overplayed. Hence, my suggestion is that it has lost part of its ability to move a topic out of the politicized sphere and “above politics” (Buzan et al. 1998: 23). Stepping in is the mentality of development, which can be hinted at by developMENTALization 4 It contains aspects of cultural superiority as well as moral . obligation, technocratic and technologic beliefs and defeatism facing the ills of a globalized economic system. But as contemporary security risks have fallen behind nuclear extinction, and because military solutions so obviously fail to produce viable solutions to securitized problems, development becomes security’s supporting argument. I would argue that the very concept of development fits well into the liberal-democratic image Western states have of themselves. Development, which is frequently conflated with aid 5 , bears a positive notion: the public is educated by starving children, flood, drought on TV; the liberal worldview urges us to see ourselves in the other. What, then, could be more convincing than the idea to develop other societies into societies like our own? This consensus has transformed into a global governance paradigm (read: liberal-democratic expansion), wherein development extends the sphere of relief and humanitarian assistance to conflict prevention and/or resolution. That is logical under the cross-fertilizing effects of securitization and developmentalization, which suggest that to develop efficiently one must tackle the roots of the problem –which are violence, forced migration, banditry etc. Choosing whom to assist with development, which inevitably has to be done, politicizes (and, for the opponent group, securitizes) development projects. Donors, because they are working side by side with the recipient government, become part of a conflict which they view as regressive, but which is also a process of societal transformation (see Degnbol-Martinussen/EngbergPedersen 2003: 208-210; Duffield 2002: 1053). Regardless of their non-political aims, implementing organizations, because they are seen as part of the global governance invaders, lose their status as neutral, hence becoming targets of violent resistance. The donor community, believing their own rhetoric of liberal-democratic peace-building, stands astounded by the amount of violence it faces and wonders why they never managed to solve the conflict albeit being a non-partisan broker of interests. The deployment of military ads another link to the chain of arguments: The more resistance shows, the more the military’s presence deems necessary. To gain legitimacy locally, civilmilitary cooperation makes tactical use of genuinely civil tasks, such as community projects, digging wells etc., in order to gain intelligence, public goodwill and, in turn, protect the forces (see Klingebiel/Roehder 2005: 393). One of the oft repeated arguments is that their presence actually makes civilian development project possible in the first place. While non-state organizations often see their personal safety jeopardized by military instead 6 , for stateagencies the engagement in a strategically planning environment, such as joint councils of Foreign, Defence and Commerce Ministries, seems appealing. This leads to less strict distinction in finances of military engagements and development endeavours. While competition for - usually not unlimited - funds sets in in the donor countries, preparation and planning of different departments may enhance efficiency (see Klingebiel/Roehder 2005: 394f.). What turns out to be a credibility problem for liberal-democratic engagement in recipient countries, at least in Afghanistan, is the discrepancy between the vast expenses needed for fortification, weaponry and wages on the Westerner’s side and the little welfare progress the population is making (for a detailed analysis of the welfare problem see Richmond 2008). 5 In German for example, Entwicklungshilfe is one word, tying together aid and development, mindfully separate in English, into one term. 6 All representatives of non-state development organizations in Afghanistan interviewed in Kabul, Kunduz, and Herat in April – June 2006 stated that the military presence worked not in their favour. Asked if the military presence as a whole stabilized the country and hence – at least indirectly – contributed to their work, the majority maintained that they would be running their projects anyway, even without a Karzai government in place. Conversely, the military departments of CIMIC criticized civilian organizations’ lack of willingness to cooperate or share information. Interviews by the author, kindly supported by the Konrad-Adenauer-Foundation’s country office Afghanistan in Kabul. 8 Florian Kühn: Equal Opportunities From the populations point of view the amount money for building administrative structures and equipping an elite seen as corrupt, unable and illegitimate anyway, is quite irrelevant. The elites, including the bad guys with stained human rights records, together with the international community, appear to be wasting funds, e.g. as a ‘cow that drinks its own milk’. Both developmentalization and securitization taken together in a case like Afghanistan account for indefinitely prolonged engagement, serving as justification for each others presence: As long as development has not achieved more visible progress, the resistance won’t stop and hence military deployment is necessary, is the military’s narrative. As long as the security situation is grave, development won’t show overwhelming results, might be the developmentalists’ answer. What is important politically is that the effect of one policy becomes the justification for the other, while the effect of the latter becomes the justification for the former. A vicious circle has been set in motion, in which interestingly the local population has little part to play. 5. Making use of Developmentalization to legitimize rule in Afhanistan One of the main obstacles in the construction of Afghanistan was the image of the West as a unitary actor. In reality, it is a “mix of national, regional, governmental and non-governmental actors with their own interests and agenda” (Tschirgi 2006: 39). Also, neither was clear, which direction development or political reform should take (e.g. parliamentarian vs. Presidential system), nor was the mandate of the military engagement homogenous. While, as usual, a free market strategy was chosen, for Afghanistan also the question remains unanswered “why income replacement is generally not taken to be part of the short-term peacebuilding attempt to consolidate transitions from war to process of peace” (Richmond 2008). Indeed, the social situation in Afghanistan is still grave, with little employment opportunities in cities and little relevant alternatives to poppy production in rural areas. Hence, many Afghans voted for President Karzai in the first elections in 2005 thinking he was the only candidate accepted by the West and thus able to mobilize ongoing support – which eventually might improve their situation. In this light, the elections might be interpreted as a subsistence strategy rather than the free expression of a political will. But 7 years after toppling the Taliban, there is still no continual electricity supply in Kabul, further dividing international, who rely on generators, and average Kabulis, who suffer the pollution caused that way without benefitting. They “today have less electricity than they did five years ago” (Rubin 2007: 67). It is these everyday obstacles to building a normal life that disenfranchises the population as well as counter-elites like the Taliban, who exploit the hardships caused by the military campaign or poppy eradication policies. In certain areas, the Taliban have established a semi-state entity Schetter (2007) calls ‘Talibanistan’. The government itself has developed to be the prime demanders of international funds, reestablishing a rentier state that has existed in Afghanistan long before the Soviet invasion. That the ruling elites are being paid by external donors isolates them from the population’s demands, which, generally, can be expressed with reference to taxes paid. In Afghanistan taxes are hardly collected, and thus, the government is far from developing close relations to the governed (see Kühn 2008). While development aims are implicitly downgraded over time as success fails to materialize, the very dynamics of economic malfunctions, political stasis 9 Florian Kühn: Equal Opportunities and societal resistance has not been captured in their depth. Instead, calls for ‘more coordination’ or more aid and, of course, more troops, continue to dominate policy discourse, although “policy prescription of ‘more of the same’ clearly will not do. Theoretically, a certain level of money, troops and a rock-solid political commitment might produce sufficient benefits and force to outweigh the negative consequences of intrusive assistance, which is precisely what its proponents hope” (Suhrke 2006: 32). But with military spending at current level, rising funds for civilian project, which already need high percentages to protect their projects, is not in sight. So, instead of directing the blame on the modernization agenda, pursued by liberal-democratic developmentalization, the level of underdevelopment substantiates the failure of the modernization project; this, in turn, leads to more developmentalization (see Sovacool/Halfon 2007: 226), which tends to incorporate more policy fields while not changing the initial setup. In Afghanistan for example, during the first intervention stages, the drug trade stayed out of consideration (albeit it was included in Security Sector Reform) and only over time became subject to securitization. The connection between the drug trade’s revenues and financing Taliban insurgency even only recently found its way into official UN documents (see UNODC 2007; UNODC 2006). Likewise, a focus was laid on infra-structure and market environment rather than employment and production – leading to constant import dependency, further accelerated by dutch disease effects caused by the overarching influence of the opium economy on domestic product. The liberal-democratic developmentalists evade analysing the problems they themselves cause, which allows for calls to intensify intervention, (in fact illiberal) policy intrusion and exacerbates “the already existing resentment to what is perceived as foreign domination” (Jahn 2007b: 225). But it is not only a circular and self-enhancing repetition of the developmentalization paradigm that follows Western intervention. Developmentalization as ontological twin of securitization may also serve for outright justification of war. 6. Developmentalization as legitimation of War Some developmentalization/securitization speech acts lead to (military) interventionist strategies. As has been shown, the pure security orientation which allowed for the second Gulf War in 1991 has continually decreased in significance, creating space subsequently filled by development arguments. Within the developmentality of liberal-democratic policy makers and public, the inseparable trias of economy, politics and society leads to a strong merger of security and development policies – even more so in statements than in actual practise. These two policy fields tied together find their expression in the term “reconstruction” (Sovacool/Halfon 2007: 225). Using a discourse analytical approach, these authors show that discourses shape meaning and establish causal chains of interpretation, delimiting the range of alternative explanations or potential action, respectively. Out of historical experience, societal structures, power struggles and conflicting intentions emerge conceptualizations of security, which do not have to be analytically sound and may include different aspects than one would expect. The discourses are open and hence “they are not only struggles over security among nations, but also struggles over security among notions” (Lipschutz 1995: 8; italics in original). Within this discourse, which provides the frame for securitization, threats tend to be naturalized (e.g. presumed as given), actors homogenized and own intentions disguised. 10 Florian Kühn: Equal Opportunities Securitization, which has expanded security to areas such as crime, human and drug trafficking, diseases and climate change, also encompasses such fields formerly regarded as aid, policing or environmental cooperation. As has been described, development is increasingly prescribed by Western knowledge, and reason, geared to Western economic and political systems. Approaching third countries with a ‘One size fits all’ approach implicated a hierarchical position that denigrates deviant cultures and societies. Establishing ‘underdevelopment’ in this way opens up international politics for virtually any kind of intrusive policy, or direct intervention. So, as Sovacool and Halfon’s argument convincingly states, “[w]hile development is often conceived as a way to maintain a stable and secure world, and thus avoid conflict, reconstruction [that is security and development merged into one concept; FPK] discourse increasingly posits military action as a crucial way to achieve political and economic development” (2007: 232). Merging both concepts into ‘reconstruction’ or, more overtly, ‘construction’ is the far end of possible interrelations between securitization and development. Since ‘construction’ requires a fair amount of destruction of military capacity, but also of political structures and societal habits, cultural values and conceptions of reality, it perpetuates the notion of the target country’s inferiority, as violent resistance serves to demonstrate ‘their’ inability for peaceful conduct. External actors necessarily have to apply a reduction of complexity, which may well incorporate local practices (according to a ‘do no harm’-orientation), which have to accommodate into their top-down models (Richmond 2008). Thus, problems of poverty and instability remain underdiscussed and unresolved, while potential voice of local stakeholders is being co-opted. In any way, the external concepts miss the dynamics of the (post-)conflict situation: “the approach to reconstruction taken in Iraq, when applied to other conflicts, will only create more instability and violence, and more need for reconstruction, making failure another justification for further action, which will invariably fail” (Sovacool/Halfon 2007: 243). Contemporary understanding of development has distanced itself from core concepts of self determination, cultural sensitivity or least intrusion in a way which threatens to turn its basic intention of helping people head down. Technocratic, instrumental, half-securitized development efforts, disregarding the aspects of culture and intra-societal as well as statesociety relations, face a future of losing their normative credit once they begin to be viewed as just another hegemonic, imperial strategy of dominance. 7. Conclusion The situation after the Cold War, described by Fukuyama as the end of history, provided policy makers with a comfortable lack of choices: Since alternative models of societal organizations where inconceivable or discredited, the liberal-democratic model became the dominant ideal to measure the non-Western state against. Classical security thinking had to adapt to a new situation characterized not by direct confrontation but amorphous disturbances of obscure relevance for Western states. Securitization helped to shape the understanding of these risks, although without supplying the adequate tools for policy formulation. Development, and developmentalization, readily delivered the concepts based on the firm, yet teleological, belief in liberal-democratic mechanisms of governance and conflict management. To expand this system to underdeveloped, failing, or underachieving states became a hegemonic paradigm of foreign policy. The liberal state idea, which conceives the state as contract-based institution to protect property and proprietors, who may codetermine policy holds inseparable the trias of economy, politics, and society. As the economic individual rests at the concept’s centre, legitimacy stems from a balanced relation of the parts. In this notion, to develop one means to trigger follow-up effects in the other segments. Development is meant to achieve this, assuming that economy, society, and state automatically balance each other. This thinking turns a blind eye to the in-built inequality between proprietors and have-nots internally, and states able to fulfil their tasks and deviant ones. Developing ‘them’ brings a distinction and hence creates identity, but referring to individuals’ suffering also allows to extend global governance, which in turn can be analysed as security concept. The void left by the disappearance of, for example, deterrence as column of security policy has now been filled by a statebuilding and development paradigm. Within this paradigm, states are homogenized, stretching the systemic level to the societal level, and disregarding local differences. Globally, developmentalization and securitization appear to be the same side of the same coin. Where securitizing a certain phenomenon lost its explanatory power, developmentalizing it served as substitute and vice versa. While development enjoyed a period of relatively apolitical agency until the early 1990s, it is on the brink to merge with security. As mutual justifications, securitization and developmentalization serve to promote the liberal-democratic expansion, which causes most of what it is claiming to avert, including war. 

***FRAMEWORK

Fw—more important than state action
Human rights are a prior question to state action

Howard and Donnelly 86 (Rhoda E. and Jack, Canada Research Chair in International Human Rights at Wilfrid Laurier University with a Ph.D. in Sociology and Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Berkley, 9/??/86, “Human Dignity, Human Rights, and Political Regimes”, The American Political Science Review, http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/1960539.pdf)

Thus, human rights came to be articulated primarily as claims of any individual against the state. Human rights lay down the basic form of the relationship between the (new, modern) individual and the (new, modern) state, a relationship based on the prima facie priority of the individual over the state in those areas protected by human rights. Human rights are viewed as (morally) prior to and above society and the state, and under the control of individuals, who hold them and may exercise them against the state in extreme cases. This reflects not only the equality of all individuals, but also their autonomy their right to have and pursue interests and goals different from those of the state or its rulers. In the areas and endeavors protected by human rights, the individual is "king," or rather, an equal and autonomous person entitled to equal concern and respect. 

Fw—thought/framing key
Reality is socially constructed – the alternative is key to shift the dominant paradigm (can be tagged less K-like)

Goodman 2001 (Diane, Owner of Law and Mediation Office of Diane M. Goodman and Member at CA State Bar Family Law Executive Committee (FLEXCOM), ??/??/01, “Promoting Diversity and Social Justice: Educating People From Privilege”, http://books.google.com/books?id=XyvzrmmE2-AC&pg=PA190&lpg=PA190&dq=%22It+is+important+that+people+learning+about+diversity+and+oppression+realize+how+our+sense+of+reality+is+socially+constructed+and+can+be+transformed.%22&source=bl&ots=2_53SxzVOY&sig=gsJMYUfqrBCeaWfVSa3x1t9BeDI&hl=en&ei=7v4yTvawDojEtAawmL3pBg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBUQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22It%20is%20important%20that%20people%20learning%20about%20diversity%20and%20oppression%20realize%20how%20our%20sense%20of%20reality%20is%20socially%20constructed%20and%20can%20be%20transformed.%22&f=false, pg. 190.)

It is important that people learning about diversity and oppression realize how our sense of reality is socially constructed and can be transformed. If people accept the dominant worldview and our current system as the way things are, have been, and will always be, there is little reason to imagine or work for significant change. If they assume that efforts to promote equity will diminish their lives, they will resist altering the status quo. We need to help individuals develop positive alternative visions and a sense of hopefulness that they can be achieved. In this chapter, I will consider how our students and we can retain a sense of optimism in creating a different future. I'll suggest some models and signs to nurture our sense of hope and possibility. Throughout this discussion, I will return to some of the themes I have raised earlier in the book. Shifting the Paradigm As I discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, the dominant ideology and supporting social structures shape our attitudes, opinions, behaviors, and openness to change. The dominant paradigm is the thoughts, perceptions, values, and beliefs that form a particular vision of reality. It influences what people assume to be true about themselves, others, and social relations. People tend to see reality the way the dominant paradigm portrays it. In turn, ideology becomes the perceived reality. What people assume to be normal and natural affects what they can envision or believe can be achieved. As long as people accept systems of domination as inevitable and assume that it is human nature to want to control others, there is little hope for creating a just society. As long as people are conditioned to accept that personal value is gained by a sense of superiority, they will be reluctant to stop striving to be better than others or to transform unjust social structures. We need to help people understand how our social structures and ideology shape our sense of reality. And just as important, we need to provide alternatives to our present system. Although there are many ways to describe our current reality and alternative ways of organizing society, I'll focus on two frame works described by Riane Eisler (Eisler, 1987, 1996; Eisler & Loye, 1990/1998). By identifying underlying social patterns, Eisler has depicted two different types of social organization. She describes a dominator model and a partnership model that make very different Hope and Possibilities assumptions about human beings, social relationships, and social structures. Her descriptions of these models are based on extensive cross-cultural and historical evidence from anthropology, archaeology, religion, history, art, and the social sciences. I find these constructs helpful in educational contexts for several reasons. First, they are based on actual human societies, not imagined realities. Second, they present models of social organization in a fairly neutral and accessible way. Third, they help people look at the connections between social structures and underlying cultural and personal pat terns. Rather than just describing particular elements of more egalitarian societies or human relationships, they illustrate a comprehensive social system with interrelated aspects. According to Eisler (1987), the main characteristics of a dominator model include the following: 
FW—Human Rights Key
A focus on human rights, appropriately framed, can change governmental thinking—policymakers and individuals have an obligation

Pelton 05, Leroy H. Pelton professor in and former director of the School of Social Work, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Frames of Justice, 2005, pages 152-153, MC & JS

Everyone has an obligation to promote and support life. When government is formed, as the representative and instrument of the people, it too incurs that obligation. It is not a contractual obligation, but a moral one. Liberalism took to specifying what rights individuals have, thus by implication opening the door to nonrights. Therefore, for example, we could debate whether people should have economic rights, such as the right to a job, housing, or a decent standard of living. The principle of life affirmation is not about rights, but about the support of all individuals without discrimination. Unless we talk in the sense of universal human rights, the concept of rights becomes co-opted by the concepts of desert and entitlement. The language of "women's rights," "gay rights," "black rights," and so on, is the language of desert and entitlement, necessary for playing the game of group interests that is set up when the desert frame dominates politics, but which can be transcended, with appropriate political leadership and framing, by the concepts of universal human rights, nondiscrimination, and life affirmation.

For example, government engages in discrimination when, on the basis of marital status, it provides benefits, or allows them to be provided, to some individuals but not others equally in need of them. Marriage (which is merely a word that, like all words, is subject to arbitrary definition) is not the issue; the benefits are. In order to address injustice to gays and lesbians, we must unravel or identify the various benefits provided on the basis of marital status. For example, married people are often covered by the health care insurance of their spouses. But if we had a truly universal health care insurance system, every individual would be covered, and discrimination against gays and lesbians in this regard, or against any unmarried individuals, would become a non-issue. There is no question of group rights for gays and lesbians here. On the contrary, justice is promoted by reexamining policies to ensure that they do not respect group membership, such as membership in the ranks of married people. Benefits should be tied to individuals, not groups.

FW—education/debate key

Discussion in debate uniquely key to solve for institutional racism

Parker ’04, -(Laurence, and David O. Stovall, PhD’s University of Illinois, Actions following Words: Critical Race Theory Connects to Critical Pedagogy, Educational Philosophy and Theory, Volume 36, No.2 2004, Sussman)

Our interactions in educational sites of struggles over race (in schools and the academy) have led us to argue for the importance of connecting critical race theory to critical pedagogy. We also acknowledge the limits and possibilities of both at specific points of analysis and action. Critical race theory can move into critical race praxis and pedagogy through the use of critical race theory studies in education, and changes in teacher education through an emphasis on race, racism, and dealing with white supremacy. We posit that there are some salient positions which undergird critical race theory in education (particularly in terms of research and teaching) that in turn have implications for critical pedagogy; they are: (1) the experiences of racial groups merit intellectual pursuit because of the uniqueness of the cultural, historical, and contemporary experiences of persons of color; (2) the historical and contemporary experiences of people of color can prove instructive about human interactions; and (3) one of the most significant tasks of a teacher or scholar who plans to utilize CRT (or LatCrit, etc.) is to develop tools that help generate knowledge designed to describe, analyze and empower people of color and to help change negative social forces into positive social forces as they impact on everyday life. Subsequently, it would be essential for researchers, teachers, or educational administrators steeped in critical pedagogical theory, to know not only the history of race and race relations, but also the connection of race to a community of interest with regard to the group’s struggle for power and self-determination. 

An academic portrayal of the counter-narratives derived from CRT is the ONLY way to solve for the systemic violence perpetuated by racism

Parker ’04, -(Laurence, and David O. Stovall, PhD’s University of Illinois, Actions following Words: Critical Race Theory Connects to Critical Pedagogy, Educational Philosophy and Theory, Volume 36, No.2 2004, Sussman)

One of the ways that critical race theory can serve this end is to generate informed perspectives designed to describe, analyze and challenge racist policy and practice in educational institutions. The connection between critical race theory and education would entail linking teaching and research to general practical knowledge about institutional forces that have a disparate impact on racial minority communities. For example, the emphasis on narrative life and perspectives among African American graduate students in the class (mentioned in the opening narrative), would highlight an important aspect of critical race theory’s power to illuminate and connect the African American experience of institutional racism as initially documented through the high discipline rates and low achievement of the African American students in these school districts. The narrative or storytelling would not only let the informants speak for themselves, but also deliberately challenge racist assumptions and design the research to be part of the solution and not part of the problem. It is here that CRT differs somewhat from critical pedagogy. Critical theory has been used to provide a lens for seeing and acting upon racial change in order to deal with inequality related to the hidden curriculum and overt schooling practice. Critical theory in education is currently concerned with various forms of critical multiculturalism or anti-racist education, particularly among white European Americans (Derman-Sparks, 1989; Giroux, 1983; 1998; Lewis, 2001). CRT work, presented in the opening narrative, seeks to disrupt the portrayal of the ‘problems’ with African American education as residing with African American students or parents. Rather, critical race theory in education connects with the experiences, ways of thinking, believing, and knowing the racial communities in their struggle for self-determination and equity in the schools. This is not to completely discount the efforts by critical pedagogy to deal with race. However, from a CRT perspective, racism, its historical dimensions, social construction, and political/social ramifications, become much more central to the debate surrounding power relationships in school policy and practice. So it is also important to make various testimonies of discrimination a part of the legal, social and public record through discourse and demonstration. For example, the actions of the students mentioned at the start of this paper led to them pulling their individual efforts together in the schools and the African American community to document various aspects of the problem of underachievement of African American students in the east-central Illinois public schools (Bartee et al. , 2000). In turn, the information has been used in connection with other individual efforts to work with students in the schools, and Black community leaders and parents, to support their efforts to press the districts for equitable remedies.

