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1NC Competitiveness Kritik

The 1AC is a slave to the logic of competitiveness and the notions of American exceptionalism that underlie it – the impact is genocide and imperial violence

Whyte 7 (Dave Whyte, Reader in Sociology, the Department of Sociology, Social Policy and Criminology, the University of Liverpool, “Market Patriotism and the "War on Terror"”, Social Justice, Vol. 34, No. 3/4, pgs. 109-110, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/29768467)

It is doubtful whether neoconservatism represents a break from neoliberalism that is significant enough to distinguish the two perspectives within the power bloc. An intrinsic incompatibility is not expressed if, for example, the ideal of the (laissez-faire) state is conceptualized differently in Chicago School economic theory (in which the state's proper role is reduced to maintaining a rudimentary system of rules that can guarantee access to "free" markets) and Straussian political philosophy (which stresses the requirement of a nationally cohesive authoritarian state-led by a beneficial tyranny-that must establish a solid moral order and ensure the defense of Western civilization). The relationship between the two positions is revealing in that the chief intellectuals identified with the neocons (e.g., Francis Fukuyama, Samuel P. Huntington, Robert Kagan, and William Kristol), though they frequently disagree in public on matters of philosophy and policy, are united by their enthusiasm for neoliberal economics. Giving continuity to the U.S. ruling class is a belief in a neoliberal market standard of civilization and in the leading role of the U.S. in securing this standard of civilization, by force if necessary. The more brutal and coercive form of capitalist rule that is currently being reconfigured, then, is less concerned with liberal tropes of prosperity, representation, and freedom than with asserting a universal (neoliberal) market standard of civilization. Since the birth of the U.S. state, the central legitimating myth has been the assumption that the U.S. had adopted the mantle of the guardian of Western civilization. The genocides of indigenous populations that enabled European colonization of the Americas, particularly in North America, were committed with reference to a "chosen people" mythology derived from the Christian Bible. Central to this mythology is the idea that the U.S. inherited from the Europeans the guardianship of Western civilization. As Amin (2004: 63) notes, "thereafter, the United States extended to the whole planet its project of realizing the work that 'God' had commanded it to carry out." The chosen-people myth formed the basis of the Manifest Destiny doctrine; it was particularly influential in the post-World War II period, especially in George Kennan's writings. Recent neocon texts express this view, by contrasting the willingness with which the U.S. defends Western civilization with the spinelessness of "old" Europe (see Kagan, 2003). The core legitimating narrative for U.S. imperialism, then, is the claim that the U.S. is uniquely placed to guarantee peace and stability, and to provide leadership for the weak, backward, wayward rest of the world; this "chosen people" myth allows the U.S. to stake claims to global economic leadership and American exceptionalism (Said, 1993: 343-349). The program first set out by the neocon pressure group-the Project for the New American Century-has now been fully realized in Afghanistan and Iraq and has taken American exceptionalism to new heights. seeking to use a full complement of diplomatic, political, and military efforts to preserve and extend "an international order friendly to our security, our prosperity, and our principles,"2 the program represents a profoundly nationalist stance that expresses U.S. preemptive strategy in terms derived from a "chosen people" myth. Legitimacy for U.S. global hegemony at this juncture is based upon a patriotism that reasserts the U.S. as the guardian of Western civilization. Two features of hegemonic rule, the economy and nationhood, characterize the political moment at the heart of the Imperium that is often "blamed" upon a neocon cabal. It is the neoliberal economic doctrine, wedded to a strengthening of patriotic allegiances to the United States. This moment of political leadership in the U.S. invokes loyalty to the nation-state as an explicit means of strengthening a particular form of market capitalism and uses the market to strengthen allegiance to particularly violent and authoritarian forms of state power. It seeks a commitment to supporting the coercive responses of national states and the uninterrupted progress of the global market as twin bulwarks against terrorism. 
More specifically – the quest for economic competitiveness makes fascism and war inevitable
Kienle 10 (Eberhard Kienle, Lecturer in Middle East Politics at University of London and Chair of its Center for Near and Middle Eastern Studies, Global competitiveness, the erosion of checks and balances, and the demise of liberal democracy, 10 May, http://www.opendemocracy.net/global-competitiveness-erosion-of-checks-and-balances-and-demise-of-liberal-democracy)

Ultimately, therefore, the search for competitiveness challenges liberal democracy in two analytically separate ways that in practice of course may reinforce each other. First, as a totalitarian principle that subjugates all other values and by definition erodes a variety of liberties and the checks and balances that are co-terminus with liberal democracy; second, as a principle that, whilst it holds the promise for a better life, simultaneously threatens the prosperity and survival of the weaker competitors; it fuels ideologies and practices that are authoritarian and even totalitarian in the classical sense. As a matter of course, these practices and ideologies are no less hostile to checks and balances. Numerous authoritarian regimes around the world, today and in the past, have been the result of attempts to catch up and compete with economically more successful states. Nineteenth century Prussia, the bureaucratic authoritarian regimes in mid Twentieth century Latin America and more recently Iraq under Saddam Hussein are telling examples, even though they differ widely as far as restrictions to liberties are concerned. The European fascisms of the 1920s, 30s and 40s were partly moved by the same perception of comparative weakness, though combined with and transformed into extreme projects of domination, subjugation and annihilation.

Vote negative to resist the usage of competitiveness as a means of structuring the global economy – only rejection of said framing can problematize the hegemonic nature of competitiveness discourse
Fougner 6 (Tore Fougner, Assistant Professor of International Relations at the Bilkent University, The state, international competitiveness and neoliberal globalisation: is there a future beyond ‘ the competition state’?, Review of International Studies (2006), 32) 
The basic idea informing this article has been that the transgression of something that is currently conceived as a given ‘fact of life’ can be facilitated by showing both that what is, has not always been and, in consequence, need not always be in the future; and that what is, is internal not to an unchanging nature, but rather to politics or relations of power. In accordance with this, the article has showed that the problem of international competitiveness has a quite speciﬁc history of emergence and transformation internal to state and global forms of governance, and that the discourse of international competitiveness is currently at the centre not only of how state authorities conduct their business, but also how their conduct is shaped and manipulated by other actors in the world political economy. The broader signiﬁcance of this (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness lies in its potential contribution to the opening up of a space of possibility for the state to become something other than a competitive entity. In this connection, the issue at stake today is not so much the absence of state conceptions that somehow run counter to the neoliberal one of the state as a competitive entity, as the hegemonic position of the neoliberal problem and discourse of competitiveness as such. If the latter is left unchallenged, as is the case in much of the competition state literature, then alternative state conceptions will unavoidably be assessed in terms of international competitiveness and, in consequence, stand little chance of prevailing in any but distorted and marginal ways. 83 Against this background, the historisation and politicisation of the problem of international competitiveness provided in this article can contribute both to make the concept of international competitiveness fall from its current grace, and increase people’s receptivity to both existing and prospective alternatives to the neoliberal conception of the state. With regard to the prospect of the state becoming something other than a competitve entity, an opening might also follow from how the state has been shown to be constituted as a three-headed troll that is competitive, disciplined and sovereign within the context of contemporary eﬀorts at neoliberal global governance. As sovereign entities, states retain the option to put an end to capital mobility, and thereby both reverse the power relationship that currently characterises their relations with transnational capital, and deny non-state actors the opportunity to act upon and manipulate their conduct at a distance. The key point to note, however, is that the hegemony of neoliberalism as a rationality of government has led states to practice sovereignty in a way that eﬀectively subjects them to such external discipline and governance – this, by engaging in eﬀorts to constitute a global marketplace. Moreover, neoliberal global governance is considered such a precious undertaking today that state authorities have voluntarily, if not proactively, adapted to it by both exercising a high degree of self-discipline, and acting on themselves and their populations as competitors in a global market for investment. While an understanding of the state as an externally disciplined entity has the potential to stimulate popular opposition and resistance to contemporary forms of neoliberal global governance – in part, because many people simply do not appreciate being forced to do things that they otherwise would not want to do – this understanding seems at present to be much less prevalent in the popular imagination than the one of the state as a competitive entity. Given both the seemingly ahistorical and apolitical nature of the problem of international competitiveness, and how the quest for improved competitiveness can rather easily be represented as part of a positive national project, this situation can be claimed to inhibit the emergence of more broadly-based popular resistance. 84 Against this background, the (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness provided in this article can contribute to delegitimise attempts to rally people behind national competitiveness projects, and provide additional stimulus to popular opposition and resistance to contemporary eﬀorts to constitute a global marketplace. 85 
2NC Alternative

