Transportation Planning K (Wave 2)

Links

Highways
Highways are tools of racial and economic division- empirics prove highways pave over and destroy low income and minority communities in order to maximize utility for suburban whites 

Mohl 2 [ Raymond A., PhD , Department of History, Univeristy of Alabama at Birmingham,“The Interstates and the Cities:Highways, Housing, and the Freeway Revolt” 2002, http://www.prrac.org/pdf/mohl.pdf, accessed 7/24/12] 

American cities experienced dramatic change in the decades after the Second World War. These changes included the massive deconcentration of central city population, the shift of economic activities to the suburban periphery, the deindustrialization or redistribution of metropolitan manufacturing, and a racial turnover of population that left many of the largest American cities with a majority black population well before the end of the twentieth century. Various government policies contributed to these large-scale changes, such as tax and mortgage policies, public housing programs, and urban redevelopment schemes. Closely connected to these powerful urban transformations was the construction after 1956 of the national interstate highway system, a 42,500-mile network of high-speed, limited-access highways that linked cities across the country. When policy makers and highway engineers determined that the new interstate highway system should penetrate to the heart of the central cities, they made a fateful decision, but also a purposeful one. Indeed, the interstate system's urban expressways, or freeways, not only penetrated the cities but they ripped through residential neighborhoods and leveled wide swaths of urban territory, ostensibly to facilitate automobility. In retrospect, it now seems apparent that public officials and policy makers, especially at the state and local level, used expressway construction to destroy low-income and especially black neighborhoods in an effort to reshape the physical and racial landscapes of the postwar American city. Few public policy initiatives have had as dramatic and lasting an impact on late twentieth-century urban America as the construction of the interstate highway system. Virtually completed over a fifteen year period between the late 1950s and the early 1970s, the new interstate highways had powerful and almost inevitable consequences. In metropolitan areas, the completion of urban expressways led very quickly to a reorganization of urban and suburban space. The interstates linked central cities with sprawling postwar suburbs, facilitating automobile commuting while undermining what was left of inner-city mass transit. Wide ribbons of concrete and asphalt stimulated new downtown physical development, but soon spurred the growth of suburban shopping malls, office parks, and residential subdivisions as well. At the same time, urban expressways tore through long-established inner-city residential communities in their drive toward the city cores, destroying low-income housing on a vast and unprecedented scale. Huge expressway interchanges, cloverleafs, and access ramps created enormous areas of dead and useless space in the central cities. The bulldozer and the wrecker's ball went to work on urban America, paving the way for a wide range of public and private schemes for urban redevelopment. The new expressways, in short, permanently altered the urban and suburban landscape throughout the nation. The interstate system was a gigantic public works program, but it is now apparent that freeway construction had enormous and often negative consequences for the cities. As historian Mark I. Gelfand has noted: "No federal venture spent more funds in urban areas and returned fewer dividends to central cities than the national highway program."1

Highways are built with the intent to oppress and destroy minority communities 

Mohl 2 [ Raymond A., PhD , Department of History, Univeristy of Alabama at Birmingham,“The Interstates and the Cities:Highways, Housing, and the Freeway Revolt” 2002, http://www.prrac.org/pdf/mohl.pdf, accessed 7/24/12] 

Highway promoters and builders envisioned the new interstate expressways as a means of clearing slum housing and blighted urban areas. These plans actually date to the late 1930s, but they were not fully implemented until the late 1950s and 1960s. Massive amounts of urban housing were destroyed in the process of building the urban sections of the interstate system. By the 1960s, federal highway construction was demolishing 37,000 urban housing units each year; urban renewal and redevelopment programs were destroying an equal number of mostly-low-income housing units annually. The amount of disruption, a report of the U.S. House Committee on Public Works conceded in 1965, was astoundingly large. As planning scholar Alan A. Altshuler has noted, by the mid-1960s, when interstate construction was well underway, it was generally believed that the new highway system would "displace a million people from their homes before it [was] completed."2 A large proportion of those dislocated were African Americans, and in most cities the expressways were routinely routed through black neighborhoods.

Dislocated urbanites had few advocates in the state and federal road-building agencies. The federal Bureau of Public Roads and the state highway departments believed that their business was to finance and build highways, and that the social consequences of highway construction were the responsibility of other agencies.3 As one federal housing official stated with dismay in 1957: "It is my impression that regional personnel of the Bureau of Public Roads are not overly concerned with the problems of family relocation."4 Indeed, during most of the expressway-building era, little was done to link the interstate highway program with public or private housing construction, or even with relocation assistance for displaced families, businesses, or community institutions such as churches and schools. The victims of highway building tended to be overwhelmingly poor and black. A general pattern emerged, promoted by state and federal highway officials and by private agencies such as the Urban Land Institute, of using highway construction to eliminate blighted neighborhoods and redevelop valuable inner-city land. This was the position of Thomas H. MacDonald, director of the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) during the formative years of the interstate system. Combating blight with highways was also the policy of New York's influential builder of public works projects, Robert Moses. Highway builders were clearly conscious of the social consequences of interstate route location. It was quite obvious that neighborhoods and communities would be destroyed and people uprooted, but this was thought to be an acceptable cost of creating new transportation routes, facilitating economic development of the cities, and converting inner-city land to more acceptable or more productive uses. Highway builders and downtown redevelopers had a common interest in eliminating low-income housing and, as one redeveloper put it in 1959, freeing blighted areas "for higher and better uses."5 