Anti-racism converges with the academic setting it is introduced within through a creation of intellectual space; common ground with the possibility of changing engrained racist binaries

Parker ’04, -(Laurence, and David O. Stovall, PhD’s University of Illinois, Actions following Words: Critical Race Theory Connects to Critical Pedagogy, Educational Philosophy and Theory, Volume 36, No.2 2004, Sussman)

What is the role of race in educational research, teaching and praxis? Critical race theory can hopefully provide some help as we grapple with this question. This paper has introduced the concept of critical race theory and its problematic and potential ways of providing us with openings to theorize and take action in the area of race and education. Furthermore, it holds possibilities for intersection and conjunction with other areas of difference in educational struggles. To be sure, the legal debate surrounding the legitimacy of the theory in relation to the color-blind approach to the law will become even more prominent in education and the social science research circles as well. Yet, we feel that the future of critical race theory is part of a larger on-going power struggle pertaining to the dominant ideological racial context. It is one that concerned researchers, teachers, and activists will discuss and be engaged with in the academy, the schools and the larger community. It is one that will separate camps of concerned scholars by age, class and position. By engaging this new space, the project becomes a contested space with social justice at its center. As we continue to redevelop older positions and bring new perspectives to the table, the responsibility becomes to historicize CRT and embrace its marriage to issues of gender, class and sexuality in education. CRT is not mutually exclusive. Instead, it is the attempt to provide a space for excluded voices in education and the responsibility to produce praxis geared to address the human condition of victimized groups struggling for respect and self-determination through the expansion of their contexts of choice (Moses, 2001). Culture-centric schools was how Scheurich (1998) described them in his research findings as to how schools in low SES areas, with majority students of color, have been successful in valuing the racial culture and the first language of the child; treating children of color with love, appreciation, care, and respect; believing and proving that all children of color can achieve at the highest academic levels; and focusing on community more than competitive individualism. Community members who work within the school structure as non-teaching and non-administrative professionals embrace these themes with teachers and administrators who share the same sentiment. The work at this level points toward one example of the direction that critical race theory and critical pedagogy could indeed move toward working in various ways to create successful schools that embody the aforementioned values and core beliefs, and cultural characteristics. Unfortunately, the former is not easily achieved. As CRT and critical pedagogy converge on this space, it is crucial that proponents of both projects do not envision an adversarial relationship. If we are honest with ourselves about the end of oppression, we must be willing to consider all approaches that do not contribute to the further oppression and marginalization of children of color. The space is not always a safe one, but it is necessary if we profess a commitment to the development of safe spaces for young people to recognize their importance to themselves and the world.

FW—Changes policymaking

An examination of social injustice allows for an informed vision of policy making and needs to come first

Pelton 05, Leroy H. Pelton professor in and former director of the School of Social Work, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Frames of Justice, 2005, pages 67, MC & JS
Certainly, social science's seat at the policy table has become well entrenched. I am suggesting, however, that our faith in social science to resolve social policy issues has been somewhat misguided and misplaced. Issues concerning such values and principles as human rights and nondiscrimination cannot be enlightened by resort to group statistics. We have allowed social science to overwhelm and confuse our deliberations in areas of policy in which it has no appropriate place. Only when we sort out the morality of means from the empiricism of ends, and the rights of the individual from the measurement of the "common good," can we begin to identify the appropriate application, nature, and areas of social scientific examination in regard to policy-related issues. While many factors and kinds of input can usefully inform policy debate, I am suggesting that matters of individual justice should first and foremost inform it, and that the liberal version of justice does not abide violations of the individual for the sake of some aggregate good.

***SOLVENCY
Solvency—2nc Advocate

Transference of nasa funds to poverty solutions would eliminate poverty by 2030
Lisee 7 (Chris, Staff Writer at Stevens Institute of Technology, Freelancer at Recorder Community Newspapers, former student at Ithaca College and Harvard Divinity School, “Race Without End”, ??/??/09, http://eportfolios.ithaca.edu/clisee1/essays/spacerace/) 

Times have certainly changed since the 1960s. In 2007 we are fighting a widely contested war on foreign soil, poverty is a growing epidemic throughout the United States and worldwide, and we have plans to set a man on the moon in the not so distant future. The year 2020 is the goal President W. George Bush has set for another manned flight to the moon with hopes of establishing a permanent base there for scientific discovery (Leary). With a decaying shuttle fleet that seems utterly outdated and costly, NASA faces a $200 billion dollar question: how can it reinvent the Apollo program safely, cheaply, and effectively (Guteri)? Part of the funding for the new program will come from the elimination of the shuttle program by 2010 (Guteri), but how can NASA justify this on top of maintaining the International Space Station and its other projects? In any case, it seems that the 2003 Columbia disaster did not shake public support for the space program the way the Apollo I, Apollo XIII, and Challenger disasters did. According to a 2003 poll, two-thirds of adults believe continuing the shuttle program was a good idea. Only 49 percent, however, supported a manned mission to Mars (Lester). The goal has changed since 2003, however; rather than Mars now we have our eyes set on the moon once again. William Leavitt argued in 1969 that now that the glory of the moon landing had passed, it was time for NASA to set its sights on unmanned missions utilizing automated spaceflight. These missions would be relatively cheap (supporting humans onboard a craft is an expensive measure) and could yield roughly the same amount of information as that gained by manned missions (Rabinowitch 107). His call was disregarded in the past, but perhaps we could learn from him today. NASA’s annual budget for 2007 stands at $16 billion, far more than that of the space program of any other nation (Guteri). If the budget could be scaled down, these funds could be put to use helping the poor in America and worldwide. According to George McGovern, retired United States Ambassador to the United Nations agencies on Food and Agriculture, it would cost only $5 billion annually to end poverty in America (McGovern). This is less than a third of the current NASA budget. In addition, if the United States were to contribute $1.2 billion annually to a $5-6 billion worldwide fund to aid the hungry, hunger would be a thing of the past by 2030 (McGovern). Meanwhile, technological improvements may not come as fast, nor will scientific discoveries, but that may be a sacrifice the United States needs to make. Eugene Rabinowitch argued in 1969, “We must have an overall review of national priorities…Neither the space program, nor the military establishment, nor private spending of Americans, can remain sacred cows” (31-32). A second mission to the moon and a permanent base there will not benefit humanity while people who still live on earth are dying every day from malnutrition and starvation. Space funding is just one of the ways we can improve our moral situation, but it is a substantial one. The Space Race has long been over; its end came on July 17, 1975 with the Apollo Soyuz Test Project (ASTP), in which an Apollo and Soyuz spacecraft docked in orbit in a striking show of unity. Perhaps the two nations could show their unity again in the fight against hunger or poverty or disease. That would certainly be a better use of funds. As the old saying goes, “curiosity killed the cat.” Perhaps a corollary should be added: squandering starved the sheep. The poor use of funds has resulted in questionably scientific success while the herd at home goes hungry. Today, the United States does not need to worry about nuclear attacks launched from a Soviet Union satellite or who will make it to the moon first. Today we need to face a greater problem, one of humanity. Though the Space Program is not the only wasteful agency of the United States government, our flock on earth is in desperate need of a decent meal. With the elimination of manned mission, surely we could use the extra funds to better the lives of the hungry at home and abroad.

Alternative—Earth Democracy

A rejection of corporate greed and forced democracy is key to true social justice
Shiva 05, Vandana Shiva, Indian philosopher, environmentalist, and feminist, Earth Democracy, July 2005, Pages 62-63. MC

Our destinies are out of our control. Earth Democracy is a way to face the real challenge of bringing our destinies back into self-regulation. The principles of Earth Democracy evolved through the convergence of groundwork with communities and the debates over the dominant paradigm. Earth Democracy is about ecological democracies-the democracy of all life. For too many people democracy is periodically voting for leaders who turn their backs and say, "It doesn't matter if you don't want war, I'll still go to war. It doesn't matter if you don't want GMOs. We'll still force-feed you with GMOs. It doesn't matter if you don't want to privatize your education system, we'll still privatize it anyway." This "democracy" does not represent or inspire the people. Our democracy takes into account whose concerns we must have in mind when shaping our economies and deciding what we do with our food, our water, our biodiversity, and our land. The democracy of all life is a living democracy; it recognizes the in​trinsic worth of all species and all people. Because all people and all species are, by their very nature, diverse, it recognizes diversity not just as something to be tolerated but as something to be cel​ebrated as the essential condition of our existence. Without it we are not. And all life, including all human beings, have a natural right to share in nature's wealth, to ensure sustenance-food and a right written by states. It is not a right that can be denied by corporations and corporate greed.
Alt solves--spillover
International human rights spill over into local human communities – modeling first
Feyter 05, Koen de Feyter, professor of international law at the law faculty of the University of Antwerp, Human Rights: Justice in the Age of the Market, fall 2005, pages 221-223, MC
Framing claims in terms of human rights also allows local communities to connect to the international human rights move​ment. Using the language of human rights facilitates the identifi​cation of common problems and solutions, and permits making use of resources that the international human rights movement can contribute to the domestic struggle. These resources may well include the capacity to mobilize international public opinion on behalf of the community's plight. In situations that implicate multiple domestic and foreign actors in human rights violations, the involvement of the international human rights movement may well be a necessity, and not simply a matter of choice. Human rights are also instruments of grassroots mobilization within the relevant communities. The language of rights sug​gests that the living conditions the community finds itself in are ... not simply unfortunate, but fundamentally unjust. Strength and is​ self-confidence can be derived from that starting point, even if [221] enforceability of human rights at the domestic level is difficult. The societal value of human rights is not limited to their legal value. Consequently, the legal discipline should not be the only one that evaluates the usefulness of human rights or decides their future development. Finally, care should be taken that human rights do not become one more instrument of homogenization. The risk exists because human rights are, at least in part, global norms that seek to offer protection to every individual. There does not have to be a contradiction between establish​ing global rules and giving specific meaning to those rules on the basis of the living experiences of those facing abuse. Living experiences inevitably vary enormously across the globe. The activities of transnational companies may, for example, have very different impacts on human rights in different societies, and the specific techniques needed to offer protection to different communities will vary accordingly. On the other hand, it makes eminent sense equally to define the human rights responsibilities of transnational companies at the global level, precisely because they act globally. The same reasoning applies when a human rights response needs to be developed to deal with the adverse impact of WTO rules or of decisions of the international financial institutions. If some of the causes of human rights violations are global, the response needs to be global as well. No conceptual obstacles prevent the accommodation of plurality within the human rights regime. What accommoda​ting plurality does require is an insight into how contestations over rights take place at the local level, and a concern for the practical circumstances which determine whether at that level protection will be real. The human rights response will need to be localized in order to be effective, and in that sense will have to be superior over strategies of economic globalization that offer a single global recipe. The different approaches taken by the [222] inter-American and African human rights protection systems to disputes over land accompanied by major violations of human rights are not a threat to the universality of human rights, but a strength. They demonstrate that the common language of human rights is sufficiently flexible to incorporate the different ways in which communities and governments analyze a problem, i.e. in the cases at hand in terms of indigenous concepts of property or in terms of collective rights of peoples. 
***LINKS
2nc Generic Link (Must Read)

Funding the space program distracts us from solving systemic domestic problems like poverty, social injustice, education and crime—the tradeoff is direct
Etzioni, 1972 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 1972 ("Apollo’s Achievements: A Critic Finds the Gains Weren’t Worth the Effort," Published on December 2, 1972 in The New York Times: Page 68, Available Online at http://www.gwu.edu/%7Eccps/etzioni/B73.pdf //ADuner)]

The most hopeful epitaph for Project Apollo might be: This was the last gasp of a technologically addicted, public-relations-minded society, the last escapade engineered by an industrial-military coalition seeking conquests in outer space, while avoiding swelling needs on earth. And what a gasp it was! Never before had so many taxpayers spent so many billions, and so many thousands of talented technologists and scientists labored so hard on a civilian project that yielded so little. Apollo's irrationality stands second only to one—our inclination to get involved in far-off wars, at even greater cost and distraction from our domestic problems. Both tendencies are part of our difficulty in turning toward self-reform as the ages of exploiting nature and dealing in other people's lands come to an inevitable end. Little wonder the moon was billed as our last potential colony. The astronauts set out to investigate the moon, but their journeys told us more about ourselves than about that arid pile of orbiting rocks. They told us that in the decade in which poverty, social injustice, pollution, mental illness, subquality housing, inadequate education and crime went untreated, we invested more new public resources and scarce research-and-development manpower, staggering amounts of our muscle and mind, in a combination of a technological superstunt and a geological excavation. Project Apollo reveals both the how and why of decisions which set the course of the nation. The commitment to put Americans on the moon was made by President John F. Kennedy during a few days in late April and mid-May of 1961 following brief staff reviews of the social, economic and international implications of the project. And a good part of the review available was opposed to the emphasis on expensive, probably unnecessary, manned flights. Among those questioning such a venture was a task force headed by Jerome B. Wiesner and the outgoing President's Scientific Advisory Committee. We do not reflect long before we jump, often disregarding our experts' advice. The underlying motives for the go-ahead included the public-relations notion that the prospect of a moon voyage would provide a new topic for a nation despondent over the failure of the Cuban invasion; that Apollo would demonstrate to the world that we could match recent Soviet technological feats (the Russians had just put Yuri Gagarin in space); and that the giant project would help revitalize a recessed economy. Arguments in favor of other domestic projects were pushed aside, then and since on the ground that they would not "sell" as well as lunar flights. Mundane, un-photogenic, dispersed activities, such as the collection of garbage in thousands of streets, arrests of muggers on myriad corners, and the reading and writing habits of kids all over America, it was said, do not compare to the Apollo spectaculars on TV. Once the space coalition was formed, every value dear to man was emblazoned on its banners. Only now we begin to see how absurd most of that razzle-dazzle was. Generals argued that the moon was essential to national security as a "high ground," for observation and fire purposes, disregarding those who pointed out that our reconnaissance satellites would soon be able to gather more detailed information about "the enemy" than we know what to do with, and that it would be rather silly for the Russians to shoot missiles at us from the moon, when they could fire them from much nearer bases. The promise of economic "spin-offs" from the lunar gear into other areas was touted by NASA, and indeed there were some. If you burn 27-odd billion dollars, you generate some heat, but pitiful little it was. It turned out that most outer space products, fuels and alioids, geared to extreme temperatures, vacuums, acceleration and weightlessness, have no use in our earthly schools, hospitals and bedrooms. Finally, we were informed Apollo would provide a peaceful outlet for the world's superpower contest, unite the nation, and enrich the human spirit. But at the cost of keeping one of NASA's missiles from catching a cold, Nixon achieved more for peace through his Ping-Pong diplomacy with Mainland China and in SALT talks, than a decade of space jumps. The nation surely was divided more over these years than in the proceeding decade, among other things over the objectives of the space race, which polls show about half of America never came to accept. The notion that this spectator sport, which reaches the people of the world seated before their TV sets, would humanize them, is so simplistic it rebuts itself. The space coalition is still drawing more per year for its space antics than many domestic missions (most recently, it got us commuted to buying Skylabs). The space budget should be cut bellow the half-billion mark, focused on near space and economical, non-manned efforts (weather control, communication satellites). Every school child, citizen and inchoate politician should be required to study what Apollo taught us. Then we can cease chasing moons in the quest for a new America.

Link—Space generic (should read)
Space funding is expensive, trades off with domestic programs and doesn’t accomplish goals

Lisee 7 (Chris, Staff Writer at Stevens Institute of Technology, Freelancer at Recorder Community Newspapers, former student at Ithaca College and Harvard Divinity School, “Race Without End”, ??/??/09, http://eportfolios.ithaca.edu/clisee1/essays/spacerace/)

Since humans first began to walk upon the earth, each civilization has looked toward the stars and wondered, “what is out there?” The answers have been varied: the Navajo legend of a quartz disc moon and a pebble-speckled sky, the firmament of Ptolemy’s solar system, the eerily large block of cheese eerily hanging in the sky from the classic childhood tale. Today we know that the specks of stone are enormous fireballs called stars, firmament is empty space, and the moon is in fact mostly rock and dust. It is our fascination with space that has led us to these discoveries. But, as the old saying goes, “curiosity killed the cat.” In a 1967 speech at the 11th Convention of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, Martin Luther King, Jr. said, “[I]f our nation can spend thirty-five billion dollars a year to fight an unjust, evil war in Vietnam, and twenty billion dollars to put a man on the moon, it can spend billions of dollars to put God's children on their own two feet right here on earth” (Where Do We Go From Here?). The idea behind this declaration was that parts of both of these programs could be cut and their funds used to better serve the poor. This was easier said than done, as space was one of the fronts on which the Cold War was being fought. Also, scientists proclaimed the great scientific progress that was born of the program while dreamers talked about a day when man would spread out across the galaxy like pollen in the wind. So the space program charged on. Manned missions, however, deserve to be reconsidered. In light of President George Bush’s call to put a man on the moon again by 2020, we must consider the old arguments of the past—economic, scientific, and military—in terms of how they applied in the past and apply today as we again look to the sky. Despite all the supposed advantages of sending a man to the moon, history has shown us that our time and money can be devoted to greater things. The Space Race had a definite starting line: July 1955, when the United States and Soviet Union both announced their plans to send a satellite into orbit (Rabinowitch 53). On October 4, 1957, the Soviet Union established an early lead in the Race with the launch of Sputnik. Perceiving a threat, the United States hastened its efforts, stumbling with the attempted launch of their first satellite, Vanguard. The rocket carrying the satellite exploded on the launch pad in December 1957, foreshadowing America’s difficult future in space. In 1958 the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) was born, giving new hope to the fledgling U.S. space program. The Soviet Union, however, was pulling steadily ahead as cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin became the first man to orbit the earth in 1961. America followed suit by sending Alan Shepard into sub-orbital space and soon after rocketing John Glenn into orbit. Still, the USSR maintained its lead by completing the first spacewalk, executed by Aleksei Leonov in 1965. The United States, it seemed, was very far behind in the race as both superpowers set their sights on the Race’s most prominent landmark, the moon. The Soviet Union had already successfully landed the unmanned probe, Luna 2, on the moon by 1959. In 1961 President Kennedy called for a manned lunar landing by the end of the decade. The call to action mirrored that of the Soviet Union, which was sure it would land a man long before America (Rabinowitch 60). Political and engineering problems, however, held the Soviet space program back (Rabinowitch 60). America, with its newfound Apollo program, had a clear shot at the moon. Then on January 27, 1967, disaster struck the U.S. space program. During a training exercise, the cockpit of Apollo I caught fire. All three crewmembers died in the accident. NASA and the American public grew hesitant as the USSR plowed ahead. Then the Soviet Union was similarly subdued as it lost a cosmonaut during a routine landing of a Suyoz (the Soviet equivalent of Apollo) craft. It took both nations a year and a half to recover completely from the shock as they considered the safety and feasibility of manned space flight (Rabinowitch 61). The Soviet Union emerged with a clear aversion to risk. In fact, Boris Petrov of the Soviet space agency “denied a Soviet race for the lunar landing, stressed soviet concerns with safety and with purely scientific objectives,” in April 1969 (Rabinowitch 61). The United States was sobered, but continued its quest for landing a manned module on the moon. On July 20, 1969, astronauts Neil Armstrong and Edwin “Buzz” Aldrin witnessed a sight that no human had ever seen: an earth-rise, the magnificent view of that blue Marble peeking over the lunar horizon. The United States had finally pulled ahead in the Space Race by landing two men on the moon. It was, as every American knows, “One small step for [a]1 man, one giant leap for mankind.” The United States had picked itself up was now significantly ahead of the Soviet Union. Meanwhile, the USSR remained true to Petrov’s word, experimenting only with orbital flights and abandoning their lunar program. There is no doubting that the lunar landing gave the United States a large morale booster, but what had it actually accomplished? Even before 1969 people had begun to speculate over the benefits of the space program. After the moon landing William Leavitt, Senior Editor of Air Force Space Digest, wrote: As the post-moon-landing decade opens, the President and his advisors simply cannot ignore the large body of opinion—public and congressional, that, for reasons ranging from worries about social problems at home to plain economy, takes exception to space spending in general (Rabinowitch 106). There is an old joke about NASA’s use of funding: “The United States government wanted their astronauts to be able to write in zero-gravity, so NASA spent years and hundreds of thousands of dollars researching and developing a pen that would write in space. The Soviets took a pencil.” Though this tale is only a myth, it reveals the common notion that United States’ space program is economically wasteful. NASA faced budget problems ever since its inception, and the Administration’s feasibility was attacked even as it achieved its goals (Lyons). The race to the moon had cost $25 billion in upgrades to NASA facilities and billions more in mission spending, not to mention three human lives (Lyons). By comparison, all eight years of the Vietnam War cost the United States a little less than $14 billion per year, notwithstanding the cost of lives and morale (Moniz). Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. could not understand the rationale behind this spending, and neither, it seems, could America. NASA listened by scaling back its missions to the moon for more “scientific” ventures. In fact, Apollo missions 18, 19, and 20 were cut from the program so money could be funneled to these tasks (Lyons). Some people however, especially scientists, believed that space exploration should continue unabated. Sidney Hyman, a Fellow of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International affairs, proclaimed that the public was confusing the Space Race with the War in Vietnem: “I would judge that once the malignance of the Vietnam conflict is removed, the perceptions of Americans will be opened more fully to the changes in outlook” (Rabinowitch 52). This proved to be untrue; Americans were disillusioned with both the space program and the war. Instead, two other arguments for continuing the space program without cutting funding proved to be more feasible. The first of these arguments was for scientific progress. Sir Bernard Lovell, a British astronomer, gave two reasons for manned lunar landings. The first was to study “the science of the moon itself.” The second was to set a base on the moon for use in researching the solar system and universe (Rabinowitch 5). Though these may seem like wonderful goals to a scientist, it is easy to see how a common person would have difficulty understanding their importance. Knowing where we came from will not solve world hunger, nor will it end war. So why put all this money into research? Senior Specialist in Space and Transportation Technology of the Library of Congress Carles Sheldon stated the United States had benefited from advances in “weather reporting, communications, and military support flight” (Rabinowitch 57). These are all indeed wonderful advances that aid us in our daily lives. Without the larger plan of spaceflight, these technologies may not have evolved, so Sheldon’s point is valid. The other argument for continuing the Space Race places Race as a battlefield for the Cold War. Supremacy over the skies would prove invaluable in the nuclear arms race. Mose L. Harvey, who was the Director for the Office of Research for the USSR and Eastern Europe of the Department of State, wrote, “It is questionable whether any nation, even one as richly endowed as the United States, can long continue as a great power if it concedes to others primacy in such a sphere as space” (Rabinowitch 77). Time has proven Harvey wrong. China, a major player in today’s economy, only succeeded in putting a man in space in 2003, making it the third nation to do so. Meanwhile, other countries such as India and Iran have proven their might economically and militarily. Supremacy in space, it seems, has little correlation with a nation’s power.