Refusal of the affirmative’s framing allows for different understandings of the global economy to be developed 
Fougner 6 (Tore Fougner, Assistant Professor of International Relations at the Bilkent University, The state, international competitiveness and neoliberal globalisation: is there a future beyond ‘ the competition state’?, Review of International Studies (2006), 32) 

The basic idea informing this article has been that the transgression of something that is currently conceived as a given ‘ fact of life’ can be facilitated by showing both that what is, has not always been and, in consequence, need not always be in the future; and that what is, is internal not to an unchanging nature, but rather to politics or relations of power. In accordance with this, the article has showed that the problem of international competitiveness has a quite speciﬁc history of emergence and transformation internal to state and global forms of governance, and that the discourse of international competitiveness is currently at the centre not only of how state authorities conduct their business, but also how their conduct is shaped and manipulated by other actors in the world political economy.  The broader signiﬁcance of this (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness lies in its potential contribution to the opening up of a space  of possibility for the state to become something other than a competitive entity. In  this connection, the issue at stake today is not so much the absence of state  conceptions that somehow run counter to the neoliberal one of the state as a  competitive entity, as the hegemonic position of the neoliberal problem and discourse  of competitiveness as such. If the latter is left unchallenged, as is the case in much of  the competition state literature, then alternative state conceptions will unavoidably  be assessed in terms of international competitiveness and, in consequence, stand little chance of prevailing in any but distorted and marginal ways.83 Against this  background, the historisation and politicisation of the problem of international  competitiveness provided in this article can contribute both to make the concept of  international competitiveness fall from its current grace, and increase people’s receptivity to both existing and prospective alternatives to the neoliberal conception  of the state.  With regard to the prospect of the state becoming something other than a competitve entity, an opening might also follow from how the state has been shown to be constituted as a three-headed troll that is competitive, disciplined and sovereign within the context of contemporary efforts at neoliberal global governance. As sovereign entities, states retain the option to put an end to capital mobility, and thereby both reverse the power relationship that currently characterises their relations with transnational capital, and deny non-state actors the opportunity to act upon and manipulate their conduct at a distance. The key point to note, however, is that the hegemony of neoliberalism as a rationality of government has led states to practice sovereignty in a way that effectively subjects them to such external discipline and governance – this, by engaging in efforts to constitute a global marketplace.  Moreover, neoliberal global governance is considered such a precious undertaking today that state authorities have voluntarily, if not proactively, adapted to it by both exercising a high degree of self-discipline, and acting on themselves and their populations as competitors in a global market for investment.  While an understanding of the state as an externally disciplined entity has the  potential to stimulate popular opposition and resistance to contemporary forms of  neoliberal global governance – in part, because many people simply do not appreciate being forced to do things that they otherwise would not want to do – this  understanding seems at present to be much less prevalent in the popular imagination  than the one of the state as a competitive entity. Given both the seemingly ahistorical  and apolitical nature of the problem of international competitiveness, and how the  quest for improved competitiveness can rather easily be represented as part of a  positive national project, this situation can be claimed to inhibit the emergence of  more broadly-based popular resistance.84 Against this background, the (re)problematisation of the problem of international competitiveness provided in this article can  contribute to delegitimise attempts to rally people behind national competitiveness  projects, and provide additional stimulus to popular opposition and resistance to  contemporary efforts to constitute a global marketplace.85
Leads to an elimination of the competitiveness problem

Fougner (Assistant Professor of International Relations at the Bilkent University) 6
(Tore, The state, international competitiveness and neoliberal globalisation: is there a future beyond ‘ the competition state’?, Review of International Studies (2006), 32) 

While such crisis tendencies might eventually lead to the state’s reconstitution as  a non-competition state, the present article will follow a diﬀerent track in an attempt  to contribute to the opening up of a space for the state to become something other  than a competitive entity. Rather than engaging directly with the competition state,  it will engage critically with the governmental problem that consumes and energises it – namely the problem of international competitiveness. If it is the case, as Peter Dicken has claimed, that ‘ [a]s long as the concept of national (. . .) competitiveness  remains in currency then no single state is likely to opt out’,26 then a critical  (re)problemisation of international competitiveness as a governmental problem  might contribute to the required devaluation of the concept and, subsequently, to a  de-competitivisation of the state. The emergence of ‘ international competitiveness’ as a governmental problem  There is nothing natural, given or self-evident in international competitiveness being  a key problem in contemporary reﬂections on state governance. More fundamentally,  what constitutes a problem is in itself never given, as nothing can be claimed to  constitute a problem in and of itself. In order for something to constitute a problem,  it unavoidably has to be constituted as such by somebody. In other words, a problem  can best be conceived as a product of problematisation – that is, the practice in and  through which something is rendered problematic or constituted as a problem. To talk about a governmental problem, then, becomes a question of something being  constituted as a problem within reﬂections on how to govern. Moreover, and with  reference to Michel Foucault’s work on governmentality, it can be claimed with  Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller that government can itself be conceived as a  ‘ problematizing activity’ – this in the sense that ‘ it poses the obligations of rulers in  terms of the problems they seek to address’.27  
2NC Turns Case
Competitiveness discourse makes the economy unsustainable – ignores local markets and income inequality

Bristow ‘5

(School of City and Regional Planning, Cardiff University)
(Gillian, Everyone’s a ‘winner’: problematising the discourse of regional competitiveness, Journal of Economic Geography 5 (2005) pp. 285–304)