Highway policy segregates and ghettoizes minority communities 
Mohl 2 [ Raymond A., PhD , Department of History, Univeristy of Alabama at Birmingham,“The Interstates and the Cities:Highways, Housing, and the Freeway Revolt” 2002, http://www.prrac.org/pdf/mohl.pdf, accessed 7/24/12] 

The federal government provided most of the funding for interstate highway construction, but state highway departments working with local officials selected the actual interstate routes. The consequence of state and local route selection was that urban expressways could be used specifically to carry out local race, housing, and residential segregation agendas. In most cities, moreover, the forced relocation of people from central-city housing triggered a spatial reorganization of residential neighborhoods. Rising black population pressure on limited inner-city housing resources meant that dislocated blacks pressed into neighborhoods of transition, generally working-class white neighborhoods on the fringes of the black ghetto where low-cost housing predominated. These newer second ghettos were already forming after World War II, as whites began moving to the suburbs and as blacks migrated out of the South to the urban North. However, interstate expressway construction speeded up the process of second ghetto formation, helping to mold the sprawling, densely populated ghettos of the modern American city. Official housing and highway policies, taken together, have helped to produce the much more intensely concentrated and racially segregated landscapes of contemporary urban America.6

Highway construction is a guise that allows the state to destroy urban housing in order to take valuable metropolitan property from minorities

Mohl 2 [ Raymond A., PhD , Department of History, Univeristy of Alabama at Birmingham,“The Interstates and the Cities:Highways, Housing, and the Freeway Revolt” 2002, http://www.prrac.org/pdf/mohl.pdf, accessed 7/24/12]
Thomas H. MacDonald and Early Expressway Planning The linkage between inner-city expressways and the destruction of low-income housing actually originated in the Bureau of Public Roads (BPR), the federal agency established in 1919. Thomas H. MacDonald, a highway engineer from Iowa, headed the BPR from its founding until early 1953. As the United States entered the automobile era, MacDonald relentlessly promoted his agency's road-building agenda. However, over time MacDonald also developed a sophisticated conception of the relationship between urban highways and urban housing, and the relationship between these two elements and the needed modernization and reconstruction of the American city.7 Heading a federal agency that came to have significant power over the nation’s transportation system, MacDonald only gradually incorporated the city into his thinking. After all, as a former state highway engineer in Iowa, his first job had been to “get the farmer out of the mud” and build rural roads to connect widely dispersed farmers with nearby towns and cities. But, increasingly an emerging American automobile culture – urban and rural -- demanded hard-surfaced roads. By the 1930s, urban mass transit was on the decline almost everywhere, as Americans seemingly preferred the convenience, flexibility, and privacy of automobile travel. On another level, the nation’s railroads were on the decline by the 1930s, never to fully recover. Eyeing the enormous untapped urban market, the automobile industry had a major interest in express highways and in federal highway legislation. In particular, the extremely popular General Motors Futurama exhibit at the 1939 New York World's Fair, as historian Mark I. Foster noted, "stimulated public thinking in favor of massive urban freeway building." Norman Bel Geddes, the designer of the Futurama exhibit, also promoted the idea of a "national motorways system connecting all cities with populations of more than one hundred thousand."8

By the end of the 1930s, Thomas MacDonald and the BPR pushed for an interregional highway system linking the nation's largest metropolitan areas, an idea given initial form by President Franklin D. Roosevelt himself. According to Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace, at a 1938 meeting with MacDonald the President sketched out on a map “a system of east-west, north-south transcontinental highways," and then requested that MacDonald make a report on the possibilities of building such a highway system. The BPR's subsequent report, Toll Roads and Free Roads (largely written by MacDonald and his assistant H. S. Fairbanks), completed in 1939, represented the first comprehensive effort to conceptualize what later became the interstate highway system. Significantly, the report acknowledged the obvious link between express highways and urban reconstruction. It made a strong case that highway planning should take place within the context of an ongoing program of slum clearance and urban redevelopment.9 Wallace reported to Roosevelt that the BPR's plan established nothing less than the basis for the complete physical rebuilding of American cities. The big problem, Wallace noted, was not transcontinental automobile traffic, but automobile congestion in the cities themselves. If new express highways penetrated and traversed the cities, traffic flow to the business center would be facilitated. More than that, careful routing of these arterial highways could cut through and clear out blighted housing areas: "There exists at present around the cores of the cities, particularly of the older ones, a wide border of decadent and dying property which has become, or is in fact becoming, a slum area." Land acquisition in these slum areas for highway construction and urban redevelopment would result in "the elimination of unsightly and unsanitary districts where land values are constantly depreciating." As Wallace portrayed the situation, the BPR's highway construction plan could become a central element in the reconstruction and revitalization of the central cities.10

History proves - highways are indelibly linked with the destruction and segregation of minority communities. Racist State officials see chances to “clean up” their cities, with minimal political opposition. 