Link--MLK
The US must reallocate money from the space program to guarantee all people an income—this is crucial to solving for value to life as well as the economy

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., 1967 (“Where do we go from here,” Speech given in Atlanta, GA on August 16, 2967 at the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, Available Online at http://www.famous-speeches-and-speech-topics.info/martin-luther-king-speeches/martin-luther-king-speech-where-do-we-go-from-here.htm //ADuner)

We must develop a program that will drive the nation to a guaranteed annual income. Now, early in this century this proposal would have been greeted with ridicule and denunciation, as destructive of initiative and responsibility. At that time economic status was considered the measure of the individual's ability and talents. And, in the thinking of that day, the absence of worldly goods indicated a want of industrious habits and moral fiber. We've come a long way in our understanding of human motivation and of the blind operation of our economic system. Now we realize that dislocations in the market operations of our economy and the prevalence of discrimination thrust people into idleness and bind them in constant or frequent unemployment against their will. Today the poor are less often dismissed, I hope, from our consciences by being branded as inferior or incompetent. We also know that no matter how dynamically the economy develops and expands, it does not eliminate all poverty.   The problem indicates that our emphasis must be twofold. We must create full employment or we must create incomes. People must be made consumers by one method or the other. Once they are placed in this position we need to be concerned that the potential of the individual is not wasted. New forms of work that enhance the social good will have to be devised for those for whom traditional jobs are not available. In I879 Henry George anticipated this state of affairs when he wrote in Progress and Poverty:   The fact is that the work which improves the condition of mankind, the work which extends knowledge and increases power and enriches literature and elevates thought, is not done to secure a living. It is not the work of slaves driven to their tasks either by the task, by the taskmaster, or by anirnal (sic) necessity. It is the work of men who somehow find a form of work that brings a security for its own sake and a state of society where want is abolished.   Work of this sort could be enormously increased, and we are likely to find that the problems of housing and education, instead of preceding the elimination of poverty, will themselves be affected if poverty is first abolished. The poor transformed into purchasers will do a great deal on their own to alter housing decay. Negroes who have a double disability will have a greater effect on discrimination when they have the additional weapon of cash to use in their struggle.   Beyond these advantages, a host of positive psychological changes inevitably will result from widespread economic security. The dignity of the individual will flourish when the decisions concerning his life are in his own hands, when he has the means to seek self-improvement. Personal conflicts among husbands, wives and children will diminish when the unjust measurement of human worth on the scale of dollars is eliminated .   Now our country can do this. John Kenneth Galbraith said that a guaranteed annual income could be done for about twenty billion dollars a year. And I say to you today, that if our nation can spend thirty-five billion dollars a year to fight an unjust, evil war in Vietnam, and twenty billion dollars to put a man on the moon, it can spend billions of dollars to put God's children on their own two feet right here on earth.
Links—Military/Heg
Military spending is an attack on socially responsible government—the plan is part of a neoliberal movement to raise military spending and eliminate social safety nets.

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)
The neoliberal efforts to shrink big government and public services must be understood both in terms of those who bore the brunt of such efforts in New Orleans and in terms of the subsequent inability of the government to deal adequately with Hurricane Katrina. Reducing the federal government's ability to respond to social problems is a decisive element of neoliberal policymaking, as was echoed in a Wall Street Journal editorial that argued without irony that taxes should be raised for low-income individuals and families, not to make more money available to the federal government for addressing their needs but to rectify the possibility that they "might not be feeling a proper hatred for the government" (Qtd. in Krugman 2002, 31). If the poor can be used as pawns in this logic to further the political attack on big government, it seems reasonable to assume that those in the Bush administration who hold such a position would refrain from using big government as quickly as possible to save the very lives of such groups, as was evident in the aftermath of Katrina. The vilification of the social state and big government—really an attack on non-military aspects of government—has translated into a steep decline of tax revenues, a massive increase in military spending, and the growing immiseration of poor Americans and people of color. Under the Bush administration, Census Bureau figures reveal that "since 1999, the income of the poorest fifth of Americans has dropped 8.7 percent in inflation-adjusted dollars . . . [and in 2005] 1.1 million were added to the 36 million already on the poverty rolls" (Scheer 2005). While the number of Americans living below the poverty line is comparable to the combined populations of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Texas, and Arkansas, the Bush administration chose to make in the 2006 budget $70 billion in new tax cuts for the rich while slashing programs that benefit the least fortunate (Legum et al 2005). Similarly, the projected $2.7 trillion budget for 2007 includes a $4.9 billion reduction in health funds for senior citizens (Medicare) and the State Children's Health Insurance Program; a $17 million cut in aid for child-support enforcement; cutbacks in funds for low-income people with disabilities; [End Page 183] major reductions in child-care and development block grants; major defunding for housing for low-income elderly; and an unprecedented rollback in student aid. In addition, the 2007 budget calls for another $70 billion dollars in tax cuts most beneficial to the rich and provides for a huge increase in military spending for the war in Iraq (Weisman 2006, A10). While President Bush endlessly argues for the economic benefits of his tax cuts, he callously omits the fact that 13 million children are living in poverty in the United States, "4.5 million more than when Bush was first inaugurated" (Scheer 2005). And New Orleans had the third highest rate of children living in poverty in the United States (Legum et al 2005). The illiteracy rate in New Orleans before the flood struck was 40 percent; the embarrassingly ill-equipped public school system was one of the most underfunded in the nation. Nearly 19 percent of Louisiana residents lacked health insurance, putting the state near the bottom for the percentage of people without health insurance. Robert Scheer, a journalist and social critic, estimated that one-third of the 150,000 people living in dire poverty in Louisiana were elderly, left exposed to the flooding in areas most damaged by Katrina (2005). It gets worse. In an ironic twist of fate, one day after Katrina hit New Orleans, the U.S. Census Bureau released two important reports on poverty, indicating that "Mississippi (with a 21.6 percent poverty rate) and Louisiana (19.4 percent) are the nation's poorest states, and that New Orleans (with a 23.2 percent poverty rate) is the 12th poorest city in the nation. [Moreover,] New Orleans is not only one of the nation's poorest cities, but its poor people are among the most concentrated in poverty ghettos. Housing discrimination and the location of government-subsidized housing have contributed to the city's economic and racial segregation" (Dreier 2005). Under neoliberal capitalism, the attack on politically responsible government has only been matched by an equally harsh attack on social provisions and safety nets for the poor. And in spite of the massive failures of market-driven neoliberal policies—extending from a soaring $420 billion budget deficit to the underfunding of schools, public health, community policing, and environmental protection programs—the reigning right-wing orthodoxy of the Bush administration continues to "give precedence to private financial gain and market determinism over human lives and broad public values" (Greider 2005).
Military spending empirically trades-off with social welfare—the Cold War and the War on Terror proves

Joel Blau, DSW, is Professor of Social Policy at the School of Social Welfare, Stony Brook University, and Mimi Abramovitz, DSW, is Professor at Hunter College School of Social Work and the Graduate Center, City University of New York, 2010 (The Dynamics of Social Welfare Policy: Third Edition, Published in 2010 by the Oxford University Press in New York, Page 26 //ADuner)

The standard definition of social welfare policy provided earlier is also too narrow because it treats social welfare policy as a discrete entity, when in fact it cannot be separated from other public policies that affect the well-being of individuals and families. A broader definition of social welfare policy would include the social purposes and consequences of fiscal, military, agricultural, economic, employment, and physical development. 

Take the well-known intersection of social welfare and military policy. Spending on military bases and armaments creates jobs for some people. However, call-ups for military service also disrupt families, most recently for the fighting in Afghanistan and the invasion of Iraq. More generally and more often, the military and human services compete for scarce federal dollars. Government spending for military purposes, especially bur not only during wartime, drains funds available for social welfare (and other) purposes. For example, faced with a fiscal dividend (i.e., budget surplus) in the early 1960s, John F. Kennedy and then Lyndon B. Johnson launched a War on Poverty. But full funding for this Great Society initiative quickly gave way to military spending tor the war in Vietnam, which escalated around the same time. More recently, prior to the attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11. 2001, for the first time in many years the nation had another federal budget surplus. Many people hoped the dollars would be used to fund long underfinanced social programs and make it unnecessary for the government to borrow from the Social Security Trust Fund. Instead, the surplus rapidly disappeared, due, in large part, to the $1.35 trillion tax cut passed by Congress in January 2001 and the post-September 11 military and security costs. With this, the deficit—the gap between government income and spending—reached a high to $412 billion in 2004, or 3.5 percent of the gross domestic product (GDP).26  Unable to cover its cost, the government borrowed heavily from wealthy individuals, large corporations, and foreign governments. In 2008, the government paid 5469 billion in accumulated interest on these loans-or about 9 percent of the entire federal budget--more than many other program areas, including veterans benefits (6%), scientific and medical research (3%,), transportation (2%), education (2%),  nonsecurity international (1 %), and all other (3%). Even before the bank bailout and the economic stimulus, the White House predicted that interest payments on the debt would rise to 5565 billion in 2012. 27 While some of the stimulus dollars will flow into social welfare programs, these dollars will not offset the money spent on interest payments. Instead, the huge deficit resulting from efforts to address the collapse of the U.S. economy in 2008 will further increase the pressure to reduce social spending. 

Unless policies are altered basic needs will continue to decline – the impact is value to life
Sterba 80, James P. Sterba, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Notre Dame, The Demands of Justice, Spring 1980, page 137. MC

The welfare rights of future generations appear to be just as firmly grounded as the welfare rights of distant peoples. For assuming that there will be future generations, then they, like generations presently existing, will have their basic needs that must be satisfied. And just as we are now able to take action to provide for the basic needs of distant peoples, so likewise, we are now able to take action to provide for the basic needs of future generations (e.g., through capital investment and con​servation of resources). Consequently, it would seem that there are equally good grounds for providing for the basic needs of future generations as there are for providing for the basic needs of distant peoples. 

But there is a problem. How can we claim that future generations now have rights that provision be made for their basic needs, when they don't presently exist? How is it possi​ble for persons who don't yet exist to have rights against those who do? For example, suppose we continue to use up the earth's resources at present or even greater rates and, as a result, it turns out that the most pessimistic forecasts for the twenty-second century are realized. This means that future generations will face widespread famine, depleted resources, insufficient new technology to handle the crisis, and a drastic decline in the quality of life for nearly everyone. If this were to happen, could persons living in the twenty-second century legitimately claim that we in the twentieth century violated their rights by not restraining our consumption of the world's resources? Surely it would be odd to say that we violated their rights more than one hundred years before they existed. But what exactly is the oddness? 

Military and non-military spending empirically trade off – Bush and Regan prove
Hossein-zadeh 06, Ismael Hossein-zadeh, associate of economics at Drake University, “Social vs. Military Spending,” 23-25 February, 2006, Drake University, http://escholarshare.drake.edu/bitstream/handle/2092/374/ASBBSPaper.pdf?sequence=1
Official macroeconomic figures show that, over the past five decades, government spending (at the federal, state and local levels) as a percentage of GNP (gross national product) has remained fairly steady—at about 20 percent. Given this nearly constant share of the public sector of GNP, it is not surprising that increases in military spending have almost always been accompanied or followed by compensating decreases in non-military public spending. This is, of course, not fortuitous because instead of financing through progressive taxation such additions to military spending have been increasingly accompanied by tax cuts on the wealthy—which have then forced cuts on non-military public spending in order to close the budget gaps that are thus created. For example, in the early 1980s, as President Reagan drastically increased military spending, he also just as drastically lowered tax rates on higher incomes. The resulting large budget deficits were then paid for by more than a decade of steady cuts on non-military spending. Likewise, the administration of President George W. Bush has been pursuing a similarly sinister fiscal policy of cutting social spending while increasing military spending and granting the wealthy huge tax breaks. 

The trade-off between military and civilian components of public spending was also confirmed by the fact that when, for example, by virtue of FDR’s New Deal reforms and LBJ’s metaphorical War on Poverty, the share of non-military government spending rose significantly the share of military spending declined accordingly. From the mid-1950s to mid-1970s, the share of nonmilitary government spending of GNP rose from 9.2 to 14.3 percent, an increase of 5.1 percent. During that time period, the share of military spending of GNP declined from 10.1 to 5.8 percent, a decline of 4.3 percent. (Of course, this did not mean that military spending declined in absolute terms; it declined only as a ratio of a bigger and bigger GNP, and in relation to social spending.) 

That trend was reversed when President Reagan took office in 1980 (Du Boff 1989, p. 6). As Reagan embarked on his “rearming of America,” as he put it, and successfully put into effect his notorious supply-side tax cuts for the wealthy, he also cut non-military public spending to make up for the resulting budget shortfalls. From 1978 through 1983, real military spending climbed more than 28 percent, from $161 billion to $207 billion. During that period, real federal grants to state and local governments—a major source for investment in public works projects— dropped 25 percent, from $109 billion to $82 billion. From 1983 through 1988, military spending jumped another 27 percent in real terms, while federal grants to state and local governments “were practically unchanged. Thus, in the late 1980s only 13 percent of state and local government spending was going to public capital formation compared with an average of 30 percent in the 1950s and 1960s” (Ibid. p. 8). 
Equality doesn’t harm efficiency – social bargains exist, political constraints are the only block

Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Pages 3-4. MC
In challenging the idea that equality harms efficiency, I propose to weigh the theoretical claims against the practical policy experience of different industrial nations. My own approach is primarily that of a journalist working in the tradition of comparative political econ​omy. In examining how countries go about providing social security, collecting taxes, promoting full employment, enhancing economic development, stimulating productive investment, and influencing the distribution of income, it is difficult to resist two evident conclusions: 
First, the relationship of equality to efficiency is at worst indeterminate: a wide range of equality/efficiency bargains exist. Some improve equality at the expense of efficiency; some improve efficiency at the expense of equality; others creatively maxima both; still others make a hash of things and worsen both. Once can find efficient transfer programs that broaden the self-reliance of the nonrich. One can find labor markets strategies that expand national output as they reduce inequality. One can identify pensions schemes that increase wealth, even as they broaden its distribution. One can find tax loop-holes that further enrich the rich by steering their money into absurdly unproductive uses. Equality and efficiency coexist in all manners of relationships. A concrete discussion of these different social bargains is the main subject matter of this book. 

Second, all of these issues are deeply political. The policy sphere is almost never autonomous. The range of equality/efficiency bargains that present themselves and the design of social institutions to carry them out reflect balances of political power. Few if any of the choices are merely technical, though they are often so disguised.
Attempting to make political reformation kills the economy – socio-economic bargains must be made
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 4. MC
Based on its faith in markets, much of the economics profession shares the premise of political conservatism that egalitarianism must harm economic growth. The market, admittedly, generates winners and losers. But tampering with market outcomes is said to depress economic performance in multiple ways. Redistribution, in theory, undermines incentive, thrift, savings, investment, creativity, the ef​ficient use of labor, and the optimal allocation of capital. We may desire a more equal society on political grounds, but we shall pay a heavy economic price. It is only a short leap to the further conclusion that redistribution harms not only economic performance, but per​sonal liberty as well. 


The convenience of tautology is that it defies awkward practical detail. Much of contemporary neoclassical economics represents the easy victory of assumption over evidence. Mainstream economics tends to obscure the deeply political nature of most economic questions. Who gets what is seldom merely a technical issue. The realm of political choice is largely beyond the competence of positive economics. When economists advise that equality must harm efficiency, they have taken leave of social science and are wielding recondite models in the service of ontological claims.

We need to affirm egalitarianism – redistribution of the market economy and democracy prevents the oppression of the impoverished 
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 10-11. MC
POLITICAL DEMOCRACY and market capitalism exist in an uneasy marriage. The democratic state proclaims equality. The market gen​erates inequality. The ideological champions of the market celebrate inequality. In the civic realm, the first democratic freedom is citizen​ship -membership in a political community, which implies security and an equal voice in governance. In the market realm, the first freedom is freedom of exchange -the liberty to achieve personal economic success or failure. Absolute freedom of exchange thus cre​ates extremes of social inequality. By market standards, inequality is not a regrettable necessity, but a virtue. In theory, the dynamism of the market and its unequal outcomes are logically inseparable. And the dynamism supposedly makes up for the social imbalance. 

The conflict between polity and market is most acute with respect to the distribution of wealth and income. In a democracy, the rights of citizenship are supposed to be equally distributed and broadly diffused. They necessarily exist in a realm beyond the reach of per​sonal economic differences. But the gross inequality generated by the market, at some point, compromises the ideal of political equality; for citizens cannot enjoy an equal political voice when they live at vastly different standards of material security. At some point unequal wealth purchases unequal influence. 

By laissez-faire standards, liberty is simply the absence of coercion. But unequal economic relationships themselves open the way to new forms of coercion by the haves, at the expense of the have-nots: coercions to take lower wages or lose a job, to vacate an apartment, to suffer the loss of community because higher profit opportunities happen to exist elsewhere. "In liberal [laissez-faire1 thought, ex​change is conflict-free," writes Charles E. Lindblom in his classic Politics and Markets. “Everyone does what he wishes. [But, adds Lindblom] a person whose style of life and family livelihood have for years been built around a particular job, occupation, or location finds a command backed by a threat to fire him indistinguishable in many conse​quences for his liberty from a command backed by the police and the courts.” 

The authority of the market can be as coercive as that of the state. 

It is a truth that neither classic liberals nor classic socialists like to admit that civil society and personal liberty can be threatened by either excesses of the state -or of the market. Fashioning a dem​ocratic political economy that maximizes both the civil and social liberties of the polity and the sense of economic possibility of the market, is no easy matter. 

Economic theory is flawed – social bargaining and trade-offs are confused creating the dualistic notion that we cannot have equality and efficiency 
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 14-15. MC
But of course you can have your cake and eat it, too -if you decide to bake a second cake. And you may well find that baking two cakes does not take twice the work of baking one. Nor does it necessarily hold that society will get more pastry if Smith gets all the cake while Jones gets just the crumbs. Economists confuse tradeoffs with social choices. Life always entails choices, but it does not always require static tradeoffs. Formal economic analysis has a very hard time dealing with dynamic gains. 

The economists' case for inequality rests on several tacit assump​tions that are presumed true by definition. To begin with, the ar​gument assumes that the actual distribution of economic prizes closely reflects the real value of individual contributions to economic output. Moreover, even when wealth does not reflect worth, as in the case of unearned windfall or unearned misfortune, the argument further presumes that substantial interference with market outcomes would nonetheless wreck the system of incentives and expectations. Thus, whether or not outcomes are truly "earned," altering them must depress work effort by rich and poor alike, distorting the optimal allocation of capital investment as well. 

Egalitarian distribution is not bound to any economic ramifications – it is a simple political choice – the counterplan solves
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 24. MC
The Homestead Acts of the nineteenth century, in fact, distributed wealth nominally owned by the government back to the private sec​tor, but with a deliberately egalitarian bias. The legislation transfer​ring government lands to private developers of railroads had the opposite distributive bias. Which policy was more "efficient"? Is the question even meaningful? Obviously, both policies stimulated growth, and growth produces dynamic gains. The distributive aspect was simply a political choice. It would be hard to argue that more efficient growth would have resulted had the government distributed land to big, aristocratic plantations instead of to yeoman farmers. On the other hand, one might well make the case that state-developed rail systems would have been no less efficient. State promotion of rural electrification co-ops versus privately owned utilities is a similar political choice with equality ramifications, but scant efficiency consequences or fiscal costs.


The political scientist Hugh Heclo rightly differentiates state programs to “spread wealth” – increase it and broaden its distribution at the same time – from programs that merely seek to redistribute existing wealth and statically. Many economists tacitly assume that all egalitarian policies are of the latter sort.
Making concessions towards social justice betters the running of the market – social services foster a purpose
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 42-43. MC
Interestingly enough, critics working in the neo-Marxist tradition have made many of the same points. In their view, the welfare state does not represent so much a concession to social justice wrested by democrats and trade unionists, as it does a quite rational device by owners of capital to make the system run more smoothly. Thus, public education serves capital by training and socializing workers; unemployment insurance, workmen's compensation, and subsidized retraining help market systems rationalize their work forces without sowing the seeds of open labor unrest. By the same token, social welfare programs help to maintain harmony that would otherwise be undermined by the brutality of pure market dynamics; welfare outlays serve to pacify the reserve labor army. 