Taking a broader perspective on regional development processes again highlights the limits of policy approaches predicated upon the dominant regional competitiveness discourse. Adopting the relational perspective would imply that the problems of less prosperous or weaker regions may be explained by their relationships with prosperous, core regions rather than simply reﬂecting deﬁciencies in the performance of their ﬁrms or the environments within which they operate. However, the competitiveness discourse eschews consideration of the relations between regions, focusing only on the imperative of building capacity within regions. The responsibility for developing competitive ﬁrms and prosperous regions is thus placed ﬁrmly with institutional actors and communities within regions, who are therefore also seen as culpable where competitive performance is seen to have slipped. Competitiveness league tables are inevitably seductive for regional development agencies and the media keen to absorb ‘quick and dirty’ comparative measures of regional economic performance. However, they clearly carry the inherent danger of stigmatising lagging regions as failing because of their own deﬁciencies, when the problems may lie in part in broader structures. The policy consequences are also clear. The result is an overarching focus on building institutional structures such as RDAs, to the neglect of a more active interregional policy that might aim to both redistribute resources between regions and control growth in the core with equal if not greater impact (see Cumbers et al., 2003). The dominant discourse also leads to an emphasis upon a relatively narrow route to regional prosperity, ignoring the potential for growth and development to be achieved through more diverse avenues. The regional competitiveness discourse ignores the possibility that regional prosperity might be achieved by, for example, the development of ﬁrms serving local and national markets and not just international ones, or by the development of community or social enterprises which meet broader social and environ- mental as well as economic objectives. As a consequence, policies tend to prioritise rather narrow, private-sector orientated agendas at the expense of broader regeneration initiatives, a criticism recently levelled at the English RDAs (Niven, 2004).  Indeed, the discourse on regional competitiveness fails to address the question of sustainability or the possibility that the outcomes of relying on a strategy based upon internationally competitive ﬁrms may not necessarily be desirable. The modern socioeconomic system has to achieve not only a sustainable balance of payments or absolute level of income performance, but also a number of other basic social objectives, notably some degree of income redistribution and at least a basic level of health care (Llewellyn, 1996). If these are not met, then over the longer term the situation would almost certainly not be sustainable. If the aim is to increase average earnings in the long- term, for example, it is only logical that improving competitiveness should involve alleviating poverty—persistent poverty will ‘hold back’ efforts to enhance competitiveness (Hirmis, 2002). The current discourse of regional competitiveness does not, however, exhibit any concern with the structure, beneﬁciaries and durability of improved ﬁrm competitiveness. 
Impact – Economy 

Competition state framework makes the global economy unsustainable – debt for growth. Solving inequality is key to any economic recovery

Palan ‘98

(Professor of International Political Economy at the University of Birmingham)
(Ronen, Luring Buffaloes and the Game of Industrial Subsidies: A Critique of National Competitive Policies in the Era of the Competition State, Global Society: Journal of Interdisciplinary International Relations, Sep98, Vol. 12, Issue 3)

It appears to me that there are strong grounds to believe that the growing gap between the rich and poor within each and every country is linked directly to the structure of the global economy in the era of the "competition state". However, since growing polarisation comes into conflict with some of the central aims of the competition state by negatively affecting social and political stability which is so essential in the current beauty contests between states, it adds an additional component to the rising costs of the competition state, exacerbating further its internal contradictions. Competition State and Debt  Regressive taxation and growing polarisation affects negatively the vast majority of the population's income. This raises a serious question: where is the demand for goods and services supposed to come from? Or, to be more exact, where is the demand for wage goods going to come from?[84] And if there is indeed a crisis or at least fundamental change in the nature of demand in the OECD core, then what role does the "competition state" have to play in it? The changing nature of consumer demand in OECD countries, particularly in light of the slow rate of recovery in consumer confidence in the 1990s, is beginning to be discussed in earnest.[85] The argument is familiar that Keynesian fine-tuning policies were about the synchronisation of wage and productivity rises so that global demand kept up with increasing production.[86] Lipietz argues that neoliberalism has failed to provide a new mode of regulation and synchronisation of global demand and supply. Without risking an inquiry into the complex and intricate question of the nature of demand in a globalised economy, I would simply like to take note of a well-known argument among financial experts, namely that the last three decades were a period characterised by the progressive loosening of credit controls, on the one hand, complemented (not surprisingly) by rising debt, individual, corporate and global, on the other. Although one should continue treating debt on a case-by-case basis, the overall problem of indebtedness cannot be dissociated from the broader tendencies of the competition state era. Growing individual, national and corporate debt has kept consumption higher than it would have been otherwise. The "debt for growth" syndrome, experienced during the 1980s in the USA, the UK and later on in Japan contributed to the rising perception of risk and volatility in the financial markets which is believed to be the principal cause of the 1989-1994 world recession. Conclusion This paper does not purport to be a policy proposal and should not be read as an argument for or against national industrial policies and/or state intervention. The central message of this paper is that there is a marked difference between the dynamics of economic growth in an integrated global market and the dynamics of economic growth of a market politically divided among nationstates. This may appear self-evident. Unfortunately, current debates are caught up between two equally unhelpful and extreme positions. On the one hand, the pro-globalisation literature on the whole tends to ignore the central significance of the state. On the other hand, there is a resurgence of state-centric literature which maintains that globalisation is, by and large, a myth. As a consequence, the study of the dynamics of globalisation within the framework of a politically divided world, which is a more realistic assumption, is, by and large, neglected. At the same time, the debate over national industrial policy and the role of the state in the field of economic development shows little inclination to include the competitive inter-state dynamics into its models. Consequently, it is often assumed that competitive industrial policy can simply be replicated from one state to another without much difficulty. The underlying problem is that there is a contradiction between two capacities of the state: from the early 1930s onward, the state has taken upon itself the role of providing a stable juridical, political, social and increasingly economic environment for accumulation. To do so it had turned, in effect, into a gigantic redistributive mechanism. But as the state grew it also turned into a powerful economic actor in its own right. The problem is that the state as an economic actor competes over resources with the businesses which, in its other capacity as provider of stable economic and social environment, it is supposed to support. In shouldering the social costs of production with an ageing population inevitably puts greater demand on the state which translate, in one form or another, into higher taxation and hence lower corporate profit. But if the state seeks to limit its direct economic impact and "roll back the frontiers of the state", then the environment of accumulation is eventually damaged. There is no obvious route out of this quandary except one: increase the level of exports so that government revenues draw on a larger pie and hence tax does not have to rise to such a proportion. This is the solution that Japan and other export-led economies were able to pursue until very recently. Whether this option is still open is a matter of debate which cannot be discussed here. Another radical solution which is seriously debated suggests an abandonment of the universal commitment for health and education. For all intents and purposes, between 10 and 20% of the population of many of the OECD countries are now being neglected and may even be abandoned to their fate. But this strategy renders the "quality of life" of the other 80% hideous and raises the problem of social exclusion which the EU and the USA in different ways are, not surprisingly, concerned with. The second and related contradiction stems from the inability of the state, in practice, to withdraw gently from the economy. The enormous centralising powers of the state inevitably draw interest groups' attentions. Coupled with the need of politicians to get elected, and to be seen to be doing something for their constituencies, a powerful cocktail of social interests ensures that the redistributive mechanism of the state will remain engaged in the pursuit of better economic performances. Whatever theory or ideology may prescribe, on the ground, so to speak, governments ceaselessly seek a role and inevitably employ their fiscal and economic powers. They emulate each other, they adopt each others "models" and they innovate. The state remains, however, fully engaged in the economy. The error of the national industrial policy debate is that this aspect of competition between states is not taken into account. In more recent policy studies the lessons are beginning to be learned, and the calls on resources are far more modest. However, as the escalating levels of sweeteners and so on demonstrate, even prudent policy proposals are likely in practice to escalate into an unhelpful competitive game. This paper has pointed out these central contradictions, but also sought to demonstrate that these are already with us; that there is a complex line of causality linking the contradictory policy of the "competition states" with the "debt for growth" syndrome experienced in the 1980s, which in itself is not unrelated to the growing income polarity experienced within the competitive states. The implication of this argument is that income distribution must be placed at the heart of any attempt at economic recovery. The problem, however, is that redistribution might erode the competitive position and surely stimulate capital flight. The only alternative open to OECD states is to adopt the tenets of financial orthodoxy, which contributed to the crisis in the first place. Ultimately, the underlying problem is that the very vision of a transnational world economy sustained by a responsible "system of states" is untenable. This vision of so-called "embedded liberalism"[87] enshrined in the Bretton Woods institutions and other multilateral agreements was to begin with an unsatisfactory compromise, on the one hand, asserting the primacy of domestic economic policy and, at the same time, demanding responsibility of each nation to the community of nations. Such a vision was inherently contradictory.
Impact – War