Mohl 2 [ Raymond A., PhD , Department of History, Univeristy of Alabama at Birmingham,“The Interstates and the Cities:Highways, Housing, and the Freeway Revolt” 2002, http://www.prrac.org/pdf/mohl.pdf, accessed 7/25/12] 

The historical record has demonstrated that highways, slum clearance, and urban redevelopment were closely linked in postwar urban policy making. Early interstate advocates conceived of the new urban expressways as a means of rebuilding the central city by clearing away blighted housing. The Bureau of Public Roads advocated such ideas as early as the 1930s, and many of the pre-1956 urban expressways put those ideas into practice. After the landmark 1956 interstate highway legislation, highway officials implemented expressway plans that destroyed enormous amounts of low-income, inner-city housing, especially in black neighborhoods, where land acquisition costs were generally cheaper and where political opposition was minimal, particularly in southern cities. State highway officials and local elites often seized opportunities to carry out racial agendas. In every region of the nation, the expressways that penetrated the central cities and the inner beltways common in interstate planning found their easiest route through black communities. Thus, postwar urban expressway building brought massive housing destruction and a subsequent racial restructuring of the central cities, as those displaced sought relocation housing. Some large-scale, high-rise public housing projects of the 1950s, such as the Robert Taylor Homes in Chicago or the Pruitt-Igoe Project in St. Louis, absorbed some dislocated families, but highways and urban renewal were destroying a great deal more housing than was being built.In some places, public housing construction slowed or ground to a halt in the politically reactionary 1950s, when such projects were considered by some a dangerous form of socialism. The new, lily-white suburbs that sprouted in the postwar automobile era were unwelcoming to blacks. Essentially, most uprooted African American families found new housing in nearby low- and middle-income white residential areas, which themselves were experiencing the transition from white to black. The forced relocation of blacks from central-city areas triggered a massive spatial reorganization of urban residential space. The expressway building of the 1950s and 1960s, then, ultimately helped produce the much larger, more spatially isolated, and more intensely segregated second ghettos characteristic of the late twentieth century.

Highway policy not only destroys low income and minority housing but creates economic and social barriers that leave them without jobs, healthcare, education, or food 

Cytron 10 [ Naomi, Senior Research associate for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Fransisco, focuses on issues affecting low income and minority communities, “The Role of Transportation Planning and Policy

in Shaping Communities” 2010,  http://www.frbsf.org/publications/community/investments/1008/N_Cytron.pdf, accessed 7/25/12]

Far more than just laying pathways to get from one place to another, transportation infrastructure has played a fundamental role in shaping the physical, social, and economic landscape in cities and regions all around the nation. The convergence of rail lines in Chicago, for instance, primed the city to become a hub of trade and commerce, and established a framework for the geographic arrangement of industrial and residential development. The tangle of freeways in Los Angeles and the mass transit network in New York similarly influence the form and character of neighborhoods in those cities. By impacting development patterns and the cost and convenience of travel between locations, roads and transit services not only prescribe many of the options about where people live and work, but also determine access to opportunity. The Far-Reaching Impacts of Transportation Policy For low- and moderate-income (LMI) and minority communities, though, the outcomes of transportation policy and planning over much of the past 50 years have been largely about isolation rather than access. Arguably, in many places transportation policy and planning have served to exacerbate the challenges that the community development field seeks to confront, such as socioeconomic segregation and limited economic development opportunities. Consider the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, which authorized the interstate highway system and sparked the large-scale construction of roadways. This, along with the post-war boom and the rise of the automobile, accelerated and expanded the development of the suburbs. But the suburban migration that ensued left behind minority households in particular, who were unable to leave central cities for the suburbs due to discrimination in housing and mortgage markets. For example, exclusionary zoning practices and racially restrictive covenants barred minorities from living or purchasing property in newly developing suburban neighborhoods. And as late as the mid-1960s, minorities were largely unable to qualify for federally guaranteed mortgages, greatly limiting their ability to purchase new homes being built in the suburbs.1 Jobs and capital, however, did follow the mass suburban departure. Between 1963 and 1977, central city manufacturing employment in the 25 largest US cities dropped by 19 percent, while growing by 36 percent in the suburbs. Central city retail and wholesale employment also dropped during these years, while booming by 110 percent in the suburbs during this period.2 For central city residents without cars, commutes to suburban jobs were near impossible since these areas were not well served—or not served at all—by public transportation. The exodus of retail outlets and office space to the sprawling suburbs also contributed to the decline of city tax bases, which affected funding levels for public infrastructure, including—critically—public schools. As these patterns led to diminishing investment in central city areas, LMI and minority residents’ access to quality jobs, housing, education, food, and health care grew increasingly limited. The development of the highway system affected LMI and minority communities in other ways as well. During the 1950s and ‘60s, freeways were commonly constructed through poor and minority neighborhoods.