The best known of the American Marxist welfare-state critics, James O'Connor, calls this function "legitimation" -state social outlays help win public acceptance of the capitalist economy; they serve to "legitimatize" it, without altering any of its fundamentals. We misunderstand the dynamics of the welfare state utterly, say the neo-Marxists, if we believe that its true "purpose" is redistribution. The two most prominent American exponents of this view, Richard Cloward and Frances Fox Piven, argue persuasively that the apparent irrationalities of programs like Aid to Families with Dependent Chil​dren become much easier to fathom when they are understood as purposive. 
It is possible to allow for efficiency with equality – multiple nations prove
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 48-49. MC
At worst, comparisons of international economic performance lev​els and social bargains suggest that growth does not necessarily thrive on inequality. The reality is that a variety of bargains are possible, and that other industrial nations have optimized growth and equity objectives far better than the United States has. Equality and effi​ciency are not a "big tradeoff," so much as many possible bargains, some of which do not require a sacrifice of either goal at the expense of the other. 

The comparisons also challenge the claim that burgeoning gov​ernment necessarily crowds out productive investment. In West Ger​many and France, Austria and Norway, which enjoyed far better records of economic growth than the United States did, the public sector surpassed 30 percent of GNP in the early 1950s -on the eve of a sustained economic boom. Their public sectors three decades ago were bigger than the American public sector today. It is also significant that all of the major industrial economies began showing the effects of global slowdown in the mid-1970s, regardless of their particular social bargains. 

The very best economic performers seem to have these character​istics in common: an effective system for converting savings to pro​ductive investment; a well-trained and diligent work force; and social institutions that provide personal security and opportunity and min​imize class discord. It is astounding that one could expect gross inequalities of wealth and income to foster any of these conditions.

Economic planning over budgets for NASA and/or the Pentagon is waste that creates inequality in society
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 90. MC
The case for a degree of economic planning, American style, rests on three other grounds. First, when unemployment is high and re​sources are idle, the theoretical claim that markets optimize the pat​tern of capital investment is not worth very much. During World War II, the United States grew at a rate of better than 13 percent a year because government was investing massively in armaments and in new technologies. At that rate of growth, we could afford to "waste" some capital. "Optimal" capital allocation by the market in a climate of high unemployment and slow growth accomplishes little; if investors look for market signals indicating where to invest, the market will tell them not to invest at all, for nobody is buying their products. Government investment often represents an improve​ment on no investment. 

Second, we already have substantial government planning in the United States. We just fail to acknowledge it as such. Whenever the tax code creates a preference for real estate over steel, whenever the Justice Department decides to prohibit collaborative industrial research on antitrust grounds, whenever NASA or the Pentagon de​cides to procure and subsidize a particular technology, whenever Congress legislates subsidized credit to stimulate investment in syn​thetic fuels, exports, or tobacco -that is economic planning. That is the government superseding market forces.

Attempts to create an egalitarian society through the private sector just furthers the objectification of the poor
Kuttner 84, Robert Kuttner, co-founder and co-editor of The American Prospect magazine, as well as a Distinguished Senior Fellow of the think tank Demos, author of several books dealing with economic and labor theory, and social analyst, The Economic Illusion: False Choices Between Prosperity and Social Justice, 1984, Page 258. MC
Significantly, a big theme of both British and American conservatives is "privatization" -the idea that public services will be provided more efficiently if they are contracted out to private-sector providers; or better yet, services should be subsidized by means of tax incentives or vouchers -with specifics left to the initiative of private suppliers and demanders. Private rather than public institutions providing health, education, and welfare will supposedly lead to more competition, more efficiency, and more freedom of choice. So goes the argument. This remedy contains one part ideological faith in market solutions, and one part cynicism. In many areas, such as health care, the market is an inappropriate and inefficient means of providing service. At best, leaving social services to the market will produce very different distributive outcomes. Those with private resources will get services, and those without the means to pay will simply do without.

The idea that the certified poor could be given vouchers is fine in theory, but in practice the isolation of the poor into a separate category undermines the willingness of the middle class to pay for the program. For every principled conservative who consistently supports vouchers for the poor as an alternative to public social programs, the right has ten David Stockmans warning that the idea is unfortunately too expensive. That is why universalistic public programs aimed at all income groups are the best guarantee of high-quality, egalitarian services based on need.
Link—Space Militarization
The mindset of militarizing space impedes focusing on alleviating poverty

McCoy, 2002 [Ronald McCoy is Chair of the Malaysian Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War and was the former co-president of the Nobel Peace Prize winning International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW), 2002 (“Nuclear disarmament and the elimination of nuclear dangers,” Transcript of a speech given at the UN meeting on A Disarmament Agenda for the 21st Century which was hosted by the UN Department of Disarmament Affairs and the Foreign Ministry of the People’s Republic of China in Beijing from April 2-4 2002 which was attended by security experts and diplomats from around the world to discuss nuclear disarmament, outer space issues and conventional arms, Available Online at http://wwwupdate.un.org/disarmament/HomePage/ODAPublications/OccasionalPapers/PDF/OP6.pdf //ADuner)]

There is a perception across much of the world that a powerful and firmly rooted Western hegemony is now in place, seeking to maintain the global status quo through economic, political and military dominance. This will not be sustainable, given the vulnerabilities of states to paramilitary action and asymmetric warfare. A new paradigm needs to be developed around policies that will address injustices and promote human security, by alleviating poverty and reversing socio-economic polarization, enhancing sustainable economic development, and controlling weapons proliferation and militarism. The world is bristling with armaments, paid for with resources stolen from schools and hospitals. Even the heavens are about to be assaulted as we contemplate the weaponization of outer space.

The United Nations is valiantly making efforts to reassert itself in a world that is in a state of political and social disorder. Allegiance to the nation state needs to be redefined and expanded to embrace an all-encompassing global allegiance to all humankind and planet Earth.

Human conflict is a social problem with social causes. The missile and the warhead are no more appropriate than the club and the spear were in resolving conflict. The international community must not waiver in its resolve to marshal its moral strength and wisdom to find a way to manage human affairs without weapons of mass destruction.
Link—space generic
Space spending is a low value investment – takes money away from domestic programs 

Sawhill and Schultze 4 (Isabel and Charles, Budget Expert and Co-Director of the Center on Children and Families at the Brookings Institute and Economist and Public Policy Analyst and Brookings, 1/??/04, “Restoring Fiscal Sanity: How to Balance the Budget”, “Restructuring Domestic Spending”, http://www.brookings.edu/es/research/projects/budget/fiscalsanity/full.pdf#page=71)

Federal spending on low-value investments and research would be reduced $20 billion a year by 2014 under the spending cuts suggested for this category (table 4-4). Almost half the cuts would come in National Aeronautic and Space Administration programs. The space shuttle and the space station rank high on the list of major federal investments whose costs have vastly exceeded the benefits delivered. Originally NASA’s shuttle program was conceived as an inexpensive way of sending human beings on numerous important military and scientific missions—as many as twenty-five to sixty missions a year. 14 But the costs and complexity of life systems led to payload limits that sharply downgraded the shuttle’s usefulness. The Air Force dropped out as a customer, and both military and serious scientific tasks have long been carried out through unmanned missions. By 1988, planned flights had dropped to eight a year; the past four years flights averaged five annually. Moreover, in the 113 shuttle flights launched to date, fourteen astronauts have died, an average fatality rate of one for every eight missions. The international space station is also vastly less productive than originally conceived. Because of spiraling costs and other problems, several design features were dropped and the planned crew size of seven was cut to three. Since substantial crew time is required simply to maintain the station, little capability is left for scientific uses. Phasing out both manned space flights and the space station would save a total of $9 billion by 2014. Examples of other low-value investments that could be halted include the Energy Department’s applied research on solar and renewable power sources, fossil fuels, and conservation technologies. The department would do better to concentrate on carrying out its basic research mission, for its record in developing commercially viable alternative sources of fossil fuels is poor. Markets for renewable power sources are growing rapidly, especially in photo-voltaics and wind energy. 15 If the tax and tradable emissions permits recommended earlier are put in place, the private capital market should be able to support an expansion in applied research and development by private firms. A similar case can be made for reducing or eliminating the federal role in developing conservation technologies. However, the better government program leaves intact funds for general and more basic energy research. Such research is less likely to be supported through the incentives of the private market and is, unlike applied research, appropriately a federal function. 

Link--Economy
The economic mindset of globalization perpetuates death and destruction to preserve resources for the rich
Shiva 05, Vandana Shiva, Indian philosopher, environmentalist, and feminist, Earth Democracy, July 2005, Pages 13-14. MC

The dominant economy goes by many names – the market economy, the globalized economy, corporate globalization, and capitalism, to name a few – but all of these names fail to acknowledge that this economy is but one of the three major economies at work in the world today. In Earth Democracy every being has equal access to the earth’s resources that make life possible; this access is assured by recognizing the importance of the two other economies” nature’s economy and sustenance economy. The globalized free market economy, which dominates our lives, is based on rules that extinguish and deny access to life and livelihoods by generating scarcity. This scarcity is created by the destruction of nature's economy and the sustenance economy, where life is nourished, maintained, and renewed. Globalization and free trade decimate the conditions for productive, creative em​ployment by enclosing the commons, which are necessary for the sustenance of life. The anti-life dimensions of economic globaliza​tion are rooted in the fact that capital exchange is taking the place of living processes and the rights of corporations are displacing those of living people. The economic conflict of our times is not just a North-South divide, though the inequalities created by colonialism, the mal​development model of debt-slavery imposed by the IMF and the World Bank, and the rules of the WTO-have that dimension. The contest is between a global economy of death and destruction and diverse economies for life and creation. In our age, "have or have not" has mutated into "live or live not."
Link—Private Sector
Their claims to reinvigorate the private sector endorses the free market while neglecting the people – this is the root cause of social injustice

Shiva 05, Vandana Shiva, Indian philosopher, environmentalist, and feminist, Earth Democracy, July 2005, Page 15. MC

Furthermore, economic growth is leading to disenfranchise​ment and disposability of people as hard-won rights designed to protect people are increasingly transferred to corporations. Free​market rules for corporate freedom are increasingly rules which exclude real people from the economic and political affairs of society and disenfranchise them from nature. The legal status of corporations serves to hold the people running the corporations free from responsibility for the harm the corporations cause. And just as the corporation gained the legal standing of a person, the market, too, has become personified. More pages in the media are devoted to the "health of the market" than to the health of the planet or well-being of people.
Link—emergency/crisis framing
Justifying civil abandonment with “state of emergency” rhetoric renders individuals invisible and disposable – this is the modern guise of biopower

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)
Given the Bush administration's use of illegal wiretaps, the holding of "detainees" illegally and indefinitely in prisons such as Guantanamo, the disappearance, kidnapping, and torture of alleged terrorists, and the ongoing suspension of civil liberties in the United States, Agamben's theory of biopolitics rightly alerts us to the dangers of a government in which the state of emergency becomes the fundamental structure of control over populations. While Agamben's claim that the concentration camp (as opposed to Foucault's panopticon) is now the model for constitutional states captures the contrariness of biopolitical commitments that have less to do with preserving life than with reproducing violence and death, its totalitarian logic is too narrow and fails in the end to recognize that the threat of violence, bare life, and death is not the only form of biopower in contemporary life. The dialectics of life and death, visibility and invisibility, and privilege and lack in social existence that now constitute the biopolitics of modernity have to be understood in terms of their complexities, specificities, and diverse social formations. For instance, the diverse ways in which the current articulation of biopower in the United States works to render some groups disposable and to privilege others within a permanent state of emergency need to be specified. Indeed, any viable rendering of contemporary biopolitics must address more specifically how biopower attempts not just to produce and control life in general, as Hardt and Negri insist, or to reduce all inhabitants of the increasing militarized state to the dystopian space of the "death camp," as Agamben argues, but also to privilege some lives over others. The ongoing tragedy of pain and suffering wrought by the Bush administration's response to Hurricane Katrina reveals a biopolitical agenda in which the logic of disposability and the politics of death are inscribed differently in the order of contemporary power—structured largely around wretched and broad-based racial and class inequalities. I want to further this position by arguing that neoliberalism, privatization, and militarism have become the dominant biopolitics of the mid-twentieth-century social state and that the coupling of a market fundamentalism and contemporary forms of subjugation of life to the power of capital accumulation, violence, and disposability, especially under the Bush administration, has produced a new and dangerous version of biopolitics.4 While the murder of Emmett Till suggests that a biopolitics structured around the intersection of race and class inequalities, on the one hand, and state violence, on the other, has long existed, the new version of biopolitics adds a distinctively different and more dangerous register. The new biopolitics not only includes state-sanctioned violence but also relegates entire populations to spaces of invisibility and disposability. As William DiFazio points out, "the state has been so weakened over decades of privatization that it . . . increasingly [End Page 181] fails to provide health care, housing, retirement benefits and education to a massive percentage of its population" (2006, 87). While the social contract has been suspended in varying degrees since the 1970s, under the Bush Administration it has been virtually abandoned. Under such circumstances, the state no longer feels obligated to take measures that prevent hardship, suffering, and death. The state no longer protects its own disadvantaged citizens—they are already seen as dead within a transnational economic and political framework. Specific populations now occupy a globalized space of ruthless politics in which the categories of "citizen" and "democratic representation," once integral to national politics, are no longer recognized. In the past, people who were marginalized by class and race could at least expect a modicum of support from the government, either because of the persistence of a drastically reduced social contract or because they still had some value as part of a reserve army of unemployed labour. That is no longer true. This new form of biopolitics is conditioned by a permanent state of class and racial exception in which "vast populations are subject to conditions of life conferring upon them the status of living dead" (Mbembe 2003, 40), largely invisible in the global media, or, when disruptively present, defined as redundant, pathological, and dangerous. Within this wasteland of death and disposability, whole populations are relegated to what Zygmunt Bauman calls "social homelessness" (2004, 13). While the rich and middle classes in the United States maintain lifestyles produced through vast inequalities of symbolic and material capital, the "free market" provides neither social protection and security nor hope to those who are poor, sick, elderly, and marginalized by race and class. Given the increasing perilous state of the those who are poor and dispossessed in America, it is crucial to reexamine how biopower functions within global neoliberalism and the simultaneous rise of security states organized around cultural (and racial) homogeneity. This task is made all the more urgent by the destruction, politics, and death that followed Hurricane Katrina.

Link—Overview Effect/Exploration

The exploration of space is a semi-religious quest for sanctuary that inevitably leaves behind those who are considered impure
Dinerstein 6 –assistant professor of English at Tulane University (Joel, “Technology and Its Discontents: On the Verge of the Posthuman,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v058/58.3dinerstein.html, accessed on 7-17-11)
Rather than cast any doubt on the technological fix, Americans have instead witnessed the rise of the contemporary Adamic: first, in the white, homosocial world of NASA, which has functioned as a monastic guild for two generations, and second, in popular culture. From the 1950s through the 1970s, nearly all of NASA's key positions were filled by evangelical Christians. NASA's director, Werner von Braun—ex-Nazi rocket scientist, father of the U.S. space program, and born-again Christian—declared that the purpose of sending men into space was "to send his Son to the other worlds to bring the gospel to them" and to create a "new beginning" for mankind. In the 1950s, scientists and physicists believed new planets and space colonies might become a safety valve for a planet poisoned by nuclear winter. Physicist Freeman Dyson wrote the "Space Traveler's Manifesto" in 1958, and he supported the development of nuclear energy to secure a power source for a starship that was mankind's best chance to survive apocalypse. The claim was seconded by Rod Hyde, NASA's group leader for nuclear development: "What I want more than anything is to get the human race into space . . . It's the future. If you stay down here some disaster is going to strike and you're going to be wiped out." Directed by the "spiritual men" of NASA, humanity would restart on another world so that human beings could still be headed for a redemptive future even as they left behind the mess of the impure. 29 Ninety percent of American astronauts have been "devout Protestants"; many carried Bibles and Christian flags in their spacesuits. "I saw evidence that God lives," Frank Borman reflected of his experience as Apollo 8's commander; [End Page 579] Apollo 11's Buzz Aldrin received radio silence from NASA to read the first fourteen lines of Genesis while walking on the moon. Aldrin took communion with a kit packed by his pastor containing "a vial of wine, some wafers, and a chalice," as well as "[a] reading from John 15:5"; he later reflected with joy that "the very first liquid ever poured on the moon and the first food eaten there were communion elements." In 1969, technology and religion fused with national myth and political power: President Richard Nixon pronounced the week of Apollo 11's flight and landing on the moon "the greatest week since the beginning of the world, [since] the Creation." Nixon was immediately reprimanded by Reverend Billy Graham—his personal religious leader—who declared there had indeed been three greater events: Jesus Christ's birth, crucifixion, and resurrection. 30
Link—R and D tradeoff

R&D resources directly trade off with each other—a static workforce makes the budget inflexible

Etzioni, 1966 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 1966 (“On the National Guidance of Science,” Published in Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 10, No. 4 (Mar., 1966), pp. 466-487, Accessed on July 27, 2011, Available Online at http://www.jstor.org/stable/2391571 //ADuner)]

Scarcity of Resources 

Congress is used to making fiscal decisions. These can be made segmentally since, if necessary, the total budget can be increased on short notice, either through taxation or an increase of the national debt. True, requests for new expenditures are examined with regard to the general question: Will the increase in expenditures drive the total budget above a level Congress and the country finds politically acceptable? However, this is a limitation much influenced by Congress itself, and can be changed by it, within the limits of public tolerance. Similarly, no specific budget commitment is viewed as a commitment not to award funds to some other item. This holds for all budgets, in particular of governments, and above all, for those of a country as affluent as the United States.80

Congress is increasingly approaching the research and development questions with the same fiscal perspective. How high should NASA's budget be? How much for the National Science Foundation, Atomic Energy Commission, etc.? And, within each agency, how much should be devoted to various projects (e.g., Apollo)? But research and development resources, at any point in time, are limited and largely inflexible. Basically, no legislation can alter the total number of mathematicians or astronomers available to the United States in a particular year. Hence, annual decisions regarding the uses of research and development resources must be viewed as decisions of reallocation, i.e., awarding more to X means taking away from Y. Congress almost never considers, and rarely even knows who Y is when it awards NASA or the Air Force an additional billion dollars for research and development, a good part of which they spend on "buying" scarce manpower.

It is true that to some degree the supply is flexible. In addition to imports from other countries (referred to in Britain as the "brain drain"), there is a possibility of somewhat extending the workload of professionals (e.g., college professors can teach in the summer), and improving the use of manpower. But the net gains attainable in this fashion are quite limited. Such decisions are therefore very different from those involving other kinds of manpower or other means of production, in which there are unemployed who can be recruited without taking away employees from other producers, and in which the federal sector is minute as compared to others, and hence where Congress does not have to face questions of national needs. It can assume that the other sectors will somehow adjust. In the research and development realm, the nongovernmental sectors are weak and the need for national responsibility and perspective is great.
***IMPACTS

Impacts—disposable people

The willingness to prioritize big special interest projects over the basic needs of others is a willingness to condemn people to death, socializing violence and sacrificing whole populations

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)

While biopolitics in Foucault and Hardt and Negri addresses the relations between politics and death, biopolitics in their views is less concerned with the primacy of death than with the production of life both as an individual and a social category. In Giorgio Agamben's formulation, the new biopolitics is the deadly administration of what he calls "bare life," and its ultimate incarnation is the Holocaust with its ominous specter of the concentration camp. In this formulation, the Nazi death camps become the primary exemplar of control, the new space of contemporary politics in which individuals are no longer viewed as citizens but are now seen as inmates, stripped of everything, including their right to live. The uniting of power and bare life, the reduction of the individual to homo sacer—the sacred man who under certain states of exception "may be killed and yet not sacrificed"—no [End Page 179] longer represents the far end of political life (1998, 8). That is, in this updated version of the ancient category of homo sacer is the human who stands beyond the confines of both human and divine law—"a human who can be killed without fear of punishment" (Bauman 2003, 133). According to Agamben, as modern states increasingly suspend their democratic structures, laws, and principles, the very nature of governance changes as "the rule of law is routinely displaced by the state of exception, or emergency, and people are increasingly subject to extra-judicial state violence" (Bull 2004, 3). The life unfit for life, unworthy of being lived, as the central category of homo sacer, is no longer marginal to sovereign power but is now central to its form of governance. State violence and totalitarian power, which, in the past, either were generally short-lived or existed on the fringe of politics and history, have now become the rule, rather than the exception, as life is more ruthlessly regulated and placed in the hands of military and state power. In the current historical moment, as Catherine Mills points out, "all subjects are at least potentially if not actually abandoned by the law and exposed to violence as a constitutive condition of political existence" (2004, 47). Nicholas Mirzoeff has observed that all over the world there is a growing resentment of immigrants and refugees, matched by the emergence of detain-and-deport strategies and coupled with the rise of the camp as the key institution and social model of the new millennium. The "empire of camps," according to Mirzoeff, has become the "exemplary institution of a system of global capitalism that supports the West in its high consumption, low-price consumer lifestyle" (2005, 145). Zygmunt Bauman calls such camps "garrisons of extraterritoriality" and argues that they have become "the dumping grounds for the indisposed of and as yet unrecycled waste of the global frontier-land" (2003, 109). The regime of the camp has increasingly become a key index of modernity and the new world order. The connections among disposability, violence, and death have become common under modernity in those countries where the order of power has become necropolitical. For example, Rosa Linda Fregoso analyzes feminicide as a local expression of global violence against women in the region of the U.S./Mexico border where over one thousand women have been either murdered or disappeared, constituting what amounts to a "politics of gender extermination" (2006, 109). The politics of disposability and necropolitics not only generate widespread violence and ever expanding "garrisons of extraterritoriality" but also have taken on a powerful new significance as a foundation for political sovereignty. Biopolitical commitments to "let die" by abandoning citizens appear increasingly credible in light of the growing authoritarianism in the United States under the Bush administration (Giroux 2005). [End Page 180]
Impact--disposability
State abandonment of the poor for national security causes massive systemic suffering, racism, and biopolitically renders entire populations as disposable

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)