Competitiveness discourse mobilizes populations for economic warfare

Bristow 4 (Gillian Bristow, Senior Lecturer in Econ. Geography @ Cardiff U, “Everyone’s a ‘winner,’”Journal of Economic Geography 5.3, pages 285-304)

Ultimately, the language of competitiveness is the language of the business community. Thus, critical to understanding the power of the discourse is firstly, understanding the appeal and significance of the discourse to business interests and, secondly, exploring their role in influencing the ideas of regional and national policy elites. Part of the allure of the discourse of competitiveness for the business community is its seeming comprehensibility. Business leaders feel that they already understand the basics of what competitiveness means and thus it offers them the gain of apparent sophistication without the pain of grasping something complex and new. Furthermore, competitive images are exciting and their accoutrements of ‘battles’, ‘wars’ and ‘races’ have an intuitive appeal to businesses familiar with the cycle of growth, survival and sometimes collapse (Krugman, 1996b). The climate of globalisation and the turn towards neo-liberal, capitalist forms of regulation has empowered business interests and created a demand for new concepts and models of development which offer guidance on how economies can innovate and prosper in the face of increasing competition for investment and resources. Global policy elites of governmental and corporate institutions, who share the same neo-liberal consensus, have played a critical role in promoting both the discourse of national and regional competitiveness, and of competitiveness policies which they think are good for them (such as supportive institutions and funding for research and development agendas). In the EU, for example, the European Round Table of Industrialists played a prominent role in ensuring that the Commission's 1993 White Paper placed the pursuit of international competitiveness (and thus the support of business), on an equal footing with job creation and social cohesion objectives (Lovering, 1998; Balanya et al., 2000). This discourse rapidly spread and competitiveness policies were transferred through global policy networks as large quasi-governmental organisations such as the OECD and World Bank pushed the national and, subsequently, the regional competitiveness agenda upon national governments (Peet, 2003). Part of the appeal of the regional competitiveness discourse for policy-makers is that like the discourse of globalisation, it presents a relatively structured set of ideas, often in the form of implicit and sedimented assumptions, upon which they can draw in formulating strategy and, indeed, in legitimating strategy pursued for quite distinct ends (Hay and Rosamond, 2002). Thus, the discourse clearly dovetails with discussions about the appropriate level at which economic governance should be exercised and fits in well with a growing trend towards the decentralised, ‘bottom-up’ approaches to economic development policy and a focus on the indigenous potential of regions. For example, in the UK:‘the Government believes that a successful regional and sub-regional economic policy must be based on building the indigenous strengths in each locality, region and county. The best mechanisms for achieving this are likely to be based in the regions themselves’ (HM Treasury, 2001a, vi). The devolution of powers and responsibilities to regional institutions, whether democratic or more narrowly administrative, is given added tour de force when accompanied by the arguments contained within the regional competitiveness discourse. There is clear political capital to be gained from highlighting endogenous capacities to shape economic processes, not least because it helps generate the sense of regional identity that motivates economic actors and institutions towards a common regional purpose (Rosamond, 2002). Furthermore, the regional competitiveness discourse points to a clear set of agendas for policy action over which regional institutions have some potential for leverage—agendas such as the development of university-business relationships and strong innovation networks. This provides policy-makers with the ability to point to the existence of seemingly secure paths to prosperity, as reinforced by the successes of exemplar regions. In this way, the discourse of regional competitiveness helps to provide a way of constituting regions as legitimate agents of economic governance. The language of regional competitiveness also fits in very neatly with the ideological shift to the ‘Third Way’ popularised most notably by the New Labour government in the UK. This promotes the reconstruction of the state rather than its shrinkage (as under neo-liberal market imperatives) or expansion (as under traditional socialist systems of mass state intervention). Significantly, this philosophy sees state economic competencies as being restricted to the ability to intervene in line with perceived microeconomic or supply-side imperatives rather than active macroeconomic, demand-side intervention—an agenda that is thus clearly in tune with the discourse around competitiveness. The attractiveness of the competitiveness discourse may also be partly a product of the power of pseudo-scientific, mathematised nature of the economics discipline and the business strategy literature from which it emanates. This creates an innate impartiality and technicality for the market outcomes (such as competitiveness) it describes (Schoenberger, 1998). Public policy in developed countries experiencing the marketisation of the state, is increasingly driven by managerialism which emphasises the improved performance and efficiency of the state. This managerialism is founded upon economistic and rationalistic assumptions which include an emphasis upon measuring performance in the context of a planning system driven by objectives and targets (Sanderson, 2001). The result is an increasing requirement for people, places and organisations to be accountable and for their performance and success to be measured and assessed. In this emerging evaluative state, performance tends to be scrutinised through a variety of means, with particular emphasis placed upon output indicators. This provides not only a means of lending legitimacy to the institutional environment, but also some sense of exactitude and certainty, particularly for central governments who are thus able to retain some ‘top-down’, mechanical sense that things are somehow under their control (Boyle, 2001). The evolutionary, ‘survival of the fittest’ basis of the regional competitiveness discourse clearly resonates with this evaluative culture. The discourse of competitiveness strongly appeals to the stratum of policy makers and analysts who can use it to justify what they are doing and/or to find out how well they are doing it relative to their ‘rivals’. This helps explain the interest in trying to measure regional competitiveness and the development of composite indices and league tables. It also helps explain why particular elements of the discourse have assumed particular significance—output indicators of firm performance are much easier to compare and rank on a single axis than are indicators relating to institutional behaviour, for example. This in turn points to a central paradox in measures of regional competitiveness. The key ingredients of firm competitiveness and regional prosperity are increasingly perceived as lying with assets such as knowledge and information which are, by definition, intangible or at least difficult to measure with any degree of accuracy. The obsession with performance measurement and the tendency to reduce complex variables to one, easily digestible number brings a ‘kind of blindness’ with it as to what is really important (Boyle, 2001, 60)—in this case, how to improve regional prosperity. Thus while a composite index number of regional competitiveness will attract widespread attention in the media and amongst policy-makers and development agencies, the difficulty presented by such a measure is in knowing what exactly needs to be targeted for appropriate remedial action. All of this suggests that regional competitiveness is more than simply the linguistic expression of powerful exogenous interests. It has also become rhetoric. In other words, regional competitiveness is deployed in a strategic and persuasive way, often in conjunction with other discourses (notably globalisation) to legitimate specific policy initiatives and courses of action. The rhetoric of regional competitiveness serves a useful political purpose in that it is easier to justify change or the adoption of a particular course of policy action by reference to some external threat that makes change seem inevitable. It is much easier for example, for politicians to argue for the removal of supply-side rigidities and flexible hire-and-fire workplace rules by suggesting that there is no alternative and that jobs would be lost anyway if productivity improvement was not achieved. Thus, ‘the language of external competitiveness...provides a rosy glow of shared endeavour and shared enemies which can unite captains of industry and representatives of the shop floor in the same big tent’ (Turner, 2001, 40). In this sense it is a discourse which provides some shared sense of meaning and a means of legitimising neo-liberalism rather than a material focus on the actual improvement of economic welfare.
Impact – Warming
The global war for talent is a bad frame for global warming- locks in economic nationalism and prevents cooperative solutions to problems while ensuring economic collapse