Government policy 

Government and Private Industry Use the “least resistance” principle to justify plowing through minority populations. 
Bullard 90 (Robert D. Bullard, Professor of Sociology and Director of Environmental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University, Ph.D. in Sociology, Dumping in Dixie)//EA
All Americans, white or black, rich or poor, are entitled to equal protection under the law. Just as this is true for such areas as education, employment, and housing, it also applies to one’s physical environment. Environmental discrimination is a fact of life. Here, environmental discrimination is defined as disparate treatment of a group or community based on race, class or some other distinguishing characteristic. The struggle for social justice by black Americans has been and continues to be rooted in white racism. White racism is a factor in the impoverishment of black communities and has made it easier for black residential areas to become the dumping grounds for all types of health-threatening toxins and industrial pollution. Government and private industry in general have followed the “path of least resistance” in addressing externalities as pollution discharges, waste disposal, and nonresidential activities that may pose a health threat to nearby communities. Middle- and upper-class households can often shut out the fumes, noise, and odors with their air conditioning, dispose of their garbage to keep out the rats and roaches, and buy bottled water for drinking. Many lower-income households (black or white) cannot afford such “luxury” items; they are subsequently forced to adapt to a lower-quality physical environment. Minority and low-income residential areas (and their inhabitants) are often adversely affected by unregulated growth, ineffective regulation of industrial toxins, and public policy decisions authorizing locally unwanted land uses that favor those with political and economic clout. Zoning is probably the most widely applied mechanism to regulate land use in the United States. Externalities such as pollution discharges to the air and water, noise, vibrations, and aesthetic problems are often segregated from residential areas for the “public good.” Negative effects of nonresidential activities generally decrease with distance from the source. Land-use zoning, thus, is designed as a “protectionist device” to insure a “place for everything and everything in its place.” Zoning is ultimately intended to influence and shape land use in accordance with long-range local needs. Zoning, deed restrictions, and other protectionist land-use mechanisms have failed to effectively protect minority communities, especially low-income minority communities. Logan and Molotch, in their book Urban Fortunes: The Political Economy of Place, contend that the various social classes, with or without land-use controls, are “unequally able to protect their environmental interests.” In their quest for quality neighborhoods, individuals often find themselves competing for desirable neighborhood amenities (i.e. good schools, police and fire protection, quality health care, and parks and recreational facilities) and resisting negative characteristics (i.e., landfills, polluting industries, freeways, public housing projects, drug-treatment facilities, halfway houses, etc.) Zoning is not a panacea for land-use planning or for achieving long-range development goals. Implementation of zoning ordinances and land-use plans has a political, economic, and racial dimension. Competition often results between special interest groups (i.e., racial and ethnic minorities, organized civic clubs, neighborhood associations, developers, environmentalists, etc.) for advantageous land use. In many instances, exclusionary zoning, discriminatory housing practices by rental agents, brokers, and lending institutions, and disparate facility siting decisions have contributed to and maintained racially segregated residential areas of unequal quality. These practices persist in spite of years of government intervention. 
Institutional Racism still controls transportation planning. Governments annex minority neighborhoods. Houston Airport, Highways prove

Bullard 90 (Robert D. Bullard, Professor of Sociology and Director of Environmental Justice Resource Center at Clark Atlanta University, Ph.D. in Sociology, Dumping in Dixie)//EA
Social scientists agree that a multidimensional web of factors operate in sorting out stratification hierarchies. These factors include occupation, education, value of dwellings, source and amount of income, type of dwelling structures, government and private industry policies, and racial and ethnic makeup of residents. Unfortunately, American society has not reached a color-blind state. What role does race play in sorting out land uses? Race continues to be a potent variable in explaining the spatial layout of urban areas, including housing patterns, street and high way configurations, commercial development, and industrial facility siting. Houston, Texas, the nation’s fourth largest city, is a classic example of an area where race has played an integral part in land-use outcomes and municipal service delivery. As late as 1982, there were neighborhoods in Houston that still did not have paved streets, gas and sewer connections, running water, regular garbage service, and street markers. Black and Hispanic neighborhoods were far more likely to have service deficiencies than their white counterparts. One of the neighborhoods (Bordersville) was part of the land annexed for the bustling Houston Intercontinental Airport. Another area, Riceville, was a stable black community located in the city’s sprawling southwest corridor, a mostly white sector that accounted for nearly one-half of Houston’s housing construction in the 1970s. The city’s breakneck annexation policy stretched municipal services thin. Newly annexed unincorporated areas, composed of mostly whites, often gained at the expense of older minority areas. How does one explain the service disparities in this modern Sunbelt city? After studying the Houston phenomenon for nearly a decade, I have failed to turn up a single case of a white neighborhood (low- or middle-income) in the city that was systematically denied the basic municipal services. The significance of race may have declined, but racism has not disappeared when it comes to allocating scarce resources. Do middle-income blacks have the same mobility options that are available to their white counterparts? The answer to this question is no. Blacks have made tremendous economic and political gains in the past three decades with the passage of equal opportunity initiatives at the federal level. Despite legislation, court orders, and federal mandates, institutional racism and discrimination continue to influence the quality of life in many of the nation’s black communities. The differential residential amenities and land uses assigned to black and white residential areas cannot be explained by class alone. For example, poor whites and poor blacks do not have the same opportunities to “vote with their feet.” Racial barriers to education, employment, and housing reduce mobility options available to the black underclass and the black middle-class. Housing is a classic example of this persistent problem. Residential options available to blacks have been shaped largely by (1) federal housing policies, (2) institutional and individual discrimination in housing markets, (3) geographic changes that have taken place in the nation’s urban centers, and (4) limited incomes. Federal policies, for example, played a key role in the development of spatially differentiated metropolitan areas where blacks and other visible minorities are segregated from whites, and the poor from the more affluent citizens. Government housing policies fueled the white exodus to the suburbs and accelerated the abandonment of central cities. Federal tax dollars funded the construction of freeway and interstate highway systems. Many of these construction projects cut paths through minority neighborhoods, physically isolated residents from their institutions, and disrupted once-stable communities. The federal government is the “proximate and essential cause of urban apartheid” in the United States. The result of the nation’s apartheid-type policies has been limited mobility, reduce housing options and residential packages, and decreased environmental choices for black households.
Impacts