Soon after Hurricane Katrina hit the Gulf Coast, the consequences of the long legacy of attacking big government and bleeding the social and public service sectors of the state became glaringly evident as did a government that displayed a "staggering indifference to human suffering" (Herbert 2005). Hurricane Katrina made it abundantly clear that only the government had the power, resources, and authority to address complex undertakings such as dealing with the totality of the economic, environmental, cultural, [End Page 174] and social destruction that impacted the Gulf Coast. Given the Bush administration's disdain for the legacy of the New Deal, important government agencies were viewed scornfully as oversized entitlement programs, stripped of their power, and served up as a dumping ground to provide lucrative administrative jobs for political hacks who were often unqualified to lead such agencies. Not only was FEMA downsized and placed under the Department of Homeland Security but its role in disaster planning and preparation was subordinated to the all-inclusive goal of fighting terrorists. While it was virtually impossible to miss the total failure of the government response in the aftermath of Katrina, what many people saw as incompetence or failed national leadership was more than that. Something more systemic and deep-rooted was revealed in the wake of Katrina—namely, that the state no longer provided a safety net for the poor, sick, elderly, and homeless. Instead, it had been transformed into a punishing institution intent on dismantling the welfare state and treating the homeless, unemployed, illiterate, and disabled as dispensable populations to be managed, criminalized, and made to disappear into prisons, ghettos, and the black hole of despair. The Bush administration was not simply unprepared for Hurricane Katrina as it denied that the federal government alone had the resources to address catastrophic events; it actually felt no responsibility for the lives of poor blacks and others marginalized by poverty and relegated to the outskirts of society. Increasingly, the role of the state seems to be about engendering the financial rewards and privileges of only some members of society, while the welfare of those marginalized by race and class is now viewed with criminal contempt. The coupling of the market state with the racial state under George W. Bush means that policies are aggressively pursued to dismantle the welfare state, eliminate affirmative action, model urban public schools after prisons, aggressively pursue anti-immigrant policies, and incarcerate with impunity Arabs, Muslims, and poor youth of color. The central commitment of the new hyper-neoliberalism is now organized around the best way to remove or make invisible those individuals and groups who are either seen as a drain or stand in the way of market freedoms, free trade, consumerism, and the neoconservative dream of an American empire. This is what I call the new biopolitics of disposability: the poor, especially people of color, not only have to fend for themselves in the face of life's tragedies but are also supposed to do it without being seen by the dominant society. Excommunicated from the sphere of human concern, they have been rendered invisible, utterly disposable, and heir to that army of socially homeless that allegedly no longer existed in color-blind America. How else to explain the cruel jokes and insults either implied or made explicit by Bush and his ideological allies in the aftermath of such massive [End Page 175] destruction and suffering? When it became obvious in the week following Katrina that thousands of the elderly, poor, and sick could not get out of New Orleans because they had no cars or money to take a taxi or any other form of transportation, or were sick and infirmed, the third-highest-ranking politician in Washington, Rick Santorum, stated in an interview "that people who did not heed evacuation warnings in the future may need to be penalized" (Hamill 2005). For Santorum, those who were trapped in the flood because of poverty, sickness, and lack of transportation had become an unwelcome reminder of the state of poverty and racism in the United States, and for that they should be punished. Their crime, it seems, was that a natural disaster made a social and politically embarrassing disaster visible to the world, and they just happened to be its victims. Commenting on facilities that had been set up for the poor in the Houston Astrodome in Texas, Bush's mother and the wife of former President George H.W. Bush said in a National Public Radio interview, "So many of the people here, you know, were underprivileged anyway, so this is working very well for them" ("Barbara Bush" 2005). Other right-wing ideologues seeking to deflect criticism from the obscene incompetence and indifference of the Bush administration used a barely concealed racism to frame the events of Katrina. For example, Neil Boortz, a syndicated host on WFTL-AM in Florida stated that "a huge percentage" of those forced to leave New Orleans were "parasites, like ticks on a dog. They are coming to a community near you" (Norman 2005). On the September 13 broadcast ofThe Radio Factor, Fox News host Bill O'Reilly overtly indulged his own racism before millions of his viewers in claiming that poor black people in New Orleans were basically drug addicts who failed to evacuate the city because they would not have access to their fix (2005). In one of the most blatant displays of racism underscoring the biopolitical "live free or die" agenda in Bush's America, the dominant media increasingly framed the events that unfolded during and immediately after the hurricane by focusing on acts of crime, looting, rape, and murder, allegedly perpetrated by the black residents of New Orleans. In predictable fashion, politicians such as Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco issued an order allowing soldiers to shoot to kill looters in an effort to restore calm. Later inquiries revealed that almost all of these crimes did not take place. The philosopher, Slavoj Žižek, argued that "what motivated these stories were not facts, but racist prejudices, the satisfaction felt by those who would be able to say: 'You see, Blacks really are like that, violent barbarians under the thin layer of civilization!'" (2005). It must be noted that there is more at stake here than the resurgence of old-style racism; there is the recognition that some groups have the power to protect themselves from such stereotypes and others do not, and [End Page 176] for those who do not—especially poor blacks—racist myths have a way of producing precise, if not deadly, material consequences. Given the public's preoccupation with violence and safety, crime and terror merge in the all-too-familiar equation of black culture with the culture of criminality, and images of poor blacks are made indistinguishable from images of crime and violence. Criminalizing black behavior and relying on punitive measures to solve social problems do more than legitimate a biopolitics defined increasingly by the authority of an expanding national security state under George W. Bush. They also legitimize a state in which the police and military, often operating behind closed doors, take on public functions that are not subject to public scrutiny (Bleifuss 2005, 22).3 This becomes particularly dangerous in a democracy when paramilitary or military organisations gain their legitimacy increasingly from an appeal to fear and terror, prompted largely by the presence of those racialized and class-specific groups considered both dangerous and disposable. Within a few days after Katrina struck, New Orleans was under martial law occupied by nearly 65,000 U.S. military personnel. Cries of desperation and help were quickly redefined as the pleas of "refugees," a designation that suggested an alien population lacking both citizenship and legal rights had inhabited the Gulf Coast. Images of thousands of desperate and poor blacks gave way to pictures of combat-ready troops and soldiers with mounted bayonets canvassing houses in order to remove stranded civilians. Embedded journalists now travelled with soldiers on Humvees, armoured carriers, and military helicopters in downtown USA. What had begun as a botched rescue operation by the federal government was transformed into a military operation. Given the government's propensity to view those who are poor and black with contempt, it was not surprising that the transformation of New Orleans and the Gulf Coast from disaster area to war zone occurred without any audible dissent from either the general public or the dominant media. New Orleans increasingly came to look like a city in Iraq as scores of private soldiers appeared on the scene—either on contract with the Department of Homeland Security or hired by wealthy elites to protect their private estates and businesses. Much like Iraq, the Gulf Coast became another recipient of deregulated market capitalism as soon as the flood waters began to recede. The fruits of privatization and an utter disregard for public values were all too visible in the use of private mercenaries and security companies hired to guard federal projects, often indulging in acts of violence that constituted a clear-cut case of vigilantism. Katrina lays bare what many people in the United States do not want to see: large numbers of poor black and brown people struggling to make ends meet, benefiting very little from a social system that makes it difficult to [End Page 177] obtain health insurance, child care, social assistance, cars, savings, and minimum-wage jobs if lucky, and instead offers to black and brown youth inadequate schools, poor public services, and no future, except a possible stint in the penitentiary. As Janet Pelz rightly insists, "These are the people the Republicans have been teaching us to disdain, if not hate, since President Reagan decried the moral laxness of the Welfare mom" (2005, 1-2). While Pelz's comments provide a crucial context for much of the death and devastation of Katrina, I think to more fully understand this calamity it is important to grasp how the confluence of race and poverty has become part of a new and more insidious set of forces based on a revised set of biopolitical commitments, which have largely denied the sanctity of human life for those populations rendered "at risk" by global neoliberal economies and have instead embraced an emergent security state founded on cultural homogeneity.

Impact—now is key
Now is key for refocusing investment in domestic programs

Sawhill and Schultze 4 (Isabel and Charles, Budget Expert and Co-Director of the Center on Children and Families at the Brookings Institute and Economist and Public Policy Analyst and Brookings, 1/??/04, “Restoring Fiscal Sanity: How to Balance the Budget”, “Restructuring Domestic Spending”, http://www.brookings.edu/es/research/projects/budget/fiscalsanity/full.pdf#page=71)

For much of the past hundred years, budget meant deficit. After experiencing a brief period of surpluses at the turn of the last century, the federal government is projected to run deficits in the neighborhood of half a trillion dollars a year over much of the next decade. These deficits reflect both rising expenditures, especially for Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security as the baby boom generation retires, and falling tax revenues related to recently enacted tax cuts. At the same time, the federal government appears to be neglecting key areas, including health care for the nonelderly, education, the environment, and the plight of low-wage workers and their children. The nation thus faces a crucial choice: continue down the path of future fiscal irresponsibility while under-investing in crucial areas or increase resources in high-priority areas while also reducing the overall budget deficit. This choice will materially affect Americans’ economic wellbeing and security in the immediate future as well as over longer horizons. 

Impact—foreign policy
Human rights key to security interests, demo promo, and foreign policy objectives – empirically proven

Shestack 89 (Jerome J., Mr. Shestack was President of the American Bar Association from 1997-98. He is a nationally renowned trial lawyer cited by the National Law Journal as one of the "100 Most Influential Lawyers" in the United States., ??/??/89, “Human Rights, National Interest, and U.S. Foreign Policy, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/1046651.pdf )

For one, human rights had become a major issue on the global agenda, appealing to the aspirations of people on every continent. The communications revolution had made people all over the world aware of human rights activity and its potential for bettering the human condition. Championing human rights afforded the United States a unique opportunity to be relevant to this global agenda and to address those aspirations. Despite the fallout from Vietnam, the United States was generally regarded as having an immense potential to further individual freedom and development. This should have been an appealing role for the United States. Second, furtherance of human rights served our security interests. Peace and stability would be unattainable in a world in which people were impelled to rise up against their oppressors. Conversely, human rights furthered peace by advancing responsiveness to the will of the people and invoked restraints on aggressive action. Peace would be most likely to exist where states respected human rights. Kant's early insight proved valid; peace and human rights are interdependent." Third, human rights would further a just world order. Progress toward such a world order would require common ties, legalized international institutions, a web of common values, and an acceptance of domestic and international restraints based on law and reciprocity. Human rights advances these goals. Further, the legal order of the human rights law addresses economic and social rights, that is, elements of distributive justice without which a stable world order is unrealizable. International human rights thus offered the United States and other nations the opportunity to break away from the stalemate of bipolar policy and to generate broad coalitions of shared purpose. Fourth, even under a geopolitical analysis, there were good reasons for a strong human rights focus in foreign policy. Human rights values were those of liberal democracies. If one believed that furtherance of liberal democracies would provide this nation with more influence, security, and power, one should peacefully try to make those values prevail. As James Billington put it, "The cause of human rights provides a valuable vehicle for peaceful evolutionary democratization, throughout the communist world.... Out of the large literature on how wars start in the modern world, there emerges one heartening fact: democracies do not fight one another."'2 Our support of human rights would thus help build a coalition of liberal states, further peace, confound our adversaries, and reinforce our claim to world leadership based on elements other than military might. Finally, it was in our national interest to have a foreign policy that commanded popular support because such a foreign policy would reflect fundamental values of the American people. A human rights focus could go a long way toward providing what Stanley Hoffman calls an "internal solid- ity" to our foreign policy. Moreover, there was a connection between the failure to support human rights abroad and the erosion of human rights at home. While the correlation was imprecise, we would enhance our own liberties by concern for the liberties of others. 

Impact—Economy

Solves the economy -- greater spending on domestic programs enhances economy stability

Glyn and Miliband 94 (Andrew and David, Economist and University Lecturer on Economics at Oxford University and British Labour Party Politician, ??/??/94, “Paying for Inequality: The Economic Cost of Social Injustice”, published by IPPR/Rivers Oram Press in London, pages 205-217)

There are good reasons for believing that equality may enhance economic stability. Policies to increase economic equality are frequently associated with higher levels of government spending; this tends to act as an automatic stabiliser, reducing the impact on production and employment of fluctuations in other elements of demand. Second, if the taxation to pay for the expenditure is progressive, this, together with the cyclical movements of the budget deficit, also acts to dampen fluctuations. Finally it may be expected that if the distribution of personal income is more equal, then consumption will show a steadier trend, as a greater proportion of income will be in the hands of those who will spend it consistently rather than those veering between bouts of saving and credit-financed consumption sprees. As J.K. Galbraith put it ‘A reasonably equitable distribution of income is a stabilizing economic influence it is macro-economically functional. The poor and the middle class spend their income; their support to aggregate income is stable and assured.’

Equality leads to economic stability

Glyn and Miliband 94 (Andrew and David, Economist and University Lecturer on Economics at Oxford University and British Labour Party Politician, ??/??/94, “Paying for Inequality: The Economic Cost of Social Injustice”, published by IPPR/Rivers Oram Press in London, pages 205-217)

The macroeconomic evidence reviewed in this section in no way supports the idea that greater equality leads to worse economic performance. The golden age of the 1950’s and 1960’s, when growth was at its fastest and economies were generally rather stable, coincided with unprecedentedly low and generally decreasing inequality. The turn towards inequality in the 1980’s did not produce generally improved economic performance. What is more countries with less inequality have tended to grow faster, and with generally no more instability. As repeatedly stressed the relationships are complex and such macroeconomic data can be no more than suggestive. But it is certainly not suggestive of a severely damaging equality/efficiency trade-off.
Impacts—laundry list
 Social justice solves security, national priorities, demo promo, and morality

Goodman 2001 (Diane, Owner of Law and Mediation Office of Diane M. Goodman and Member at CA State Bar Family Law Executive Committee (FLEXCOM), ??/??/01, “Promoting Diversity and Social Justice: Educating People From Privilege”, http://books.google.com/books?id=XyvzrmmE2-AC&pg=PA190&lpg=PA190&dq=%22It+is+important+that+people+learning+about+diversity+and+oppression+realize+how+our+sense+of+reality+is+socially+constructed+and+can+be+transformed.%22&source=bl&ots=2_53SxzVOY&sig=gsJMYUfqrBCeaWfVSa3x1t9BeDI&hl=en&ei=7v4yTvawDojEtAawmL3pBg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBUQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%22It%20is%20important%20that%20people%20learning%20about%20diversity%20and%20oppression%20realize%20how%20our%20sense%20of%20reality%20is%20socially%20constructed%20and%20can%20be%20transformed.%22&f=false, pg. 190.)

As previously discussed, people from dominant groups are able to recognize numerous psychological, moral/spiritual, social, intellectual, and material costs of oppression to themselves and others from privileged groups. In a myriad of ways, they realize the loss of mental health and an authentic sense of self; the loss and diminishment of relationships; the loss of moral integrity and spiritual center; the loss of a full range of knowledge; and the loss of safety, resources, and quality of life. Yet eliminating the costs does not clearly indicate what it might be like if there was true equality. I have also found that people from privileged groups can readily identify the benefits of social justice. Many people realize their personal stake in fostering equity. Imagining a different future reduces the tendency for people from dominant groups to become attached to victim status when they realize the costs. We can encourage people from privileged groups to see that creating "liberty and justice for all" can, in fact, have positive results for them as well as others. Enabling them to identify and envision the benefits of greater equity offers an invitation for change. It encourages people to consider ways to create a better society for everyone. When people from dominant groups recognize what they stand to gain, they are more motivated to change. Below, I present some of the benefits of social justice that people from privileged groups have discussed. The positive effects of equality that I briefly describe are based more on conjecture than my discussion of the costs. Because we have yet to live in a truly just society, the benefits suggested below are based on what people imagine life would be like. They also reflect our experiences when we do have moments of freedom, authenticity, and equity (in relation ships, personal pursuits, workplaces, social/religious organizations). Exactly how the benefits would look or be experienced would depend in part on the larger social system. My intent is not to portray a full alternative reality. Rather, it is to point to possibilities and to suggest how justice could lead to greater humanity, connection, and fulfillment for people from privileged groups. Psychologically, people could have the freedom to explore their interests and abilities without the interference of rigid, externally imposed norms and expectations. There could be greater opportunity for creativity and experimentation. Individuals could have greater trust and confidence in their accomplishments without feel ing they were somehow ill-gotten or fraudulent. Real choice about how one wanted to live one's life-in terms of work, partner, or life style-could be available. Psychological and emotional development would be nurtured and enhanced. Many fears and worries would also diminish. People would be able to walk the streets, interact with others, and explore new areas and interests with a greater sense of ease. The fear of offending someone from a dominated group or of retaliation and violence from the have-nots would fade. People could spend less energy on protecting and worrying about themselves, their loved ones, and their possessions and would have more time for productive and enjoyable pursuits. Socially, if the dominant-subordinate structure and other barriers that block equal relationships between people were removed, meaningful connections with different kinds of people could be established. Relationships that were previously prevented or distorted could be allowed to flourish on the basis of mutual interests and respect. Differences in social identities would not tear families or communities apart. Individuals would not have to choose between living their conscience and their heart and maintaining important relationships. People would no longer be isolated from other human beings. There would be greater potential for honesty and depth in relationships. Morally, because the conditions that give rise to many moral contradictions and pangs of conscience would be eliminated, people could more easily create lives that would be consonant with their morality and spirituality. They could experience a sense of liberation as a result of acting in ways consistent with their beliefs and of knowing that others can live with dignity as well. People could feel pride in their identity and life choices, not shame, guilt, or envy. There would be greater freedom to explore the world, not a need to rationalize or hide from it for fear of moral discomfort. Intellectually, people's minds and worlds could be expanded and enriched by the exposure to and knowledge of other ways of being and doing (e.g., solving problems, setting priorities, relating to nature). Intellectual and personal development could flourish. People could more readily enjoy the foods, music, and arts from other cultural traditions. The diversity of worldviews could contribute to our understanding of the universe and to a more complete and accurate view of reality. We also could have access to the creativity, wisdom, and insights from all those who could help illuminate and alleviate social concerns. Our potential as human beings and a planet would have the greatest opportunity to develop and thrive. Materially and physically, people would experience less stress and economic insecurity. For most people, their standard of living would rise if wealth were distributed more equitably. Without the intergroup conflicts that are promoted to prevent people from unit ing to change an unjust system, we would be able to have more effective and collaborative working relationships in workplaces that did not exploit employees. Because individual and cultural differences would exist, conflict itself would not disappear, but it would not be fueled by social, political, and economic inequities. The ways of addressing conflict would also be Significantly different and far more productive, as discussed earlier. Morale would improve, and the barriers between people that were based on social identities and hierarchical positions would be eliminated. Organizations would be better able to attract and retain desired employees and better able to allow them to maximize their talents and contributions. Because housing would no longer be (de facto) segregated, people would have more options for where to live, at more reasonable prices. Overall, public schools would be improved, and sending children to private schools to get a good and safe education would not be necessary. Neighborhoods could reflect the diversity of our society and allow for the development of relationships across differ ences. Violence would be significantly reduced. Because all people would have their basic needs met and their human rights respected, there would be less need to engage in personally and socially destructive actions. The resources and energy used to maintain in equalities and to address the results of social injustice could be used to address issues that affect us all. There would be more money available to devote to things like health, education, and the environment. There would be more time and energy available to develop broad-based efforts on other common concerns because people would not be fighting for their basic rights, exhausted from just try ing to survive, or disenfranchised from society. A better-educated, productive, and engaged populace could al low us to better realize our national democratic goals. If people re ally believe that a democracy is the best form of government and way of life, this could provide us with a closer model of what it might truly look like. Our political system and other organizations could be more reflective of and responsive to the needs of (all) the people. Without such compelling self-interests, fostered by social and economic inequities, there could be greater opportunity for institutions to function more effectively and efficiently. These benefits are also interconnected. Psychological well-being is one aspect that can underlie or affect other benefits. If individuals have good mental health, including a strong sense of self-esteem and personal authenticity, they are more likely to desire and be able to have meaningful relationships with different people and to feel a sense of connection and responsibility to other human beings. They will be able to create effective collaborative relationships and organizations that value their members and will be able to support social systems that foster the empowerment and dignity of all people. After doing this exercise with a group in which they identified the costs of oppression and the benefits of social justice for dominant-group members, the participants reminded me that it wasn't simply that there would be less fear, better relationships, or improved quality of life. There also would be more joy and fun. This is a wonderful example of how health is not simply the absence of illness, that wellness transcends just the removal of the sickness. They spoke about how people could more fully experience life and truly enjoy themselves and others. There is a freedom and exuberance that is captured by the word joy that more accurately reflects the liberation that a just and caring world could offer us. The above examples provide a broad outline of how life could be improved for people from privileged groups if there was greater social justice. These illustrations do not ignore the fact that there would be some losses as well. However, they highlight that diversity and equity hold benefits and promote the liberation of all people. We all have something to gain. 