Roos (Fellow (Climate & Energy Policy) at The Breakthrough Institute; M.A. International Affairs from Sciences Po Paris and an MSc International Political Economy from the London School of Economics) 10
(Jerome, The Specter of Economic Nationalism, June 10, http://breakthroughgen.org/blog/2010/06/the_specter_of_economic_nation.shtml)
Many self-proclaimed experts in the U.S., ranging from Fareed Zakaria to Thomas Friedman, have taken to couching their advocacy for a clean-energy economy in terms of innovation, growth and competitiveness. Playing into the self-deprecating sense of doom that has pervaded American society in the face of Asia's recent challenge to U.S. economic hegemony, such a narrative is likely to register much more powerfully with an increasingly cynical electorate than the environmentalist 'politics of limits'. What most commentators fail to appreciate, however, is that this renewed focus on growth and competitiveness is not only misleading the American public, it also poses a profound threat to the world economy and the billions of people who are still struggling to make their way out of poverty. The specter of economic nationalism looms large behind the desperate attempt to reframe the climate crisis in terms of innovation and competiveness. Late last year, Fareed Zakaria compared America's global reputation to "a star that still looks bright in the farthest reaches of the universe but has burned out at the core." Businessweek reported an American CEO as saying that "the rest of the world is chewing us alive," in conclusion to which it argued that the 'might' of the U.S. manufacturing sector has eroded to that of a developing country. Thomas Friedman, in the meantime, is wondering who is asleep now, and has begun publicly fantasizing what the U.S. might look like if it could be China for a day. Across the board, the obsession with the Asian rise to power, and in particular the Chinese challenge to U.S. hegemony (which at times borders on sinophobic tendencies), has gone hand-in-hand with loss of self-esteem and a pervasive sense that everything in the U.S. is going downhill. The conclusion of most Americans is straightforward: "we're not good enough." The solution of most self-proclaimed experts is just as simple: "we need to become better at stuff." This view is not only very self-deprecating - it is utterly misleading as well. America today finds itself in the middle of possibly the most significant economic transformation in its young history: the transition to a clean-energy, post-industrial economy. To judge the solidity of that economy on the basis of outdated concepts like manufacturing productivity entirely misses the point. With the advent of the knowledge economy and the network society, the very nature of wealth creation was radically altered. The future well-being of U.S. citizens no longer hinges on technological advances alone. Human and social capital, rather than the physical capital that underpinned the Fordist assembly lines, have become the crucial determinants of post-industrial wealth creation. Hence, the key investments of the future will be in education, not in manufacturing. Surely we need an unfathomable amount of solar panels, wind mills and electric vehicles to bridge the transition to a sustainable economy and avert the worst effects of climate change. There is a very powerful argument to be made for epic government investment in these sectors, particularly on the level of infrastructure (think smart super grids and plug-in recharge depots, for example). But why does the U.S. necessarily have to engage in a fierce competitive struggle to gain dominance over these sectors, if it might as well let others develop those technologies at cheaper cost? Although the U.S. may have fallen behind in terms of producing the physical solar panels, windmills and hybrid vehicles, it is still light years ahead of China in terms of personal freedoms and human well-being, as well as ecological concern. Since the ultimate end of our political and economic system should be to improve human well-being, and growth is only a means towards achieving this end, what does it matter if we grow a bit less rapidly relative to developing countries and our own growth record of the past six decades, as long as our levels of well-being remain relatively stable over time? In other words, what does it matter if China produces the solar panels? For the climate, it only matters that we actually start buying them. For the U.S. economy, it matters that the government invest in human and social capital through education, as well as in the infrastructure necessary to spearhead the green economy. Would it not be a much more logical division of labor if we found a balance between Asia doing most of the manufacturing, and the West continuing to expand on its knowledge economy? There are two groups of people who would strongly disagree here. First of all, the wealthy industrialists who failed to adapt to changing markets - most notably the American car industry - will find their factories either outsourced to foreign countries or taken over by foreign firms, so they have a great stake in a public project to revamp America's flailing manufacturing sector. Secondly, the workers in those factories who are laid off over time and find themselves unable to find a new job in a different sector also have a strong interest in promoting the idea of 'green collar jobs'. Now what pundits like Zakaria and Friedman are doing, is forging an unholy alliance with these failed industrialists and laid-off workers, in order to come to a corporatist, neo-mercantilist compromise that would see the creation of a heavily government-subsidized U.S. manufacturing sector stealing jobs back from China and other countries in the developing world. This has nothing to do with progressive climate politics. It is economic nationalism. Unlike the doomsday theories of those who like to equate China's rise with America's inevitable downfall, the truth is that there is still more than enough money to go round in the United States, and this is unlikely to change anytime soon. American annual GDP per capita sits at $46,400, compared to China's $6,600 (adjusted for purchasing power parity). Yet we somehow have the conceit to challenge this poor country's rise to modernity as a fundamental threat to our 'innovative edge'? Worldwide, billions of people are knockin' on modernity's door, and all we can think of is how to use massive public investments in green-tech to slam the door shut just when they are about to come in? Rather than staging a new global competition with Chinese workers for long-lost manufacturing jobs, Americans would do well to stage a competition with their own elites in demanding a healthier sense of redistributive justice and more investment in public education. This way, workers who lose their jobs due to outsourcing fall into a social safety net rather than into abject poverty, and they can be directly retrained to take up positions in more economically relevant sectors. A more expansive social system that shifts money from the American aristocracy to the American people seems a lot fairer than a form of economic nationalism that shifts jobs from poor Asians to relatively rich Americans. It also seems to be the only way to create the much needed economic breathing space for our brothers and sisters in the developing world to catch up, while simultaneously allowing us to solve the climate crisis in the most cost effective way.