Transportation construction through minority communities exposes residents to severe health risks, pollution, and fewer social services 

Cytron 10 [ Naomi, Senior Research associate for the Federal Reserve Bank of San Fransisco, focuses on issues affecting low income and minority communities, “The Role of Transportation Planning and Policy

in Shaping Communities” 2010,  http://www.frbsf.org/publications/community/investments/1008/N_Cytron.pdf, accessed 7/25/12]

Homes and businesses were razed to make way for highspeed roadways which often disconnected LMI communities from development taking shape on the urban fringes, while simultaneously eroding local economies. In California, for instance, the Cypress Freeway, completed in 1957 (and destroyed by the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake), cut ethnically-mixed West Oakland off from downtown Oakland, uprooting families and businesses and subjecting the remaining community to high volumes of traffic overhead.3 This kind of proximity to expressways disproportionately exposed neighborhood residents to noise and air pollutants emanating from vehicles. Health in many LMI and minority communities was thus compromised; epidemiological studies have consistently demonstrated that proximity to freeways significantly increases the incidence and severity of asthma and other respiratory diseases, diminishes lung capacity and function, and is related to poor birth outcomes, childhood cancer, and increased mortality risks.4 Demographic patterns have shifted gradually over time, with mobility increasing for all racial, ethnic and income groups. Still, many cities continue to face the challenges that were spurred or aggravated by past transportation decisions. Residential segregation, neighborhood disinvestment, and unemployment remain dominant features of many, if not most, central cities. LMI and minority communities continue to be disproportionately exposed to air pollution and other externalities of roadways – in California, for instance, minority children are three times as likely as their white counterparts to live in areas with high traffic density.5 Much of the work of the community development field over the past several decades has been geared toward mitigating the economic, social, and health outcomes of geographic isolation caused by poor transportation planning decisions, and reducing the spatial mismatch between where LMI households live and the jobs and other amenities that make up healthy neighborhoods. In addition to the social costs of suburban expansion, the economic and environmental costs of auto-oriented transportation planning have also grown. Roadway capacity has been exceeded in many places, leading to severe road congestion. Commuting times and costs have thus risen; workers in all major metropolitan areas are increasingly traveling 45 minutes or more to their places of employment, and fuel prices have doubled, on average, since the 1990s.6 Sprawl has also increased the cost of public service provision, with per-capita costs for services like sewerage, trash collection, and police and fire protection all rising with decreased population density.7 Concerns about the environmental and political costs exacted by sprawl and reliance on automobiles—including dependence on fossil fuels, greenhouse gas emissions, the loss of open space and pressures on fragile ecosystems–have gained voice.
Framing

Util Sacrifices Certain Individuals for the greater welfare. This is exactly how the aff justifies dumping toxic waste on minority populations