Impact—Value to life

This ignorance of social safety nets makes the poor invisible and reduces them to the “living dead”

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)
Biopower in its current shape has produced a new form of biopolitics marked by a cleansed visual and social landscape in which the poor, the elderly, the infirm, and criminalized populations all share a common fate of disappearing from public view. Rendered invisible in deindustrialized communities far removed from the suburbs, barred from the tourist-laden sections of major cities, locked into understaffed nursing homes, interned in bulging prisons built in remote farm communities, hidden in decaying schools in rundown neighborhoods that bear the look of Third World slums, populations of poor black and brown citizens exist outside of the view of most Americans. They have become the waste-products of the American Dream, if not of modernity itself. The disposable populations serve as an unwelcome reminder that the once vaunted social state no longer exists, the living dead now an apt personification of the death of the social contract in the United States. Having fallen through the large rents in America's social safety nets, they reflect a governmental agenda bent on attacking the poor rather than attacking poverty. That they are largely poor and black undermines the nation's commitment to color-blind ideology. Race remains the "major reason America treats its poor more harshly than any other advanced country" (Krugman 2005, A27). One of the worst storms in our history shamed us into seeing the plight of poor blacks and other minorities. In less than forty-eight hours, Katrina ruptured the pristine image of America as a largely, white middle-class country modeled after a Disney theme park.
Impact—Capitalism/imperialism
Racism is the root cause of Capitalism, Imperialism, and Identity Politics

Parker ’04, -(Laurence, and David O. Stovall, PhD’s University of Illinois, Actions following Words: Critical Race Theory Connects to Critical Pedagogy, Educational Philosophy and Theory, Volume 36, No.2 2004, Sussman)

One of the main problems in critical theory is dealing with the centrality of racism in education and its strong philosophical roots and connections to the political economy. Race has played a major part in shaping the modern and postmodern world (McCarthy & Crichlow, 1993). Even though race is a mythology that has been socially constructed for purposes of control, power and economic exploitation, racialism (e.g., attitudes, actions of stereotyping, discriminatory policies, unequal distribution of resources) is fundamental to everyday life, the shaping of moral character, the formation and implementation of law, policy, and the study of social context in education and other social science fields (Stanfield, 1999). Critical race theory (and its connecting parts, e.g., LatCrit, Asian American poststructural critical legal positions, critical race feminism) argues that race is central in the making of our world. Race has played a fundamental role in: (1) the making of nation–empire that evolves into a system of conquest and enslavement; (2) the creation of capital; and (3) the shaping of culture and identity, especially in the creation of subordinate racialized groups (Winant, 2002). Modern white racism evolved ideologically and philosophically in Europe and North America as a system of human classification based on physical characteristics that were considered fixed (Smedley, 1999; Feagin, 2000). Goldberg (1993) argued that in order to understand modernity and its evolution, one has to understand the ontology of race, racialism, and how each played a fundamental role in shaping major philosophical, political, and scientific thought. Smedley (1999) traced the origins of racial ideology in North America, to British conflicts with other national groups such as the Irish, in order to fully examine how those conflicts over national origin, land, and religion seeded the ideology of British racism and justification of colonialist expansion and domination. As an ideology, white supremacy was imposed in North America, as it was used hierarchically to rank races and justified horrific acts in the form of slavery, colonialist domination of land and populations, and forced assimilation.

Impact—Every instance key

Human rights are part of a complementary framework—they must be upheld in every instance

Donovan 01, James M. Donovan, Tulane University School of Law Library, Louisiana State University, and Ph.D and past chair,  California Western School of Law, summer 2001, MC


Human rights are those rights that belong to every individual - man or woman, girl or boy, infant or elder - simply because she or he is a human being. They embody the basic standards without which people cannot realize their inherent human dignity. Human rights are universal: they are the birthright of every member of the human family. No one has to earn or deserve human rights. Human rights are inalienable: you cannot lose these rights any more than you can cease to be a human being. Human rights are indivisible: you cannot be denied a right because someone decides that it is "less important" or "non-essential". Human rights are interdependent: all human rights are part of a complementary framework. Human rights are both abstract and practical. They hold up the inspiring vision of a free, justice and peaceful world and set minimum standards for how both individuals and institutions should treat people. They also empower people to take action to demand and defend their rights and the rights of others.
Impact—Morality

Ensuring that every human has the bare necessities is the biggest moral question – must be a prerequisite 
Pogge 02, Thomas Pogge, Leitner Professor of Philosophy and International Affairs at Yale University, World Poverty and Human Rights, November 2002, pages 50-51, MC

Acceptance of such a universal core criterion of basic justice does not preclude particular societies from subjecting their national institu​tions to a stronger criterion of justice that involves a more specific measure or human flourishing. Such a national measure might, for instance, ascribe to citizens additional basic needs. such as: to have certain legal (constitutional) rights, not to be too severely disadvant​aged through social inequalities, to be adequately compensated for genetic handicaps and bad luck, or to receive a subsidy for the dis​charge or important religious duties. But such additional basic needs would everywhere be understood as secondary to the universal human needs recognized by the globally shared conception of human rights. The preeminent requirement on all coercive institutional schemes is that they afford each human being secure access to minimally adequate shares of basic freedoms and participation, of food, drink, clothing, shelter, education, and health care. Achieving the formula​tion, global acceptance, and realization of this requirement is the preeminent moral task of our age. 

Impact—Dignity

Social justice is a prerequisite to human dignity 
Miller 99, David Miller, official Fellow in Social and Political Theory, Nuffield College, Oxford, Principles of Social Justice, September 1999, Pages 240-241. MC

Why is social equality valuable? It is tempting to try to answer this question by reaching for some ideal such as human dignity or respect for persons in terms of which an egalitarian society scores better than a hierarchical one. I am doubtful, however, whether this strategy can be made to work, because it seems that the two social forms we are consid​ering each carry their own moral vocabulary. Some terms-such as the one just discussed, condescension-switch from being terms of praise to being terms of condemnation. Other terms shift their meaning but not their value sign: this is the case with both dignity and respect, which take on one sense within the value system of a ranked society and another sense within the value system of an egalitarian society In a ranked soci​ety one gains respect by carrying out the duties attached to one's station, and dignity is a matter of behaving in a way appropriate to that station. (There is a very illuminating treatment of the contrast between aristo​cratic and democratic notions of dignity in Kazuo Ishiguro's novel The Remains of the Day.) We therefore lack neutral terms with which to compare the two forms of life. What can be said is that the first alternative, the hierarchical order, is not a real possibility for us. We could not recreate the set of beliefs and attitudes necessary to undergird such an order without first absorbing a massive dose of false consciousness. Thus if people are to have dignity and respect in this society now, it must be the kind of dignity and respect that social equality provides. In a similar way; we can argue that if we want our society to have some degree of solidarity, the only feasible basis is for people to be linked together hori​zontally as equals. These are contingent arguments for social equality; not rock-bottom ones, which I do not think can be found.
Human rights need to be put first as a source of equality and protection

Feyter 05, Koen de Feyter, professor of international law at the law faculty of the University of Antwerp, Human Rights: Justice in the Age of the Market, fall 2005, pages 218-219, MC
Nevertheless, the need for human rights protection is as urgent in the age of the market as it was at the time of the Cold War. The right of each and every person to live in human dignity needs to be reaffirmed, particularly when the market justifies exclusion of those who compete poorly. The exclusiveness of the market needs to be countered by the inclusiveness of human rights. Human rights have this potential, but only if they adjust to the challenges of economic globalization, and if they are supported by a suf​ficiently strong and broad alliance of forces within and among different societies. The existing catalogue of civil, cultural, economic, political and social rights, as expressed in the international law of human rights, remains a valid point of departure. Doors should not be closed but be open to the recognition of multiple human rights duty holders; open to going beyond law in thinking about human rights; and open to connecting global norms and local realities. [218] This change, not in ideals but in attitude, is required because in the current era of economic globalization, and the inter​nationalization of political violence that it entails, the need for protection has changed. It may well change again in the future. Human rights have to be a living instrument in order to deliver on the promise of protection they hold. Economic globalization requires the recognition of multiple human rights duty holders. Human rights are no longer affected only by the state, which has territorial control over the area where people live. Decisions by intergovernmental organizations, by economic or violent non-state actors and by other states have far-reaching consequences for the degree to which human rights are enjoyed in a particular part of the world. None of these other actors is, however, sufficiently accountable for the human rights impact of their actions vis-a-vis people affected by their activ​ities. The vision is of a web of human rights obligations, with the territorially responsible country still at the centre but no longer alone. No trade-off need occur between holding the state respon​sible for human rights violations and simultaneously developing the human rights responsibilities of other actors. Perhaps the clearest examples are in the field of corporate responsibility for human rights. When companies have a direct impact on the quality of life of entire communities, because they exploit the land off which people live or because they provide a service essential to survival needs, effective human rights protec​tion requires downwards accountability both by the state when it fails to prevent abuses by the private actor, and by the private actor directly when it commits abuses falling within its sphere of influence. Similarly, an adequate response to the adverse human rights impact of IMF-sponsored economic reforms requires not only in​vestigation of the human rights responsibility of the International [219] Monetary Fund as an international organization, but also of the responsibilities of the state that agrees to the measures and those that supplied the required majority within the institution.
***2NC ANSWERS

A2:  “But We solve Extinction!”

Their evidence is propaganda trying to justify special interests—prefer our claim that NASA trades off with more useful spending

Etzioni , 2009 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 2009 (“Bring NASA Back to Earth,” Published Online on the Huffington Post on March 20, 2009, Available Online at http://www.huffingtonpost.com/amitai-etzioni/bring-nasa-back-to-earth_b_177328.html //ADuner)]

I grant you it is not high on President Obama's priority list; however, if he cannot ground NASA, he will never be able to rein in the much more powerful Pentagon. NASA has a very effective propaganda machine. Whatever modest little mission it pursues, it frames as if it was of grand importance not merely to the United States but to the human race. The most recent example is the launch of a telescope which costs a 'mere' six hundred million dollars, the immodestly labeled 'Kepler' mission. For those who have not kept up with the philosophical implications of their astronomy lessons, Johannes Kepler revolutionized our view of the world by revealing that we are not the center of the universe, that we are among a bunch of other planets which are circling the Sun rather than Mother Earth. Dr. Ed Weiler, Head of Science Missions at NASA, told NPR that Kepler "is a historical mission. I maintain it really attacks some very basic questions that have been part of our genetic code since that first man or woman looked up in the sky and asked the question: Are we alone?" One can but respond with "Come on." Questions that are part of our genetic code? And who studied the DNA of Adam and Eve? One could say this is merely one overblown piece of PR, dished out by those who try to justify why they are spending hundred of millions of dollars on projects that will yield very little. Actually, such statements come out of NASA and are dished out by scientists who work under contract for NASA more regularly than debris flying around in outer space. Thus another recent NASA PR move is to tell Congress and the public that it is out to find 'life' on Mars and other planets. When many people hear references to life, images of Martians spin through their heads; some even envision civilizations that we could ally ourselves with, maybe against China, at least against some other aliens in some other galaxy. Actually, what the multi-billion dollar agency is looking for is some organic material, the size of amoebas or--even less, say, signs that once there was water on Mars. It would be nice to know, I grant you; however, given other priorities, it hardly belongs at the top of the list of what ought to be studied. Indeed, even if one insists that these funds are to be used for exploration--and not, say, finding better ways to fight disease or poverty--much more promising targets are near by, right here on Earth, in the oceans. Although oceans cover more than 70% of the Earth, less than 5% of them have been mapped with the same degree of detail as Mars. We have rarely ventured below 6,500 meters in the oceans, although they are more than 11,000 meters deep in places. We know much less about the deepest layers of the oceans than we know about the dark side of the moon. Yet, the potential payoffs are huge. First of all, the ocean floor is the place, bar none, where the largest amounts of untapped oil and gas are to be found. Next: NASA claims that space exploration has led to all kinds of new technology--for instance, it maintains that the coatings that allow space capsules to withstand the heat of reentry are used to make better pots and pans. But deep-sea expeditions are likely to yield even greater benefits. In order to freely explore the oceans' deepest reaches, we must learn to construct submersibles that can handle extreme pressure, as much as 18,000 pounds per square inch. The resulting materials and techniques might help us design and construct homes that could withstand cyclones, hurricanes and earthquakes. In contrast to the remote chance of discovering conditions amenable to organic life on distant planets, it is estimated that there are up to 2 million marine life forms that are yet to be discovered in the oceans. Whenever we venture deeper, we find new species; for instance, lithistids, a rare kind of sponge present only in deep waters. Such discoveries are likely to reveal secrets of earlier life on Earth, and make up for other species that are being lost due to human expansion on the surface. Moreover, deep-water habitats teem with life that contains the promise of new drugs and new cures for diseases. In what are still largely unexplored deep-water reef communities, the Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institution in Ft. Pierce, Florida, has discovered what is believed to be an anti-tumor agent (discodermolide); its value for humans is being tested in clinical trials. Also, scientists expect that organisms in the deep oceans can consume the methane that is seeping through the ocean floor and convert it into energy for themselves. They hope that we could learn to harvest such energy for our own use. The discovery that dust on Mars is finer than previously thought or that water once may have flowed down its now barren craters doesn't bowl me over. Even the seas' more obvious secrets are much richer--for instance, sunken ships. Consider the Swedish warship Vasa, which sank in 1628. Raised in the 1960s, it now tells us volumes about earlier historical periods. Perhaps most important, the oceans are a major part of our environment. They greatly affect the climate and the conditions that allow life--of real, two-legged creatures, our life--to survive. And yet we are turning one sea after another--the Mediterranean, for instance--into garbage dumps. Studying the health of oceans and how they may be protected is much more urgent than re-visiting Mars or watching shadows cross distant suns as Kepler aims to do. There are some--including researchers who do not receive grants from NASA--who believe that we can draw inspiration from walking on the moon, but not from diving into the oceans. They may be too young to remember the admiration with which many millions followed the explorations of Jacques Cousteau. All we need is a good race with other nations--measured by how much ocean we cover and who can find more goodies faster--and ocean exploration will be all the rage. Granted, Obama has more urgent priorities than worrying about either outer space or deep oceans. However, presidents have assistants, and they have assistants. Somebody, one cannot but hope, can bring some sense into setting priorities in spending those dollars dedicated to exploration. These may well be dedicated to discovering ways to fight disease and finding sustainable new sources of energy. But do not look for NASA for much help. 
A2: “But we save the Economy!”
The aff is falling prey to the “broken window fallacy”—even if the money spent on NASA helps the economy, there is still an opportunity cost to enacting other initiatives to help the economy

Simberg, 2003 [Rand Simberg is a recovering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security. He offers occasionally biting commentary about infinity and beyond at his Web blog, Transterrestrial Musings, 2003 (“Broken Windows and Shattered Dreams,” Published Online on FoxNews.com on September 4, 2003, Available Online at http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,96418,00.html //ADuner)]

As do many events, the historical power outage a few weeks ago apparently brought out a vast amount of economic illiteracy on talk radio. Specifically, some callers (and sadly, even hosts) offered forth the bizarre notion that disasters (like the blackout), natural or otherwise, are good for the economy, because they create jobs for people who have to clean up the mess. This is called the "broken window" fallacy, named that after the example used in the first (or at least best-known) description of it by the brilliant French economist Frédéric Bastiat in his famous essay What Is Seen And Not Seen. Bastiat describes a man who breaks a window, and a crowd of people who gather around, proclaiming it a good thing, because it will create employment for the window repairer and revenue for the glass manufacturer. The fallacy lies in the fact that the proponents of the argument are ignoring opportunity costs. These are, simply put, the cost, to an individual or to society, of spending something on one thing that could otherwise have been spent on something else that perhaps might have had more value. As Bastiat explains, the money spent on replacing the window could instead have been spent on some other thing that would not only have created similar employment, but left the window owner better off, rather than simply restoring the status quo prior to the breaking of the window. Taken to its logical conclusion, believers in the broken window fallacy would apparently have us demolish all of our cities once per decade so that jobs could be created by not only the demolition and cleanup, but by rebuilding them. In fact, if we want to have a truly robust economy, we could do it every year, and have farmers pull up their crops before they mature as well so they can employ themselves putting in new ones every month. Of course, such a point of view ignores the fact that wealth was destroyed in order to recreate it, and it seems an unlikely path to increasing net value. Such beliefs are due to an inability to distinguish between (or indeed, even recognize) wealth creation and job creation. The two are, in fact, entirely independent of each other. Imagine that we instituted a government program to hire everyone to dig holes, and then refill them (some of the programs in the vaunted New Deal weren't much more productive than this). This would create jobs for all, but it creates no wealth at all, and it would only work until the government ran out of money because insufficient taxes were coming in from productive activities, or everyone starved to death because no one was growing any food. On the other hand, if I write a column and put it out on the web, gratis, for people to read (which in fact I do on an almost daily basis), and people enjoy reading it, or become more informed (things that probably happen more rarely), then I've created wealth in the sense that I've improved their lives, but no jobs were created thereby. Sadly, it's a fallacy to which space enthusiasts (and particularly NASA enthusiasts) are prone as well. Often, when touting some proposed space project, they talk about how many "jobs" will be created in Houston or Huntsville or Florida, or in the district of some California contractor. And when someone says that "money is wasted by sending it into space," they assume that the critic is stupid, or confused, and respond, "Not a single dime is sent into space. We don't fill up the rockets with bushels of money and send it off to Mars. Every dollar is spent right here, on good old Mother Earth." And even more amazingly, they say it as though it's an effective rejoinder. But of course, they're attacking a strawman argument, because no serious critic of the space program literally believes that we are shipping currency to the heavens. Yes, of course paying NASA astronauts, managers, engineers and support people, and their counterparts at the contractors creates jobs for them, just as it would if we took the same amount of money and employed people to dig holes. The issue, of course, is not whether they have "jobs" and receive taxpayer dollars, and recirculate it in the economy--it's what they create, or don't, and whether or not their creation is as valuable as some other use of the money that it took to create it. What were the opportunity costs of building the current International Space Station? Could that money have been spent in some way that would have made us a wealthier nation? Indeed, could it have been spent in a way that would have advanced us much further in space? Well, at least, we have a space station, finally. But could those many billions of taxpayer dollars and almost two decades (yes, time has opportunity costs as well) have provided more than a crippled facility, barely capable of supporting a half dozen people at continuing costs of billions per year? There's no way to know. It is, in Bastiat's words, one of the things that "are not seen." Or consider the X33 program. For that, we got many jobs for many engineers for many years, with nothing to show for it except a half-assembled vehicle in the California desert--a monument to managerial incompetence. Unfortunately, when NASA has such programmatic failure (or even more spectacular ones, such as the loss of the Columbia), they are perversely rewarded by getting even bigger budgets, on the ostensible basis that they failed because they didn't have enough money (rather than the programs were mismanaged by the agency, or micromanaged by Congressmen more concerned about "jobs" than wealth or programmatic achievement). But sadly, such failures are more than just broken windows. They're shattered dreams.
And, Investing in at risk populations has a greater economic impact than investing in space—only our evidence is comparative

Etzioni, 1972 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 1972 ("Apollo’s Achievements: A Critic Finds the Gains Weren’t Worth the Effort," Published on December 2, 1972 in The New York Times: Page 68, Available Online at http://www.gwu.edu/%7Eccps/etzioni/B73.pdf //ADuner)]

The ability to shift federal funds from “national” causes, such as arms and prestige races, ‘to “social” causes, such as welfare program is limited, to be sure. However, it is not a “yes” or “no” proposition. In part, the absolute level of the deficit affects the conservative vote. Thus, bills requesting increased welfare expenditure have a better chance for approval if tied to reduction of expenditures in other areas.  The amount of presidential leadership given to various programs, and the related factor of public support, also should not be too easily dismissed. Even the difference between non-election and election years and between the increase and decrease of tensions in American-Soviet relations must be taken into account. All in all, de-orbiting $2.5 billion from space and defense for a meaningful start in the war on poverty and unemployment—which will have the same if not better cyclical effects on spurring the economy than R&D spending on space and defense, is not beyond what can be expected from the present Congress. To give up without trying is to write off American democracy as rigidly conservative and heartless.
Xt—A2:  “We solve the Economy”
They don’t consider the opportunity costs of enacting the plan—their argument relies on the “broken window fallacy”

Simberg, 2003 [Rand Simberg is a recovering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security. He offers occasionally biting commentary about infinity and beyond at his Web blog, Transterrestrial Musings, 2003 (“Broken Windows and Shattered Dreams,” Published Online on FoxNews.com on September 4, 2003, Available Online at http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,96418,00.html //ADuner)]

Wealth Versus Job Creation

One of the fundamental fallacies of economics is called the “broken window” fallacy. It’s used to justify all manner of government job-creation schemes, and it betrays a fundamental ignorance of basic economics. It goes something like this: “Riots or natural disasters are good for the economy, because they create jobs replacing the broken windows, and repairing broken buildings and infrastructure.”

The fallacy comes, of course, from ignoring the cost of the destruction. Which country would have more wealth: one that builds ten cities, or one that builds, destroys, and rebuilds the same city ten times?

The same resources are required in both cases, and just as many “jobs” are “created.” In fact, in the second scenario, even more “jobs” are “created” than the first, because we have a full employment program for city demolishers, as well as city rebuilders. Now, of course, when a hurricane hits Florida, and federal aid comes in, it does temporarily improve the “economy” of Florida, in the sense that there are new jobs that need to be filled, but it comes at the cost of damaging the national economy, by taking resources that could have otherwise been employed in creating new things, rather than restoring old.

The same logic would also dictate that a farmer, rather than waiting until fall to harvest his crop, should instead hire many more laborers, and every week, plow under the plants and replant the fields. I hope that these illustrations are sufficient to demonstrate that neither natural or human-caused disasters are good for economies.

Unfortunately, many well-meaning space advocates make a similar error when they argue thusly: “People shouldn’t complain about all the money that goes into space. Not a single dime goes into space. It all stays here right on the ground, providing jobs for scientists and engineers, who then spend their salaries on the local economy.” There was even a Chase Econometrics study performed back in the early eighties, which many activists continue to cite, that came up with a “multiplier effect” of something like fourteen times, for the benefit of spending money on space activities.

The problem with such analyses is that they don’t consider the opportunity costs. It’s possible, even likely, that money spent by private individuals, pursuing their own ends, would have an even higher “multiplier effect.” And in terms of the money being recirculated in the economy, that will happen regardless of what the scientists and engineers do, even if they sit home and do nothing, as long as they get paid.

It is not sufficient to say that we are creating jobs. We have to ask, are we creating wealth? Unfortunately, while that occasionally happens with government space expenditures, most of the time, it does not, and to the degree that we do produce useful things with NASA funds, it is done very inefficiently, because of the need to satisfy political imperatives. And until we recognize space as a potential new venue for the creation of wealth (as opposed to “exploration” and “science” and “international cooperation”), it will not be possible to raise the private investment funding needed to actually achieve that potential.

A2:  Perm
First—The conflation DA—combining rights based justifications with security needs justifies endless military intervention and cant actually secure rights.  This means the permutation will just be used as an excuse for more militarism  That’s Kuhn.