Impact – Triple Crunch
Competitiveness makes environmental and economic collapse and resource wars inevitable
Bristow ‘10

(School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University) (Gillian, Resilient regions: re-‘place’ing regional competitiveness, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 2010, 3, 153–167)

In recent years, regional development strategies have been subjugated to the hegemonic discourse of competitiveness, such that the ultimate objective for all regional development policy-makers and practitioners has become the creation of economic advantage through superior productivity performance, or the attraction of new ﬁrms and labour (Bristow, 2005). A major consequence is the developing ‘ubiquitiﬁcation’ of regional development strategies (Bristow, 2005; Maskell and Malmberg, 1999). This reﬂects the status of competitiveness as a key discursive construct (Jessop, 2008) that has acquired hugely signiﬁcant rhetorical power for certain interests intent on reinforcing capitalist relations (Bristow, 2005; Fougner, 2006). Indeed, the competitiveness hegemony is such that many policies previously considered only indirectly relevant to unfettered economic growth tend to be hijacked in support of competitiveness agendas (for example Raco, 2008; also Dannestam, 2008).  This paper will argue, however, that a particularly narrow discourse of ‘competitiveness’ has been constructed that has a number of negative connotations for the ‘resilience’ of regions. Resilience is deﬁned as the region’s ability to experience positive economic success that is socially inclusive, works within environmental limits and which can ride global economic punches (Ashby et al., 2009). As such, resilience clearly resonates with literatures on sustainability, localisation and diversiﬁcation, and the developing understanding of regions as intrinsically diverse entities with evolutionary and context-speciﬁc development trajectories (Hayter, 2004). In contrast, the dominant discourse of competitiveness is ‘placeless’ and increasingly associated with globalised, growth-ﬁrst and environmentally malign agendas (Hudson, 2005).  However, this paper will argue that the relationships between competitiveness and resilience are more complex than might at ﬁrst appear. Using insights from the Cultural Political Economy (CPE) approach, which focuses on understanding the construction, development and spread of hegemonic policy discourses, the paper will argue that the dominant discourse of competitiveness used in regional development policy is narrowly constructed and is thus insensitive to contingencies of place and the more nuanced role of competition within economies. This leads to problems of resilience that can be partly overcome with the development of a more contextualised approach to competitiveness. The paper is now structured as follows. It begins by examining the developing understanding of resilience in the theorising and policy discourse around regional development. It then describes the CPE approach and utilises its framework to explain both how a narrow conception of competitiveness has come to dominate regional development policy and how resilience inter-plays in subtle and complex ways with competitiveness and its emerging critique. The paper then proceeds to illustrate what resilience means for regional development ﬁrstly, with reference to the Transition Towns concept, and then by developing a typology of regional strategies to show the different characteristics of policy approaches based on competitiveness and resilience. Regional resilience Resilience is rapidly emerging as an idea whose time has come in policy discourses around localities and regions, where it is developing widespread appeal owing to the peculiarly powerful combination of transformative pressures from below, and various catalytic, crisis-induced imperatives for change from above. It features strongly in policy discourses around environmental management and sustainable development (see Hudson, 2008a), but has also more recently emerged in relation to emergency and disaster planning with, for example ‘Regional Resilience Teams’ established in the English regions to support and co-ordinate civil protection activities around various emergency situations such as the threat of a swine ﬂu pandemic.  The discourse of resilience is also taking hold in discussions around desirable local and regional development activities and strategies. The recent global ‘credit crunch’ and the accompanying in-crease in livelihood insecurity has highlighted the advantages of those local and regional economies that have greater ‘resilience’ by virtue of being less dependent upon globally footloose activities, hav-ing greater economic diversity, and/or having a de-termination to prioritise and effect more signiﬁcant structural change (Ashby et al, 2009; Larkin and Cooper, 2009). Indeed, resilience features particular strongly in the ‘grey’ literature spawned by thinktanks, consul-tancies and environmental interest groups around the consequences of the global recession, catastrophic climate change and the arrival of the era of peak oil for localities and regions with all its implications for the longevity of carbon-fuelled economies, cheap, long-distance transport and global trade. This popularly labelled ‘triple crunch’ (New Economics Foundation, 2008) has power-fully illuminated the potentially disastrous material consequences of the voracious growth imperative at the heart of neoliberalism and competitiveness, both in the form of resource constraints (especially food security) and in the inability of the current system to manage global ﬁnancial and ecological sustainability. In so doing, it appears to be galvinising previously disparate, fractured debates about the merits of the current system, and challenging public and political opinion to develop a new, global concern with frugality, egalitarianism and localism (see, for example Jackson, 2009; New Economics Foundation, 2008). 
Impact – Environmental Collapse 

Competitiveness ensures environmental collapse- renders costs environmental externalities to growth and economic gain

Bristow ‘10

(School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University)
(Gillian, Resilient regions: re-‘place’ing regional competitiveness, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 2010, 3, 153–167)

The placelessness of the competitiveness discourse also has other signiﬁcant implications—implications which directly threaten the resilience of regions. The discourse of de-contextualised competitiveness fails to address the question of sustainability or the environmental costs of globally mobile ﬁrms and resources (Bristow and Wells, 2005; Hudson, 2008a). In fact, the pursuit of this notion of competitiveness works to constrain the possibility of developing more positive policies in relation to the environment. As Purcell (2009, 145) observes, ‘‘a polity that values the environment, for example, might feel it cannot make a strong environmental policy (e.g. signing on to Kyoto) because it would make the area less competitive. The neo-liberal claim is that competition is a question of life and death’’. Regions feel they must be competitive or die. Strategies based on more sustainable development approaches then look very optional in the face of the competitive and global struggle for survival. This reﬂects the economically reductionist conception of development that lies at the heart of the competitiveness discourse. The discourse focuses on the narrowly microeconomic and emphasises the efﬁciency of individual ﬁrms. It also views the production process in a linear fashion whereby ‘end of pipe’ wastes are ultimately to be disposed of as ‘externalities’ (Hudson, 2005). Similarly, the discourse deﬁnes the ‘environment’ in terms of the microeconomic business environment, thus ignoring the broader ecological and material limits and capacities of a region. This creates short-termist, growth-ﬁrst approaches to development creating scenarios whereby a region becomes competitive today by depleting and denuding its physical environment, thereby limiting its competitiveness for tomorrow (Bristow and Wells, 2005). 
Impact – Serial Policy Failure
Rhetoric of economic competition is misinformed and dangerous – results in serial policy failure and threatens the international economic system