Rosen 3 - Professor of the History of Political Thought at University¶ College London.
(Frederick, CLASSICAL UTILITARIANISM FROM¶ HUME TO MILL, http://mey.homelinux.org/companions/Frederick%20Rosen/Utility%20And%20Liberty%20(291)/Utility%20And%20Liberty%20-%20Frederick%20Rosen.pdf)//EA
In spite of his emphasis on distribution rather than on aggregation, one can still¶ wonder if Bentham’s notion might nevertheless oblige or allow the legislator to¶ support certain policies which will sacrifice individual happiness where a more¶ extensive happiness can be established. In a reference to the maxim ascribed to¶ Bentham by Mill, ‘everybody to count for one, nobody for more than one’ (Mill¶ 1969: 257), Hart concluded:¶ But this egalitarian aspect of Bentham’s utilitarianism though it serves¶ to exclude irrelevant prejudices in the computation of the general¶ welfare as the measure of right and wrong cannot serve as a foundation¶ for individual rights. As many contemporary philosophers, hostile to¶ utilitarianism, have been concerned to show, it in principle licenses the¶ imposition of sacrifices on innocent individuals when this can be shown¶ to advance net aggregate welfare. Such sacrifices may be licensed¶ because the egalitarianism embodied in the maxim ‘everybody to count¶ for one and nobody for more than one’ is only a weighting principle, to¶ be used in calculating what will maximize aggregate happiness; it treats¶ persons as equals by securing that in the determination of what¶ measures are required by the general welfare equal weight must be¶ given to the equal happiness of all persons. But it is not a principle¶ requiring the equal treatment of different persons and it may yield¶ grossly inegalitarian results … Individual persons and the level of an¶ individual’s happiness are for the utilitarian only of instrumental, not¶ intrinsic importance. Persons are merely the ‘receptacles’ for the experiences¶ which will increase or diminish aggregate welfare. So¶ utilitarianism is ‘no respecter of persons’ in a sinister as well as a benign¶ sense of that expression, and its egalitarian aspect provides no foundation¶ for universal rights.¶ (Hart 1982: 98f; see also Skorupski 1989: 287f, 325ff)
Wars can Be Easily Prevented. Structural Violence should be a prerequisite as it is ongoing and continuous
Winter Et al 1
(Deborah Du Nann Winter - Professor of Psychology at Whitman College, Richard V. Wagner - Professor of Psychology at Bates College in Lewiston. Ph.D. in social psychology from the University of Michigan, Daniel J. Christie - Professor Emeritus of Psychology at The Ohio State University and Fulbright Specialist in Peace and Conflict Studies, Peace, Conflict, and Violence:¶ Peace Psychology for the 21st Century., 2001, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:¶ Prentice-Hall.)//EA
Today, an increasing number of peace psychologists are concerned about structural violence¶ (Galtung, 1969), an insidious form of violence that is built into the fabric of political and economic¶ structures of a society (Christie, 1997; Pilisuk, 1998; Schwebel, 1997). Structural violence¶ is a problem in and of itself, killing people just as surely as direct violence. But structural violence kills people slowly by depriving them of satisfying their basic needs. Life spans are curtailed¶ when people are socially dominated, politically oppressed, or economically exploited.¶ Structural violence is a global problem in scope, reflected in vast disparities in wealth and health,¶ both within and between societies. Section II examines a number of forms of structural violence,¶ all of which engender structure-based inequalities in the production, allocation, and utilization of¶ material and non-material resources.¶ Galtung (1969) proposed that one way to define structural violence was to calculate the number¶ of avoidable deaths. For instance, if people die from exposure to inclement conditions when¶ shelter is available for them somewhere in the world, then structural violence is taking place.¶ Similarly, structural violence occurs when death is caused by scarcities in food, inadequate nutrition,¶ lack of health care, and other forms of deprivation that could be redressed if distribution¶ systems were more equitably structured. The chapters in Section II make it clear that structural¶ violence is endemic to economic systems that produce a concentration of wealth for some while¶ exploiting others, political systems that give access to some and oppress others, and hierarchical¶ social systems that are suffused with ethnocentrism and intolerance.¶ In Table 1, we outline some differences between direct and structural violence based in part¶ on Galtung’s (1996) pioneering work in peace studies.¶ As noted in Table 1, direct violence refers to physical violence that harms or kills people¶ quickly, producing somatic trauma or total incapacitation. In contrast, structural violence kills¶ indirectly and slowly, curtailing life spans by depriving people of material and non-material resources.¶ Direct violence is often dramatic and personal. Structural violence is commonplace and¶ impersonal. Direct violence may involve an acute insult to the physical well-being of an individual or group. Structural violence is a chronic threat to well-being. Direct violence occurs intermittently,¶ as discrete events, while structural violence is ongoing and continuous. In direct violence,¶ the subject-action-object relationships are readily observable while political and economic¶ structures of violence are not directly observable, though their deadly results, which are delayed¶ and diffuse, are apparent in disproportionately high rates of infant and maternal mortality in various¶ pockets of the world. Because it is possible to infer whether intentionality is present in cases¶ of physical violence, the morality of an act can be judged and sanctions can be applied. Direct¶ violence is often scrutinized by drawing on religious dicta, legal codes, and ethical systems. Intentionality is not as obvious in impersonal systems of structural violence, and considerations of¶ punishment are seldom applicable. Finally, direct violence can be prevented. In contrast, structural¶ violence is ongoing, and intervention is aimed at mitigating its inertia. Fundamentally,¶ structural violence occurs whenever societal structures and institutions produce oppression, exploitation,¶ and dominance. These conditions are static, stable, normalized, serve the interests of¶ those who hold power and wealth, and are not self-correcting. A psychological question, posed in Section II on structural violence, is how people, who are¶ morally principled, can live their lives without giving much attention or thought to the pervasive¶ problem of structural violence. To answer this question, research is presented that identifies psychological¶ processes people employ routinely and by so doing, limit their scope of justice to include¶ only certain people, thereby perpetuating the socially unjust conditions of structural violence.¶ Authors in Section II also look carefully at the targets of structural violence, especially¶ women and children, because they are disproportionately harmed by structural violence worldwide.¶ An emerging problem of the twenty-first century is globalization, which refers to the¶ worldwide push for free markets that leave in their wake enormous inequalities on a large scale.¶ Globalization is fuelling vast disparities in wealth and a global division of labor in which people¶ in some countries profit and engage in the work of the head while others suffer and toil with their¶ hands. At the dawn of the twenty-first century, militarization continues to be an important source¶ of structural violence, generating vast inequalities in coercive power and fuelling the potential¶ for episodes of violence, as big powers supply arms to smaller countries around the world.

Structural Violence Outweighs. Even the Elimination of All Nukes wont address the problem. 