And, more evidence--You counflate security and rights into a concept of human security—this leads to broad securitization and is a poor approach to rights

Buzan, 2004 [Barry, Prof at the London School of Economics, Security Dialogue vol. 35, no. 3, September 2004 http://berkouk-mhand.yolasite.com/resources/hsec%20buzan.pdf]
I remain sceptical about human security. It proliferates concepts without adding analytical value. It also both drives towards a reductionist understanding of international security and reinforces a mistaken tendency to idealize security as the desired end goal. If the referent object of human security is collectivities, then the job it is trying to perform is better done by societal or identity security. If the referent object of human security is the individual, or humankind as a whole, then little if anything differentiates its agenda from that of human rights. All that is gained is the possibility of allowing human rights to be discussed in places where that term causes political difficulties, and I am disinclined towards that kind of political pandering. The idea also risks mixing up the quite different agendas of international security, on the one hand, and social security and civil liberties, on the other. There is certainly a case for studying the interplay between the international and domestic security agendas, but my concern is that human security aims more at collapsing them than at opening up their relationship. Reductionism in security thinking eliminates the distinctiveness of international security being about interaction among social collectivities. While a moral case for making individuals the ultimate referent object can be constructed, the cost to be paid is loss of analytical purchase on collective actors both as the main agents of security provision and as possessors of a claim to survival in their own right. Individuals are not free standing, but only take their meaning from the societies in which they operate: they are not some kind of bottom line to which all else can or should be reduced or subordinated. By attempting to collapse all the possible referent objects for security into a single one, human security excludes the claims of both collective and non-human (e.g. environmental) referent objects in a way that defies both other moral claims and the actual practices of securitization. Finally, reconstructing human rights as human security reinforces the danger that security is taken to be the desired end. Human rights is much better placed to support the idea that the desired end is some form of desecuritization down into normal politics.
And, The Perm fails –you have to advocate COMPLETE OVERHALL for human rights framing to succeed

Pelton 05, Leroy H. Pelton professor in and former director of the School of Social Work, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Frames of Justice, 2005, pages 164, MC & JS

The shift to a greater leaning on the life-affirmation frame cannot be piecemeal, but must be presented as an entire overhaul of social policy, and on broader philosophical grounds. The idea that government should be in the desert business must be assailed. People who have sought in the marketplace, through their ingenuity, talents, and acquired education and skills, to obtain all that they think they deserve, would be taxed proportionately to the benefits they have obtained in these efforts from the assistance of the community as a whole, merely by dint of being situated within the community. The taxes would be used to support human life without discrimination, and so everyone would be assured of an ongoing social safety net that would ensure that no one goes without health care, or minimal provision of food, shelter, and clothing. Beyond that, the taxes would be used to support programs that enable all individuals, including those that are disabled in some manner, reside in impoverished neighborhoods, have childcare responsibilities, etc., to gain the education and skills they are capable of achieving, in order to pursue whatever level of wealth they wish, or believe they are deserving of, in the marketplace. In other words, the taxes would be used to support nondiscrimination in the sense often referred to as "equal opportunity."
A2:  Intrinsic Perm

Increasing funding for welfare is only politically feasible if it is accompanied by cuts elsewhere

Etzioni, 1972 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 1972 ("Apollo’s Achievements: A Critic Finds the Gains Weren’t Worth the Effort," Published on December 2, 1972 in The New York Times: Page 68, Available Online at http://www.gwu.edu/%7Eccps/etzioni/B73.pdf //ADuner)]

The ability to shift federal funds from “national” causes, such as arms and prestige races, ‘to “social” causes, such as welfare program is limited, to be sure. However, it is not a “yes” or “no” proposition. In part, the absolute level of the deficit affects the conservative vote. Thus, bills requesting increased welfare expenditure have a better chance for approval if tied to reduction of expenditures in other areas.  The amount of presidential leadership given to various programs, and the related factor of public support, also should not be too easily dismissed. Even the difference between non-election and election years and between the increase and decrease of tensions in American-Soviet relations must be taken into account. All in all, de-orbiting $2.5 billion from space and defense for a meaningful start in the war on poverty and unemployment—which will have the same if not better cyclical effects on spurring the economy than R&D spending on space and defense, is not beyond what can be expected from the present Congress. To give up without trying is to write off American democracy as rigidly conservative and heartless.
A2:  Util

Util doesn’t work because democracy is broken—it serves special interests, not justice

Pelton 05, Leroy H. Pelton professor in and former director of the School of Social Work, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Frames of Justice, 2005, pages 139-140, MC & JS

The downside of democracy (although still the best political system yet devised) is its tendency to be group oriented in its politics and policy development. Tempted by the prospect of appealing to enough group interests to win a majority of the votes, and taking the winning of elections and maintaining public office as ends in themselves, politicians often fail to champion individual justice. Although they may privately believe that justice is not being done, they have not the courage to confront their constituencies by challenging the politics of interests as opposed to justice. Having appealed to group interests, our politicians have become beholden to such interests, and have failed to develop the conceptual formulations with which they could successfully rally the public's support by appealing to its sense of justice.

Proposals that help some groups but not others, and that tax some groups and not others (whether it be selective taxes for the "gaming industry," cigarette taxes, alcohol taxes, and even more selectively, beer taxes) serve to drive wedges through the community, splinter it, and provoke questioning of the value of community itself. In Nevada, some citizens have begun to ask why they should pay for others' education (why not oblige the family of each Clark County K-12 student to make a special payment of 40 dollars per month, asks one recent letter to the editor in a Las Vegas newspaper). Why not have everyone out for themselves? Yet the same people who suggest these go-it-alone schemes have profited handsomely from past and ongoing welfare benefits, including the schooling of their own now-grown children, and their current monthly Social Security checks and part of their Medicare coverage. A disturbing trend is currently evident in America, and it is being reinforced and fostered rather than combated by both Republican and Democratic politicians: others should be taxed for my benefit, but selected others should not benefit at all. Although posing a breach in the contract formulation of community and government, it is at the same time fostered by that formulation. The same can be said of the desert formulation of justice. While the trend violates notions of desert, it is justified by merely claiming (and believing) that I deserve to benefit, while others (because of their shiftlessness, idleness, personal shortcomings, and so on) do not.

When politicians continue to appeal to narrow group interests, they reinforce the idea that politics is nothing more than group interests and group struggle, a matter of "power," not justice. It is not so much that politicians as leaders then serve as a model for such behavior, to be emulated by example, but that they set up the dynamic by which politics does become mere power struggle, and one's group better join the fray or lose out. Once that dynamic dominates, only the naive would fail to see that politics has little to do with justice and fail to develop their own group strategies and put forth their own narrow-reasoning rationales to promote their own group interests. The politics of the day thus promotes selfishness rather than justice.

Their utilitarian calculus focuses on groups at the expense of individuals

Pelton 05, Leroy H. Pelton professor in and former director of the School of Social Work, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Frames of Justice, 2005, pages 151-152, MC & JS

It is not so much the micro-reframing through positive imagery that is needed-a strategy that itself plays on sentiment and generalization-but rather, a philosophical reframing. A courageous political and philosophical reframing of issues in American politics would begin with and focus upon the principle of life affirmation by emphasizing that respect and support for the individual has always been the source of our ideals, if not always put into practice. But the emphasis on the individual means that everyone must be valued equally. Support must be directed at individuals, not groups. Policies favoring some individuals over others, and some groups over others, are discriminatory, while the first principle of a just society, as is clear to everyone, and as is embodied in the principle of life affirmation derived from the fundamental value we place on human life, is nondiscrimination. No individual must be favored over another. This indeed means that if government is to provide health care coverage to some individuals, no matter how they might be characterized as different from others, it must provide it to all. If people are to pay taxes, then all are to be taxed in the same manner. Americans can easily relate to this principle of nondiscrimination as a principle of fairness, but they do not abide hypocrisy. But to abandon hypocrisy would mean that discrimination would have to be abolished in all comers of government policy. Politicians emphasizing nondiscrimination must be consistent. They must renounce all forms of affirmative action policies. They must work against the cynical views of government that citizens have formed of it: that industries and businesses can buy special favors and attention from government officials, and that other groups can successfully threaten to withdraw their voting blocs if their special interests are not catered to in policies shaped to favor their interests over those of others. Such politicians must be mindful to appeal to justice rather than to mere group interests.

It must be emphasized, in such reframing, that America is great not only because the individual has been the focus of our ideals, but also that because of those ideals, people are left entirely free to seek what they think they deserve economically-in the marketplace. It is important, contrary to Rawls, to place no limits on what one can gain in the marketplace, so that people may be left free to seek what they think they deserve. But they should not be enabled to seek their imagined desert from government. A system of desert and entitlement is a system of competing interests, not a system of justice. To be sure, some people have been left to achieve fabulous wealth many times that of the average person. We may hold private opinions as to whether they deserve it or not, but that has been irrelevant. People have been free to try to accumulate as much wealth as they can or want. But if government is not to favor one individual over another, it must strive to have nondiscrimination pervade all of its policies and dealings, not desert.

A2:“we’re not that much money!”
The aff, like the failure to spend money to rebuild the levees in new Orleans, is a symptom and a cause of a larger problem and actively represents a  broader commitment to sacrifice certain populations

Giroux 6 – Henry, Global TV Network Chair Professorship at McMaster University in the English and Cultural Studies Department (“Reading Hurricane Katrina: Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” http://muse.jhu.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/journals/college_literature/v033/33.3giroux.html, accessed on 7/19/11)

The Bush administration's ideological hostility towards the essential role that government should play in providing social services and crucial infrastructure was particularly devastating for New Orleans in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. Prior to 9/11, the Federal Emergency Management Agency listed a hurricane strike on New Orleans as one of the three most likely catastrophic disasters facing America. The Houston Chronicle wrote in[End Page 184] December 2001 that "[t]he New Orleans hurricane scenario may be the deadliest of all" (Krugman 2005). And yet the Bush administration consistently denied repeated requests for funds by the New Orleans Army Corps of Engineers. Ignoring such requests, the Bush administration cut the Army Corps' funding by more than a half-billion dollars in its 2002 budget, leaving unfinished the construction for the levees that eventually burst. And in spite of repeated warnings far in advance by experts that the existing levees could not withstand a Category 4 hurricane, the Bush administration in 2004 rejected the Southeast Louisiana Urban Flood Control Project's request for $100 million, offering instead a measly $16.5 million. Huge tax cuts for the rich and massive cuts in much-needed programs continued unabated in the Bush administration, all the while putting the lives of thousands of poor people in the Gulf Basin in jeopardy. As David Sirota has reported, this disastrous underfunding of efforts to build the levee infrastructure, coupled with even more tax cuts for the rich and less revenue for the states, continued right up to the time that Hurricane Katrina struck, making it almost impossible for governments in the Gulf region either to protect their citizens from the impact of a major hurricane or to develop the resources necessary for an adequate emergency response plan in the event of a flood.

President Bush did not address questions about the lack of proper funding for the levees. Instead, he played dumb and in spite of overwhelming evidence to the contrary came up with one of the most incredulous sound bites of his career: "I don't think anyone anticipated the breach of the levees (Rich 2005, 10).5 In fact, Bush was briefed the day before Katrina hit and emphatically warned by a number of disaster officials that the levees could be breached—a position Bush of course later denied (Husu and Weeks 2006, A1). Much of the press viewed Bush's remarks about the levees as indicative of a president who was simply clueless and indifferent to any information that did not conform to his own budget-busting, anti–big government ideology. But such political and moral indifference is linked less to the narrow mindedness and rigidity of Bush's character than it is to a broader set of biopolitical commitments at work in a global system that increasingly dictates who lives and who dies in the context of a rabid neoliberalism and a morally bankrupt neoconservatism.6 But it is more than this still. The government's failure to respond quickly to the black poor on the Gulf Coast can be related to a deeper set of memories of racial injustice and violence, memories that suggest a link between an apartheid past and the present intensification of its utter disregard for populations now considered disposable. [End Page 185]
* * *
A2:  Welfare state bad

Welfare states decrease poverty – the assumptions of opponents arguments are wrong – the most comprehensive study on poverty proves

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
Discussion 
This study investigates the welfare state's relationship with poverty in 18 rich Western democracies with multiple measures of the welfare state and poverty, and economic and demographic controls. Consistent with others, I provide evidence that the welfare state effectively reduces poverty (Kenworthy 1999; Moller et al. 2003). However, this study advances our understanding by addressing five limitations of past research. First, this paper incorporates the liberal economic critique by controlling for economic performance and demographics. Second, this paper evaluates five specific features of the welfare state to compare their precise effects on poverty. Third, I examine the impact of welfare state regimes and effects of the key welfare state features across regimes. Fourth, this study expands the [End Page 1349] of inquiry. Fifth, the analysis uses more valid and reliable measures of poverty. I now review the study's evidence on each. 
First, this study does not support liberal economics. Economic performance, measured by economic growth, unemployment, and productivity, does not have larger effects than the welfare state. In fact, only economic growth significantly influences poverty. However, its standardized coefficient is far smaller than the significant features of the welfare state. Productivity and unemployment do not have significant effects. Even if these variables were significant, their standardized coefficients would be far smaller than the key features of the welfare state. Simply put, this study challenges liberal economic claims that economic performance is more important than the welfare state to reducing poverty. 
This study provides no evidence that welfare state generosity counterproductively increases poverty. None of the welfare state measures significant increases SM poverty or significantly undermines poverty reduction. So, the welfare state does not directly increase poverty through dependency, deeper poverty, or longer poverty spells (Sanders 1990). The results also challenge claims of any indirect poverty-increasing effects of the welfare state. Even if welfare generosity increases unemployment, single parenthood, and labor force nonparticipation, none of these three has a significant effect on SM poverty or poverty reduction. Again, if these three were significant, their standardized coefficients would be far smaller than the key features of the welfare state. Since research on welfare disincentives has found them to have very small effects, it would be necessary for these three to have large effects for the welfare state to counterproductively increase poverty. 
It is important to recognize that the evidence for welfare disincentives remains highly debatable. Most studies have been done solely on the U.S. Studies of other industrialized democracies conclude that welfare generosity does not impede economic performance (Blank 1995). In my data, there is little prima facie evidence that welfare generosity undermines economic performance or increases labor force nonparticipation and single parenthood.28 These findings, along with the growing body of literature that is skeptical of the liberal economics of poverty (Brady 2003b), raise questions about its prominent position in debates about poverty
The welfare state reduces poverty – decreases unemployment by removing barriers
Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
Traditionally, analysts relied on measures of social spending or social security transfers (Burtless 1994; Huber and Stephens 2001). Such measures gauge the general extent of redistribution or welfare effort. By contrast, Esping-Andersen (1990) argued that the quality of welfare programs was actually a more crucial and valid measure of the welfare state than the quantity of welfare effort.3 Generalist, encompassing welfare states that sustain equal social citizenship – as opposed to those that guarantee basic economic security – are considered more successful at reducing poverty (Korpi and Palme 1998). In turn, scholars have emphasized the qualitative nature of the welfare state and followed Esping-Andersen's concept of decommodification with measures like social wages. Social wages are the amount of income workers would receive if they were to stop working and rely solely on the state. Kenworthy (1999) finds that social wages reduce poverty. Freeman (1999:24) endorses social wages over other social policies arguing that "Recentering the welfare state in this way is a way to institutionalize commitments to greater equality." Beyond general measures, scholars suggest the value of at least three specific features (Huber and Stephens 2001). While prior studies have not analyzed whether these features alleviate poverty, it is equally valuable to assess their relative importance. First, public health spending is particularly salient (Bergman 1996; Conley and Springer 2001; Currie and Yelowitz 2000; Huber and Stephens 2001; Mullahy and Wolfe 2001; Wolfe 1994). The absence of health insurance is often the main obstacle to labor market entry for low-income families (Blank 1997). Further, the public provision of healthcare distinguishes the more encompassing social democratic welfare states from the most liberal variants. Second, public employment is essential in terms of the civil servants who provide social services and as a program to alleviate unemployment (Blank 1997; Huber and Stephens 2001). Referring to public employment, Huber and Stephens (2000:323) argue that the "public delivery of a wide range of welfare state services is the most distinctive feature of the social democratic welfare state" (also Huber and Stephens 2001). Public employment provides work experience and income for the poor (Blank 1994; Ellwood and Welty 2000; Gans 1995; Newman 1999); enhances the social mobility of the disadvantaged (Hout 1984); and reduces gender inequality and women's poverty (Gornick and Jacobs 1998). Third, military spending has recently [End Page 1333] been neglected in the study of the welfare state. While it seems unorthodox to view the military as part of the welfare state, we should recall that the military functions as a Keynesian economic development institution (Hooks 1991). The state often boosts military spending to counteract economic stagnation and unemployment (Griffin et al 1982; Mintz and Hicks 1984). Further, the military can serve as a turning point in the life course of disadvantaged young men by enabling upward social mobility (Mare and Winship 1984; Sampson and Laub 1996). 
Military spending doesn’t decrease poverty – study proves

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
In contrast to the two key features, public employment and military spending do not significantly affect poverty. After controlling for welfare state generosity [End Page 1352] generally (with the other features), the analysis provides no evidence that countries could expect less poverty to result from increased public employment or military spending. The non-significance of public employment challenges arguments that it is the most important feature of the welfare state (Huber and Stephens 2001). Though not significant, public employment has positive t-scores near 1.0 for SM poverty. Interestingly, Tomaskovic-Devey (1991) found that public employment was positively associated with official poverty in U.S. counties. Tomaskovic-Devey's and this study's findings are inconsistent with the view that public employment is an effective antipoverty strategy. In turn, more research is needed to scrutinize how public employment affects poverty. 
Even if welfare states fail economically – they still effectively reduce poverty – 90s prove

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
Fourth, this study expands the comparative and historical scope of inquiry. On one level, this study expands beyond the samples of other recent sociological analyses. Given the robustness of earlier findings to this larger sample, this study provides even stronger evidence that welfare state generosity has negative effects on poverty. On a second level, this study provides the first scrutiny of the 1990s period. For both SM poverty and poverty reduction, the 1990s period did not have significantly different patterns. Also, the two key features of the welfare state did not have different effects in the 1990s. Again, the models with the 1990s period and related interactions are less preferred than the simpler models in Table 2. These non-findings challenge the view that the 1990s ushered in a different period for welfare states, and particularly social democracies. In the 1990s, generous welfare states continued to reduce poverty effectively. 
Prefer our evidence – only our study examined long periods of time and a broad amount of states – this is key to accuracy
Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
It is imperative that scholars broaden the cross-national and historical scope of research on the welfare state and poverty. When studies examine many countries, the historical scope is typically limited. Overwhelmingly, past cross-national analyses of the welfare state are limited to a cross-section of OECD nations at one point in time (Kenworthy 1999; Korpi and Palme 1998; Smeeding et al. 2001). Microanalyses commonly examine individuals within a smaller number of welfare states at one or two points in time (Casper et al 1994). When a longer time period is examined, the cross-national scope is severely constrained. For example, much research has focused on only the U.S – despite its unique and potentially anomalous position in the global economy (Burtless 1994; Danziger and Weinberg 1994).8 Hence, the generalizability of past findings remains uncertain. Moller and her colleagues (2003) provide a rare exception by analyzing 14 countries from 1970 to 1997. Nevertheless, the present study has a sample that is more than 30% larger, including 18 countries from 1967 to 1997. In addition, it is crucial that studies scrutinize the 1990s. The 1990s were a particularly challenging period of welfare state contraction and retrenchment (Clayton and Pontusson 1998; Esping-Anderson 1999; Gilbert 2002; Huber and Stephens 2001; Kenworthy 2002; Western and Healy 1999). Surveying welfare states, Stephens et al. remark, "Overall, then, by the late 1980s and early 1990s a picture of widespread cuts emerges, in some cases at least of considerable magnitude" (1999:191). While the social democracies faced a series of economic crises that threatened their sustainability, the minimalist liberal welfare state of the U.S. has seemingly produced both dynamic economic expansion and less poverty and welfare recipiency. As a result, the classic trade-off between social protection and economic efficiency (Okun 1975) has seemed more immediate and acute (Esping-Andersen 1996, 1999). For example, after its economic crisis in the 1990s, Freeman and his colleagues characterized the encompassing Swedish welfare state as, "nearly impossible for the country to afford" (1997:11), "unsustainable" (1997:25), and "dysfunctional" (1997:27). While past studies suggested the welfare state influenced poverty prior to the 1990s, it remains highly debatable whether that relationship still held in the 1990s. To my knowledge, no study has tested the temporal stability of the welfare state's effects.[End Page 1335] 
The Measurement of Poverty 
Reject evidence that uses solely US statistics – international data is key to effective evaluation

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
Research on the U.S. overwhelmingly relies on the official measure of poverty. This measure has many well-documented reliability and validity weaknesses that raise questions about this research (Betson and Warlick 1998; Brady 2003a; Citro and Michael 1995; DeFina and Thanawala 2001; Foster 1998; O'Connor 2001). International poverty researchers have made great advances in poverty measurement (Atkinson 1987; Hagenaars 1991; Sen 1992; Smeeding et al. 2001). Recently, I synthesized these advances into five criteria for more valid and reliable measures of poverty: (a) measure comparative historical variation effectively; (b) be relative rather than absolute; (c) conceptualize poverty as social exclusion; (d) integrate the depth of poverty and the inequality among the poor; and (e) assess the impact of taxes, transfers, and noncash benefits (Brady 2003a). Building on my recent article leads to three departures from recent research. 
Prefer our evidence – our study takes into account multiple unique factors that are key to accurate research