Krugman ‘94(Paul Robin Krugman is an American economist, Professor of Economics and International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, “Competiveness: A Dangerous Obsession”, http://www.ucema.edu.ar/u/agaletto/krugman_competitiveness.pdf)
Guess what? Delors didn’t confront the problems of either the welfare state or the EMS. He explained that the root cause of European unemployment as a lack of competitiveness with the United States and Japan and that the solution was a program of investment in infrastructure and high technology. It was a disappointing evasion, but not a surprising one. After all, the rhetoric of competitiveness—the view that, in the words of President Clinton, each nation is “like a big corporation competing in the global marketplace”—has become pervasive among opinion leaders throughout the world. People who believe themselves to be sophisticated about the subject take it for granted that the economic problem facing any modern nation is essentially one of competing on world markets—that the United States and Japan are competitors in the same sense that Coca-Cola competes with Pepsi—and are unaware that anyone might seriously question that proposition. Every few months a new best-seller warns the American public of the dire consequences of losing the “race” for the 21st century. A whole industry of councils on competitiveness, “geo-economists” and managed trade theorists has sprung up in Washington. Many of these people, having diagnosed America’s economic problems in much the same terms as Delors did Europe’s, are now in the highest reaches of the Clinton administration formulating economic and trade policy for the United States. So Delors was using a language that was not only convenient but comfortable for him and a wide audience on both sides of the Atlantic. Unfortunately, his diagnosis was deeply misleading as a guide to what ails Europe, and similar diagnoses in the United States are equally misleading. The idea that a country’s economic fortunes are largely determined by its success on world markets is a hypothesis, not a necessary truth; and as a practical, empirical matter, that hypothesis is flatly wrong. That is, it is simply not the case that the world’s leading nations are to any important degree in economic competition with each other, or that any of their major economic problems can be attributed to failures to compete on world markets. The growing obsession in most advanced nations with international competitiveness should be seen, not as a well-founded concern, but as a view held in the face of overwhelming contrary evidence. And yet it is clearly a view that people very much want to hold—a desire to believe that is reflected in a remarkable tendency of those who preach the doctrine of competitiveness to support their case with careless, flawed arithmetic. This article makes three points. First, it argues that concerns about competitiveness are, as an empirical matter, almost completely unfounded. Second, it tries to explain why defining the economic problem as one of international competition is nonetheless so attractive to so many people. Finally, it argues that the obsession with competitiveness is not only wrong but dangerous, skewing domestic politics and threatening the international economic system. This last issue is, of course, the most consequential from the standpoint of public policy. Thinking in terms of competitiveness leads, directly and indirectly, to bad economic policies on a wide range of issues, domestic and foreign, whether it be in healthcare or trade.
And it turns the entire case – using competitiveness rhetoric as a justification spills over from the aff’s policy, killing the effectiveness of any related policies, economic or otherwise
Krugman ‘94(Paul Robin Krugman is an American economist, Professor of Economics and International Affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, “Competiveness: A Dangerous Obsession”, http://www.ucema.edu.ar/u/agaletto/krugman_competitiveness.pdf)
Perhaps the most serious risk from obsession with competitiveness, however, is its subtle indirect effect on the quality of economic discussion and policymaking. If top government officials are strongly committed to a particular economic doctrine, their commitment inevitably sets the tone for policy-making on all issues, even those which may seem to have nothing to do with that doctrine. And if an economic doctrine is flatly, completely and demonstrably wrong, the insistence that discussion adhere to that doctrine inevitably blurs the focus and diminishes the quality of policy discussion across a broad range of issues, including some that are very far from trade policy per se. Consider, for example, the issue of health care reform, undoubtedly the most important economic initiative of the Clinton administration, almost surely an order of magnitude more important to U.S. living standards than anything that might be done about trade policy (unless the United States provokes a full-blown trade war). Since health care is an issue with few direct international linkages, one might have expected it to be largely insulated from any distortions of policy resulting from misguided concerns about competitiveness. But the administration placed the development of the health care plan in the hands of Ira Magaziner, the same Magaziner who so conspicuously failed to do his homework in arguing for government promotion of high value-added industries. Magaziner’s prior writings and consulting on economic policy focused almost entirely on the issue of international competition, his views on which may be summarized by the titles of his 1990 book, The Silent War. His appointment reflected many factors, of course, not least his long personal friendship with the first couple. Still, it was not irrelevant that in an administration committed to the ideology of competitiveness Magaziner, who has consistently recommended that national industrial policies be based on the corporate strategy concepts he learned during his years at the Boston Consulting Group, was regarded as an economic policy expert. We might also note the unusual process by which the health care reform was developed. In spite of the huge size of the task force, recognized experts in the health care field were almost completely absent, notably though not exclusively economists specializing in health care, including economists with impeccable liberal credentials like Henry Aaron of the Brookings Institution. Again, this may have reflected a number of factors, but it is probably not irrelevant that anyone who, like Magaziner, is strongly committed to the ideology of competitiveness is bound to have professional economists notably unsympathetic in the past—and to be unwilling to deal with them on any other issue. To make a harsh but not entirely unjustified analogy, a government wedded to the ideology of competitiveness is as unlikely to make good economic policy as a government committed to creationism is to make good science policy, even in the areas that have no direct relationship to the theory of evolution.

AT: Permutation
Can’t integrate economic competitiveness into social movements from below – makes co-optation inev. Toronto Community building alliances prove

Allahwala (doctoral student at York University) 6
 (Ahmed, Weak policies for strong neighbourhoods? Relay #13, September/October)

As it is firmly grounded in discourses around economic competitiveness that favour the class interests of the global elites within the Toronto City Summit Alliance, it is doubtful whether this civil-society coalition can provide the space for the articulation of radical claims for social transformation. The systematic subordination of social and political issues under the economic imperatives of globalized capital-ism makes this – one could argue – out-right impossible. The integration of community-based organizations into the new governance structures of the post-Fordist city opens up real opportunities for the input of progressive policy proposals. Given the overall framework of economic competitiveness in which the analysis is situated, however, co-optation is likely if not imminent. 

The perms third way – even when attempting to accomplish noble goals of social justice – always get subordinated to market driven logic

Mitchell (Prof of Geography @ University of Washington) 6
 (Katharyne, "Neoliberal governmentality in the European Union: education, training, and technologies of citizenship" Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 24(3) 389 – 407)

Overall however, a broad-based social democratic project is losing ground to a neoliberal one involving a complex mix of “third way” type claims to fairness, social justice, social cohesion and “open” government, accompanied by a sharp institutional transition to a more market-driven logic. The third way rhetoric seems to promote a gentler, fairer government through partnerships and various methods of decentralized decision-making, but in effect these changes act to increase both individual and regional competition, devolve responsibility to specific ‘agents’ and to further undermine welfarist principles of redistribution and responsibility (Walters and Haahr, 2005). 

AT: Inevitable

Cross-disciplinary studies prove cooperation is the natural and most effective method of human interaction

Benkler, 2011,

Yochai Benkler (ybenkler@law.harvard.edu) is the Jack N. and Lillian R. Berkman Professor for Entrepreneurial Legal Studies at Harvard Law School and the codirector of the Berkman Center for Internet and Society at Harvard University. He is the author of The Penguin and the Leviathan: How Cooperation Triumphs over Self-Interest (Crown Business, August 2011),    The Unselfish Gene. By: Benkler, Yochai, Harvard Business Review, 00178012, Jul/Aug2011, Vol. 89, Issue 7/8, EBSCO