Martin 90 –  Professor of interdisciplinary area of Science, technology, and society at the University of Wollongong PhD (in theoretical physics) from the University of Sydney

(Brian Martin, “Principles for antiwar strategies”, Uprooting War (London: Freedom Press), 1990, http://www.bmartin.cc/pubs/90uw/uw02.html)
If all the military weapons in the world suddenly disappeared, this would not eliminate the problem of war. If current social structures, such as states and other systems of political and economic inequality, remained, then it would not be long before armaments built up again to the previous level. Nor would the problem of war be solved if disarmament were decreed and carried out by a dominant institution, such as a world government. It would be easy for resisting groups to hide weapons, including nuclear weapons, or to make new ones with presently available knowledge and resources. Disarmament as a goal is not enough for confronting the problem of war. It is also necessary to transform the structures that lead to war.¶ War cannot simply be eliminated while leaving the rest of society as it is, namely by freezing the status quo. Yet that is what is assumed in efforts to stop war by appealing to elites. The structural conditions for war need to be removed and superseded by alternative structures which do not lead to war.¶ In what direction do dominant social structures need to be changed? In very general terms, the direction needs to be towards greater political, social and economic equality, towards greater justice and freedom, and towards greater control by people over the decisions which influence their lives. Methods for moving in these directions are discussed in later chapters.¶ The principle of structural change is a far-reaching one. The focus of peace movements in the 1980s, as it was in the late 1950s and early 1960s, has been nuclear war. But even accepting the unlikely possibility that state elites would ever dismantle their nuclear weapons, eliminating nuclear weapons would not eliminate war, nor would it prevent the creation of weapons more deadly than nuclear weapons. The goal needs to be more than disarmament, and certainly much more than nuclear disarmament.¶ Social structures shape people's attitudes, and people's attitudes shape the creation of structures. I take it for granted that an antiwar strategy must involve changing people's attitudes. To form the basis for a social movement, there must be some people with critical views of the present situation and visions of an alternative. The question is not whether people's attitudes should be changed, but whether this should be a primary focus for social action, or a consequence of other actions.¶ There are dangers in two directions. Focussing on changing attitudes by persuasion can leave unexamined the structures which shape attitudes, such as the state, employer-worker relations and the media. But focussing exclusively on changing structures also has its limits: if people's attitudes are not changed, alternative structures can quickly revert to the old ones. The ideal is simultaneous structural and personal change.¶ Personally I think it is essential that strategies be based on promoting structural transformation. Participatory campaigns with this goal will promote changes in attitude as they proceed. Given the present emphasis of many people in the antiwar movement and elsewhere on changing attitudes, there is little chance that individual change will be neglected.¶ ¶ Social change is seamless¶ Focussing on the roots of war, such as political and economic inequality, suggests that war should be seen as only one of a range of social problems, and that the elimination of war must go hand in hand with elimination of other problems. In terms of strategies, this means that war should not be given undue attention compared to other social problems. Campaigns to oppose sexism, heterosexism, economic exploitation, racism, poverty, political repression, alienation and environmental degradation are also a contribution to the overall antiwar effort in as much as they are oriented to challenge and replace oppressive social structures.¶ An implication of this principle is that campaigns of different social movements should be linked at the level of strategy, and should be mutually stimulating and provide mutual learning. This already happens to some extent, for example when feminists emphasise the fostering of aggressiveness in men as a factor in war, or when antiwar activists support environmentalists opposed to nuclear power.¶ On the other hand, antiwar movements, like other social movements, often adopt strategies or demands which have little relevance to other social problems. One example is the demand for a nuclear freeze, promoted heavily in the United States in the 1980s. This demand, that the United States and Soviet governments halt new developments in or additions to their nuclear arsenals, has little immediate relevance to other social problems. This is no coincidence. The nuclear freeze campaign, which is based on influencing state elites by public pressure, has worked through existing structures rather than attempting to transform them.¶ To claim that the problem of war, or nuclear war in particular, is so pressing that it should be given priority over other issues is bad politics. It cuts the antiwar movement off from other social movements vital to opposing war-linked structures. And it often leads to strategies such as the nuclear freeze which do not address the roots of war. The aim should not be to set up hierarchies of oppression, but to link social issues and movements in theory and action.¶ An orientation towards structural change is often connected with awareness of the connections between social issues. For example, the British journal Peace News, which has the subtitle 'for nonviolent revolution' and is oriented to structural change, features articles on Third World problems, feminism, workplace democracy and many other issues.
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An Exploration of Equitable TOD and Community Development The articles in this issue of Community Investments delve into questions surrounding TOD in particular, which has the potential to generate a host of benefits for lowincome communities. However, TOD has not necessarily had equitable impacts in its applications to date. Affordable, family-friendly housing has not consistently been incorporated into TOD projects, which have in some cases priced-out and displaced low-income communities. LMI communities have also not necessarily been full participants in planning processes surrounding TODs. Additionally, the type of transit that composes the T in TOD is often fixed-guideway—for example, high speed trains or light rails—which is both expensive to build and primarily serves the needs of commuters traveling during peak hours. Low-income workers, in contrast, often work off-peak shifts or multiple jobs in multiple locations. The tradeoffs that transit agencies must make in financing rail projects can mean service cutbacks for bus networks that enable those without cars to navigate daily needs. This is particularly problematic in areas where bus networks already offer infrequent or unreliable service. The articles that follow explore some of these issues, and offer suggestions about how to more intentionally include the needs of LMI communities in planning and executing TODs. This will not be an easy task. Planning, financing, and constructing