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
First, this study incorporates the depth of poverty. Much poverty research utilizes simple headcount measures, for example, 50% of the median income (Casper et al. 1994; Kenworthy 1999; Moller et al. 2003; Smeeding et al. 2001). These measures justifiably operationalize poverty relatively, usually incorporate comprehensive definitions of household income, and effectively describe the percentage of the population that is poor. However, these measures fail to consider the depth of poverty, treating all poor people as equal regardless of their distance from the threshold. This neglects the intensity of poverty and problematically homogenizes the poor. In turn, this study incorporates the depth of poverty of the average poor household.9 Second, I focus on poverty after taxes and transfers – what I call state-mediated (SM) poverty. SM poverty is based on the most comprehensive definition of household income, so it is the central, most valid and reliable measure of economic resources.10 By contrast, some scholars examine poverty before taxes and transfers – what I call market-generated (MG) poverty (Brady 2003b, 2003c; Christopher et al. 2002; Moller et al. 2003). MG poverty is a simulated counterfactual, which is useful when examining individual adults. Unfortunately, there are serious limitations to MG poverty. First, MG poverty makes little sense when including the elderly in your sample, since the elderly often have little income before taxes and transfers in many countries. Second, it may be unrealistic to reify MG poverty on a macrolevel since states and markets inherently constitute each other (Esping-Andersen 1990, 2003; Fligstein 2001). Taxes and transfers always shape the income distribution, and it may be impossible to truly simulate a pretax and pretransfer income distribution.11 Finally, I explain below why MG poverty is less relevant than SM poverty. There is much more variation in SM than MG poverty, and it is this crucial variation that needs explanation. Further, MG and SM poverty are simply not empirically associated in a way that suggests the relevance of MG poverty. Third, as a supplement to my focus on SM poverty, I follow recent research [End Page 1336] and examine poverty reduction (Hicks and Kenworthy 2003; Moller et al. 2003). Poverty reduction is calculated as the rate of change between poverty before taxes and transfers and poverty after taxes and transfers. While there are limitations to examining MG poverty, poverty reduction provides a dependent variable that incorporates the information contained in measures of MG poverty. Thus, poverty reduction provides a supplementary perspective on the relationship between the welfare state and poverty (Hicks and Kenworthy 2003; Moller et al 2003).12 
Prefer our evidence – relative measures, depth, and scope of our study

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
Fifth, this study extends beyond recent research by using more valid and reliable measures of poverty. I use a relative measure of poverty, which is an advance beyond the problematic official U.S. measure. Also, this study contributes to recent research in three ways. First, I incorporate the depth of poverty. The significance and size of the effects of the welfare state and other independent [End Page 1353] variables were similar across HI and H poverty. Second, I concentrate on poverty after taxes and transfers (SM). Third, I supplement the analysis by also examining poverty reduction. Unlike similar recent research, this study includes the entire population. Since the elderly and children are much more vulnerable to being poor than working-age adults, it is essential to incorporate the entire population to fully observe the welfare state's effects on poverty (Brady 2004). By advancing poverty measurement in these ways, this study provides novel evidence on the relationship between the welfare state and poverty. 
The welfare state reduces poverty

Brady 5 – David, deputy director and Davies Family Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is also the Bowen H. and Janice Arthur McCoy Professor of Political Science and Leadership Values in the Stanford Graduate School of Business, and a professor of political science in the School of Humanities and Sciences at the university (“The Welfare State and Relative Poverty in Rich Western Democracies, 1967-1997,” http://muse.jhu.edu/search/results?search_id=1329238325&action=reload, accessed on 7/23/11)
In sum, the welfare state is a generalizable, stable, and essential poverty-reduction mechanism. The many vocal critics of the welfare state are premature, and probably mistaken, in claiming that the welfare state is no longer effective at reducing poverty. Regardless of the era or welfare state regime, social security transfers and health spending are robust as the main predictors of poverty. Sociological research on poverty should recognize the central role of the welfare state in explaining poverty in rich Western democracies. The welfare state should feature prominently in theories of poverty. 
Counter-Storytelling provides a framework from which to challenge parts of society that marginalize the other, it’s the shit man

Solorzano ‘2 - (Daniel G., PhD from UCal Los Angeles, Critical Race Methodology: Counter-Storytelling as an Analytical Framework for Education Research, Pdf, Sussman)

We believe counter-stories serve at least four functions as follows: (a) They can build community among those at the margins of society by putting a human and familiar face to educational theory and practice, (b) they can challenge the perceived wisdom of those at society’s center by providing a context to understand and transform established belief systems, (c) they can open new windows into the reality of those at the margins of society by showing possibilities beyond the ones they live and demonstrating that they are not alone in their position, and (d) they can teach others that by combining elements from both the story and the current reality, one can construct another world that is richer than either the story or the reality alone. Counter-storytelling is different from fictional storytelling. We are not developing imaginary characters that engage in fictional scenarios. Instead, the “composite” characters we develop are grounded in real-life experiences and actual empirical data and are contextualized in social situations that are also grounded in real life, not fiction.

Counter-Storytelling is a pre-requisite to identifying a Critical Race Methodology that would allow us to deal with systemic injustice

Solorzano ‘2 - (Daniel G., PhD from UCal Los Angeles, Critical Race Methodology: Counter-Storytelling as an Analytical Framework for Education Research, Pdf, Sussman)

Critical race methodology in education offers a way to understand the experiences of people of color along the educational pipeline (see Solórzano &Yosso, 2000). Such a methodology generates knowledge by looking to those whohave been epistemologically marginalized, silenced, and disempowered (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Critical race theory challenges traditional methodologies because it requires us to develop “theories of social transformation wherein knowledge is generated specifically for the purpose of addressing and ameliorating conditions of oppression, poverty, or deprivation” (Lincoln, 1993, p. 33). Critical race methodology in education focuses research on how students of color experience and respond to the U.S. educational system. From developing research questions to collecting, analyzing, and presenting data, critical race methodology centers on students of color. Using critical race methodology confirms that we must look to experiences with and responses to racism, sexism, classism, and heterosexism in and out of schools as valid, appropriate, and necessary forms of data. Critical race methodology contextualizes student-of-color experiences in the past, present, and future. It strategically uses multiple methods, often unconventional and creative, to draw on the knowledge of people of color who are traditionally excluded as an official part of the academy. Critical race methodology in education challenges biological and cultural deficit stories through counter-storytelling, oral traditions, historiographies, corridos, poetry, films, actos, or by other means

Counter-Stories are a response to disempowerment and reveals the discourse in Majoritarian discourse

Solorzano ‘2 - (Daniel G., PhD from UCal Los Angeles, Critical Race Methodology: Counter-Storytelling as an Analytical Framework for Education Research, Pdf, Sussman)

We argue that critical race methodology, with its counter-stories and even poetic modes of expression, articulates a response to Anzaldúa’s (1990) challenge that “if we have been gagged and disempowered by theories, we can also be loosened and empowered by theories” (p. xxvi). Our response draws on the strengths of communities of color. If methodologies have been used to silence and marginalize people of color, then methodologies can also give voice and turn the margins into places of transformative resistance (Solórzano & Delgado Bernal, 2001; Solórzano & Yosso, in press-a).We know that many would discount the histories, experiences, and lives of people of color through majoritarian stories. Revealing the deficit discourse in majoritarian stories reveals White privilege, and this often is perceived as a threat to those who benefit from racism. However, as a strategy of survival and a means of resistance, we will continue to work to tell the counter-stories of those “at the bottom of society’s well” (Bell, 1992, p. v).We are deeply grateful for those who have shared their counter-stories with us and who continue to struggle, survive, and thrive in the intersections of racial oppression.

Third-person counter-narratives ignite the experiences of the individual through a biographical analysis; Bell’s work allows forum to the discussion of racism 

Solorzano ‘2 - (Daniel G., PhD from UCal Los Angeles, Critical Race Methodology: Counter-Storytelling as an Analytical Framework for Education Research, Pdf, Sussman)

Personal stories or narratives recount an individual’s experiences with various forms of racism and sexism. Often, these personal counter-stories are autobiographical reflections of the author, juxtaposed with their critical race analysis of legal cases and within the context of a larger sociopolitical critique. 32 QUALITATIVE INQUIRY / February 2002 The work of Patricia Williams (1991), Margaret Montoya (1994), and Leslie Espinoza (1990) illustrates personal counter-storytelling. A narrative that tells another person’s story can reveal experiences with and responses to racism and sexism as told in a third person voice. This type of counter-narrative usually offers biographical analysis of the experiences of a person of color, again in relation to U.S. institutions and in a sociohistorical context.Work by Lawrence and Matsuda (1997) as well as Lilia Fernández’s (2002 [this issue]) story of Pablo offer examples of telling other people’s counter-stories. Composite stories and narratives draw on various forms of “data” to recount the racialized, sexualized, and classed experiences of people of color. Such counter-stories may offer both biographical and autobiographical analyses because the authors create composite characters and place them in social, historical, and political situations to discuss racism, sexism, classism, and other forms of subordination. The work of Bell (1987, 1992, 1996), Delgado (1995a, 1995b, 1996), Solórzano and Yosso (2000, 2001, in press-a, in press-b), Solórzano and Delgado Bernal (2001), and Solórzano and Villalpando (1998) exemplify composite counter-narratives. 

A2:  Economic growth helps all

Economic growth doesnt help people without targeted social safety nets—it just leads to poverty and violence

Shiva 05, Vandana Shiva, Indian philosopher, environmentalist, and feminist, Earth Democracy, July 2005, Pages 30-31. MC

Globalization is, in fact, the ultimate enclosure--of our minds, our hearts, our imaginations, and our resources. Until corporate globalization claimed the resources of this planet-especially water and biodiversity-to be tradable commodities, it was recognized that water couldn't belong to anyone. Rain falls, flows through river basins and underground aquifers, meets the ocean, and evaporates in an amazing hydrological cycle that brings us water. Sometimes the cycle is slow and gives us drought, but we can deal with the drought that the water cycle gives. We cannot deal with engineered drought that says water will only flow one way-uphill to money. We were promised that globalization would bring us peace by constructing a global village in which everyone will be connected. But the number of wars that have occurred since 1995, when corporate globalization became, literally, the legal constitution of the world, gives lie to this claim. Look at the misunderstandings between cultures that have resulted. In Chapter Three, I talk more about the connections between corporate globalization and the rise of terrorism, the rise of extremism, and the rise of the right wing. A second promise was prosperity: "When the waters rise, all boats will rise." The waters haven't risen. They have fallen. They have been depleted by the very processes of giving control over these resources to corporations. While unbridled capitalist greed has been referred to as "com​passionate capitalism" in the US, compassionate economics of sustenance and nature are precisely what is destroyed by corporate rule and the rule of capital. Protection of nature and people's rights are defined as protectionism, as trade barriers, and as barriers to investment. Trade rules and neoliberal reform institutionalize laws which render compassion itself illegal. Thus, cultures of compassion which treat all life as sacred are made illegal through patents on life. Cultures of compassion and social justice which share social wealth and nature’s wealth are rendered illegal through privatization of essential public services like water, health, education. Economies that aim to guarantee and protect livelihoods, jobs, and social security are dismantled, leaving people with no place in society or the economy. These are not examples of compassionate econo​mies, they are examples of a violent economy which looks more and more like warfare, both in its methods and its results.

A2:  Heg solves
Incorrect—hegemony cannot truly confront or challenge inequality and domination

Kurasawa 07, Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology, Political Science, and Social and Political Thought at York University and Co-President of the International Sociological Association's Research Committee on Sociological Theory., The Work of global Justice: Human Rights as Practice, October 2007, page 3, MC
If this is the case, then why bother with global justice at all? Two principal reasons come to mind. Normatively, it represents the single most compelling political substantiation of the principle of universal moral equality available today and one of the key 'moral horizons of our time' (Badinter 1998). While it is imperative to recognize that govern​ments and transnational corporations are appropriating humanitarian discourses to advance their own geopolitical or commercial interests, we cannot reduce human rights per se to mere instruments of realpolitik, Euro-American hegemony or globalized capital. As such, the belief that all human beings are entitled to a full spectrum of socio-economic and civil-political rights, and conversely that abuses of such rights ought not be tolerated because of a territorially unbounded sense of mutuality, is acquiring an enviable ethical weight in many societies. The cosmopolitan stretching of the moral imagination, to the point that distant strangers are treated as concrete and morally equal persons whose rights are being violated or incompletely realized, offers nascent public legitimacy and political traction for the interventions of progressive groups in national} and global civil societies. Because of the presence of human rights discourses, these groups can push for greater public debate about the past ! (how do we remember crimes against humanity, and how do we deal with their contemporary effects?), the present (how should we halt collective suffering in our midst, and how do we achieve a just world order?) and the future (how do we avert eventual humanitarian disasters, and how do we promote the capacities of all?) , including challenging systemic sources of inequality and domination. 

A2:  Human rights = Crusades

Human Rights will not be used to coerce other populations – their claims are idealist and false
Kurasawa 07, Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology, Political Science, and Social and Political Thought at York University and Co-President of the International Sociological Association's Research Committee on Sociological Theory., The Work of global Justice: Human Rights as Practice, October 2007, page 202, MC
If a starry-eyed perception of human rights is highly dubious, so too is its opposite in the politically ontologizing game of human rights blackmail ​namely, the assertion that, far from being simply a possibility among others, the instrumental appropriation described above reveals the very essence of and underlying truth about humanitarianism. Following this line of thinking, human rights function as ideological devices through which capitalist globalization and Western military interventionism can be made to appear valid (or at least palatable to liberals), veils that distort or conceal the actual imperatives of a world system structured by the realpolitik of national self-interest and economic exploitation. Accordingly, to believe that human rights stand for anything beyond maintaining the West's domination (by intervening or threatening to intervene in countries of the global South whenever it may prove strate​gically useful) and spreading the neoliberal mantra of free trade (that is, facilitating the unregulated circulation of capital across borders and the unlimited access to an international pool of cheap labour-power) is to fall prey to the worst excesses of idealism. Often following in the footsteps of Marx's On the Jewish Question, critics assert that human rights under a capitalist mode of production are but abstract entitlements whose proper function is to protect and entrench private property and guarantee formal political freedom and equality, while leaving the material bases of sub​ordination and exploitation untouched. Further, the implication is that liberal individualism represents the inalienable core of human rights, which cannot but support a thin conception of negative freedom whereby self-maximizing and monadic subjects are 'empowered' to make unim​peded choices (about who to vote for on occasion, but mostly what to purchase often) in the marketplace of civil and political life (Brown 2004: 455; Teeple 2004). 

*** Affirmative

Note about aff answers

The  entire a2:  Project affs file that rubaie’s lab put out is an on-point answer to this argument.  I recommend looking there first.
Aff:  Alt fails
In order for CRT Discourse to make any change, the actor must be defined, and then subsequently persuaded to act; the elite will not change simply because of a story, action is key
Olmstead ’98 – (Audrey P., Department of Communications Rhode Island College, Words are Acts: Critical Race Theory as Rhetorical Construct, The Howard Journal of Communications, Sussman)

The idea that human society is a social construction created by a process utilizing performative words is widely accepted among many scholars today. However, Race Crits seem to have focused their faith too narrowly on word magic. Merely saying something ( naming) does not make it so ( institute it) , nor does naming make its practice legal ( enforce it) unless the namer has power. Telling an emotional story about an oppressed black victim of society’s law does not automatically result in a changed white viewpoint, much less in a change in the U.S. Supreme Court’ s interpretation of the First Amendment. This is particularly true if the victim of historic oppression must ask the white elite to recognize a new double standard in the law favoring the former victim or to agree to erode First Amendment protection which favors the elite. Matsuda, Lawrence, and Crenshaw should recognize, as have Delgado and many other members of the movement, the danger in antagonizing a powerful audience from whom one must enlist support. Even Aladdin required a lamp to activate his wishes and a genie to carry them out. Critical Race theorists might wish to consider persuasion a larger part of their paradigm. They might wish to determine who could implement their desired social changes, and how they could persuade such persons to take actions on behalf of minorities. As Brown ( 1995) noted, the face of racism has changed over the past several decades. Sociological data shows that most educated white people do not consider themselves racist. Expecting an audience of law school professors to accept guilt for racial crimes has not resulted in direct dialogue or measurable changes in the law. Discourse must be heard, believed, and enacted to be effective. As Delgado’ s character Rodrigo says ``False empathy is worse than indi€ erence. . . . I t encourages the possessor to believe that he is beyond reproach.’’ (Delgado, 1995, p. 97) . A solution to the impasse, he claims, would require that critical theorists show black people ``that we have something to offer whites.’’ Then minorities could ``convince white folks in elite positions’’ that they have something to trade for a larger share of societal power. ( p. 97) . If criticalists broadened their focus to include nonjudicial audiences, they might wish to collaborate with communication scholars in their e€ orts to change law and society. The rhetorical paradigm of naming, instituting and enforcing reality is not, as Williams ( 1991) suggests, a problem of ``appropriately choosing signs within any system of rhetoric’ ’ ( p. 158) , it is rather a problem of making those performative symbols persuasive to a given audience with the power to enact them. Whites should be included in the narrative as should persons outside the discipline of law, and mutual needs and satisfactions of solving ``the race question’ ’ should be emphasized.

Aff—No impact
Poverty has already been conquered – standard of living for the poor has been vastly improved

Johnson et al. 99 (Kirk, the former Director of Education Policy for the Mackinac Center for Public Policy with a Ph.D. in Public Policy from the George Mason University, 9/1/99, “The Extent of Material Hardship and Poverty in the United States”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/1999/09/The-Extent-of-Material-Hardship-and-Poverty-in-the-United-States)

Today the typical American, defined as poor by the government, has a refrigerator, a stove, a clothes washer, a car, air conditioning, a VCR, a microwave, a stereo, and a color TV. He is able to obtain medical care and his home is in good repair and is not over-crowded. By his own report, his family is not hungry and in the last year he had sufficient funds to meet his essential needs. While this individual's life is not opulent, it is equally far from the popular images of poverty conveyed by politicians, the press, and activists. Many of the popular conceptions about poverty in this nation are inaccurate, particularly the image of poverty as a static and unyielding condition. In her original article defining poverty, Mollie Orshansky stated: there are still many who must watch America's parade of progress from the sidelines, as they wait for their turn, a turn that does not come. (Orshansky 1965: 3) This statement was untrue when it was uttered and remains untrue today.20 In the more than two centuries of our nation's existence, material living conditions of Americans, including lower income Americans, have improved enormously. That progress continues today. We have not only triumphed over poverty as it was historically understood, but that triumph has been so great that we have difficulty remembering what it meant to be poor or even to be middle class in earlier generations.
No Tradeoff
Space R&D funding us not approached through the lens of allocative decisions—money is just added to the budget

Etzioni, 1966 [Amitai Etzioni served as a Professor of Sociology at Columbia University for 20 years, he was a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution in 1978 before serving as a Senior Advisor to the White House on domestic affairs from 1979-1980. Etzioni is the author of 24 books including The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of The Space Race (1964), and Security First: For A Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (2007). He is currently the University Professor at The George Washington University 1966 (“On the National Guidance of Science,” Published in Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 10, No. 4 (Mar., 1966), pp. 466-487, Accessed on July 27, 2011, Available Online at http://www.jstor.org/stable/2391571 //ADuner)]

Expansion of Federal Scientific Activity in the U.S. 
The great expansion of federal research and development in the United States since 1952 was effected, without nationalizing privately conducted scientific activities, by initiating a great deal of new scientific activity. The increase involved far fewer political strains and less social dislocation than even an observer favorably disposed toward increased federal activities would have expected, as the new sector was, with some exceptions, not created at the expense of the existing ones. The United States government did not approach the guidance of scientific activities in terms of priorities and allocative decisions, as the Soviet or the British government did. The United States government rarely considered withdrawing the scientific resources from the private consumer industry and assigning more to the public sector, or withdrawing them from one goal (e.g., improved health) and diverting them to another (e.g., increased security). Instead, all existing sectors were to maintain their share (and even increase it), and the new needs would be served by an increase in the total scientific activity rather than a redistribution of scientific resources. Thus, of the total U. S. research and development budget in 1953-1954 of $5.2 billion, the federal research and development budget amounted to $2.7 billion.14 By 1962-1963, the respective figures were $16.4 billion and $11 billion. Thus, the increase in federal research and development was considerably larger than the total U.S. research and development expenditures in 1953. Obviously, the new federal research and development budget was largely added to the earlier total, and the new research and development resources drawn from other sources did not hamper the growth of the nonfederal sector. (This, of course, does not necessarily hold for any single activity or sub-field, nor-we shall see-for certain kinds of manpower.) Financing the expansion of existing sectors (e.g., mental health) and the opening of new ones (e.g., space), rather than the diversion of funds from existing activities, was how most present governmental support of scientific activity evolved; that is, federal research and development was never 

Aff—Inequality Inevitable
Inequality is inevitable – human nature and individualism

Weisskopf 73–Walter, Professor of Economics at Roosevelt University (“The Dialectics of Equality,” http://www.jstor.org/stable/1041502, accessed 7/26/11)

THE DIALECTICS OF PARTICIPATION-INDIVIDUALIZATION The equality-inequality dichotomy is one of the many antinomies which beset the human condition. It is related to the antinomy of individualization and participation; this is an existential an-tinomy, a category of human existence. Man participates in his world, in his environment. He is a part of a whole, a member of a larger entity. This participation is one of the existen-tial roots of the experience of equality. It is the root of the experience of the "I am one with the world," of the "I am thou" and of the unity of all creation. It underlies ideas such as "we are all children of God" and "we are all members of the brotherhood of man." At the same time, man has the experience of individualization, separateness and distinctness-being one self, and not the other. This is the root of the experience of the I versus the Other, of existing as a person different from other beings and persons. This is the existential source of incomparability and inequality and the idea of the uniqueness of personality-I am I; nothing and no one is, nor can be, like me. THE SOCIAL DIALECTICS OF EQUALITY The antinomy of participation and individualization is reflected in man's social existence. Again, one finds centripetal and centrifugal tendencies. On the one hand, men have an innate propensity for solidarity, community and integration and, on the other hand, for separation, distinction and differentiation. Solidarity and community are the basis for the experience of equality. As a member of a family, group, tribe, clan or nation, I am equal to other members; such membership forms a common link which generates the feeling of equality with other members. Each member of a group has common traits with other members. The very concept of society implies an element of equality, consisting in group membership, if nothing else-for example, the concept that "we are all Americans." This element of equality through group membership is enhanced by the inclusion-exclusion principle. A group includes insiders and excludes outsiders; the equality of the insiders is underscored by the inequality, inferiority, of the outsiders. The centrifugal force in society is related to individualization. In his own life history, and in the history of societies, the individual tends to emancipate himself from the primordial ties with the mother, the parents, the family, the peer group, the home town and even the nation. Self-consciousness leads to a split between individual and group which tends to counteract the experiences of belonging and equality. Insofar as the individual becomes logically separated from the community, the common denominator on which equality rests is destroyed. Equality requires comparability; when the individual becomes aware of his separateness and uniqueness, there is no basis for either comparison or equality.
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