SPOTLIGHT ON COLLABORATION  We are more cooperative and less selfish than most people believe. Organizations should help us embrace our collaborative sentiments  IN 1976, evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins wrote in The Selfish Gene, "If you wish, as I do, to build a society in which individuals cooperate generously and unselfishly towards a common good, you can expect little help from biological nature. Let us try to teach generosity and altruism, because we are born selfish." By 2006, the tide had started to turn. Harvard University mathematical biologist Martin Nowak could declare, in an overview of the evolution of cooperation in Science magazine, "Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of evolution is its ability to generate cooperation in a competitive world. Thus, we might add 'natural cooperation' as a third fundamental principle of evolution beside mutation and natural selection."  Why is this deep-rooted belief about human selfishness beginning to change? To some extent, the answer is specific to evolutionary biology. But similar ideas challenging the notion that people are born selfish have surfaced in several other fields, such as psychology, sociology, political science, and experimental economics. Together, these ideas are tracing a new intellectual arc in the disciplines concerned with human action and motivation.  Until the late 1980s, our understanding of what made people tick was marked by the rise of an ever more precisely defined model of self-interested rationality--the rational actor theory--which provided the basis for thinking about human behavior, institutions, and organizations. Assuming that we are uniformly rational and concerned only with advancing our material interests provided good enough predictions about our behavior--or so we thought--and convinced us that we are best off designing systems as though we are selfish creatures. Moreover, people who don't cooperate can ruin things for everyone, so to save ourselves from freeloaders we built systems by assuming the worst of everyone.  Nowhere are the assumptions about the effective harnessing of self-interest, and the terrible consequences, expressed more clearly than in former Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan's 2008 testimony to the U.S. Senate after the collapse of the banking and credit system. "Those of us who have looked to the self-interest of lending institutions to protect shareholders' equity--myself, especially--are in a state of shocked disbelief," Greenspan said. "I've been going for 40 years or more with very considerable evidence that it was working exceptionally well."  The widespread conviction about the power of self-interest is based on two long-standing, partly erroneous, and opposing assumptions about getting people to cooperate. One of them inspired the philosopher Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan in 1651: Humans are fundamentally and universally selfish, and governments must control them so that they don't destroy one another in the shortsighted pursuit of self-interest. The second is Adam Smith's alternative solution: the invisible hand. Smith's 1776 book, The Wealth of Nations, argued that because humans are self-interested and their decision making is driven by the rational weighing of costs and benefits, their actions in a free market tend to serve the common good. Though their prescriptions are very different, both the Leviathan and the invisible hand have the same starting point: a belief in humankind's selfishness.  Models of self-interested rationality increasingly came to be seen as universally correct and applicable across an ever-expanding range of human practices. Economics became the primary medium of expression. For example, Nobel laureate Gary Becker argued in 1968 that the calculus of criminals is best understood as a set of rational trade-offs between the benefits of crime and the costs of punishment, discounted by the probability of detection. Imposing harsher punishments and increasing police enforcement, people concluded, are the obvious ways to tackle crime. The same year, Garrett Hardin described the tragedy of the commons--the parable about farmers who shared a piece of land with no restrictions on the number of cattle each could graze on it. They kept letting more cattle graze on the commons until the grass was gone, leaving nothing for anyone. No one stopped grazing animals, Hardin argued, for fear of losing out to the other farmers, who would continue overexploiting the commons. The conclusion was that as self-interested actors, human beings will inevitably destroy shared resources unless the latter are subject either to regulation or to property rights.  Like biology, however, the discipline of economics has changed over the years. In 2009, Elinor Ostrom was awarded the Nobel Prize in economics for showing how commons can--and do--sustain themselves for centuries as well-functioning systems. The most striking example is in Spain, where thousands of farmers have been managing their access to water through self-regulated irrigation districts for more than five centuries. To take another example, 75% of U.S. cities with populations of more than 50,000 have successfully adopted some version of community policing, which reduces crime not by imposing harsher penalties but by humanizing the interactions of the police with local communities.  Overcoming our assumptions about self-interest is critical to diagnose the risks that new business rivals pose. In 1999, two experts showed how Microsoft's entry into the encyclopedia market with Encarta symbolized the transformation made possible by networked information economics. Here was a major player leveraging a powerful position, gained by early-mover advantages and network effects, to bundle a product and distribute it widely at a low cost. Britannica's lumbering 32-volume, multi-thousand-dollar offering didn't stand a chance. Ten years later, Britannica had been pushed to a different model--but not by Encarta. Microsoft stopped producing Encarta in 2009 because of competition from a business model that is inconceivable according to the belief in self-interested rationality: Wikipedia.  If you feel that Wikipedia--the seventh or eighth most trafficked website, with more than 300 million visitors a month--is unique, ask Zagat's how the user-generated Yelp has affected its market or Fodor what it thinks about TripAdvisor. The rise of open source software is an example of the same dynamic. For more than 15 years, companies have used open source Apache software for mission-critical web applications, with Microsoft's server software trailing a distant second. Companies such as Google, Facebook, and Craigslist have also found ways to become profitable by engaging people. Our old models of human behavior did not--could not--predict that.  The way these organizations work flies in the face of the assumption that human beings are selfish creatures. For decades, economists, politicians, legislators, executives, and engineers have built systems and organizations around incentives, rewards, and punishments to get people to achieve public, corporate, and community goals. If you want employees to work harder, incorporate pay for performance and monitor their results more closely. If you want executives to do what's right for shareholders, pay them in stock. If you want doctors to look after patients better, threaten them with malpractice suits.  Yet, all around us, we see people cooperating and working in collaboration, doing the right thing, behaving fairly, acting generously, caring about their group or team, and trying to behave like decent people who reciprocate kindness with kindness. The adoption of cooperative systems in many fields has been paralleled by a renewed interest in the mechanics of cooperation among researchers in the social and behavioral sciences. Through the work of many scientists, we have begun to see evidence across several disciplines that people are in fact more cooperative and selfless--or behave far less selfishly--than we have assumed. Perhaps humankind is not so inherently selfish after all.  Dozens of field studies have identified cooperative systems, many of which are more stable and effective than incentive-based ones. Evolutionary biologists and psychologists have found neural and possibly genetic evidence of a human predisposition to cooperate, which I shall describe below. After years of arguments to the contrary, there is growing evidence that evolution may favor people who cooperate and societies that include such individuals.  In fact, a distinct pattern has emerged. In experiments about cooperative behavior, a large minority of people--about 30%--behave as though they are selfish, as we commonly assume. However, 50% systematically and predictably behave cooperatively. Some of them cooperate conditionally; they treat kindness with kindness and meanness with meanness. Others cooperate unconditionally, even when it comes at a personal cost. (The remaining 20% are unpredictable, sometimes choosing to cooperate and other times refusing to do so.) In no society examined under controlled conditions have the majority of people consistently behaved selfishly.  That's perhaps why using controls or carrots and sticks to motivate people isn't effective. We need systems that rely on engagement, communication, and a sense of common purpose and identity. Most organizations would be better off helping us to engage and embrace our collaborative, generous sentiments than assuming that we are driven purely by self-interest. In fact, systems based on self-interest, such as material rewards and punishment, often lead to less productivity than an approach oriented toward our social motivations.  The challenge we face today is to build new models based on fresh assumptions about human behavior that can help us design better systems. The image of humanity this shift requires will allow us to hold a more benevolent model of who we are as human beings. No, we are not all Mother Teresa; if we were, we wouldn't have heard of her. However, a majority of human beings are more willing to be cooperative, trustworthy, and generous than the dominant model has permitted us to assume. If we recognize that, we can build efficient systems by relying on our better selves rather than optimizing for our worst. We can do better. 
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