equitable TOD is even more complex than average TOD projects, which, with their zoning hurdles, land assembly issues, and atypical configurations of commercial, office, residential, and parking space, are themselves more challenging than conventional greenfield developments. The financial straits of both the public and private sectors inject critical questions of how to pay for the elements that ensure equity and inclusion. Transit agencies throughout the nation are facing budget crises, which have led to deferred maintenance, fare hikes, and service cutbacks and that are already disproportionately impacting the low-income and minority communities who comprise the majority of transit users in urban areas.9 For lenders and investors, the complexity surrounding TOD projects can lead to a perception that they are overly risky deals. However, foundations and CRA-motivated financial institutions have an important role to play in funding TODs, and thereby enabling affordable housing to be preserved nearby or developed as part of these projects. TOD funds are springing up in a number of cities across the US, and may prove to be an effective model for leveraging public and private capital to support affordable housing development near transit. Denver’s TOD Fund, which has attracted investors including the City of Denver, the MacArthur Foundation, Colorado Housing and Finance Authority, Enterprise Community Partners, the Urban Land Conservancy, U.S. Bank and Wells Fargo, is poised to enable the preservation and construction of affordable housing units within one half mile of existing and new rail service and a quarter mile of frequent bus routes (for more on the Denver TOD Fund, see “Equipping Communities to Achieve Equitable Transit-Oriented Development” in this issue). Here in California, the newly established Bay Area Affordable TransitOriented Development fund will operate as a revolving loan pool for land acquisition for affordable housing development in certain locations near rail and bus lines. The Fund has received a commitment of up to $10 million from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and is expected to attract matching commitments from foundations, investors, and commercial lenders.10 TODs are not, of course, a panacea. But the impetus to account for equity and inclusion in their planning and execution is emblematic of the need to broadly recalibrate investment decisions related to transportation and housing. The recent spate of financial, environmental, and public health and safety crises are linked at least in part to the historical neglect of sustainability and inclusion in development planning. The Gulf Oil disaster is easy to point to in arguing not just for movement away from fossil fuels and towards renewable energy, but also away from transportation policy and development patterns that feed our demand for fuel. Aspects of the foreclosure crisis, too, support this argument. “Drive till you qualify” mortgages, which enabled LMI borrowers to trade distance from city centers for affordability, have fallen into foreclosure at high rates, ultimately untenable in part because they did not take transportation costs, among other expenses, into 
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Rethinking Development Patterns for the Future Accordingly, over the past decade or so, urban planners and developers have increasingly begun to reformulate land-use plans to take the economic and environmental costs of auto-oriented sprawl into account and to rethink urban development patterns. “Smart Growth” and “New Urbanism” emerged as planning buzzwords, and “transit oriented developments” (TODs), which promote re-densification, walkability, and transit use via the concentration of housing and retail around transit nodes, have cropped up in cities around the nation. Demand for public transit has also increased, with ridership growing by nearly 40 percent since the mid-90s, far outpacing population growth and increase of vehicle miles traveled on highways.8 New planning theory, coupled with consumer demand for public transit, has brought greater attention to how transportation planning decisions fit into the design of healthy communities. These trends have led policymakers to work toward more systematic changes that aim to address transportation needs in tandem with housing policy and environmental protection. In California, for instance, legislation known as SB375 was passed in 2006 that requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations, which encompass the majority of California counties and residents, to set a target for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and to develop a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS) to show how they will meet their targets. These growth strategies must align long-range regional housing and transportation planning to increase the density of residential and mixed-use development near transit facilities, and thereby cut down on vehicle miles traveled and reduce greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. Decisions about the allocation of transportation funds must be consistent with the SCS of a given region, and residential projects that are consistent with a region’s SCS will be eligible for streamlined California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) processing – a significant incentive in light of the time and expense that this mandated environmental review can add to the development of a project. At the federal level, an unprecedented partnership between the Department of Transportation, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the Environmental Protection Agency has been established to “help families in all communities – rural, suburban, and urban—gain better access to affordable housing, more transportation options, and lower transportation costs, while protecting the environment in communities nationwide.” Guided by principles that consider energy-efficiency, community revitalization and equity, and economic opportunity, the Partnership for Sustainable Communities is designed to encourage communities to reorient their planning strategies. In June, HUD announced a competitive $100 million Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program that will support regional, multisector planning efforts that integrate housing, land use, economic and workforce development, transportation, and infrastructure investments. Applications will be reviewed by all Partnership agencies, with grants supporting plans that align investments in a manner that takes into account the tangled economic, health, environmental, and social equity challenges facing a given region. Emerging policy measures are thus emphasizing environmental sustainability, while transportation and landuse plans—though not traditionally employed to address social equity issues—are increasingly recognized as having significant roles to play in connecting LMI and minority communities to improved opportunities. This momentum to weave together the concerns of community and environmental health with transportation planning has prompted considerable dialogue amongst a range of stakeholders as to how to further promote these ends. The consensus seems to be that there is still a great deal of work to do to ensure that, going forward, the needs of LMI and minority communities will have due weight in decision-making and that these communities will share equally in the benefits promised by emergent approaches to development.
